A LABOUR MARKET DEFINITION OF DISADVANTAGE:
TOWARDS AN ENHANCED LOCAL CLASSIFICATION

Final Report
February 1996
A E Green D W Owen
Institute for Employment Research Centre for Research in Ethnic Relations

University of Warwick University of Warwick




Contents

Page
List of tables ii
List of figures iii
Executive summary v
1. Introduction 1
1.1 Scope and structure of the report 1
1.2 Context 1
2. Identification of local areas suffering labour market disadvantage 5
2.1 Dimensions of labour market disadvantage 5
2.2  Developing indicators of of labour market disadvantage at the local scale 6
2.3 The screeining process 6
3. An enhanced local classification of labour market disadvantage 11
3.1 Approaches to classifying areas 11
3.2 A priori classification 11
3.3 Cluster analysis classification 12
3.4  Key features of labour market disadvantage by region 19
4. Background information on the classification of wards 25
4.1 Labour market disadvantage in a broader context 25
4.2 Further contextual information - results 25
4.3  Coverage of reference groups by cluster 30
S. Labour market situations by ethnic group 33
5.1 Introduction and methodology 33
5.2 Comparative labour market situations by ethnic group at the local scale 33
6. Conclusions 39
6.1 Assessment of the classification 39
6.2  Using the classification 41
References 45
Appendices
1. Generating data at the ward scale 47
2. Classificatory indicators 53
3. Listing of wards output from the screening process 55
4. Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process 63
5. The a priori classification technique 79
6. The cluster analysis technique 95
7. Descriptive statistics and further information about clusters 97
8. 1991 Census of Population data on ethnic groups 117
9. Listing of wards included in the classification 125



List of tables

Page
1.1  Examples of indicators used in local indices of disadvantage / deprivation 3
2.1 Checklist of attributes of ideal measures of labour market disadvantage 5
2.2  Composition of Government Office regions in England by County 8
4.1 Classifications of labour market disadvantage and scores on composite indices
of disadvantage / deprivation 29
A2.1 Key to classificatory indicators 53

A4.1 Regional distribution of wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process 66

A5.1 Quintile group classification of wards by government office region 80
A7.1 Mean scores on classificatory indicators 97
A7.2 Distribution of cluster membership by quintile group 98
A7.3 Distribution of cluster membership by region 99
A7.4 Key to indicators providing contextual information 113
A7.5 Mean scores on contextual indicators 114
A7.6 Indicators used for analysing comparative labour market situations by cluster 115
A7.7 Mean scores on economic activity rate indicators by ethnic group 116
A8.1 The 1991 Census of Population ethnic classification 117
A8.2 Ethnic group composition of Great Britain, 1991 119
A8.3 Ethnic group composition of the population by country, 1991 119
A8.4 Regional distribution of minority ethnic groups 120
A8.5 Regional variations in ethnic composition 121

A8.6 Population and economic activity by ethnic group in Great Britain, 1991 124

ii



List of figures

A4d.1
A4.2
A4.3
A4.4
A4.5
A4.6
A4.7

A4.8

A4.9

A4.10
A4.11
A4.12
A4.13
A4.14

AS5.1
A5.2
AS53
AS5.4
AS.5
A5.6
A5.7
AS5.8
AS5.9
A5.10
AS5.11
A5.12

A7.1
A7.2
A73
A7.4
A7.5
A7.6
A7.7
A7.8
A7.9
A7.10
A7.11
A7.12

Wards selected in stage 1 of the screening process - Great Britain

Wards selected in stage 2 of the screening process - Great Britain

Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - South East region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Eastern region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - London region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - South West region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - West Midlands
region

Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - East Midlands
region

Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Yorkshire &
Humberside region

Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Merseyside region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - North West region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - North East region
Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Wales

Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Scotland

Wards by quintile group - South East region
Wards by quintile group - Eastern region

Wards by quintile group - London region

Wards by quintile group - South West region
Wards by quintile group - West Midlands region
Wards by quintile group - East Midlands region
Wards by quintile group - Yorkshire & Humberside region
Wards by quintile group - Merseyside region
Wards by quintile group - North West region
Wards by quintile group - North East region
Wards by quintile group - Wales

Wards by quintile group - Scotland

Wards by cluster - South East region
Wards by cluster - Eastern region

Wards by cluster - London region

Wards by cluster - South West region
Wards by cluster - West Midlands region
Wards by cluster - East Midlands region
Wards by cluster - Yorkshire & Humberside region
Wards by cluster - Merseyside region
Wards by cluster - North West region
Wards by cluster - North East region
Wards by cluster - Wales

Wards by cluster - Scotland

iii

Page

64
65
67
68
69
70

71
72

73
74
75
76
77
78

82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93

101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112



iv



Executive summary

Introduction

Changes in the labour market have had an uneven impact across different population groups
and areas. Some have gained from the changes, while others have lost out. There is
increasing recognition that in all regions and districts there are both 'winners' and 'losers', and
that there are variations in the 'ingredients' contributing to labour market disadvantage in
different local areas.

A range of indices of disadvantage have been generated at the local level (such as the
Department of the Environment's Index of Local Conditions), but none of these indices is
concerned specifically with labour market disadvantage. At the end of 1994, the Department
decided to commission researchers at the University of Warwick to fill this 'gap' by
developing a classification of local areas (1991 electoral wards in this study) in Great Britain
suffering the most severe labour market disadvantage.

The aim of this report is to outline the development of an enhanced classification of labour
market disadvantage at the local scale. Background to the development of such a
classification is provided in the first section before proceeding to other sections on the
various stages involved in the classification process, which seeks to identify those local areas
(wards in this study) with severe labour market disadvantage for inclusion in the
classification. Since there is no single measure of labour market disadvantage a variety of
indicators is used. Two different methods are used for classifying the wards: an a priori
classification technique and a cluster analysis classification technique. The key features of
experience of labour market disadvantage for each group of wards identified in these
classifications are described. Reference is then made to other indicators used in more
general classifications of disadvantage and details of the coverage of key population sub-
groups are outlined, putting the labour market classification into a broader context.
Comparative labour market situations by ethnic group in the different groups of areas are
also traced. The final section presents the conclusions from the research.

Identification of local areas for inclusion in a classification

Labour market restructuring has an uneven impact on population sub-groups and areas. A
range of indices of disadvantage / deprivation have been generated by other researchers at
the local level, but none of these indices is concerned specifically with labour market
disadvantage. This report represents an attempt to fill this 'gap' by presenting a classification
of those wards in Great Britain suffering the most severe labour market disadvantage.

Since there is no single measure of labour market disadvantage, it is necessary to use a
variety of different measures representing different dimensions of labour market
disadvantage. Two main sources of labour market data were used to construct such
measures: the Census of Population and JUVOS (Joint Unemployment and Vacancy
Operating System).

A two-stage screening process was undertaken to select those wards suffering severe labour
market disadvantage for inclusion in the classification:



= Stage 1: 1,371 wards (one in eight of the wards in Great Britain, covering nearly 1 in
5 of the population) with values at least 1.5 times the Great Britain average on at least
two key indicators of labour market disadvantage were selected.

= Stage 2: 805 wards (7.5 per cent of all wards in Great Britain, covering 11 per cent
of the population) with above average values across a broader range of indicators of
labour market disadvantage were selected from those output in Stage 1.

There are pronounced regional variations in the incidence of severe labour market
disadvantage. Over two-fifths of the 805 wards selected for inclusion in the classification
are located in Scotland, the North East and Wales. Half of the wards in Merseyside were
output from Stage 2 of the screening process, compared with less than 1 per cent in the South
East, the Eastern region and the South West.

Within regions severe labour market disadvantage tends to be most prevalent in the largest
urban areas.

An enhanced local classification of labour market disadvantage

The next stage of the project involved classifying 805 wards output from the screening
process. The aim was to group together wards displaying similar characteristics of labour
market disadvantage.

There is no universally agreed 'best' method of classifying areas. Two complementary
techniques are used for classifying areas:

| A priori classification: The 805 wards were classified into five groups of equal size
(known as quintile groups) on the basis of severity of disadvantage across 28
indicators of labour market disadvantage. The 20 per cent of wards suffering the
most severe disadvantage were allocated to quintile group 5, the next 20 per cent to
quintile group 4, and so on.

G Cluster analysis classification: The 805 wards were grouped into seven clusters on
the basis of sharing similar characteristics across 28 indicators of labour market
disadvantage. = The seven clusters were ranked on a factor summarising
unemployment conditions and were given numerical labels (clusters 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7)
accordingly - with the most severely disadvantaged wards in cluster 1, and the least
severely disadvantaged in cluster 7, as well as titles summarising the key
characteristics of wards in the group.

The key characteristics of each cluster in relation to the average across the 805 wards
included in the classification (not in relation to the average experience across the whole of
Great Britain) are as follows:

[ | Cluster 1 - Chronic disadvantage (62 wards): displays above average scores on
virtually all indicators of labour market disadvantage. 97 per cent of wards in the
cluster are in quintile group 5 (i.e. the group from the a priori classification identified
as suffering the most severe labour market disadvantage). The main regional
concentrations of cluster members are in Merseyside, the North East and Scotland.
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= Cluster 2 - Disadvantage amidst professionalisation (63 wards): exhibits a higher
than average incidence of unemployment, but lower than average inactivity rates.
There are fewer residents in semi-skilled and unskilled occupations than in any other
cluster. Three out of every five cluster 2 wards are in London.

| Cluster 3 - General disadvantage (151 wards): unemployment rates are higher than
average, but the incidence of long-term unemployment is lower than average. There
are representatives from all quintile groups and all regions.

E Cluster 4 - Disadvantage in Scotland (126 wards): 89 per cent of the wards in the
cluster are located in Scotland. Lower than average values are recorded on the
majority of indicators of labour market disadvantage.

= Cluster 5 - Metropolitan disadvantage (180 wards): long-term unemployment is a
particular problem in this group of wards. The membership is geographically
widespread and there are representatives from all quintile groups.

| Cluster 6 - Long-standing disadvantage (147 wards): has a larger proportion of
young people on government schemes than in any other cluster, although the general
picture is one of slightly less pronounced than average disadvantage on most
indicators. The North East has a large concentration of wards in this cluster.

= Cluster 7 - High inactivity areas (76 wards): the key distinguishing feature of this
group of wards is the high levels of inactivity. Levels of limiting long-term iliness
and permanent sickness are much higher than average. Two out of every three wards
in cluster 7 are located in Wales.

Further background information on the classification of wards

In order to place labour market disadvantage in a broader context, background information
for each of the seven clusters was compiled using other labour market indicators, indicators
of deprivation, composite local indices of disadvantage / deprivation and reference group
indicators.

Relative to the Great Britain average, the 805 wards included in this classification of labour
market disadvantage are characterised by:
= lower levels of self-employment
twice as many households without access to a car
two and a half times as many households in council housing
twice as many lone parent families
a markedly higher than average ratio of inactive to economically active population.

While there are important overlaps between labour market disadvantage and other composite
measures of disadvantage/deprivation, the more general indicators fail either to capture the
full variety of experience of labour market disadvantage at the local level or to distinguish
between local areas with different combinations of feature of labour market disadvantage.

The 805 wards included in the classification of labour market disadvantage cover 11 per cent

of the total population of Great Britain, approximately 22 per cent of the unemployed and 26
per cent of those unemployed for two years and over. Nearly one in four of the minority
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ethnic group population of Great Britain are resident in wards included in the classification,
compared with one in ten of the white population. For those minority ethnic groups
identified in other studies as suffering the most pronounced degree of labour market
disadvantage the proportions exceed one in four: Bangladeshi population (43 per cent),
Pakistani population (39 per cent) and Black Caribbean (26 per cent).

The minority ethnic group population is unevenly distributed by cluster. The proportion of
population from minority ethnic groups exceeds the Great Britain average (5.5 per cent) in
only three clusters:
= cluster 2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation - 31 per cent of the cluster
population is from minority ethnic groups
L] cluster 3: general disadvantage - 27 per cent of the cluster population is from
minority ethnic groups
= cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage - approximately 8 per cent of the cluster
population is from minority ethnic groups

Labour market situations by ethnic group

Using data on economic activity by ethnic group from the Census it is possible to examine
comparative labour market situations by ethnic group at the local level, but due to the uneven
settlement pattern of minority ethnic groups, it is not viable to present detailed information
for all areas. When analysing the labour market situations of sub-groups of the population
there is an important trade-off between the desire to make the analyses as specific as possible
to sub-groups of interest and ensuring that results are robust.

In all seven clusters there are variations in the experience of unemployment by ethnic group,
with the Black group displaying amongst the highest unemployment rates. In the clusters
with the largest minority ethnic group populations there is a higher incidence of
unemployment for Black, South Asian and Chinese & Other ethnic groups than for the white
population. The picture of variation in economic activity rates by ethnic group is more
complex. Within clusters there are important variations in labour market situations - in terms
of economic position, qualification levels and social class - by ethnic group.

Conclusions

It is the focus on labour market disadvantage which distinguishes the classification outlined
in this report from other more general classifications of disadvantage / deprivation at the
local (micro) area scale encompassing indicators covering a broader range of topics.

The main strengths of the seven-cluster classification described in this report are that:
= it incorporates various dimensions of labour market disadvantage rather than focusing
on a single indicator
= it highlights the different ways in which various ingredients combine to make up
labour market disadvantage
[ it replicates the variety and diversity of different experiences of local areas across the
various dimensions of labour market disadvantage.

There are positive associations between indicators of labour market disadvantage and other
indicators of more general disadvantage / deprivation, but general-purpose composite indices
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of disadvantage fail to capture the full variety of experience of labour market disadvantage at
the local scale - and so are of more limited relevance to labour market analysts.

The weaknesses of the seven-cluster classification are that:
= it is only as robust as the data on which it based
= it is specific to a particular snapshot in time and to the range of indicators used in

the classification procedure.

There are a number of 'health warnings' regarding the classification:
u it is one of a number of possible classifications: it is not the only 'possible’ or the
only 'correct' classification
u it is a classification of local areas of severe labour market disadvantage - but not all
of the people in these areas suffer labour market disadvantage and neither do the
areas included in the classification cover all disadvantaged people.

The classification may be used by researchers / policy analysts in a variety of ways; for
example, to:
n identify areas for 'spatial targeting'
u inform the tailoring of policy initiatives to different experiences of labour market
disadvantage in different local areas
u identify 'similar' wards in the same region or another region - for sharing the
experiences of success / failure of transferable policy initiatives
. identify similar / different areas for use in other research - such as in-depth case
studies or further analysis of specific aspects of labour market disadvantage.

To aid such use, a list of wards included in the classification - with relevant codes for
cluster, quintile group and geographical area - could be distributed to practitioners and
other researchers. It is also possible to link postcoded records (from administrative
systems, benefit systems, training records, etc) to the classification of wards, so enabling
comparative studies across different types of areas and enriching individual data with local
contextual information.
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Section 1: Introduction

1.1 Scope and structure of the report

This report outlines the development of an enhanced local classification of labour market
disadvantage. The background to the development of such a classification of labour market
disadvantage at the local level is outlined in sub-section 1.2, and the relationships between
the classification developed in this report and other local classifications of disadvantage are
traced.

