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Abstract
The overall sample design foinder standing Society has been described in an earlier
working paper in this series (Lynn 2009). This pagescribes the special measures
taken to boost the sample of members of five kayonitly ethnic groups in Great
Britain. A new method was developed to estimatesthaic density of postal sectors in
2007, when the most recent Census data was callec2001. Key stages from then
on were: excluding sectors with low minority pogidas; selecting addresses using
fractions which over-sampled areas with high desibf the scarcest groups; sub-
sampling sectors with low expected yields; andesuregy in the field to identify target
households.
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Design of the Understanding Society
Ethnic Minority Boost Sample

Non-technical summary

A key objective olUnderstanding Society was to provide detailed comparisons of
social and economic experiences across ethnic graspwell as to study issues of
special relevance to ethnic minorities. Althougé tfeneral population sample and the
BHPS included substantial numbers of members @fi@thinority groups, it was
decided to boost the sample. The specific objectiae to add at least 1,000 adults
from each of five communities: Indians, PakistaBiangladeshis, Caribbeans and
Africans.

The boost sample was designed around variatioethimic densities in small areas
within Great Britain. A first requirement was totain the best estimate of the density
of each of the target groups within every smalbaiéhese estimates were based on a
new technique cross-analysing 2001 Census dajzoftal sectors with micro-data
from the Annual Population Survey.

The aim was to boost the number of addresses sdlgtareas of high concentration,
and to curtail the number selected in areas ofdomcentration. The three main
processes were:

* Excluding areas of very low minority density frohetsample altogether

* Varying the sampling fraction within small areastisat a large proportion of
addresses would be selected in areas of high gidpsjpecially of the scarcest
target groups).

* Sub-sampling of areas in which a very small nunadbénterviews with
members of target groups was predicted.

Once the addresses had been selected, interviengegsasked to visit each address to
find out whether any members of the targeted duded minority groups lived there.
This is known as screening. Where relevant minauitups were identified, there was
a secondary selection process whereby all houselolttaining members of the
scarcest minority groups were recruited to theeyrbut some households containing
members of the most common minority groups wereldeted at random to reduce
their sample size to the target number.

Weighting will be required at the analysis stagedanter-balance the variations in
selection probabilities between postal sectorstata@een ethnic groups.
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Introduction
Structure of the survey as a whole

Understanding Society is the major new panel survey of British househdlds

funded by the Economic and Social Research Coumitii, substantial support from
the Department for Business, Innovation and Skillee study is based at, and led by,
the Institute for Social and Economic Research RB&t the University of Essex,
working with colleagues from the University of Wack and the Institute of
Education. The survey fieldwork is being delivelsathe National Centre for Social
Research (NatCenlinderstanding Society both replaces and incorporates the much
smaller British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), Whias been running since 1991.

Key characteristics of the new survey include:

e atotal target sample size of 40,000 households, feur main components:
0 an innovation panel
0 a new national equal probability sample
0 an ethnic minority boost sample
o incorporation of the existing sample from the BHPS.

e interviews with all household members, aged 10abule

e topic coverage relevant to a wide range of disegdiand policy fields

* an ethnicity strand, focussing on the identity aadial position of minority

groups

» collection of health indicators and biomarkers

* links to supplementary data, such as neighbouri@odmation

* aplatform for the collection of qualitative data

* an Innovation Panel for methodological research.

Understanding Society is a ‘household panel survey'. A large represe&rgatample of
households has been selected across the Uniteddtmglrhe households are being
visited by an interviewer in a rolling first waveaging in January 2009, and all the
adult household members are asked detailed qussiloyut a range of subjects:

family structure, employment, income, health andisoEach member of the sample is
then re-interviewed a year later, to see how thivgge changed over the past 12
months; and again and again in subsequent yeass fong as the survey lasts. This
‘longitudinal’ approach provides much clearer evice about the processes underlying
social and economic change, and enables analystake inferences about causation
which cannot be supported by one-off, cross-sealisarveys.

This paper describes the design of the ethnic ntjnboost sample, a major element of
the ethnicity strand of the survey.

Historical background to the ethnicity strand

The historical background to the new survey as alevtuns from the establishment of
the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) in theitu®e early 1970s
(psidonline.isr.umich.edu), through the German &&m@onomic Panel (GSOEP) in
the 1980s (www.diw.de/english/soep ) and the Brillusehold Panel Survey in the
1990s (www.iser.essex.ac.uk/survey/bhps)



The historical background to the ethnicity straad hun a different course, over
roughly the same period. A series of detailed syg\a# Britain’s ethnic minorities was
carried out at roughly ten year intervals by thédydstudies Institute. The first
focussed narrowly on their experience of discririora(Daniel 1967); the second
expanded the enquiry to examine the wider concegisadvantage (Smith 1976); the
third compared ethnic minorities as a group withwhite population across a wide
range of issues (Brown 1984), while the fourth taakore pluralistic view, comparing
the distinct experiences of each minority group @ielad, Berthoud and others 1997).
Each successive survey widened the range of tapiestigated, and of minority
groups covered.