Section 2 describes the steps involved in identifying local areas suffering labour market
disadvantage. There is no single measure of labour market disadvantage and so the need to
consider a variety of different measures is outlined (section 2.1). At the local level the
amount of information available for developing indicators of labour market disadvantage is
more limited than at national and regional levels. In section 2.2 the strengths and
weaknesses of relevant data sources at the local level are reviewed. The classification
outlined in this report covers only those areas suffering severe labour market disadvantage.
In section 2.3 the screening process employed to select areas for inclusion in the
classification is described.

Section 3 outlines the classification process. There are a number of different approaches to
classifying areas (section 3.1). Two different methodologies are used in this instance: first,
an a priori classification technique in which areas are ranked on a number of different
indicators and then grouped according to their rankings (section 3.2); and second, a cluster
analysis technique in which areas are grouped on the basis of similarities across a range of
indicators of labour market disadvantage (section 3.3). The key features of these
classifications are described, and a summary of the key features of labour market
disadvantage by region is presented (section 3.4).

Further background information on the classification of areas is provided in Section 4. In
section 4.1 labour market disadvantage is considered in the broader context of other
indicators used in more general classifications of disadvantage. Further contextual
information - including details of the coverage of key population sub-groups of interest to
policy makers - is given in sections 4.2 and 4.3. Continuing this theme, Section 5 is
concerned with comparative labour market situations by ethnic group.

The conclusions from the research are presented in Section 6. An assessment of the
strengths and weaknesses of the classification is presented (section 6.1), and guidance on
ways of using the classification is given (section 6.2).

1.2 Context

There is considerable debate about concepts such as 'disadvantage’, 'deprivation’, 'exclusion’
and 'poverty’. Here the concern is with 'disadvantage' - specifically 'labour market
disadvantage'.

'Disadvantage' is a relative rather than an absolute term, describing an unfavourable
condition. Since it is a relative concept, specific conditions constituting disadvantage would
be expected to change over time. In a labour market context, disadvantage is likely to



subsume such features as unemployment, poor employment prospects and unfavourable
employment conditions, but precisely what level of unemployment constitutes 'disadvantage'
will vary in accordance with the underlying economic position.

Recent years have witnessed considerable changes in the labour market in Great Britain (and
elsewhere). There has been a decline in employment in primary and manufacturing
industries, but an increase in jobs in the service sector. Virtually all industries have shared in
the growth in the demand for high level non-manual occupations, while opportunities for
those in less skilled and unskilled manual occupations have declined (Institute for
Employment Research, 1994); there is an increasing premium on formal academic and
vocational qualifications. Part-time jobs and self-employment have increased at the expense
of full-time jobs, and there is a growing empbhasis on flexibility.

Such labour market restructuring has had an uneven impact on population sub-groups and
areas: some have emerged as 'winners', others have 'lost out'. Regions with a preponderance
of industries and occupations in long-term decline have tended to fare worse than those with
economic structures biased more towards growth industries and occupations. However,
within regions and within cities there is increasing acknowledgement of a diversity of
circumstances. Although evident in all regions, and in both rural and urban areas, these
differences are perhaps most marked in some of the largest cities, where high unemployment
rates in some inner city areas and outer estates, coexist alongside much lower levels of
unemployment in some suburban districts and gentrified inner city areas. In order to capture
such differences it is necessary to adopt a very fine spatial mesh - a mesh finer than the
'local' implied by a travel-to-work area or local authority district perspective. Hence, in this
report 'local' is used to refer to the 'micro area' scale of 10,764 wards in Great Britain.

There is increasing policy interest at the local scale and a relatively large and growing
literature on local indicators (for example, see Coombes ef al., 1992; Forrest and Gordon,
1993; Department of the Environment, 1995), and more specifically on indicators of
disadvantage and deprivation (see Simpson, 1993; Hirschfield, 1994). However, most
studies encompass a broader range of indicators - covering housing, health, education,
income, poverty and socio-demographic circumstances - rather than being based solely on
indicators relating to labour market disadvantage. For example, Table 1.1 identifies the
indicators used in five of the best known composite indices of disadvantage / deprivation! at
the local scale:

= the Carstairs index (Carstairs and Morris, 1989)

[ the Department of the Environment 1981 index (DoE81) (Department of the
Environment, 1983)

= the Jarman index (Jarman, 1984)

[ the Townsend index (Townsend et al., 1988)

[ the Department of the Environment 1991 deprivation index (DoE91) (Department of
the Environment, 1995).

Only two indicators - unemployment and overcrowding - appear in all five indices of
disadvantage / deprivation. With the exception of unemployment, indicators of labour
market disadvantage are not well represented. While research has shown that there are
positive associations between a high incidence of unemployment and other aspects of
disadvantage such as overcrowded conditions and low car ownership rates, local indices
covering unemployment alongside an array of indicators of more general disadvantage are
likely to be of only limited value to labour market analysts



Table 1.1: Examples of indicators used in local indices of disadvantage / deprivation

Indicator Carstairs DoES81 Jarman Townsend DoE91
unemployment * *
overcrowding * *
lack amenities * *
no car & w

non owner occupier

low social class

lone pensioners

single parents

born in New Commonwealth

one year migrants

children < 5 years

children in low earning households
children in unsuitable accommodation
educational participation

* K K X K *

It is contended that labour market disadvantage encompasses a number of different
dimensions, which cannot be adequately represented by a single indicator of unemployment.
Two local areas may share the same high unemployment rate, but there may be rather
different ingredients contributing to the high level of unemployment in each of the two areas.
Hence, there is a need to consider a wider range of indicators rather than merely

unemployment.

In this study the approach taken is one of classification of local areas on the basis of
experience of labour market disadvantage measured across a number of different indicators,
rather than one of deriving a single composite index score for each area. The classification
process is used to partition areas into groups on the basis of their similarities with regard to
selected indicators of labour market disadvantage. This approach enables greater insight into
patterns of variation in labour market disadvantage, such that different policy packages may
be targeted to specific combinations of problems.

Notes

1. These represent only some of the increasing number of composite indices of
disadvantage/deprivation. For example, the Welsh Office has produced an Index of
Socio-Economic Conditions focusing on the ward level in Wales and the Scottish
Office Industry Department has undertaken research to identify deprived small areas
in Scotland. At the local authority scale, some authorities (such as Durham County
Council) have undertaken studies to identify areas of need using indicators
considered to be of specific relevance to local circumstances.

2. These five composite indices of more general disadvantage are considered alongside
classifications of labour marker disadvantage in Section 4.






Section 2: Identification of local areas suffering labour market disadvantage

2.1 Dimensions of labour market disadvantage

There is no single measure of labour market disadvantage. The unemployment rate is the
single most widely used indicator of labour market disadvantage - particularly at the local
scale. However, there is considerable debate surrounding the measurement of
unemployment (Royal Statistical Society, 1995; Green, 1995; Beatty and Fothergill, 1995):
encompassing questions about who is, and who should be, counted as unemployed, and the
comparability of unemployment rates calculated using different data sources. Moreover,
within the ranks of the unemployed some are more disadvantaged than others; it is generally
acknowledged that the longer the duration of unemployment the more difficult it becomes to
get a job. In addition to many of the non-employed, some of those in employment suffer
Jabour market disadvantage - perhaps in terms of factors such as low pay, discrimination and
less favourable employment conditions. In the light of recent and forecast labour market
trends, those without formal qualifications are increasingly disadvantaged in the face of
declining employment opportunities. Therefore, in order to capture the different dimensions
of labour market disadvantage it is necessary to use a variety of different measures.

Table 2.1: Checklist of attributes of ideal measures of labour market disadvantage

Attribute Comments

concept the measure should capture the particular concept it is
designed to measure

coverage all members of the population of interest should be covered
(i.e. 100 per cent coverage)

consistency data from which measures are calculated should be consistent
across areas, (this means the data collection methodology
has to be the same across all areas and efforts should be made
to ensure consistency of interpretation between individuals
/ sub-groups)

timeliness the data should collected and made available frequently,
thus enabling regular updating, so ensuring timeliness

spatial disaggregation the maximum possible spatial disaggregation should be used,
(thus enabling derivation of measures at the micro scale and
for user-defined areas)

other disaggregations the maximum possible disaggegation enhances flexibility, and
enables focusing of measures on particular sub-groups




Ideal measures of labour market disadvantage would have the characteristics outlined in
Table 2.1. Tt should be recognised that the 'reality' often falls some way short of the 'ideal'.
This in turn has implications for the robustness of individual measures of labour market
disadvantage, and for classifications based upon such measures.

2.2 Developing indicators of labour market disadvantage at the local scale

This research is concerned with the development of a /ocal classification of labour market
disadvantage. As outlined in section 1.2, in this context 'local' is used to refer to the micro
area (i.e. ward) scale. The adoption of such a micro area perspective imposes severe
constraints on the range of available data sources from which indicators of labour market
disadvantage can be developed. In turn, this reduces the dimensions of labour market
disadvantage which may be covered.

There are two main sources of labour market data available at the micro area level:

[ Census of Population
= JUVOS (Joint Unemployment and Vacancy Operating System).

The majority of indicators of labour market disadvantage used to develop the classifications
presented in Section 3 are taken from the 1991 Census of Population. Key strengths of this
data source are (near) complete coverage of the population (notwithstanding debates about
the extent of Census under-enumeration') and consistency. Disadvantages of the Census of
Population are that it is decennial - hence indicators derived from Census data become dated
with the elapse of time, and the fact that the information available is limited; (use of a self-
completion Census form constrains the amount and complexity of questions which may be
asked, and hence the detail available).

For this project a further complication in the use of the Census for the development of a local
classification of labour market disadvantage in Great Britain is that the geographical
framework adopted in Scotland is different from that in England and Wales. However, using
a variety of estimation procedures it proved possible to develop a range of indicators from
1991 Census of Population data at the ward scale (see Appendix 1 for further details).

A range of JUVOS data are available at micro area scale. Unlike the Census data which are
collected via a Census form distributed to households, JUVOS data represents the output of
an administrative system designed for handling unemployment benefit registration. Key
advantages are availability at the micro area scale (although the fact that the ward definitions
used are different from those used in the 1991 Census of Population meant that some further
data manipulation was necessary - as outlined in Appendix 1), complete coverage (within the
scope of the prevailing administrative framework) and regular updating (unemployment
counts are available monthly, while unemployment duration data are released quarterly).

2.3 The screening process

The aim of the research was to develop a classification of wards within Great Britain
suffering the most severe labour market disadvantage. There are 10,764 wards in Great
Britain - most of which are not experiencing disadvantage, so it was necessary to select those
to go forward for inclusion in a classification in order that a classification of different types



of disadvantage could be developed. This selection was achieved via a screening process.

Wards were selected on the basis of scores on 28 indicators of labour market disadvantage
(detailed in Table A2.1, Appendix 2), described here as classificatory indicators. These
classificatory indicators may be divided into three sub-sets:

- Screening indicators: Four screening indicators were used in the first stage of the
screening process (as described below). They were chosen carefully to highlight
some of the most important general dimensions of labour market disadvantage:

= unemployment rate - the most widely used indicator of labour market
disadvantage

| non-employment rate for males aged 25-54 years - one outcome of
diminished employment opportunities is withdrawal from the labour force,
and so it is appropriate to consider a measure encompassing the inactive as
well as the unemployed; (this indicator was restricted to males because of
complications of females withdrawing from the labour force for child-bearing
and child-rearing, and to the age group 25-54 years so as to eliminate the
majority of those in the 16-24 age group in further and higher education and
early retirees in the 55-64 age group)

[ long-term unemployment proportion - the proportion of the unemployed in an
area who have been unemployed for at least 12 months

m long-term unemployment rate - those unemployed for 12 months or more as a
proportion of the economically active.

[ | Direct indicators of labour market disadvantage: All of these indicators relate to
sub-groups of the non-employed. In order to take into account the different
experiences of sub-groups within the unemployed and inactive categories, some
indicators are disaggregated by gender (males, females) and age (16-24 years, 25-44
years, 45-pensionable age)“.

| Less direct indicators of labour market disadvantage: Many of these indicators
identify groups 'at risk' of disadvantage, including those without qualifications and
those in social classes IV and V - representing occupational groups for whom
employment opportunities are decreasing.

The screening process had two stages:

Stage 1: The four screening indicators were used to identify a first sub-set of wards
suffering severe labour market disadvantage. The long-term unemployment proportion and
long-term unemployment rate indicators were used in conjunction with each other, so that
wards with a sufficiently high value on the proportion, but not the rate, indicator were not
included in the analyses. In practice, this meant that to qualify for selection in the first stage
of the screening process a ward had to display values at least 1.5 times the average for Great
Britain on at least two of the following indicators:

= unemployment rate
L] non-employment rate for males aged 25-54 years
L] long-term unemployment rate.



This first step of the screening process resulted in a reduction of the number of wards from
10,764 to 1,371. These 1,371 wards represent approximately one in eight (12.7 per cent) of
the wards in Great Britain, covering nearly one in five (18.6 per cent) of the population
(10.23 million out of 54.89 million).

Stage 2: The 1,371 wards selected from Stage 1 were:

= ranked in descending order on each of the 28 classificatory indicators

= classified into decile groups on each of the 28 classificatory indicators - with wards
falling in the 'top' decile group (i.e. with the highest 10 per cent of values) on an
indicator allocated a score of 10, and wards falling in the 'bottom’ decile group (i.e.
with the lowest 10 per cent of values) on an indicator allocated a score of 1

| allocated an additive score by summing the decile group scores across all 28

classificatory indicators, (hence a ward falling in the 'top' [i.e. 'worst'] decile group on
all 28 indicators would achieve a score of 280, while a ward falling in the 'bottom'
decile group on all 28 indicators would achieve a score of 28); (note: each indicator is
given equal weighting3 ).

Those wards with an additive score of 140 or above (i.e. an average or above average score
across all classificatory indicators taken together) were selected for inclusion in the
classification of labour market disadvantage.

These procedures resulted in the identification of 805 wards - 7.5 per cent of all wards in
Great Britain, covering 11 per cent of the population (6.02 million people). (These 805
wards are listed in Appendix 3.)

Table 2.2: Composition of Government Office Regions in England by county

Region Counties

South East Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, East Sussex, Hampshire
Isle of Wight, Kent, Oxfordshire, Surrey, West Sussex

Eastern Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Essex, Hertfordshire
Norfolk, Suffolk

London Greater London

South West Avon, Cornwall, Devon, Dorset, Gloucestershire
Somerset, Wiltshire

West Midlands Hereford & Worcester, Shropshire, Staffordshire,
Warwickshire, West Midlands

East Midlands Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire,

Yorkshire and Humberside

Northamptonshire, Nottinghamshire
Humberside, North Yorkshire, South Yorkshire,
West Yorkshire

Merseyside Merseyside
North West Cheshire, Cumbria, Greater Manchester, Lancashire
North East Cleveland, Durham, Northumberland, Tyne & Wear




The 1,371 wards identified in the first stage of the screening process are plotted in Figure
A4.1 (Appendix 4). The final sub-set of 805 wards emerging from the second stage of the
screening process are plotted in Figure A4.2 (Appendix 4). The boundaries shown on these
maps are those for Government Office Regions (GORs); (when the term 'region’ is used in
this report it refers to the GORs - as opposed to any other regional 'geographies' used by
government departments, policy analysts and academics). The counties falling within each
of the GORs in England are listed in Table 2.24,

Details of the regional distribution of wards and population selected in the first and second
stages of the screening process are provided in Table A4.1 (Appendix 4). Figures A4.3-
A4.14 (Appendix 4) contains maps showing the show the wards selected at each stage by
region.