At the turn of the century, consideration was git@the possibility of undertaking a
fifth national survey of ethnic minorities. But Hyis time several large-scale national
surveys supported by government departments enahkdgsts to make detailed
comparisons between ethnic groups, either becdubke wery large general sample
sizes accumulated over a series of years (for pkababour Force Survey, the
Family Resources Survey) or because of targetedtlsamples of minority groups
(the Health Survey for England (in 1999 and 20€#0,British Crime Survey (in
1988, 1992, 1996 and 2000), the Citizenship Su¢siege 2001}.1t was felt that these
new surveys largely met the current need for ceess$ional data about the main ethnic
minority groups. But a review of longitudinal dasources carried out by ONS in
2000 concluded that the BHPS had too small a safopkerious analysis of ethnicity.
The ONS Longitudinal Study linking the 1971, 198291 and 2001 Censuses
provided adequate sample sizes, but was restictedin the subject matter covered
and in the long gap (10 years) between availabéemations. There was an urgent
need for a longitudinal survey of ethnic minorit{&SEM).

ONS and the ESRC commissioned first a scoping stO#yen and Green 2003) and
then a feasibility study (Nazroo and others 200%xamine the options for a
dedicated longitudinal survey of ethnic minoritiesth, probably, a longitudinal
survey of the majority white population to provideomparison group. This plan was
initially adopted by the ESRC, and a substantialget was set aside to fund it.

The plan for a stand-alone panel survey of ethnronties was then incorporated in
the even more ambitious proposal for a UK houselwiditudinal survey, later to be
known adUnderstanding Society. Within the overall objectives of the new survey,
covering a very wide range of question topics, ¢tienicity strand’ has been designed
to enable analysis of ethnicity and comparisomdiiidual ethnic minority groups
through the following means:

1. a substantial number of members of minority etlgnauips within the main
equal probability sample;

2. afurther substantial boost sample of membersvefkey minority groups;

3. the opportunity for analysts to focus on variasitaetween ethnic groups in
outcomes of universal interest such as employnecame, housing, health
and so on.

! Details of these surveys are available at httplivdata-archive.ac.uk/findingData/majorstudies.asp



4. inclusion of some questions of specific interesh® study of ethnicity, such
as ethnic identity, religious and cultural attitagthe experience of
discrimination and harassment, and so on.

This working paper outlines the methods used tecs¢he boost sample — item 2
Overall design of the boost sample

Understanding Society is a household panel survey — that is, a sampt@a$eholds is
selected in the base year, data is collected fnroabout all members of each
household, and each member is followed up in sulesdgears.

The main sample of 28,000 households provides¢hetmark data for the whole
population, and for the white majority, against g¢thminority ethnic experiences
should be compared. Unlike previous specialistesys\of the ethnic minorities, there
Is no need for a ‘white comparison sample’, becahiakis built into the overall
design.

The main sample also includes an estimated 2,80/sedom the groups covered by
the boost sample, plus some others from groupsowared by the boost (for example
white minorities). Although there would be a fiveamte sequence of specialist
questions asked only of the boost sample, the ipahaim was to combine the boost
sample with the main sample to provide large nusibémembers of minority groups
for analysis of the full range of survey data.

The twin objectives of the boost sample desigrewer

» to select an additional sample of households caimigimembers of five target
ethnic minority groups (Indians, Pakistanis, Badgkhis, Caribbeans and
Africans) plus such other minority groups as thegieng procedure allowed;

» to arrange the selection in such a way that 1,000125 adults in each of the
target groups would be interviewed in the first wav

See a later section of this paper (page 5) forlddtdefinitions of the ethnic groups to
be covered.

The first, general, objective has been addressedrirer surveys referred to on the
previous page. The second, group-specific, objedtias largely new. The design was
broadly based on the recommendations of the fdigikiudy for an LSEM (Nazroo
and others 2008)although there were several differences of dbtiveen the

original proposal and the design actually adopted.

The primary design strategy was to focus the sasgliction on areas (postal sectors)
where members of the target minority groups aresmnto live in high concentrations.

%2 The sample design section of the LSEM feasibiittydy was drafted by Susan Purdon, then of the
National Centre for Social Research. Her particatartribution was the variation in the sampling
fractions between sectors with different ethnic positions, described as Step 3 below.



If all members of the target groups lived in ar@égre they were the only residents,
locating a sample of them would be a simple ma8ach high levels of ethnic
segregation — labelled ‘ghettoes’ - were approxadan American cities such as
Chicago in the 1940s (Duncan and Duncan 1950)h&ve never been replicated in
Britain (Peach 1996). Most members of minority @lgroups live in areas where
most other residents are white. Nevertheless sildrag been established that there is
sufficient variation in ethnic densities at the #raeea level to provide leverage for an
efficient sample design.