After the first stage of the screening process less than 2 per cent of the wards in the Eastern
region and the South East had qualified as suffering severe labour market disadvantage,
compared with 56.8 per cent in Merseyside. The three southern-most regions excluding
London (the South West, the South East and the Eastern region) not only displayed the
lowest proportions of wards emerging after the first stage of the screening process, but
(along with London) they experienced the largest relative reductions in wards eliminated
between stages 1 and 2. By contrast, Merseyside - the region with the highest proportion of
wards qualifying after stage 1 of the screening process, suffered the least reduction (86.6 per
cent of the wards selected in stage 1 of the screening process remained for inclusion in the
classification after stage 2).

Following stage 2 of the screening process the regional proportions of wards qualifying for
inclusion in the classification ranged from less than 1 per cent of the regional total in the
Eastern region (six wards), the South West (seven wards) and the South East (11 wards) to
49 per cent (58 wards representing 45 per cent of population in the region) in Merseyside.
The latter region accounts for only 1.1 per cent of the wards and 2.6 per cent of the
population in Great Britain, but for 7.2 per cent of the wards and 10.5 per cent of the
population selected for inclusion in the classification. After Merseyside, the North East
region has the highest share of constituent wards (25.6 per cent, representing 29.4 per cent of
the population in the region) remaining after the second stage of the screening process.
Scotland, Wales, the North West, Yorkshire & Humberside and London have a larger
proportion of wards qualifying after stage 2 of the screening process for inclusion in the
classification than would be expected if labour market disadvantage was spread evenly
across all regions of Great Britain. In some regions, however, the proportion of population
covered varies quite markedly from the share of wards. For example, the 42 wards in the
West Midlands selected after stage 2 of the screening process represent only 5.1 per cent of
the wards in region but account for 12.9 per cent of the region's population. Similarly, the
62 wards in Yorkshire & Humberside account for 9.9 per cent of wards in the region and
15.8 per cent of the region's population.

Of the 805 wards selected for inclusion in the classification 179 (22.2 per cent) are located in
Scotland (the average population size of wards is lower in Scotland than in the rest of Great
Britain), 130 (16.1 per cent) are in the North East and 105 (13.0 per cent) are in Wales.
Hence, these three regions account for just over half of the wards, and over a third of the
population in the classification, representing almost 4 per cent of all wards and 4 per cent of
the total population in the country. In contrast, the South East, the Eastern region and the
South West together contribute only 24 (3 per cent) of the wards in the classification, while
accounting for 36.6 per cent of the wards in Great Britain. With 74 wards qualifying for



inclusion in the classification, London boosts the 'southern' representation considerably.

Clearly, there are pronounced variations between regions in the incidence of severe labour
market disadvantage. It is also clear that such disadvantage is most pronounced in urban
(particularly large metropolitan) areas.

Notes

In 1991 under-enumeration occurred on a larger scale than in previous Censuses and
some data were imputed (Mills and Teague, 1991). Nevertheless, the coverage was
still very high (95 per cent of the population was covered in the first instance, and
after imputation the coverage rose to 98 per cent) in comparison with experience in
similar countries. From the perspective of the classification of wards presented here
it is relevant to note that the Census undercount varied, both by sub-group (the
undercount was greatest for young men) and by area (with the undercount being most
marked in inner cities). (See Diamond [1993], Simpson and Dorling [1994] and
OPCS/GRO (Scotland) [1994] for further details.)

Since wards are relatively small, it was not considered feasible to produce robust
indicators for all wards across all possible disaggregations available within the
Census of Population and JUVOS data.

There is considerable debate about the merits and de-merits of weighting indicators,
and, if weighting is undertaken about how to achieve relevant weights. In the
absence of any universally agreed methodology for weighting indicators, it was
considered appropriate to adopt the default position of unitary weightings in the
screening process.

The definition of GORs used here is that in which counties are used as the 'building
blocks', as adopted by the Department of the Environment. An alternative definition
of GORs in which Training and Enterprise Council areas and Local Enterprise
Companies are used as the 'building blocks' are sometimes used by the Department
for Education and Employment.
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Section 3: An enhanced local classification of labour market disadvantage

3.1 Approaches to classifying areas

The intention of the next stage of the project was to take the 805 wards identified via the
screening process outlined in Section 2 as suffering severe labour market disadvantage and to
group them in such a way as to produce an enhanced local classification of labour market
disadvantage. While the individual classificatory indicators presented in Appendix 2 provide
information on key aspects of labour market disadvantage, the task is to group together those
which are characterised by different combinations of labour market disadvantage across the
various dimensions represented by the classificatory indicators.

There is no single correct methodology for grouping areas / combining indicators (see Green
and Champion [1991] for a review of possible methods): each method has its own
advantages and disadvantages. Similarly, there is no single correct number of groups - the
805 wards identified as suffering severe labour market disadvantage could be placed in any
number of groups - from 2 to 804.

In the following analyses two techniques for classifying areas were used:

] simple a priori classification - a procedure similar to that used in stage 2 of the
screening process (see section 2.2), in which areas are ranked and graded on each
indicator, and then grouped on the basis of their additive score derived by summing
across grades on each indicator (see section 3.2)

| cluster analysis - a technique in which wards are grouped into 'clusters' on the basis
of sharing similar characteristics across the range of classificatory indicators (see
section 3.3).

Section 3.3 also compares the overlap of the classifications output using these two different
techniques.

3.2 A priori classification

The a priori classification was designed to allocate the 805 wards output from stage 2 of the
screening process into five groups of equal size (known as quintile groups) on the basis of
severity of labour market disadvantage - for details of this process see Appendix 5.
Appendix 5 also contains details of the regional distribution of wards by quintile group
(Table A5.1).

Key features of the regional distribution of wards by quintile group include:

= The existence of three major concentrations of wards in quintile group 5
(representing most severe labour market disadvantage) - Merseyside, north-east
England (Tyneside, Wearside and Teesside) and west-central Scotland. Together
Merseyside, the North East and Scotland account for two in three of the wards
suffering severest labour market disadvantage. Wales and the North West together
account for a fifth of quintile group 5 wards, with Yorkshire & Humberside, the East
Midlands, the West Midlands and London sharing the remainder. There are no
representatives from quintile group 5 in the South East, the Eastern region and the
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South West. (Quintile group 5 is the only one of the five groups without at least one
representative from each region.)

= A less concentrated geographical distribution of wards in quintile group 4.
Nevertheless, 54 per cent of quintile group 4 wards are located in Wales (notably the
South Wales Valleys), Scotland and the North East. In the two latter regions quintile
group 4 wards are less concentrated in the main urban centres than in the case of
quintile group 5 wards. A further 40 per cent of quintile group 4 wards are located in
the North West, Merseyside, Yorkshire & Humberside, the East Midlands and the
West Midlands.

= The single largest regional concentrations of quintile group 3 wards are in Scotland,
Wales and the North West, together accounting for 53 per cent of all wards in the
category. London and the North East follow, contributing 12 per cent and 11 per
cent, respectively, of quintile group 3 wards.

| London and Wales are the largest contributors of quintile group 2 wards after
Scotland. Yorkshire & Humberside and the North West are also well represented.

| Together with Scotland, the North East and London account for the largest
proportions of quintile group 1 wards. The next largest concentrations are in the
North West and Yorkshire & Humberside, followed by the West Midlands.

A rather different perspective may be gained by considering how the wards within each
region are distributed by quintile group (see Figures AS5.1-A5.12 in Appendix 5). (For
details of the key features of the quintile group distribution of wards by region see section
3.4).

3.3 Cluster analysis classification

As outlined in section 3.1, cluster analysis is a statistical technique in which wards are
grouped into 'clusters' on the basis of sharing similar characteristics across the range of
classificatory indicators (in this instance, the 28 classificatory indicators listed in Appendix
2). As far as possible, similarities to wards in the same cluster are maximised, while
similarities between wards in different clusters are minimised.

There are several different cluster analysis techniques (details of the technique used here are
outlined in Appendix 6). No single 'correct' solution emerges from cluster analysis. In this
project a series of cluster analysis classifications were undertaken grouping the 805 wards
into successively fewer clusters.

Of the alternative cluster analysis classifications generated, the seven-cluster classification
was considered to provide the 'best' solution (see Appendix 6 for details of the factors borne
in mind in assessing alternative cluster analysis solutions). The smallest cluster in the seven-
cluster classification contained 62 out of the 805 wards included in the classification, while
the largest contains 180 wards. The size range of the clusters (in ascending order) is:

62 63 76 126 147 151 180
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The clusters have been given numerical labels (clusters 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7) and titles (i.e.
shorthand descriptors) which capture their main features. They have been ordered in terms
of severity of composite labour disadvantage (with the most severely disadvantaged wards in
cluster 1, and the least severely disadvantaged in cluster 7), as measured by a factor
summarising unemployment conditions!.

Details of the seven clusters are described as follows:

m the key characteristics of each cluster (in terms of mean scores on each of the
classificatory indicators - see Table A7.1, Appendix 7 for further details) compared
with the 'average' for all wards included in the classification,

@ the profile of cluster members by a priori quintile group (from the a priori
classification) (Table A7.2, Appendix 7),

| the geographical distribution of cluster members by region (Table A7.3, Appendix 7
and Figures A7.1-A7.12, Appendix 7), are described in the remainder of this section.
(For the cluster code for each ward see Appendix 3).

It should be noted that within each cluster some wards have characteristics closer to the
average for all members of the cluster than others; some wards do not 'fit' easily into any of
the seven groups - yet each is 'forced' into the group with most similar characteristics. The
descriptions below apply to the 'average' ward within each cluster.

Cluster 1 - Chronic disadvantage
(62 members : 7.7 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment
u This is the smallest and most distinctive of all the clusters in the classification.

Key characteristics

| It has above average scores (relative to all wards in the classification) on 27 out of the
28 classificatory indicators.

| It has the highest score of any of the clusters on nineteen of the classificatory
indicators (including all of the 'screening' indicators).

| The incidence of unemployment (for the sub-groups identified [males, females and
young people] as well as in aggregate terms) and long-term unemployment is higher
than in any other cluster.

= The proportions of residents without higher level qualifications are the highest
recorded in any of the seven clusters.

[ The proportions of residents who have never worked is higher than in any other
cluster.

[ More households have no earners than in any other cluster.

| While the proportion of residents from social class IV (semi-skilled) is lower than the
average for all wards in the classification, the proportion of residents in social class V
(unskilled) is the highest recorded by any of the seven clusters.
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Quintile group distribution
E Reflecting the chronic nature of labour market disadvantage on virtually all
classificatory indicators, 97 per cent of wards in the cluster are in quintile group 5
(constituting 37 per cent of the membership quintile group 5).
= The remaining wards in the cluster are in quintile group 4.

Regional distribution
| The main regional concentrations of cluster members are in Merseyside, the North
East and Scotland - together accounting for at least four out of every five cluster 1

wards.

= One in four wards from Merseyside included in the classification are members of this
cluster (Figure A7.8).

= The remaining cluster 1 wards are from Wales, Yorkshire & Humberside and the
North West.

Cluster 2 - Disadvantage amidst professionalisation
(63 members : 7.8 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment
= This is the second smallest cluster in the classification (containing one more ward

than cluster 1).

Key characteristics

= Cluster 2 records above average scores on all of the 'screening' indicators.

| Unemployment rates, and the incidence of longer-term unemployment, are higher
than average (as in cluster 1).

[ Inactivity rates are lower than average - and the lowest recorded by any cluster for all
of the population sub-groups identified with the exception of males aged 16-24 years.

o There is a lower proportion of residents without higher level qualifications than in
any other cluster; (in part this may reflect a higher than average proportion of
students and younger people in this cluster).

= The proportions of residents from social classes IV and V are lower than in any other
cluster.

m There is a higher than average proportion of residents from minority ethnic groups.

Quintile group distribution
= Four in five of cluster 2 wards are in quintile groups 1-3.
= Despite being ranked second on the composite indicator of labour market
disadvantage there are successively fewer wards in 'better' than in 'worse' quintile
groups.
u There is only one representative from this cluster in quintile group 5.

Regional distribution

n Half of all London wards included in the classification are in this cluster, accounting
for 59 per cent of cluster members.

] All other regions, with the exception of the South East, the Eastern region and the
South West have representatives from this cluster, with large cities in the East
Midlands, Yorkshire & Humberside and the North West being best represented after
London.
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Cluster 3 - General disadvantage
(151 members : 18.8 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment

This is the second largest cluster in the classification.

Key characteristics

Unemployment rates (both in aggregate terms and for males, females and young
people) are slightly higher than average.

The incidence of long-term unemployment is lower than average.

Inactivity rates amongst males are lower than average (and in the 16-24 age group are
the lowest recorded by any cluster), but for females inactivity rates are slightly higher
than average.

The incidence of permanent sickness and limiting long-term illness is lower than
average.

The proportion of residents with no higher level qualifications is somewhat higher
than average.

There is a higher than average share of residents from minority ethnic groups.

Quintile group distribution

This cluster is well represented in all quintile groups.
Nearly three in every four cluster 3 wards are in quintile groups 2-4.
Of the remaining wards, more are in quintile group 5 than in quintile group 1.

Regional distribution

This is one of only two clusters with representatives from all regions.

The largest single concentration of cluster 3 wards is in the North West - with 28 per
cent of the total; (45 per cent of North West wards included in the classification are
members of this cluster - see Figure A7.9).

The next largest concentrations are in Yorkshire & Humberside and Scotland (each
with 20 wards), followed by London, Wales and the West Midlands.

As in the North West, so in the Eastern region (Figure A7.2) and Yorkshire &
Humberside (Figure A7.7) there are more wards in cluster 3 than in any other.

Cluster 4 - Disadvantage in Scotland
(126 members : 15.7 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment

This cluster has the most concentrated regional distribution of cluster membership of
any cluster in the classification.

Key characteristics

Below average values are recorded on the majority of classificatory indicators.
Unemployment rates are lower than average, but non-employment and inactivity rates
for males (except in the youngest age group) are higher than average.

The incidence of long-term unemployment is lower than average, but the proportion
of the unemployed who have been unemployed for at least 12 months is similar to the
average for all wards in the classification.

The incidence of limiting long-term illness (i.e. persons reporting themselves as
suffering any long-term illness, health problem or handicap which limits their daily
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activities or the work they can do) is the highest recorded by any cluster, but the
proportion of permanently sick (i.e. persons reporting that they were unable to work
because of long term illness or disability) is lower than average.

Quintile group distribution
| Only three in ten cluster 4 wards are in the 'worst' quintile groups (5 and 4).
Al The largest single concentration of cluster 4 wards (30 per cent) is in quintile group
1.

Regional distribution

a 89 per cent of wards in this cluster are located in Scotland (hence the cluster title) -
this is 63 per cent of all wards in Scotland included in the classification (Figure
A7.12).

= The North East has eight representatives in the cluster, while Yorkshire &
Humberside has three.

[ There is one representative from each of the East Midlands, the North West and
Wales in cluster 4.

Cluster 5 - Metropolitan disadvantage
(180 members : 22.4 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment
= This is the largest cluster in the classification.