The basic ingredients of such a design are twmtemtification of small areas with
high minority concentrations, and b) screenindhatfteldwork stage to identify and
interview members of the target groups. Neithahese ingredients is efficient on its
own.

» Screening undertaken equally across all small gratfser than concentrated in
high density areas) would yield an average of oimerity household in every
20 addresses issued, including many fieldwork assants where the yield
would be as low as one in 100. So it was impor@nb limit the sample to
areas of above average concentration, and b) tsfilhe sample on areas with
very high concentrations, especially of the hardetach target groups.

* Drawing a sample of households in high densitysafeghout screening)
would yield a sample which either included a vengé proportion of white
households (not of interest to the boost sampl&aurssed on a very small and
unrepresentative group of minority households viedl in areas of
exceptionally high density.

These remain the two essential ingredients, evaungtinthe task on this occasion was
to select samples of five specific minority grougagher than simply a single sample of
minority groups taken as a whole.

Previous surveys of ethnic minorities (for exanptewn 1984, Modood, Berthoud
and others 1997) have used the technique knowilo@sssed enumeration’, in which
the residents of a sample of addresses were adketthey members of any ethnic
minority lived in the neighbouring houses or fle@sown and Ritchie 1982). It was
decided not to use this method on this occasicen @vareas of very low density, in
view of recent evidence that the proportion of hemurs who were reported to be
members of ethnic minorities was substantially Iothan the proportion directly
observed at the sample addresses (Smith and @O&03.

% Although the requirement to undertake screeningeisas oversampling of areas of high density is
well established, it is not always followed. Thellbtinium Cohort Survey, for example, tried to use
area variations in sampling fractions to boostrthmber of ethnic minority (and low income) children
in its sample, without screening. It can be shdwat bnce weighting has been applied, this approach
actually yieldseffective sample sizes of minority ethnic groups (and of ioeome families) that are
smaller than would have been achieved if the satadnumber of interviews had been spread over an
equal probability sample.



Relationships between components of the overall sample, in contributing to the
ethnicity strand

The Understanding Society sample is made up of three main comporfents

« A new general population sample (GPS) expecteasist of about 28,000
households (see Lynn 2009 for details)

» Continuation of the former BHPS sample beyond wienow consisting of
about 6,400 households

» The ethnic minority boost sample expected to comsiabout 4,200 minority
households

Although this paper focuses on the boost, all tiem@aponents of the sample
contribute to the ethnicity strand.

First, the general population and BHPS samples prowatiz about the majority white
population for comparison with minority groups de tmain question sequences.

Second, the general population and BHPS samples includenity ethnic groups in
their due proportion (expected to total 4,800 ajulind these can be combined with
the boost sample (6,800 adults) to enhance theaageef minorities. Weighting
factors will need to be calculated before the tlh@mponents can be combined for
analysis.

Most of the questionnaire addressed to the thregoaents of the sample is in
common. But an additional short sequence of questias been designed specifically
for the ethnicity strand. This sequence, knowrhas'éxtra five minutes”, is asked of
all members of the boost sample.

Thethird crossover between the samples is that member&miteahinorities

identified in the general population sample in areglow minority density (below 5
per cent) are asked the “extra five minutes”. Thisecause areas of low density have
been excluded from the boost sample (see pagai@the GPS provides coverage of
sparsely-grouped minorities to enable construatifom sample genuinely
representative of all minorities.

Fourth, a small sub-sample of about 600 responding haldglin the GPS is asked
the “extra five minutes” (even if consisting enlyref white people), to provide a
comparison between the minorities and the gene@llption on this particular
guestion sequence. This general population congrasample was chosen by
selecting one address from the list of addresdestsd at each of 1,056 sampling
points. (See Lynn 2009, p. 5)

Defining target ethnic groups

Most previous surveys with a sole or special irdeie ethnicity have selected a
sample of the ‘visible’ minority groups taken awlaole, without differentiation

“ A fourth component, the Innovation Panel, will betcombined with the other three, and makes little
direct contribution to the ethnicity strand



between groups of diverse ethnic origin in the dardpsign (although it has always
been possible to make analytical comparisons betgemips if the sample sizes were
large enough). The fourth national survey (Modd®elithoud and others 1997) was a
partial exception in that special measures werertatt maximise the number of
Bangladeshis in the sample — the smallest of thetifiled target minority groups.