Key characteristics

] This cluster is characterised by a lower than average incidence of unemployment, but
the values recorded on the long-term unemployment proportion and rate screening
indicators are higher than average.

| The median duration of long-term unemployment spells and the proportions of
longer-term (over six months) and very long-term unemployed (over two years) are
higher than average; suggesting long-term unemployment rather than unemployment
per se is a particular problem in this group of wards.

| Inactivity rates are lower than average - with the exception of females aged 16-24

years.
= The proportions of residents from social classes IV and V are lower than average.
| On none of the classificatory indicators does this cluster record the highest/lowest

value of any cluster in the classification.

Quintile group distribution
| This cluster is well represented in all quintile groups.
] There are fewer cluster 5 wards in quintile group 5 than in any other quintile group.

Regional distribution

] With the exception of Scotland, all regions have representatives in this cluster.

= At the sub-regional scale, metropolitan areas are particularly well-represented.

[ Cluster 5 (the largest cluster in the classification) boasts more members than any
other in the South East (eight out of 11 representatives - see Figure A7.1), the South
West (five out of seven representatives - see Figure A7.4), the West Midlands (55 per
cent of the total), the East Midlands (32 per cent of the total) and Merseyside (60 per
cent of the total - Figure A7.8).
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Cluster 6 - Long-standing disadvantage
(147 members : 18.3 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment

This is the third largest cluster in the classification.

Key characteristics

Below average values are recorded on all 'screening' indicators, and the non-
employment rate for males aged 25-54 years is lower than in any other cluster.

The general picture is one of slightly less pronounced than average disadvantage on
most of the classificatory indicators.

The proportion of young people on government schemes is higher than in any other
cluster - a feature indicative of long-standing labour market disadvantage (see
Hasluck and Green, 1994).

The incidence of unemployment and long-term unemployment is lower than average.
In the 16-24 and 45-59/64 age groups inactivity rates are lower than average.

Rates of limiting long-term illness and permanent sickness are lower than average.
The proportions of younger people not participating in post-compulsory education
and without higher level qualifications are higher than average.

Quintile group distribution

Half of the wards in this cluster are in quintile groups 1 and 2.

=
[ There are three times as many cluster 6 wards in quintile group 1 than in quintile
group 5.
Regional distribution
| The South East is the only region without a representative in this cluster, although
there is only one ward from each of the Eastern region, London and the South West
in cluster 6.
[ Relatively few members are drawn from the Midlands: southern and Midlands
regions account for only 8 per cent of cluster 6 wards.
£l 49 per cent of the wards from the North East included in the classification are
members of this cluster (Figure A7.10), accounting for 43 per cent of cluster
members.
m The majority of the remaining cluster members are drawn from Scotland, Wales and

Yorkshire & Humberside.

Cluster 7 - High inactivity areas
(76 members : 9.4 per cent of wards in the classification)

General comment

This is one of the smaller, and more distinctive (both in terms of key characteristics
and the regional distribution of cluster membership) clusters in the classification.

Key characteristics

The key distinguishing feature of this cluster is the high levels of inactivity -
particularly amongst males (in all age groups identified inactivity rates for males are

the highest recorded by any cluster) and older females.
The incidence of aggregate unemployment and long-term unemployment is lower

than in any other cluster.
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[ | The proportions of longer-term and very long-term unemployed amongst the
unemployed are the lowest recorded by any cluster.

H The male non-employment rate is higher than average.

| Levels of limiting long-term illness and permanent sickness are much higher than
average.

B This combination of characteristics suggests that in the face of limited employment
opportunities there is a tendency to 'opt out' of the labour force in these areas.

m The proportion of residents who have never worked is lower in this cluster than in
any other.

m This cluster records the highest share of semi-skilled workers of any cluster in the
classification.

Quintile group distribution
= Despite being ranked seventh out of seven on the composite indicator of labour
market disadvantage, four in five cluster 7 wards are in quintile groups 3-5.
| There is only one representative from cluster 7 in quintile group 1.

Regional distribution
| 65 per cent of cluster members are drawn from Wales - accounting for 47 per cent of
all wards in Wales included in the classification (Figure A7.11).
m The second largest regional concentration of cluster 7 members is in the North East -
with the majority located in (former) coalfield areas (Figure A7.10).
[ | The Eastern region, London, the South West, the West Midlands and Merseyside
have no representatives in this cluster.

From this review of the main features of the seven clusters it is evident that smaller clusters
tend to be more distinctive than larger ones - clusters 1, 2 and 7 are the three smallest
clusters in the classification and are the most distinctive in terms of their key characteristics.

The cluster analysis classification captures the variety and diversity of the different
experiences of areas on the dimensions of labour market disadvantage represented by the
classificatory indicators. In some instances there are regional concentrations of wards
sharing similar experiences of labour market disadvantage: the most obvious example of this
is the domination of cluster 4 by wards from Scotland (hence the label 'Disadvantage in
Scotland"), but there are also pronounced concentrations of high inactivity areas (cluster 7) in
Wales, of long-standing disadvantage (cluster 6) in the North East, while many London
wards are characterised by disadvantage amidst professionalisation (cluster 2). While in
some regions the majority of wards are drawn from a small number of clusters - for example
in Merseyside 86 per cent of wards in the classification may be characterised by either
chronic disadvantage (cluster 1) or metropolitan disadvantage (cluster 5), in other regions -
most notably the East Midlands and Yorkshire & Humberside - a greater diversity of
experience of labour market disadvantage is evident (with constituent wards spread more
evenly across a larger number of clusters).

While capturing some of the key variations in experience of labour market disadvantage, the
seven-cluster classification outlined above is subject to two important limitations:

[ The seven-cluster classification is only one of a number of classifications which

could have been derived: it is not the only 'possible’ or the only 'correct'
classification. While it is likely that many of the wards grouped together in the
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seven-cluster classification would again be allocated to the same group in other
classifications, there would also be changes 'at the margins' - with some of the wards
grouped together in one of the seven clusters presented above being grouped with
different wards in an alternative classification.

= The seven-cluster classification is specific to a particular snapshot in time. Most of
the classificatory indicators used were taken from the 1991 Census of Population (see
section 2), and so the classification relates (mainly) to the experience of labour
market disadvantage in 1991. With the passage of time, these classificatory
indicators become dated. Moreover, labour market disadvantage is dynamic - areas
may improve / deteriorate in terms of labour market disadvantage as a result of
changing economic conditions and the impact of policy measures. While in some
specific instances changes can be quite pronounced over the medium-term (as in the
transformation of the Docklands area of London in the 1980s), in general change
tends to be more gradual and the majority of wards will not markedly alter their
profile of labour market disadvantage over the short- and medium-term.

3.4  Key features of labour market disadvantage by region

In this section the key features of labour market disadvantage by region are summarised,
with reference to the number of wards in each region included in the classification, and the
distribution of wards included in the classification by quintile group and cluster. A
comparison of the regional profiles highlights the variations between regions in the character
of labour market disadvantage.

South East region
Number of wards in the classification:
= 11 out of 1,575 (0.7 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,
covering 1.0 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:
= All of the wards are in quintile groups 1, 2 and 3 - with the majority in quintile group
2; indicating a slightly less severe level of labour market disadvantage than the
average for all wards included in the classification.
Distribution of wards by cluster:
= Eight of the 11 wards are in cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage. Of the remainder,
two are in cluster 3: general disadvantage and one is classified in cluster 7 as a high
inactivity area.

Eastern region
Number of wards in the classification:
= Six out of 1,184 (0.5 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,
covering 0.7 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:
= The six wards are distributed across quintile groups 1-4, with three in quintile group
3.
Distribution of wards by cluster:
= Four of the six wards are members of cluster 3: general disadvantage. There is a
single representative in each of cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage and cluster 6:
long-standing disadvantage.
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London region
Number of wards in the classification:

= 74 out of 782 (9.5 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 9.3 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

[ There are representatives in all quintile groups, but 35.1 per cent are in quintile group
1 and a further 54.1 per cent in quintile groups 2 and 3, indicating less severe level of
labour market disadvantage than the average for all wards included in the
classification.

Distribution of wards by cluster:

] 37 (50 per cent) of the 74 wards included in classification are members of cluster 2:
disadvantage amidst professionalisation; (as noted in section 3.3, London wards
account for 58.7 per cent of the membership of this cluster). 21 (28.4 per cent) of the
wards are included in cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage and 15 (20.3 per cent) in
cluster 3: general disadvantage. The remaining wards in the London region included
in the classification is a member of cluster 6: long-standing disadvantage.

South West region
Number of wards in the classification:
= 7 out of 1,184 (0.6 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,
covering 1.5 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:
= The 7 wards are distributed across quintile groups 1-4, with 3 wards in quintile group
2 and 2 wards in quintile group 4.
Distribution of wards by cluster:
| Five of the seven wards are members of cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage. There
is a single representative in each of cluster 3: general disadvantage and cluster 6:
long-standing disadvantage.

West Midlands region
Number of wards in the classification:

[ 42 out of 826 (5.1 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 12.9 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

w 26.2 per cent of West Midlands wards included in the classification are in quintile
group 1, compared with only 11.9 per cent in quintile group 5. 23.8 per cent of the
region's wards are in quintile group 4, and 21.4 per cent in quintile group 2.

Distribution of wards by cluster:

| The West Midlands has representatives in four of the seven clusters. 23 wards (54.8
per cent of those in the West Midlands included in the classification) are members of
cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage, and a further 13 wards (31 per cent) are
included in cluster 3: general disadvantage. There are four wards in cluster 6: long-
standing disadvantage and 2 wards in cluster 2: disadvantage amidst
professionalisation.

East Midlands region
Number of wards in the classification:
= 38 out of 924 (4.1 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 6.4 per cent of the region's population.
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Distribution of wards by quintile group:
| Half of the wards are in quintile groups 4 and 3. but the region is represented in all
quintile groups.
Distribution of wards by cluster:
[ | The East Midlands has representatives in six of the seven clusters; (the exception
being cluster 1: chronic disadvantage). The single largest group of wards (11 out of
38, 31.6 per cent) are members of cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage, while nine
(23.7 per cent) are members of cluster 3: general disadvantage.

Yorkshire & Humberside region
Number of wards in the classification:

n 62 out of 626 (9.9 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 15.8 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

= 54.8 per cent of the wards included in the classification are in quintile groups 1 and 2.
There are representatives in all quintile groups, but only 11.3 per cent of the wards
are in quintile group 3.

Distribution of wards by cluster:

[ Yorkshire & Humberside has at least two representatives in each cluster. The two
single largest groups are the 20 wards (32.3 per cent of wards in the region included
in the classification) in cluster 3: general disadvantage and 18 wards (29 per cent) in
cluster 6: long-standing disadvantage. A further 11 wards (17.7 per cent) are
members of cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage.

Merseyside region
Number of wards in the classification: :

[ 58 out of 118 (49.2 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 45.2 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

= 48.3 per cent of the region's wards are in quintile group 5 and a further 22.4 per cent
are in quintile group 4 - underlining the severity of labour market disadvantage in the
region. Only 12 per cent of Merseyside wards included in the classification are from
quintile groups 1 and 2.

Distribution of wards by cluster:

& Over three-quarters of the wards from Merseyside included in the classification are
concentrated in two clusters: 35 wards (60.3 per cent) in cluster 5: metropolitan
disadvantage and 15 wards (25.9 per cent) in cluster 1: chronic disadvantage - this
latter proportion exceeds the regional shares recorded elsewhere and underlines the
severity of labour market disadvantage in Merseyside. The remaining Merseyside
wards are members of cluster 6: long-standing disadvantage, cluster 2: disadvantage
amidst professionalisation and cluster 3: general disadvantage.

North West region
Number of wards in the classification:
[ 93 out of 893 (10.4 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,
covering 14.4 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:
= 25.8 per cent of the wards are in quintile group 3, with the remainder evenly
distributed between quintile groups 4 and 5 on the one hand, and quintile groups 1
and 2 on the other.
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Distribution of wards by cluster:
m The North West has at least one representative in each of the seven clusters.
However, three-quarters of the wards are concentrated in two clusters: 42 wards (45.2
per cent) in cluster 3: general disadvantage and 27 wards (29 per cent) in cluster 5:
metropolitan disadvantage.

North East region
Number of wards in the classification:

= 130 out of 507 (25.6 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 29.4 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

(] 51.6 per cent of the wards in the region included in the classification are in quintile
groups 4 and 5, emphasising that labour market disadvantage in this region tends to
be more severe than average. There are representatives in all quintile groups.

Distribution of wards by cluster:

m All clusters include at least two representatives from the North East region. The
single largest concentration of North East wards (63 wards, 48.5 per cent of the
regional total included in the classification) are members of cluster 6: long-standing
disadvantage. This easily outnumbers the next largest group (21 wards, 16.2 per cent
of the regional total) in cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage. 15 wards (11.5 per
cent) are categorised as suffering chronic disadvantage (cluster 1) and 12 are
members of cluster 7: high inactivity areas.

Wales
Number of wards in the classification:

= 105 out of 908 (11.6 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 16.9 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

i 71.5 per cent of the wards in Wales included in the classification are in quintile

groups 2, 3, and 4.
Distribution of wards by cluster:

] Wales is represented in all seven clusters, but 49 wards (46.7 per cent of all wards in
Wales included in the classification) are members of cluster 7: high inactivity areas;
comprising nearly two out of every three cluster members. The next largest single
groupings of wards in Wales are 17 wards (16.2 per cent) in cluster 6:: long-standing
disadvantage, 16 wards (15.2 per cent) in cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage and 14
wards (13.3 per cent) in cluster 3: general disadvantage.

Scotland
Number of wards in the classification:

[ 179 out of 1,237 (14.5 per cent) wards in the region are included in the classification,

covering 18.2 per cent of the region's population.
Distribution of wards by quintile group:

= Wards in Scotland are relatively evenly distributed across quintile groups, with the
largest single proportion (24 per cent) in quintile group 5 and the smallest proportion
(16.8 per cent) in quintile group 4.

Distribution of wards by cluster:

[ Scotland has representatives in six out of the seven clusters; (the exception being
cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage). 112 wards (62.6 per cent of all Scottish wards
included the classification) are in cluster 4: disadvantage in Scotland; (comprising
88.9 per cent of all wards in this cluster). Of the remaining wards in Scotland, the
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majority are members of cluster 6: long-standing disadvantage, cluster 1: chronic
disadvantage and cluster 3: general disadvantage.

Notes

1. This is the first principal component (for further details see Appendix 6).
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Section 4: Background information on the classification of wards

4.1 Labour market disadvantage in a broader context

As outlined in section 1.2, most local indices of disadvantage / deprivation incorporate a
wider range of indicators than those relating solely to labour market disadvantage. In order
to place labour market disadvantage in a broader context, it is informative to investigate
patterns of variation for each of the seven clusters presented in section 3.3 on other indicators
often used in local classifications.

The indicators selected to provide background information on the classification of labour
market disadvantage are listed in Table A7.4, Appendix 7. These indicators may be divided
into three sub-sets:

= Other labour market indicators: Rather than relating directly to labour market
disadvantage, these indicators describe the structure of the labour market.

H Indicators of deprivation: These indicators do not relate directly to the labour
market, but display strong positive associations with labour market disadvantage.

® 'Reference group' indicators: These indicators describe key dimensions of the
demographic structure of an area; (one of these reference group indicators - the
proportion of the population from minority ethnic groups - is the subject of more
detailed investigation in Section 5).