One of the central analytical conclusions of therflo national survey was that the
main individual ethnic minority groups experienaiderse outcomes, which could not
be summarised by combining all together under ithgleslabel ‘minority’. The
feasibility study for the LSEM (Nazroo and othe@03) confirmed this emphasis on
diversity, recommending equal-size samples of @five target minority groups,
rather than a representative sample across alpgrowhich would have yielded ‘too
many’ members of the largest group (Indians) aad few’ of the smallest group
(BangladeshisSo the initial specification for the boost samplgquired that at least
1,000 adults should be interviewed in each of dtleing ethnic groups, in addition
to those located in the main equal probability siemp

e Indians

* Pakistanis

» Bangladeshis
e Caribbeans

* Africans

In explaining the design of the boost sample, itportant to distinguish clearly
between three distinct (but obviously related) walydefining ethnic groups.

The ONSdefinition: The standard ONS classification of 14 ethnic grcdugssbeen
used in the Census, the Labour Force Survey, tma@rPopulation Survey and so
on. (They are listed in Table 1 below, though mathe conventional order.) As
explained below, the design of the boost samplebaasd on calculations from
Census data supplemented by APS data. So theisele€sampling points, and the
estimated number of interviews in each target graugre necessarily based on this
definition.

The screening definition: We did not think that the Census classificatioovpled an
ideal way of defining ethnic groups — partly beaatie preamble was unclear about
how people should decide what an ‘ethnic group’ststed of, and partly because
the 14 categories were often too complex for otemtion to focus on five target
groups. So a different set of questions (ie NoQNS question) was used in the
field to define the target groups, and so enalibrirewers to decide which
households should be included in the boost sarfipis.was intended to relate to
the ONS definition, but both the introductory quastand the response categories
were designed specially for the screening operalibe screening question was as

® The increasing emphasis on diversity could gormhan. The group that was once labelled South
Asians is now routinely split into Indians, Pakistaand Bangladeshis, with huge differences in
observed outcomes. But it can be argued that ‘mdaa geo-political category that should ideddiy
split into sub-groups defined by region of origieligion or language. Similarly, although ‘Africdns
have been introduced as a target category foiintetifme in the current sample design, we can eixpe
wide diversity in the UK experiences of people ratgrg from, for example, Nigeria or Somalia.



follows. A fuller version is provided in the scresg questionnaire reproduced in
Appendix 1.

Does anyone living at this address come from, ge lparents
or grandparents from arof the following ethnic groups?

Indian
Mixed Indiarf
Pakistani
Bangladeshi
Sri Lankan
Caribbean / West Indian
Mixed Caribbean/West Indidn
North African
Black African
African Asian
Chinese
Far Easterh
Turkish
Middle Eastern / Iranidh

None of these

Analysis definitions: While the ONS and screening definitions betwdwmt
determined the structure of the sample, analystérae to adopt a range of possible
definitions of each group based on the varioustipesabout country of origin,
subjective identity, religious affiliation and sa.d\ote that all these questions are
asked of the whole sample (not just the ethnic nitynboost) so that alternative
analysis definitions can be tested and appliedsacatl members of minority groups
taking part in the survey. The ONS and screeniriigitiens are among the options
available for this purpose, but do not constraamadhalytical approach.

Bangladeshis are the smallest of these five ethimority groups, and it was decided
to design the sample in such a way as to aim teeetan estimated 1,000 interviews
with adult members of that community, but at 18400 interviews with members of
the four larger groups. Among Indians and Caribbetrere are sizeable sub-

® Mixed Indian was defined in the questionnaire apts or grandparents from Indian ethnic graung
parents or grandparents from a non-Indian ethriagrMixed Caribbeans were defined equivalently.
" Examples given were Filipino, Thai, Malaysian, alagse, Vietnamese, Singaporean, Indonesian,
Korean, Burmese

8 Examples given were Israeli, Palestinian, Lebar@gean, Jordanian, Yemeni, Saudi, Iraqi, Afghani,
other Gulf states



minorities with mixed parentage (usually mixed \ehimdian and mixed white-
Caribbean). The sample design was adjusted to nieitime number of members of
these mixed sub-groups, and the target was raiseéd 25 to allow for thig.

Among people who were born in Africa (or whose p&sdad been born in Africa) a
sizeable minority have parents or grandparentsnatigng in the Indian sub-continent.
This group (referred to in previous surveys asi@dn Asians’) have been included in
the boost sample of Indians (or, as appropriat@akistanis or Bangladeshis) rather
than treated as (black) Africans.

Analysis of Census data on country of birth by &tlgnoup had shown that people
born in North Africa are recorded by the Censustip@s either ‘white’ or ‘other’. It
was decided to add North African to the list ofrethgroups in the screening
guestionnaire, and combine them with (black) AfmEan the boost sample.

People born in the middle east (including Turkegt kkan as well as ‘Arab’ countries)
also tend to split between ‘white’ and ‘other’ whamminating an ethnic group in the
Census. This consideration led to inclusion offttlewing sub-categories in addition
to the target groups: Chinese, other far easterh,akan, Turks, other middle
eastern. Each would yield a few hundred caseseibdost sample, with 1,100 allowed
for these various other included groups in total.

Small numbers of non-white minorities with diversegins were not covered at all in
the boost sample — these could include, for examyplstralian Aborigines, Maoris,
Pacific Islanders, native N and S Americans.

The precursor studies and the ESRC brief had defimetarget groups asn-white
minorities. The research team and its advisorevesd the considerations for and
against adding ‘white’ minorities to the boost séenptions discussed ranged from a
narrowly defined east-European group, a more byoadefined all-European group, or
covering all white minorities including those witkcent origins in North America,
Australasia or Southern Africa. (‘White’ peopleginating in North Africa and the
Middle East - mainly Turks and Arabs - have beegtuksed above.) White minorities
are substantial, increasing, and potentially irgéeng groups. On the other hand, the
dividing line between white people with UK and atlegins is not easy to establish
rigorously; the dividing line may disappear at fseond or third generation following
migration; many recent migrants are thought likelyeturn home (and so leave the
panel); the technique of locating the boost sarmmpégeas of high minority
concentration would not have worked for white mities; and adding them to the
boost would have increased costs (unless the b@ssteduced in some other
dimension). While recognising the potential desligtof analysing white minorities,

it was decided to not to include them in the bo@$tcourse members of these groups
appear in the main sample.

® Although the layout of the Census questionnaind, many of its output tables, encourage analysts to
think of ‘mixed’ as a single ethnic group with commexperiences, we hypothesised that people of
mixed white/minority heritage might have more imwoon with the specific minority ethnic group from
which one of their parents originated, than witkxexi-heritage people from different backgrounds. So
we conceive of (for example) mixed white/Caribbaarinked to the Caribbean group, rather than to
mixed white/Indian . Analysis will allow this hydwsis to be tested.



If white minorities originating outside the UK wemet boosted, it followed that
Gypsies/Romaltravellers should not be boostedreiftiee numbers were likely to be
small in any case, and the arrangements for lag&ti@em problematic. It was felt that a

small dedicated survey of Gypsies/Roma/travellaysld/be more effective at
identifying the particular needs and circumstarafdbese groups.

The full framework of minorities targeted by thestm is shown in Table 1.

Table 1 Targeted, included and excluded groups for the ethnic minority boost sample

Main category Censuscategoriesused  Screening categories Target
for estimating densities  used for selection
Target groups
Indian Indian Indian 1125
Mixed white/Asian Mixed Indian
African Asian
Pakistani Pakistani Pakistani 1100
Bangladeshi Bangladeshi Bangladeshi 1000
Caribbean Caribbean Caribbean/West Indian 1125
Mixed white/Caribbean Mixed Caribbean/
Black other West Indian
African Black African North African 1100
Mixed white/black African Black African
Included groups
Other included groups Chinese Sri Lankan (1100)
Other Asian Chinese
Other far eastern
Turkish
Middle eastern/Iranian
Excluded groups
Other non-white Other None 0
minorities with diverse
origins
White minorities White other None 0

Stepsin the design of the boost sample
Overview

As discussed, thiender standing Society boost sample was designed around variations
in ethnic densities in small areas within Greatdmn. The main new requirement was
to take account of variations in the location afleaf the five specific target groups,
rather than targeting all minorities combined.

A first requirement was to obtain the best estinvhtthe density of each of the target
groups within every small area (Step 1 below)

The objective was to boost the number of addresslested in areas of high
concentration, and to curtail the number seleateateas of low concentration. But
other considerations apply to limit the extentto$ targeting. (At the extreme it would
not have been legitimate simply to interview 1,@#hgladeshis in the most densely
concentrated area of Tower Hamlets.) The three praicesses were:



» Excluding areas of very low minority density frohetsample altogether (Step
2 below)

* Varying the sampling fraction within small areastisat a large proportion of
addresses would be selected in areas of high gidpsjpecially of the scarcest
target groups). This process is described as Sbepo8v, and the implications
for the efficiency of the design assessed at Step 8

e Sub-sampling of areas in which a very small nundbénterviews with
members of target groups was predicted (Step 4belo

Once the addresses had been selected, interviengegsasked to visit each address to
find out whether any members of the targeted duded minority groups lived there.
This is known as screening (Step 6 below). Whdexamt minority groups were
identified, there was a secondary selection prosbsseby all households containing
members of the scarcest minority groups were rectto the survey; but some
households containing members of the most commanity groups were deselected
at random to reduce their sample size to the tamgaber.