The composite indices of disadvantage / deprivation (incorporating some of the individual
indicators in Table A7.4) referred to in section 1.2 are also considered alongside the
classification of labour market disadvantage. By comparing cluster 'scores' on such indices
further insights are gained into the relationship between labour market disadvantage and
more general patterns of deprivation / disadvantage.

4.2 Further contextual information - results

Relative to the Great Britain average, the wards included within the classification of severe
labour market disadvantage are characterised by:

[ An employment structure characterised by a markedly lower level of self-
employment and a larger share of full-time employees - in relative terms part-time
employment is slightly more important than nationally; (i.e. this suggests that
amongst the wards included in the classification there is less evidence than nationally
of an 'entrepreneurial culture'.

[ A greater than average proportion of non-employed residents formerly engaged in
mining / manufacturing industries and in craft & related, plant & machine operative
and other occupations; (i.e. industries and occupations in long-term decline).

= Slightly lower than average levels of population turnover.

m A greater than average share of employed residents travelling less than two
kilometres to work, and a much smaller than average share with a work journey of
more than ten kilometres.
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Twice the national average share of households without access to a car; (lack of
access to a car - more especially in urban areas [where car ownership levels tend to
be lower than in rural areas], is associated with poverty, and also means that those
looking for employment are likely to be more restricted in terms of the geographical
areas in which they can contemplate working - particularly in localities with
no/limited public transport provision).

A higher than national average incidence of overcrowding, but a similar proportion of
households lacking sole use of basic amenities as nationally.

Approximately one in two households renting their homes from the local authority,
compared with about one in five across Great Britain as a whole; (as owner-
occupation has expanded in recent years, so the more disadvantaged sub-groups of
the population have tended to become increasingly 'residualised' in the public rented
sector, and the positive association between council housing and unemployment has
become stronger).

Slightly fewer households in the private rented sector than nationally.

Twice the national average share of lone parent families with dependent children.

A higher than average share of the population from minority ethnic groups.

A higher than average share of children in the population.

A lower than average share of residents of retirement age.

A markedly higher than average ratio of inactive to economically active population.

In the same way that the key characteristics of the seven clusters were described in section
3.3 with reference to the value for the 'average' ward within each cluster on each of the
classificatory indicators compared with the 'average' for all wards included in the
classification, so it is possible to highlight the main features of variation between clusters on
the contextual indicators in Table A7.4 using the same method (see Table A7.5, Appendix 7
for details of the mean scores on the contextual indicators). (It should be noted that the
descriptions below apply to the 'average' ward within each cluster, and that within each
cluster there are variations around this 'average'.)

Cluster 1 - Chronic disadvantage

Key characteristics include:

The lowest incidence of self-employment recorded by any cluster in the
classification.

Part-time employees account for a larger share of total employment than in any other
cluster.

A smaller than average proportion of employed residents with work journeys in
excess of ten kilometres.

The highest proportion of households without a car recorded for any cluster.

A greater share of households in local authority rented accommodation (two in every
three households) than in any other cluster.

The largest proportion of lone parent families recorded for any cluster.

A lower than average share of residents from minority ethnic groups.

The highest share of children and the lowest proportion of residents of retirement age
of any cluster.

The highest ratio of economically inactive to economically active population of any
cluster.
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Cluster 2 - Disadvantage amongst professionalisation

This is one of the most distinctive clusters in the classification. It is characterised by:

The highest share of self-employed (yet still below the Great Britain average) and the
lowest proportion of part-time employees amongst employed residents of any cluster.
A larger than average proportion of employed residents who are full-time employees.
The lowest proportions of unemployed and residents on government schemes
formerly engaged in mining / manufacturing industries and in craft & related, plant &
machine operative and other occupations; (this is the only cluster in the classification
to record values below the national average on these indicators).

The lowest proportion of employed residents travelling more than ten kilometres to
reach their workplace; (in part, this reflects the concentration of employment in
central and inner London).

The highest degree of annual population turnover of any cluster.

A higher than average proportion of households with no car.

The highest proportion of households lacking access to basic amenities of any cluster,
and a greater than average share of overcrowded households.

Easily the highest share of households in privately rented accommodation recorded
by any cluster; (this is the only cluster to record a value greater than the national
average on this indicator).

A slightly higher than average proportion of lone parent families.

The highest proportion (approximately 30 per cent) of residents from minority ethnic
groups recorded by any cluster.

The lowest ratio of economically inactive to economically active population of any
cluster, (yet the ratio is still well above the national average).

Cluster 3 - General disadvantage

This larger cluster is less distinctive than clusters 1 and 2. It is characterised by:

An average proportion of full-time employees, and a slightly higher than average
incidence of self-employment.

Lower than average shares of unemployed or residents on government schemes
formerly engaged in mining / manufacturing industries and in craft & related, plant &
machine operative and other occupations.

A higher than average population turnover.

The highest proportion of employed residents with a journey to work of less than two
kilometres recorded for any cluster.

The highest proportion of overcrowded households recorded for any cluster, and a
higher than average share of households without exclusive use of basic amenities.

A higher than average proportion of households in the private rented sector and a
lower than average share in council housing.

The second highest proportion (after cluster 2) of residents from minority ethnic
groups.

A higher than average proportion of children.

The second highest (after cluster 2) ratio of inactive to economically active residents.
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Cluster 4 - Disadvantage in Scotland

Key characteristics include:

The highest proportion of employed residents accounted for by full-time employees
for any cluster.

The lowest population turnover of any cluster.

Slightly longer than average journeys to work for employed residents.

A higher than average proportion of residents without access to a car.

A smaller share of households lacking basic amenities than in any other cluster.

The second highest proportion (after cluster 1) of households in the public rented
sector, and the smallest proportion recorded for any cluster in the private rented
sector.

A lower than average share of residents from minority ethnic groups.

The lowest proportion of children recorded for any cluster and a higher than average
share of retired residents.

Cluster 5 - Metropolitan disadvantage

This is the largest cluster in the classification and has no particularly distinctive
characteristics relative to the 'average' for all wards included in the classification:

The employment structure is similar to the average.

Population turnover is slightly higher than average.

Housing characteristics are similar to average.

The proportion of residents from minority ethnic groups is similar to the 'average' for
all wards in the classification, and is the third highest share (after clusters 2 and 3)
recorded for the seven clusters.

The ratio of inactive to economically active population is slightly lower than average.

Cluster 6 - Long-standing disadvantage

This cluster is characterised by:

A lower share of full-time employees amongst employed residents than for any other
cluster, and a higher than average proportion of part-time employees.

A higher than average proportion of employed residents with travel-to-work journeys
in excess of ten kilometres.

Lower than average scores on ‘other indicators of disadvantage / deprivation’, and the
lowest proportion of households without a car recorded for any cluster, (yet this
proportion is considerably higher than the Great Britain average).

A lower than average proportion of residents from minority ethnic groups.

Cluster 7 - High inactivity areas

Key characteristics include:
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The highest proportions of unemployed or residents on government schemes formerly
engaged in mining / manufacturing industries and in craft & related, plant & machine
operative and other occupations recorded for any cluster.

The smallest share of employed residents travelling less than two kilometres to work
recorded for any cluster; (this is likely to reflect the decrease of local employment
opportunities).

Lower than average scores on 'other indicators of disadvantage / deprivation', with
the exception of the proportion of households lacking basic amenities; the proportions
of households in council housing, of overcrowded households and of lone parent
families are the lowest for across all seven clusters, (yet the values recorded for these
indicators are still greater than the Great Britain average).

The proportion of residents from minority ethnic groups (0.5 per cent) is the lowest
recorded for any cluster.

The proportion of residents of retirement is the highest of any cluster, while the
proportion of children is lower than average.

The ratio of inactive to economically active residents is the second highest for any
cluster (after cluster 1).

The results outlined above relate to scores on individual indicators. As noted in section 4.1,
it is also possible to examine patterns of variation on composite indices of deprivation /
disadvantage. Scores on the five composite deprivation indices referred to in section 1.2
were calculated for all wards included in the classification of labour market disadvantage, for
the five quintile groups and for the seven clusters. The 'scores' and 'average' rank for each
quintile group and cluster are shown in Table 4.1; (higher scores and average ranks indicate
greater disadvantage than lower scores / ranksl).

Table 4.1: Classifications of labour market disadvantage and scores on composite
indices of disadvantage / deprivation

Group

Carstairs DoES81 Jarman Townsend DoE91

score rank  score rank  score rank  score rank  score rank

quintile group

— N W A

cluster

NN AW N~

9.7 1039% 9.3 9588 36.2 10148 9.4 10341 9.0 9766
7.6 10158 8.6 9312 305 9834 73 9995 79 9576
6.6 9948 8.4 9248 26.6 9507 6.7 9803 7.7 9492
5.8 9706 7.5 8998 247 9391 6.1 9674 7.0 9319
54 9667 7.8 9080 239 9378 6.0 9639 7.0 9319

10.9 10488 9.7 9725 39.9 10344 10.5 10456 9.9 9904
9.0 10350 14.7 10429  41.7 10383 9.1 10344 13.7 10391
8.5 10152 10.1 9515 34.1 9900 7.4 10004 8.2 9596
56 9725 95 978 242 9505 8.4 10232 9.9 9973
6.9 10064 7.7 9167 292 9823 6.4 9820 7.3 9492
54 9675 5.0 8403 21.0 9223 55 9531 45 8844
53 9672 43 8253 15.9 8651 4.5 9122 39 8746
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In general, the higher quintile groups (i.e. quintile groups 5 and 4 representing the most
severe labour market disadvantage) display higher scores / ranks on the composite indices
than the lower quintile groups. Exceptions to this pattern are quintile groups 1 and 2 on the
DoE81 and DoE91 indices, where scores / ranks for quintile group 1 are slightly higher than
those for quintile group 2. Average ranks are lower on these two indices than on the other
three, suggesting they are less closely related to labour market disadvantage than the
Carstairs, Jarman and Townsend indices. In the case of all five indices the 'gap' (i.e. the
difference in experience between quintile groups 5 and 4) is particularly marked - suggesting
that on a variety of indicators of disadvantage / deprivation those wards suffering the most
severe labour market disadvantage have a worse experience than other disadvantaged wards.

For the seven clusters the patterns of variation on scores / ranks on the five composite
indices are less clear cut. In terms of composite labour market disadvantage, cluster 1:
chronic disadvantage emerges very clearly as the most severely disadvantaged of the seven
clusters. While cluster 1 displays the highest scores of any cluster on the Carstairs and
Townsend indices, it is ranked second on the Jarman index and third on the DoE81 and
DoE91 indices. Cluster 2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation displays the highest
scores on the Jarman and DoE81 indices (the inclusion of minority ethnic group populations
in these two indices is significant here) and the DoE91 index (which has a relatively strong
emphasis on housing-related indicators). Cluster 7: high inactivity areas - which was shown
in section 3.3. to have a particularly distinctive pattern of labour market disadvantage -
displays the lowest scores on all five composite indices in Table 4.1.

It is concluded that while there are important positive associations / overlaps between labour
market disadvantage and other composite measures of disadvantage / deprivation, more
general indicators of disadvantage / deprivation fail to capture the full variety of experience
of labour market disadvantage at a local scale.

4.3 Coverage of reference groups by cluster

Four reference group indicators were included in the contextual indicators listed in Table
A7.4. In this sub-section the coverage of selected reference groups by cluster is examined in
more detail, as a prelude to more detailed analysis of the labour market experience of
minority ethnic groups in section 5.

The classification covers 11 per cent of the total population, approximately 22 per cent of the
unemployed and of those unemployed for at least six months, and 26 per cent of those
unemployed for two years and over. Clearly, the classification is identifying areas of labour
market disadvantage, but it is important to note that not all of the population included in the
classification suffer labour market disadvantage, and many of those suffering labour market
disadvantage are not included in the classification.

One in four of the minority ethnic group population of Great Britain are resident in wards
included in the classification, compared with one in ten of the white population. The
classification therefore covers a greater share of all minority ethnic groups identified in local
statistics available from the Census of Population (see Appendix 8 for further details) than of
the white population. Those minority ethnic groups identified in other studies (Owen, 1993;
Jones, 1993) as suffering the most pronounced degree of labour market disadvantage display
the largest coverages:

30



= Bangladeshi (43 per cent of the Great Britain Bangladeshi population reside in wards
included in the classification)

m Pakistani (39 per cent of the Great Britain Pakistani population reside in wards
included in the classification)

u Black Caribbean (26 per cent of the Great Britain Black Caribbean population reside
in wards included in the classification)

u Black African (25 per cent of the Great Britain Black African population reside in
wards included in the classification).

As highlighted in section 4.2, the minority ethnic group population is unevenly distributed by
cluster. In only three of the seven clusters does the proportion of population from minority
ethnic groups exceed the Great Britain average: cluster 2: disadvantage amidst
professionalisation (30.7 per cent of the cluster population - this reflects the preponderance
of wards from London, which has the highest proportion of minority ethnic group residents
in Britain), cluster 3: general disadvantage (27.1 per cent of the cluster population) and
cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage (7.7 per cent of the cluster population). In contrast, in
cluster 7: high inactivity areas only 0.6 per cent of the population are from minority ethnic
groups.

In all three clusters with a higher than national average overall share of ethnic minority
residents, each identifiable ethnic minority group indiviudally accounts for a higher than
average proportion of the population than nationally. There are some important differences
between clusters in terms of ethnic group composition (see Appendix 8). Key differences
include:

= A particularly high proportion (56 per cent) of the minority ethnic group population
from Black groups in cluster 2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation (47 per cent
of the Black population covered by wards included in the classification is in cluster
2), compared with less than 16 per cent in cluster 3: long-standing disadvantage.

= A predominance of people of South Asian - notably Indian and Pakistani - origin (77
per cent of the minority ethnic group population) in cluster 3: general disadvantage;
(two-thirds of the South Asian population covered by the classification are in this
cluster). :

In comparison with one in five of the unemployed, the classification covers one in three of
the unemployed from minority ethnic groups. However, there is some variation around this
total by broad ethnic group:

] South Asian group (35 per cent of the unemployed in the South Asian group)
= Black group (30 per cent of the unemployed in the Black group)
= Chinese & other group (22 per cent of the unemployed in the Chinese & other

group)
[ white group (20 per cent of the unemployed in the white group)

compared with the following proportions of the economically active (the share of the total
economically active is 9 per cent):

= Black group (23 per cent of the economically active in the Black group)
] South Asian group (21 per cent of the economically active in the South Asian group)
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= Chinese & other (12 per cent of the economically active in the Chinese & other

group)
= white (9 per cent of the economically active in the white group).

Clearly, there are important differences between minority ethnic groups, such that to group
all non-white ethnic groups together may be misleading. The geogrpahically concentrated
pattern of settlement of minority ethnic groups has been highlighted also. Together, these
two factors place significant challenges to attempts to investigate variations in labour market
experience of minority ethnic groups at the local scale.

Notes

1. While it is possible to compare average ranks between indices, scores are not
comparable from one index to another.
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Section 5: Labour market situations by ethnic group

5.1 Introduction and methodology

An ethnic group question was introduced into the Census of Population for the first time in
1991; (details of the ethnic group classification used in the Census are provided in Appendix
8). Using data on economic activity by ethnic group from the Census it is possible to
examine comparative labour market situations by ethnic group at the ward scale!.