In detail, the following steps were required

Sep 1. Estimate the ethnic composition of small areas

Sep 2: Exclude postal sectors with very low minority densities

Sep 3: Estimate the number of addresses to be selected, using a sampling
fraction weighted towar ds sector s containing the scarcest target groups.
Sep 4: Cluster low-yield sectors

Sep 5: Select addresses

Sep 6: Screening

Sep 7: Following rules

Sep 8: Weighting

These eight steps will be discussed in turn infdlewing sections
Sep 1. Estimate the ethnic composition of small areas

It was decided to use the Postal Address File (RSRhe sampling frame of
addresses, and this led to the choice of post#d torithe geographical analysis of
small areas. The sample design was based on pestats=’ There are about 9,000 of
these in Great Britain, containing an average 5@ households each. Postal sectors
are similar in size to electoral wards, which wesexmonly used as the basis for
sample design before the PAF was adopted as tla semmpling frame.

The 2001 Census provides data about the ethnic asitign of all postal sectors,
analysed according to the standard 14-categorgifitzgion. The classification was
collapsed to seven minority categories for the psepof sample design calculations as
shown in Table 1.

In practice a direct estimate of the number of tehpeople in each sector was never
needed, as estimates of the size of the minordymg were always expressed as a
proportion of the total population.

19 postal sectors are defined by the postcode, oittie final pair of alphabetical characters, egtGO

10



The census estimates for Africans and the othéuded groups were adjusted on the
basis of an analysis of Census data cross-analgsimic group and country of birth.

* The ‘African’ group was assumed to be 11 per cargdr than the Census
black African and mixed white-black African groups,allow for the fact that
white and ‘other’ people with origins in north Ada would count in the sample
as Africans

* The other included groups (taken as a whole) wesaraed to be 8 per cent
larger than the Census combined ‘other mixed’,éotisian’ and ‘other’
groups to allow a) for the fact that white peopléhverigins in the middle east
would be included in the sample, while on the otrerd b) some ‘other’ small
minorities with diverse origins would not contrikbub the sample at all.

These adjustments were designed to improve theamgof the targeting, but make
no difference to the ‘screening’ or ‘analysis’ ations of ethnic groups referred to on
pages 6 and 7.

Census data for the number of adults in each psstabr in Great Britain provided the
main base for sample selection. Small adjustmeadst be made to the figures for
Scotland to take account of the slightly differettinic classification in the Scottish
Census. Northern Ireland was not covered by thetssmple, as so few members of
the target minority groups live there.

We were concerned that data collected in the 2G81s@ might not provide an
accurate estimate of the distribution of minoritiyrec groups at the time the sample
was selected in 2008. This is a cyclical problemstimple designs based on Census
data, especially acute late in the 10-year sequieetvecen Censuses. In order to
improve the estimates, we asked ONS to provideitistte raw individual-level data
showing ethnic group and postal sector from theuahRopulation Survey (APS) for
2007, under special license.

The APS covered about 150,000 households. Sinsathounts to only about 16
households per postal sector, on average, it dotgsravide accurate estimates of the
ethnic distribution of the population of specifecsors. It was used, though, to provide
estimates of the rate of change in ethnic commositising the 2007 APS distribution
as the dependent variable, and the 2001 Censuibdigin as the predictor variable.
This enabled us to estimate the 2007 distributtwrefich postal sector, uprating the
2001 figures by factors derived from the 2007 asialy

For each of the five target groups, a series aersgon models was run in which each
sector’'s 2007 proportion of adults in the relevathinic group was predicted on the
basis of:

» the 2001 proportion in that ethnic group

» the square of the 2001 proportion

* aset of conurbation dummies: inner London, outerdon, est
Midlands, West Yorkshire, Greater Manchester (#lkeoregions
combined)

e interactions between conurbation and the 2001qutigm .
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The use of the term for the square of the 2001 @tagn was designed to test for the
possibility that minority densities tended eitherise fastest in areas of already high
density (increasing concentration) or in areasre¥ipusly low density (increasing
dispersal).

Table 2 shows the coefficients (omitting the comtidn dummies and interactions)
from the regression models. In the case of IndeamisBangladeshis, the interpretation
is very simple — the proportions of adults in theategories increased by 17 and by 35
per cent respectively, across the board, with nddacy for larger or smaller increases
in areas which had high densities to start Witln the case of Pakistanis, Caribbeans
and Africans, a slightly more complex pattern whsesved — the positive coefficient
on the 2001 Census term, and the negative coeffior its square shows that the
increase in each group’s density was greater winestarting point was low, and less
when the starting point was high.

Table 2 Regression estimates of ethnic densities by postal sector: 2007 APS outcomes
predicted by 2001 Census inputs

Bangla-
Indian Pakistani deshi Caribbean African
2001 Census 1.17 1.55 1.35 1.29 1.98
2001 Census”2 0 -0.71 0.03 -0.76 -4.10
R? 73.2% 70.0% 65.7% 62.7% 55.4%

R? if simple linear
prediction 72.8% 69.1% 65.3% 62.0% 52.1%

Note: coefficients printed in bold type are sigedtfit at the 95% confidence level

The row of Table 2 labelled?Rshows how much of the observed variation in 2007
outcomes is accounted for by the measure of 20&itsnplus the regional variables).
In general area-level correlations tend to be mhigher than individual-level
correlations of continuous variables; on the otteerd, the sampling errors in the 2007
survey data would tend to depress correlations.atiearacy of the predictions range
from 73 per cent (Indians) to 55 per cent (Afrigaausd this gives some confidence in
the predictions based on the 2001 starting poidtthe formulae for trends up to 2007.

Note, though, that the bottom line of Table 2 shewst the value of Rwould have
been if we had imposed a simple linear assumptiothe analysis (ie omitting the
term for Census 2001 squared). The prediction 67 2ensities would have been
almost as accurate if no curves reflecting incregadispersal had been allowed for.

The APS analysis of micro-data was in principleeakthrough in the methodology of
sample selections across small areas late in tlyedi0OCensus cycle. But it turns out to
demonstrate that increasing all postal sector estisnby a constant fraction within

1 This summary is an approximation, based on assuthat changes in the composition of sectors are
independent of changes in the size of sectors.
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each region (derived from publicly available reglewel analysis of the APS), would
have been almost as accurate as fitting the sjightire sophisticated curvilinear
model to small areas. This suggests that the ABSrsievel analysis was not
essential, though at least it confirms that apgjysrmple growth factors was an
acceptable approach.

Nevertheless, the curvilinear model (including skyeared term) was slightly more
accurate, and was used to establish the estimatextity ethnic densities in each
postal sector.

Sep 2 Exclude postal sectors with very low minority densities.

As discussed above, the distribution of minoritreBritain is a very long way from a
pattern in which all minorities lived in areas wheail the residents were members of
minority groups. But there is still variation inrdeties between postal sectors, as
illustrated in Figure B. Along the X axis, all teectors in the country are ordered from
the one with the lowest density to the one withhilghest, and divided into 100 equal-
sized groups (weighted by adult population). UpYheis, the proportion of ethnic
minority adults is plotted cumulatively. Obvioustiie very low density sectors
contribute a very small proportion of the minosti®ut as density increases, the curve
steepens and high density sectors contribute ssigesa higher and higher
proportion of the total, until all 100 per cent acxounted for. The plus sign (+) in the
curve is plotted at the 85ercentile where still only 17 per cent of the arities have
so far been accounted for. The remaining 35 petrafesll sectors contribute the
remaining 83 per cent of the target group.

Figure B Distribution of all ethnic minorities by postal sector density (2007

estimates)
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It was decided to confine the ethnic minority basmtnple to sectors where the
estimated density exceeded 5 per cent — very ttose 6%' centile used to illustrate
the difference between high and low density sec¢to8gure B. The average density
in the selected sectors was 20 per cent. The dstihcaverage for each specific group
was as follows:

Indian 82%
Pakistani 93%
Bangladeshi 93%
Caribbean 86%
African 85%
Other included groups 82%

Note that the 17 per cent of members of minorigugs living in the excluded low-
density sectors (below 5 per cent) are still ineldich the survey, because of their
representation in the main equal probability sample

Sep 3: Estimate the number of addresses to be selected, using a sampling fraction
wel ghted towar ds sector s containing the scarcest target groups.

Confining attention now to the postal sectors vestimated minority densities in
excess of 5 per cent, the aim was to select prigpaitely large samples of addresses
in areas with proportionately large numbers of merslof the target minority groups.

The simple solution would have been to select gpéaof addresses within each sector
using a sampling fraction calculated as a funatibtihe square root of its minority
density. See Nazroo and others (2005) for a prbtfis solution.

In fact the design required not a simple sampl@embers of all minority groups, but
a structured sample in which each of the five taggeups would contribute about the
same number of respondents. This meant focussengaiimple on areas populated by
the scarcest target minority group (Bangladeshigh relatively less emphasis on
areas where the largest minority groups (Indiansyl It is important to bear in mind
that sampling fractions can vary between area®(dow to the estimated composition
of their populations) but cannot vary between hbok¥s because at this stage we did
not yet know households’ ethnic composition. Al thouseholds in areas with high
sampling fractions will have above-average prolizdsl of selection, not just members
of the scarcest target groups.

The sampling fraction applied within each postatsewas as follows:

[sqrt(0.25*%Ind + 0.50*%Pak + 10*%Bang + %Carib A%6c)]/83.95
where %Ind (and so on) represents the proportigdheo&dult population of each postal
sector who were Indian (and so on). This formul@ken from Nazroo and others’
(2005) outline design for the LSEM. It can be stet the sampling fraction in an area

of high Bangladeshi concentration will be 6.3 tinties fraction in an area of similarly
high Indian concentration40). The theoretical range of fractions is betwaleout
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3.8 per cent (if there was an area 100 per cewhofe residents were Bangladeshi)
and 0.13 per cent (in an area 5 per cent of whesidents were Indiar¥.