Across the whole of Great Britain there are approximately 3 million people from minority
ethnic groups, accounting for over 5 per cent of the total population. From the material
presented in section 4.3 on the coverage of population reference groups by cluster, it is clear
that while the wards included in the classification contain a greater share of the minority
ethnic group population than of the population as a whole, the minority ethnic group
population is concentrated in only a few clusters - reflecting the uneven settlement pattern of
minority ethnic groups, characterised by particular concentrations in the larger urban areas
(notably London). Since in four of the seven clusters - cluster 7: high inactivity areas,
cluster 4: disadvantage in Scotland, cluster 6: long-standing disadvantage, and cluster 1:
chronic disadvantage - a mere 2 per cent or less of the total population are from ethnic
minority groups, we present only a very limited amount of information on comparative
labour market experience by ethnic group in these clusters, and then only at the scale of four
broad ethnic groups. In interpreting such information for broad ethnic groups, it is important
to consider that:

i there are sometimes important differences in experience between ethnic groups
included within the same broad ethnic group category (see Table A8.6, Appendix 8)

[ some of the differences evident between clusters may be a function of variations
between clusters in ethnic group profiles.

Clearly, there is an important trade-off between a desire to disaggregate the analyses as much
as possible, on the one hand, and to ensure the robustness of the results, on the other. This
tension is particularly pronounced when the sub-groups of interest display a very uneven
geographical distribution.

For the three clusters in which the minority ethnic group population exceeds the Great
Britain average (cluster 2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation, cluster 3: general
disadvantage, and cluster 5: metropolitan disadvantage) analyses are presented for a wider
range of indicators of comparative labour market situations at the local scale (listed in Table
A7.6, Appendix 7), with reference to the full ethnic group breakdown in some instances?.
Once again, it is necessary to treat the results with caution, especially since when a full
ethnic group disaggregation is used, some of the indicators are based on very small
numbers~.

5.2 Comparative labour market situations by ethnic group at the local scale

Four indicators of labour market situation by four broad ethnic groups were calculated for
the seven clusters:
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male economic activity rate
male unemployment rate
female economic activity rate
female unemployment rate.

The wunemployment rate indicators are the most direct measures of labour market
disadvantage. At the national scale unemployment rates are higher for minority ethnic
groups than for the white population. In the three clusters with the highest share of minority
ethnic group population the average male and female unemployment rates for minority
ethnic groups equal or exceed those recorded for the population as a whole (see Table A7.7,
Appendix 7 for specific details). In three of the four clusters with lower than average
proportions of the population from minority ethnic groups, the average unemployment rate
for minority ethnic groups is lower than the aggregate unemployment rate. In comparison,
relative to the experience of the white population as a whole, the white population in wards
characterised by severe labour market disadvantage suffer extremely high unemployment
rates.

In all seven clusters there are variations in the experience of unemployment by ethnic group.
In the case of males, as at the national scale, so in each of the clusters, the Black ethnic
groups display the highest rates of unemployment. In the case of females high
unemployment rates for the Black ethnic groups, although evident, are somewhat less
pronounced; in cluster 2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation, cluster 3: general
disadvantage and cluster 5: chronic disadvantage females from the South Asian ethnic groups
display somewhat higher unemployment rates than their Black counterparts. By contrast
females from the Irish and white groups tend to display lower than average unemployment
rates in each of the clusters. In four of the seven clusters male unemployment rates are
lowest for residents from the South Asian ethnic groups. However, in cluster 2:
disadvantage amidst professionalisation and cluster 3: general disadvantage unemployment
rates for males from all broad minority ethnic groups identified are higher than those for the
white group; it is notable that these are the two clusters with the largest shares of population
from minority ethnic groups.

For all minority ethnic groups identified, male unemployment rates are higher in cluster 1:
chronic disadvantage than in any other cluster. The same pattern applies in the case of
females, with cluster 1: chronic disadvantage displaying the highest unemployment rates of
any cluster, with the exception of South Asian females - where cluster 5: metropolitan
disadvantage and cluster 2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation record a slightly higher
incidence of sub-group unemployment. Similarly, the lowest unemployment rates (for both
male§1 and females) for each ethnic group tend to be concentrated in cluster 7: high inactivity
areas”.

Clearly, the general pattern would appear to be one of a higher than average incidence of
unemployment (relative to all 805 wards in the classification) being felt across all ethnic
groups, and similarly all ethnic groups tending to fare somewhat better in those area types
characterised by a lower incidence of unemployment, (although 'low' in this instance is
relative to the average across wards identified as suffering severe labour market disadvantage
and still higher than the Great Britain average).

Turning to the economic activity rate indicators the picture is less clear-cut. When

comparing economic activity rates across ethnic groups it is important to note that the total
resident population aged 16 years and over is included in the calculation, and this will tend to
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depress economic activity rates for white and Irish groups - which are characterised by older
age structures (and so a lower proportion of the adult population of working age) - than for
minority ethnic groups. For both males and females the Irish-born group displays the lowest
economic activity rate in each cluster. It is interesting that the two exceptions to this general
rule both involve South Asian females® in clusters characterised by a higher than average
share of population from the South Asian group (cluster 3: general disadvantage and cluster
2: disadvantage amidst professionalisation). As across all 805 wards included in the
classification, so in most clusters, economic activity rates tend to be highest amongst Black
females. For males differences in economic activity rates between ethnic groups are less
pronounced. In two of the clusters with the smallest minority ethnic group coverages
(cluster 6: long-standing disadvantage and cluster 7: high inactivity areas) economic activity
rates for South Asian males exceed those for other groups6. In the clusters with larger
minority ethnic group populations variations in economic activity rates between the Black,
South Asian and Chinese & Other groups are relatively small.

The remainder of the comments in this section relate solely to labour market experience by
ethnic group (as measured by some of the indicators in Table A7.6, Appendix 7) in those
clusters characterised by a larger than average share of population from minority ethnic
groups:

= Cluster 2: Disadvantage amidst professionalisation
= Cluster 3: General disadvantage
a Cluster 5: Metropolitan disadvantage

Cluster 2: Disadvantage amidst professionalisation

| The percentage of people from minority ethnic groups in work is relatively low,
especially for Black-Africans.

u Part-time employment is relatively unimportant for white women and women from
most minority groups, but relatively high for Black-African and Pakistani women.

= The rate of self-employment is particularly low for Black people, but relatively high
for Indian and Pakistani people.

= The entrepreneurship rate is highest for Bangladeshi, Pakistani and Chinese people,
but well below the white average in the Black ethnic groups.

= Around a quarter of white men, but around a third of men from minority ethnic
groups are unemployed.

= More than a fifth of Black-African and Chinese people are full-time students.

| Well over a quarter of Pakistani and Bangladeshi people are classified as 'other
inactive'.

= Black-African people stand out from other ethnic groups in that nearly 27 per cent of
the working age population have higher level qualifications, reflecting the 23 per cent
of residents who are full-time students. Of the other minority ethnic groups, only
Other-Others’ display a higher percentage of qualified people than the white ethnic
group.

[ The unemployment rate for highly qualified people is extremely high, at 15 per cent.
However, nearly a third of highly qualified Black-African people are unemployed.

m Nearly a third of white people have white-collar jobs, and just over a quarter have
semi-skilled or unskilled jobs. The occupational structure of Black people is much
more biased towards less skilled jobs, but that of Indian and Pakistani people is
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similar to that of white people. The percentage of white-collar workers in the
Bangladeshi ethnic group is very low, but the percentage of less skilled workers is not
particularly high. Over 40 per cent of Irish-born people are in semi-skilled and
unskilled jobs.

Cluster 3: General disadvantage

Around half of men, and about a third of women are in work. Chinese people are
most likely to be working.

Part-time employment is much more important for men from minority ethnic groups
than white men, especially in Chinese, Black-African and South Asian ethnic groups.
The rate of part-time employment among women from minority ethnic groups is
relatively high, especially for Other-Asian, Other-Other and Irish-born people.

The rate of self-employment is particularly high for South Asian and Chinese people,
and relatively low for white and Black people.

More than an eighth of economically active Chinese people and a tenth of
economically active Indian people are entrepreneurs, compared with under 2 per cent
of the white ethnic group.

Unemployment rates are high across all ethnic groups, but male rates are lower for
the Indian and Chinese ethnic groups than for white men.

The percentage of students in the population is particularly high for the South Asian,
Chinese, Black-African and Black-Other ethnic groups.

Around 30 per cent of Pakistani and Bangladeshi residents are 'other inactive', more
than twice the percentage for the white ethnic group.

Only in the Chinese, Black-African and Other-Other ethnic groups is the percentage
of the population with higher education qualifications much higher than the average
for the white population.

In the white ethnic group, about a third of workers are semi-skilled and unskilled
manual workers, and a sixth are white-collar workers. In the Indian, Black and
Chinese ethnic groups, the percentage of white-collar workers is higher and the
percentage of blue-collar workers is lower. The skill structure of the Pakistani,
Bangladeshi and Other-Asian ethnic groups is more biased towards less skilled
occupations.

Cluster 5: Metropolitan disadvantage

About half of men in all ethnic groups are in work. However, over 60 per cent of
Indian and Chinese men are in work, while well under half of Black-African and
Irish-born men are working. Around a third of women are in work, with Black-
Caribbean women most likely to be working and only an eighth of Bangladeshi
women in work.

Part-time employment is more common for men from minority ethnic groups than for
white men, amongst whom the proportion of part-time employees is particularly low.
Asian men are most likely to be part-time employees, and Black men are more likely
than white men to work part-time.

In contrast, the percentage of white women working part-time is relatively high,
while the percentage of women from minority ethnic groups employed full-time is
extremely high in relative terms. This is most common for Chinese women.
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The rate of self-employment is extremely high in the South Asian and Chinese ethnic
groups. Except for Pakistanis, this is reflected in a high entrepreneurship rate in
these ethnic groups.

Nearly a quarter of white men are unemployed, but the rates for Indian and Chinese
men are only half as high. The unemployment rate is highest for Black-Other men.
Differentials for women and young people are similar.

The percentage of students is highest for the Black-African, Pakistani, Bangladeshi
and Other-Asian ethnic groups.

The percentage of 'other inactive' people (i.e. the economically inactive who are
neither students, nor permanently sick, nor retired) is highest for Pakistani,
Bangladeshi and Other-Asian people.

The percentage of residents with higher education qualifications is about twice as
high for minority ethnic groups than for white people. The highest percentages are
displayed by the Black-African, Other-Other and Indian ethnic groups.

However, a third of highly qualified Black-African people were unemployed,
compared with 3 per cent of white people.

A third of white people were in semi-skilled and unskilled jobs, twice the percentage
from social classes I and II. For minority ethnic groups, the percentage in high status
occupations was much higher, and the percentage in low status ethnic groups much
smaller. Indian, Black-African and Other-Asian people were particularly likely to be
from social classes I and II.

Clearly, within clusters there are important variations in labour market situations by ethnic

group.

While differences in labour market experience between ethnic groups at the national

scale are to some extent mirrored at the local level, there are also variations in the
experiences of the same ethnic group in different types of local area.

Notes

Data on the industrial and occupational distribution of employment by ethnic group is
not available from the Census of Population published at the ward scale, although
such information is available for larger areas (i.e. larger local authority districts and
groupings of such districts).

Only data from the 1991 Census of Population Small Area Statistics is available at
the ward scale in Scotland. For wards in England and Wales, a much wider range of
indicators (with a full ten-fold ethnic group breakdown) is available from the Local
Base Statistics. Hence, for these more detailed analyses it was necessary to eliminate
Scottish wards from the analysis. (This is not considered to pose a major problem
since the minority ethnic group population of Scotland is relatively small, and none
of the three clusters with higher than average minority ethnic group populations is
dominated by Scottish wards.)

Wards with 'missing values' (i.e. with no representatives from the relevant population
sub-group) were eliminated from the calculations.
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An exception to this general rule is the unemployment rate for Black females, where
a much higher than average unemployment rate is recorded in cluster 7: high
inactivity areas. It would appear likely that this is a consequence of the small
numbers in this ethnic group, rather than a distortion of the general pattern.

Economic activity rates are traditionally low amongst Moslem women.

It is likely that most of these men in areas with relatively small populations from
minority ethnic groups are in managerial and professional occupations.

The 'Other-other' category includes the following ethnic groups: North African, Arab,

Iranian; Mixed Asian / White British: ethnic minority (other); British (no indication);
Other: mixed Black / White; Other: mixed Asian / White; Other: mixed other.
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Section 6: Conclusions

6.1 Assessment of the classification

The aim of this project was to develop an enhanced local classification concerned
specifically with labour market disadvantage. 1t is this focus on labour market disadvantage
which distinguishes the classification outlined in this report from other more general
classifications of disadvantage / deprivation at the local (micro) area scale encompassing a
broader range of indicators.

There is no universally agreed 'best' method of classifying areas, and there is no single
measure of labour market disadvantage. In this project two complementary techniques were
used for classifying areas:

H a priori classification - the 805 wards identified as suffering severe labour market
disadvantage were classified into five quintile groups

= cluster analysis classification - the 805 wards identified as suffering severe labour
market disadvantage were grouped into seven clusters.

Here the main emphasis is on the seven-cluster classification, and the identification of its key
strengths and weaknesses.

The main strengths of the cluster analysis classification technique and hence of the seven-
cluster classification described in this report are that:

= it incorporates various dimensions of labour market disadvantage rather than focusing
on a single indicator

[ it captures the different ways in which various ingredients combine to make up labour
market disadvantage

u it replicates the variety and diversity of different experiences of local areas across the
various dimensions of labour market disadvantage.

Comparisons with other indicators / indices of more general disadvantage reveal positive
associations between labour market disadvantage and other types of disadvantage. They also
show that the more general-purpose composite indices of disadvantage fail to capture the full
variety of experience of labour market disadvantage at the local scale - and so are of more
limited relevance to labour market analysts.

The weaknesses of the seven-cluster classification are that:

| it is only as robust as the data on which it based - and there is limited good quality
data available at the local (particularly the ward) scale - data limitations mean that the
researcher is constrained to use those indicators which are available, rather than being

able to use those ideally desired
. it is specific to a particular snapshot in time and to the range of classificatory
indicators input into the cluster analysis.
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It is also appropriate to issue a number of 'health warnings' regarding the classification:

u it is one of a number of possible classifications - it is a local classification of labour
market disadvantage, rather than rhe local classification of labour market
disadvantage

= it is a classification of local areas of severe labour market disadvantage, but not all
of the people in these areas suffer labour market disadvantage and neither do the
areas included in the classification cover all disadvantaged people.

Much of the data on which the classification is based was taken from the 1991 Census of
Population. The Census of Population remains the most comprehensive source of socio-
economic information at the local scale. Unfortunately, the Census is taken only once
every ten years. At the time of writing these data are already over four years old. Over
the passage of time it is possible that the classification will no longer represent the pattern
of variation at the local scale. This prompts the following questions:

= how unreliable does the classification become as time elapses?
u how can the classification be updated?

In response to the first question it is important to point out that the classification has
highlighted some extremely stable divides in the British urban and regional system. Most
of the deprived wards are located in areas which have been amongst the most deprived in
Britain since the 1930s. These were also the areas which suffered most from the recession
of the early 1980s, and have still not fully recovered. If the same exercise reported here
was repeated in 2001 it seems likely that many of these same areas would be identified; for
example, former coal-mining areas tend to retain their distinctive characteristics long after
the demise of mining. On the other hand, labour market disadvantage is dynamic, and
there is evidence that the pace of change in the British economy and society is increasing.
The classification has highlighted some areas which have seen a marked decline in fortunes
in recent years - most notably inner London. The implication is that with the passage of
time the classification no longer incorporates change 'at the margins', but inherent stability
within the system is such that the classification - in terms of general features and types of
area - is very unlikely to become so out-dated as to become unreliable.

While the indicators based on Census of Population data can only be comprehensively
updated every ten years, it would be possible to use a variety of estimation techniques to
update some of these indicators using more up-to-date information relating to larger areas
(such as local authority districts). However, in some instances this involves 'speculative'
assumptions and the quality of the data output is questionable. Local data from the Labour
Force Survey (available from a local authority district database from 1996) could be used
in making estimates of some indicators.

The ethnic composition of the population can be projected forward by 'ageing' the
population in 1991 forward and making assumptions about migration, births and deaths by
ethnic group. Migration is the most difficult component to estimate, but minority ethnic
groups tend to remain in the same broad areas of the country.

Those elements based on JUVOS data may be updated more easily. The unemployment
data from JUVOS is produced monthly, and hence the wards included in the first stage of
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the screening process could be regularly updated with new unemployment and long-term
unemployment rates, calculated using ward-level annual population estimates and economic
activity rates linked to a regional economic activity projection model. Companies such as
CACI already produce ward-level economic activity estimates and population estimates,
while OPCS also has plans to produce ward-level annual population estimates.

6.2  Using the classification

The seven-cluster classification distinguishes different types of labour market disadvantage
manifest in different types of area. It may be used by researchers / policy analysts in a
variety of ways. A number of possible examples are outlined below.

Identification of areas for 'spatial targeting'

A wide range of policy initiatives have been utilised in order to mitigate extreme
disadvantage - at individual and area scales. 'Spatial targeting' has been recognised as
having an important role to play, because a person's labour market experiences have been
shown to be affected not just by who they are, but where they are (White, 1983; Green and
Owen, 1989). A key feature of urban regeneration policy is the targeting of resources at
(often increasingly tightly) defined geographical areas - for example, a few wards within a
local authority district (Nevin and Shiner, 1995).

The classifications of wards may be used to identify areas suffering extreme labour market
disadvantage which may be prime candidates for 'spatial targeting'.

Tailoring of policy initiatives

Many policy initiatives have adopted a 'blanket' approach - in which the same policy
instruments have been used across geographical areas with rather different characteristics,
irrespective of dissimilarities in the nature of disadvantage suffered. Such a lack of focus
may result not only in a waste of resources, but also in specific problems evident in some
local areas remaining unaddressed.

The quintile group and cluster analysis classifications presented in this report show that
there are different ingredients making up labour market disadvantage at the ward level not
only within individual regions (as indicated in the regional profiles presented in section
3.4), but also within individual local authority districts. Hence, it may be appropriate to
use the classification to inform the tailoring of policy initiatives to different circumstances /
experiences of labour market disadvantage in different local areas within the same region /
district. In this regard, it would be useful for TECs / LECs, local authorities and others to
use other local information - for example, that gathered from local surveys, etc - alongside
the contextual information from the classification.

Informing local research

Local organisations (such as TECs, LECs, local authorities, voluntary organisations and
other bodies participating in local partnerships) may benefit from using the classifications
to inform further research. For example, the classifications may provide the context for
in-depth case studies or further analysis of specific aspects of labour market disadvantage
(for example, the labour market situations of particular ethnic groups, young people, older
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men, etc) in specific neighbourhoods.
Transferring experiences

Much emphasis is placed on the evaluation of specific policies / initiatives. Given
constraints on resources, it is often the case that such initiatives are piloted / funded in only
a few areas. However, the lessons emerging - both the successes and the failures - from
such evaluations may be of more general relevance.

The classifications of labour market disadvantage may be used to assess the extent and
nature of similarities between areas which have been the focus of particular policy
initiatives. An initiative which has been successful in a particular local context in one part
of the country may stand a better chance of being replicated successfully in a similar local
area in a different region, rather than in a local area with a rather different profile of
labour market disadvantage in the same region. Likewise, at the intra-regional scale the
classifications may be used to identify 'comparator' wards for sharing the lessons of
transferable policy initiatives

Exploring diversity

The classifications are of use in aiding labour market intelligence at the regional and local
scales by highlighting the diversity of the experience of labour market disadvantage at the
local scale. For example, the classifications could be used to inform sampling strategies -
ensuring that local surveys cover samples of the population within wards from different
groups 'representative’ of different types of labour market disadvantage. In some instances
the specific labour market disadvantage focus of the classifications presented in this report
may be much more appropriate than more general geodemographic classifications (for
example, ACORN, MOSAIC, etc).

To aid such use by practitioners and other researchers, a list of wards (by local authority
district within county within region) included in the classification - together with the
relevant quintile group and cluster codes - is presented in Appendix 9.

Putting individuals in context

Using postcoded records - from administrative and management information systems, from
databases holding information on benefits, training, etc, and from surveys - it is possible to
derive a ward code!. This ward code can then be linked to the classifications of wards
presented in this report. In this way it is possible to identify the type of environment (in
terms of labour market disadvantage) in which particular individuals live.

A range of simple and multivariate analyses could be undertaken using such data. For
example, it would be possible to:

. assess success rates for different types of training, jobclubs, etc, in contrasting
environments of labour market disadvantage / advantage

= determine how many of the participants on various training schemes / other
initiatives are from areas suffering the most severe labour market disadvantage

n measure and compare the participation rates of individuals with specific
characteristics in schemes, initiatives, etc, in local areas characterised by different
types of labour market disadvantage
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= compare the changing likelihood of unemployment in different types of
disadvantaged area

(These examples represent just some of the possibilities. )

When using the classification it should be remembered that the seven clusters cover 805
wards, and that some of these clusters have a distinctive regional distribution. Moreover,
some population sub-groups of interest to researchers and policy analysts (notably minority
ethnic groups) also display an uneven geographical distribution. Hence, it is important to
ensure that disaggregations used are not so fine as to jeopardise the robustness (and
meaningfulness) of the results. As a general rule, the larger (and by implication the less
disaggregated) the sub-group of interest, and the more even the geographical distribution of
that sub-group, the greater the robustness of the analyses.

Notes

1. Links can be made by means of a postcode to ward directory.
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Appendix 1: Generating data at the ward scale

This appendix describes the complexities of generating a consistent data set covering the
whole of Great Britain at the local scale. The inconsistencies of the various data sources
used, and the geographical areas for which data were collected, have made it necessary to
make extensive use of estimation techniques. The context in which these have been used,
and the technical details of the methods adopted, are briefly described.

Al.1 Problems with the geographical base for the project

Background: This project aims to identify geographical areas of disadvantage (at the micro
level), using the available spatially disaggregated data sets. Local labour market measures
used in this project were derived either from Census of Population data, or from JUVOS
data (for example, long-term unemployment). Both sources produce data for small areas:
in the case of the Census, electoral wards, postcode sectors and enumeration districts, and
in the case of JUVOS, electoral wards and postcode sectors.

Areal inconsistencies: Since both Census and JUVOS data are available for 'wards', it
may be thought that these can be adopted as the common spatial framework for analyses
using both sets of data. However, the actual situation is not so simple, since:

u Ward boundaries change over time. Ward boundaries changed in all local authority
districts in Wales between 1981 and 1991 (mainly in mid-decade) and in more than
70 districts in England, though the "wards" used by the Scottish Census (which are
actually aggregations of postcode sectors to fit into district boundaries) remained
constant over the decade.

u The 'wards' used by the JUVOS are not the same as those used by the Census of
Population. Ward-level unemployment and employment statistics are compiled for
electoral wards which are 'current' at the time of collection, and their geography is
thus affected by the periodic boundary changes which take place. Thus, the 1989
Census of Employment uses the ward boundaries as they existed in 1989 as the
areal framework for small area statistics, and these areas are not necessarily the
same as those in existence in 1991. This problem is further compounded by the
fact that maps or digital boundaries which would enable the relationships of ward
boundaries at different points in time to Census ward boundaries to be derived are
not readily available.

Fortunately, NOMIS also makes DFEE data available for 1981 Census wards (the 'frozen'
ward framework for NOMIS from the early 1990s to 1995), which means that the
problems of linking JUVOS data for current wards to Census data can be avoided, in
England and Wales. Unemployment data for 1991 Census wards were not available via
NOMIS during the duration of the project.

The estimation procedure for data in England and Wales: For England and Wales, the
problem is therefore to convert JUVOS unemployment data for 1981 Census wards to a
1991 Census ward spatial framework, in order to link it with Census data. The procedure
adopted was as follows (taking the long-term unempioyment indicator as an example):
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. First, long-term unemployment data were extracted for wards from the quarterly
age and duration data set on NOMIS, covering the four quarters of 1991, which
were averaged.

s Second, a look-up table has been created which re-orders data extracted via NOMIS
into the order used by the 1981 Census. This was applied to the long-term
unemployment data, to prepare it for the next stage of the estimation procedure.

u Third, using a list which shows how 1991 Census enumeration districts are related
to 1981 Census wards!, it has proved possible (since enumeration districts nest into
wards) to estimate a set of factors which measure the share of each 1981 Census
ward which falls into each 1991 Census ward. Thus, if there was no change, these
factors would show 100 per cent of the population of a 1981 ward being within the
corresponding ward in 1991, while if it was evenly split between two wards, these
factors would identify which 1991 wards which should each receive half of the
population of the 1981 ward.

u Fourth, these factors were applied to the long-term unemployment data for 1981
wards, and the data re-aggregated into 1991 ward boundaries.

u Fifth, the resulting data set were then merged with the Census data for 1991 wards.

m Sixth, in the 1991 Census Local Base Statistics, in order to protect confidentiality,
data for a ward are suppressed where the ward population is below 1000, or where
there are fewer than 320 households. The data for the ward are not lost, but
'exported’ to a neighbouring ward. In order to make the linkage between DFEE
and Census data as accurate as possible, this procedure was replicated for the long-
term unemployment indicators extracted using NOMIS.

Scottish geographies: A further set of problems affect Scotland. In Scotland, the 1981
wards used by NOMIS are 'true’ electoral wards (as they existed in 1984, it is believed),
rather than the 'pseudo-sectors' used by the 1981 Census and the 1991 Census for Local
Base Statistics. 'Pseudo sectors' are actually aggregates of postcode sectors, constrained to
fit within local authority district boundaries (true postcode sectors cross these boundaries).
In order to compile JUVOS unemployment data for Census pseudo-sectors, it is necessary
to calculate the relationship between the two areal frameworks. This was done using the
Output Area to Higher Area 'lookup table' defined by the Scottish Office, which details the
population in each Output Area (the smallest area for which Census data are produced) and
the pseudo-sectors, wards and other areas in which each is located. It was thus possible to
calculate the percentage of the population of each ward living within each pseudo-sector,
and then apply these factors to the unemployment data for each ward.

A further complication is introduced by the small differences between the wards used by
NOMIS for unemployment data in Scotland, and the electoral wards used by the 1991
Census, and hence included in the Output Area to Higher Area lookup table. A further
stage of the estimation procedure thus converted unemployment data to a 1991 Census
ward base, before conversion to a pseudo-sector base.
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Al.2 A solution to the problem of inconsistencies between the 'geographies' for
England & Wales and Scotland

Introduction: The difficulties of integrating areas in Scotland into the analysis were
extensively discussed with Steering Group members. The degree of error introduced into
the data through the complex estimation procedure was compounded by uncertainty over
the reliability of the Output Area to Higher Area lookup table available to the academic
sector. Resource constraints meant that it was not possible for the researchers to access the
most up-to-date version of the lookup table. The main purpose in adopting a pseudo-sector
areal framework in Scotland was in order to enable 1991 Census Local Base Statistics to be
used. However, following subsequent discussions with government statisticians, it was
decided that the best solution was to adopt 1991 electoral wards as the areal framework for
the project in Scotland, rather than pseudo-postcode sectors, since the former Employment
Department had purchased Small Area Statistics (SAS) in Scotland, and all the Census
classificatory indicators used by the project could be derived from SAS data.

Advantages and disadvantages of adopting a ward framework in Scotland.:

Advantages:

= Electoral wards are the same areas (with minor differences) as those used for the
monthly unemployment count in Scotland
Thus, the need to apply conversion factors to unemployment data is avoided
Electoral wards are named (unlike pseudo sectors) thus providing enhanced
geographical understanding.

= A number of pseudo-sectors are small and oddly shaped, resulting from the
truncation of postcode sectors at district boundaries; while there are more wards
than pseudo sectors - and they can be very small in urban areas - their boundaries
more clearly reflect the settlement geography.

Disadvantages:
= From the 1991 Census, only Small Area Statistics, and not Local Base Statistics,
are available for these areas; this means that less detail is available for many
indicators (for example, economic activity by age)
Special Workplace Statistics are not available for wards in Scotland
There are no reliable digital boundaries® available for these areas (at the time of
writing).

Estimation of data for wards in Scotland.

L There are 1,237 electoral wards in Scotland (compared to 1,002 pseudo sectors),
giving a total of 10,764 wards for Great Britain. Regional Electoral Divisions are
equivalent to electoral wards in the Islands Region.

= Though most electoral wards in 1991 were the same as the 1984 wards used for
collection of monthly unemployment data, there were significant differences in
Gordon district, and here data had to be estimated. In the absence of any
information upon which more accurate estimates could be made, Department of
Employment wards were matched with Census wards on the basis of their names.
Where Department of Employment wards appeared to have merged by 1991, their
data were added together. Where wards appeared to have split (from a comparison
of names in the two sets), the data were simply divided equally among the new
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wards involved.
There were also some instances of different ordering of wards between the Census
and the NOMIS unemployment data sets to be taken into account; most notably in
the Irvine area.

Al.3 Generation of the additional indicators

A number of additional Census indicators were derived for the classification of wards
identified in the 'screening' process. These can be represented in terms of both the Local
Base Statistics and the less detailed Small Area Statistics. Two journey-to-work indicators
were also derived. In England and Wales, no further estimation was necessary.

Derivation of data for Scotland:

The two indicators derived from the Special Workplace Statistics presented
particular problems in Scotland. Special Workplace Statistics (SWS) data are only
available for pseudo postcode sectors in Scotland, and thus it was necessary to
estimate data for electoral wards.

This was achieved through a 'pro-rating' procedure. The percentage of the
population of each pseudo postcode sector falling into each electoral ward was
calculated by using the Output Area (the smallest area for which Census data is
produced in Scotland) to Higher Area look-up table. These percentages were then
applied to counts from the SWS data in order to create an equivalent data set for
electoral wards, and the percentage of shorter- and longer-distance commuters
calculated from the pro-rated counts.

The additional NOMIS indicators:

The set of indicators used for the classification included three new NOMIS
indicators:
B the median duration of completed unemployment spells
- the percentage of the unemployed who had been registered for
unemployment benefit for more than 6 months
B the percentage of the unemployed who had been registered for
unemployment benefit for 2 years and over.

These indicators were slightly modified relative to the original specification. Due
to the high cost of generating annual averages for all 10,764 wards, all three
indicators were calculated for July 1994 only.

These indicators were extracted for the NOMIS 1981Deward areal framework, and
hence in Scotland their translation onto an electoral ward basis involved only the
limited re-ordering and re-allocation in Gordon district described above.

However, in England and Wales, the 1981 ward-level data had to be firstly
converted to the 1991 ward geography, and then data for 1991 wards suppressed in
the Census data set had to be 'exported’ to neighbouring wards in the same manner
as the Census. The numbers unemployed, those unemployed for over 6 months and
those unemployed for 2 years or more were all pro-rated from a 1981 ward areal
framework. The percentages unemployed more than 6 months and over two years
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Notes

were then calculated from the pro-rated data.

The estimation of median durations for 1991 Census wards was more complex than
for the long-term unemployment percentages, since this was a ratio indicator. The
solution adopted was to calculate a weighted average of the median where it had to
be split or where two wards had to be added together, using the unemployment
count as the weight.

Daniel Dorling and colleagues from the University of Newcastle have, as part of a
Joseph Rowntree Foundation funded project, produced a list which shows how 1991
Census enumeration districts are related to 1981 Census wards. They have made
this list available to the academic community.

'Digital' boundaries are boundaries in machine-readable format which can be used
in computer mapping.
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Appendix 2: Classificatory indicators

The indicators of labour market disadvantage used in the screening process are detailed in
Table A2.1. These classificatory indicators may be divided into three sub-sets:

screening indicators;

direct indicators of labour market disadvantage;
: less direct indicators of labour market disadvantage - many identify groups 'at risk'

of disadvantage.

Table A2.1: Key to classificatory indicators

No. mnemonic description

Screening indicators

Al UR unemployment rate

A2  NONEMPPM non-employment rate - males 25-54

A3 LTUP long-term unemployment proportion

A4  LTUR long-term unemployment rate

Direct indicators of labour market disadvantage

Bl UR1624 unemployment rate 16-24

B2 GS1624 % of econ. act. on govt scheme 16-24

B3 MUR male unemployment rate

B4 FUR female unemployment rate

B5 MINACT1624 % males 16-24 econ. inact. (not students)

B6 MINACT2544 % males 25-44 econ. inact. (not students)

B7 MINACT4564 % males 45-64 econ. inact. (not students)

B8 FINACT1624 % females 16-24 econ. inact. (not students)

B9 FINACT2544 % females 25-44 econ. inact. (not students)

B10 FINACT4559 % females 45-59 econ. inact. (not students)

B11 EANOEARN % households 1 or more econ. act. but no earners
B12 MEDUNEMP median duration completed unemployment spells 1994
B13 LGUNEMP % unemployed who unemployed >6 months

B14 VLUNEMP % unemployed who unemployed >24 months
Less direct indicators / groups 'at risk' of labour market disadvantage

Cl NOSTAY % 17 year olds not in full-time education

C2 NHQ1829 % 18-29 years without higher level qualifications
C3 NHQ3044 % 30-44 years without higher level qualifications
C4  NHQ45PA % 45-59/64 years without higher level qualifications
C5 LTI % 16-59/64 years with limiting long-term illness
Cé6 PSICK % 16-59/64 years permanently sick

C7 NOEARN % households with no earners

C8 NEVWORK % residents who have never worked

C9 SCIV % residents in social class IV

C10 SCV % residents in social class V
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ting of wards output from the screening process
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Appendix 4: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process

Key:

white dot - stage 1
black dot - stage 2
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Figure A4.1: Wards selected in stage 1 of the screening process - Great Britain
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Figure A4.2: Wards selected in stage 2 of the screening process - Great Britain
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Figure A4.3: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - South East region
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Figure A4.4: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Eastern region
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Figure A4.5: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - London region
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Figure A4.6: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - South West region
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Figure A4.7

Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process -

West Midlands region
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Figure A4.8: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process -
East Midlands region

R
. X
Y n??

g N
' Lgicester

72



Figure A4.9: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process -
Yorkshire & Humberside region
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Figure A4.10: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Merseyside region
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Figure A4.11: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - North West region
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Figure A4.12: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - North East region
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Figure A4.13: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Wales
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Figure A4.14: Wards selected in stages 1 and 2 of the screening process - Scotland
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Appendix 5: The a priori classification technique

The purpose of a priori classification was to allocate the 805 wards output from stage 2 of
the screening process into five groups of equal size (known as quintile groups) on the basis
of severity of labour market disadvantage.

The procedure was as follows. The 805 wards were:

ranked in descending order on each of the 28 classificatory indicators (listed in
Appendix 2)

classified into quintile groups on each of the 28 classificatory indicators - with wards
falling in the 'top' quintile group (i.e. with the highest 20 per cent of values) on an
indicator allocated a score of five, and wards falling in the 'bottom' quintile group
(i.e. with the lowest 20 per cent of values) on an indicator allocated a score of one

allocated an additive score by summing the quintile group scores across all 28
classificatory indicators, (hence a ward falling in the 'top' [i.e. 'worst'] quintile group
on all 28 indicators would achieve a score of 140, while a ward falling in the 'bottom’
quintile group on all 28 indicators would achieve a score of 28); (note: each indicator
is given equal weighting)

ranked in descending order on the additive score
classified into quintile groups on the additive score - with the 20 per cent of wards in

the 'top' [i.e. 'worst'] quintile group being allocated to quintile group 5 and the
'bottom' 20 per cent of wards being allocated to quintile group 1.

Table A5.1 shows the regional distribution of wards by quintile group.
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Table AS.1: Quintile group classification of wards by government office region

Region statistic quintile group
5 4 2 1
South East count 0 1 2 7 1
quintile group % 0.0 0.6 1.2 43 0.6
region % 0.0 9.1 18.2 63.6 9.1
Eastern count 0 1 3 1 1
quintile group % 0.0 0.6 1.9 0.6 0.6
region % 0.0 16.7 50.0 16.7 16.7
London count 2 6 19 21 26
quintile group % 1.2 3.7 1.8 13.0 16.1
region % 2.7 8.1 25.7 28.4 35.1
South West count 0 2 1 3 1
quintile group % 0.0 1.2 0.6 1.9 0.6
region % 0.0 28.6 14.3 42.9 14.3
West Midlands count 5 10 7 9 11
quintile group % 3.1 6.2 43 5.6 6.8
region % 11.9 23.8 16.7 214 26.2
East Midlands count 6 11 8 6 7
quintile group % 3.7 6.8 5.0 3.7 43
region % 15.8 28.9 21.1 15.8 18.4
Yorks & Humberside count 9 12 7 17 17
quintile group % 5.6 7.5 43 10.6 10.6
region % 14.5 19.4 11.3 27.4 27.4
Merseyside count 28 13 10 2
quintile group %17.4 8.1 6.2 3.1 1.2
region % 48.3 22.4 17.2 8.6 34
North West count 16 18 24 18 17
quintile group % 9.9 11.2 14.9 11.2 10.6
region % 17.2 19.4 25.8 19.4 18.3
North East count 34 33 18 17 28
quintile group %21.1 20.5 11.2 10.6 17.4
region % 26.2 25.4 13.8 13.1 21.5
Wales count 18 24 28 23 12
quintile group %11.2 14.9 17.4 14.3 7.5
region % 17.1 229 26.7 21.9 11.4
Scotland count 43 30 34 34 38
quintile group %26.7 18.6 21.1 21.1 23.6
region % 24.0 16.8 19.0 19.0 21.2
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quintile group 5:
quintile group 4:
quintile group 3:
quintile group 2:
quintile group 1:

Key to Figures AS5.1-AS.12

20 per cent of wards suffering most severe labour market disadvantage
next 20 per cent

next 20 per cent

next 20 per cent

20 per cent of wards suffering least severe labour market disadvantage
of those wards included in the classification
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Figure A5.1: Wards by quintile group - South East region
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Figure A5.2: Wards by quintile group - Eastern region
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Figure A5.3: Wards by quintile group - London region
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Figure A5.4: Wards by quintile group - South West region
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Figure AS.5: Wards by quintile group - West Midlands region
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Figure A5.6: Wards by quintile group - East Midlands region
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Figure A5.7: Wards by quintile group - Yorkshire & Humberside region
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Figure AS5.8: Wards by quintile group - Merseyside region
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Figure A5.9: Wards by quintile group - North West region
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Figure A5.10: Wards by quintile group - North East region
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Figure AS5.11: Wards by quintile group - Wales
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Figure A5.12: Wards by quintile group - Scotland
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Appendix 6: The cluster analysis technique

The cluster analysis technique attempts to place 'objects' (in this case 'wards') into 'groups'
(known as 'clusters') sharing similar characteristics across a range of classificatory indicators.
As far as possible, intra-cluster similarities are maximised and inter-cluster similarities are
minimised. There are several different cluster analysis techniques, and no single 'correct'
solution emerges. Moreover, although cluster analysis is a highly quantitative technique, the
evaluation of a series of classifications in order to identify which is the 'best' is subjective,
(although in practice it can be guided by descriptive statistics about the characteristics of
clusters and the distance between clusters and the distances between members of the same
cluster).

In assessing alternative cluster analysis classifications there are a number of important
factors to bear in mind:

| the number of clusters in the classification - the larger the number of clusters in the
classification the greater the degree of specificity of individual clusters and range of
variation across clusters, yet a key purpose of classification is to reduce the range of
variation in a meaningful way

= the size of the smallest cluster in the classification - is it sufficiently large to enable
robust analysis, and disaggregation to the degree desired?

= the size of the largest cluster in the classification - is it so large that it 'dominates' the
classification and/or includes a very large proportion of all wards included in the
classification?

= variation in the size of clusters - do the clusters vary so much in size that comparisons
between clusters may be considered 'unreliable'? (the ideal may be » clusters of equal
size, but this is rarely achieved in practice)

i geographical distribution of cluster members - is the geographical distribution of
cluster membership so uneven as to limit the use of the classification for some
purposes? (again, in practice, cluster members are often geographically concentrated
- neighbouring areas often share similar characteristics)

» "making sense” - does one classification seem intuitively to be more 'realistic' than
the other?

The first stage of the classification procedure is to conduct a principal components analysis
on the classificatory variables for all the wards identified by the screening variables, in order
to identify the underlying dimensions of variation between wards. Each of these dimensions
is represented by a component, constructed from the variance in the original data, which is
uncorrelated with all other components. The same number of components as original
variables are constructed (each being uncorrelated with the others). However, a small
number of components usually accounts for the bulk of the variation in the data, with most
of the components representing a small percentage of the variance, sometimes representing
random effects in the data. In order to identify similarities across wards over the major
dimensions of difference, the scores of each ward on the most important components are fed
into a cluster analysis procedure. In this case, the six components which together accounted
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for 75 per cent of the variance in the original data were used (in technical terms, those with
an eigenvalue greater than 1.0 were selected).

In the second stage of the cluster analysis procedure, wards are grouped together on the basis
of their similarity across these principal component scores. The similarity between wards is
measured by the 'squared euclidean distance' between wards, calculated as the sum of the
differences in component scores between each ward and each other ward, calculated across
all components. The clustering technique used in this instance was Ward's method. Thisis a
hierarchical procedure which operates by repeatedly combining the two clusters whose
fusion yields the least increase in the euclidean sum of squares for the classification; this is
the sum of the squared distance from each case to the centroid of the cluster to which it
belongs. It therefore tends to identify tight minimum-variance spherical clusters.
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Appendix 7: Descriptive statistics and further information about clusters

In this Appendix a series of Tables and Figures are presented providing descriptive statistics
and further information about the clusters.

Table A7.1: Mean scores on classificatory indicators

No. mnemonic cluster
GB 805

wards wards 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Al UR 836 20.81 31.84 2346 21.50 19.59 19.64 18.23 18.05
A2 NONEMPPM 14.02 35.00 5041 3735 34.33 34.35 3229 30.87 37.31
A3 LTUP 19.79 32.68 4029 3438 28.75 32.41 3533 32.16 28.07
A4 LTUR 1.69 590 1035 7.51 523 507 632 528 3.90
Bl URI1624 13.66 27.54 38.41 3098 28.12 24.99 27.08 24.90 25.06
B2 GS1624 441 754 985 487 658 720 6.19 1050 7.83
B3 MUR 996 2529 38.00 27.57 25.41 24.06 2423 2240 2295
B4 FUR 6.18 1438 22.74 1797 15.58 13.55 13.13 12.20 10.79
B5 MINACT1624 1.87 294 392 264 264 283 268 244 478
B6 MINACT2544 3.58 877 12.17 6.74 822 9.14 7.65 743 1341
B7 MINACT4564 18.56 33.50 40.10 25.80 30.89 34.60 2935 33.51 47.68
B8 FINACT1624 11.53 2433 3136 18.02 27.31 19.54 2462 23.97 25.88
B9 FINACT2544 29.25 41.25 5039 33.86 44.40 37.58 39.81 40.43 44.72
B10 FINACT4559 35.27 47.11 53.84 40.02 48.08 47.02 4257 48.11 54.52
B1l EANOEARN 408 1122 17.13 1332 1195 1045 10.54 9.83 8.78
B12 MEDUNEMP 19.79 24.52 27.56 29.26 23.89 20.70 28.61 19.83 25.07
B13 LGUNEMP 52.76 61.71 66.11 64.66 58.74 58.02 6596 61.49 58.00
B14 VLUNEMP 17.22 26.11 31.66 27.24 22.61 24.14 2992 2592 22.14
Cl1 NOSTAY 49.11 68.78 77.40 57.08 65.95 74.57 67.69 69.67 68.32
C2 NHQ1829 88.43 9395 96.63 8294 9483 93.33 94.16 95.59 96.47
C3 NHQ3044 79.65 92.56 96.06 80.17 93.69 92.89 93.53 93.02 94.03
C4 NHQ45PA 85.09 96.41 98.45 93.75 97.01 96.74 97.23 94.82 96.36
C5 LTI 937 17.48 21.09 12.60 1521 2588 13.91 1534 21.79
Cé6 PSICK 381 828 964 627 779 586 820 797 14.65
C7 NOEARN 34.45 48.74 58.39 46.77 47.58 49.06 47.85 46.71 50.30
C8 NEVWORK 3.7t 11.12 19.74 13.16 11.02 1034 9.72 10.07 9.19
C9 SCIvV 15.56 21.45 20.65 1691 24.46 19.39 21.09 20.79 25.46
C10 SCV 6.08 10.60 13.58 8.27 9.59 12.15 1046 10.69 9.72

Note: For key to indicators see Appendix 2
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Table A7.2: Distribution of cluster membership by quintile group

quintile
group statistic cluster
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5 (‘worst’) count 60 1 24 15 29 15 17
row % 373 0.6 14.9 9.3 18.0 9.3 10.6
col % 96.8 1.6 15.9 11.9 16.1 10.2 22.4
4 count 2 10 35 22 40 29 23
row % 1.2 6.2 21.7 13.7 24.8 18.0 14.3
col % 3.2 15.9 23.2 17.5 22.2 19.7 30.3
3 count 0 15 41 27 35 22 21
row % 0.0 93 25.5 16.8 21.7 13.7 13.0
col % 0.0 23.8 272 21.4 19.4 15.0 27.6
2 count 0 17 35 24 36 35 14
row % 0.0 10.6 21.7 14.9 22.4 14.9 8.7
col % 0.0 27.0 23.2 19.0 20.0 19.0 18.4
1 (‘best') count 0 20 16 38 40 46 |
row % 0.0 12.4 9.9 232 24.8 28.6 0.6
col % 0.0 31.7 10.6 30.2 222 313 1.3
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Table A7.3 Distribution of cluster membership by r<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>