The constant (83.95) was calculated to yield threecd number of issued addresses in
total. This was done iteratively (at the end of$henpling procedure) with successive
adjustments to the constant being made until tadipied number of achieved
interviews with Bangladeshis adults reached 1,000.

At this preliminary stage, these fractions wereliggpo the estimated populations of
each postal sector to calculate the number of addscthat would be selected. No
actual selection took place.

It was also necessary to estimate the yield ingesfrthe number of adults in each
ethnic group. These yields were based on the fatigwssumptions:

e The number of households identified would be 90ceert of the number of
addresses issued, after allowing both for deadwimedigible addresses) and
for multiple household addresses. This factor wasedd on NatCen'’s
experience of response rates in the Family Ress(Buevey.

» The overall response rate (adults interviewed @iy adults in qualifying
households would be 57.5 per cent for adults oatid Caribbean category,
and 46 per cent for Caribbeans. (This differencs based on previous
evidence that Caribbeans had below average respatese- eg Modood,
Berthoud and others 1997.) These factors were negitp allow for non-
response by whole households, and also for norensgpby individuals within
households.

» It was further assumed that response rates wouidbetween regions and sub-
regions pro rata to response variations in the yar@sources Survey. This
factor ranged between 60.0 per cent (Inner Londod)82.5 per cent (south
Yorkshire).

* The calculations also required an estimate of thmabver of adults in each
minority group as a proportion of the number of $ehwolds identified as
containing any of that group. These estimates, wiraaged from 1.34
(Africans) to 2.23 (Pakistanis) were derived frdra APS.

Note that these planning assumptions are by no srf@aings of the survey, They
were needed simply to provide estimates of the murabaddresses to be selected. To
the extent that the outcomes were different froenasumptions, there will probably
be a small loss of efficiency in the sample deslgr,no loss of representativeness in
the final data.

These assumptions were used to provide a firshatgiof the number of addresses
that would be selected in each postal sector,e¥ikld within each sector in terms of
interviews with households and adults in each etgroup, and of the total yield for
the sample as a whole.

2 The range of actual sampling fractions is repoitetie section on weighting, below.
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Sep 4: Cluster low-yield sectors

The initial first estimate of the selection proceslauggested that 44,000 addresses
should be selected among the 3,145 postal secamsaverage of 14 addresses
selected in each sector. After allowing both faesaing and non-response, this was
expected to yield interviews in 4,500 households4-households achieved per sector.

Remember that the areas included at this stagestafsll postal sectors with a
minority density above 5 per cent. As explained,sampling fraction applied within
each sector was proportional to (a complex measfyimainority density — so that
sectors just above the 5 per cent cut off woulcehaary low sampling fractions. And
of course sectors varied in the number of addresg@table for selection. This means
that some sectors were predicted to have no addressually selected; that many
more would yield no actual interviews; and that agthose yielding any interviews,
there would be a wide range between sectors wighooitwo, and others with as many
as 28. These figures are summarised in the tod paiable 3.

Table 3 Distribution of postal sector sample sizes, as estimated before and after
clustering.

Mean per Number of zeroes Maximum
sector
Initially 3145 sectors
Addresses issued 14.1 99 115
Household interviews 1.4 1645 28
After clustering 771 sectors
Addresses issued 56.8 None 309
Household interviews 6.0 10 28

This initially-calculated plan was inefficient. Fnothe point of view of organising the
screening operation, a very large number of assegsnwould be issued with the
expectation of a zero outcome. From the point ewof organising the interviewing
in the second and subsequent waves, a large nwhhssignments would contain
only one or two participating households.

So it was decided to sub-sample sectors with v@lleexpected assignments —
reducing the number of such sectors, and convenselgasing the size of the
assignments in each remaining small sector. Tlusguiure can be thought of as
equivalent to the technique of ‘clustering’ in twtage random samples.

« The sectors were divided into four groups: thogh wredicted yields of 0, 1,
2 or 3-plus households.

e Within each group, they were ordered geographidallyegion, postal area
and postal district.

* Within each group, 1 in 16 were retained from amsactors with a predicted
yield of 0 households, 1 in 8 from among those \aifredicted yield of 1; 1
in 4 from among those with a predicted yield of 2.

» The sampling fraction for selecting addresses withe retained low-yield
sectors was multiplied by 16, 8 or 4, as approgrisd the overall distribution
of selected addresses across small and large se¢srself-weighting. That

16



is, if (say) 6 addresses had originally been exguktit be selected in a
retained sector with a predicted yield of one hbotg 8*6=48 addresses
would now be selected, and the predicted yieldsriees.

» All of the sectors with originally predicted yield$ three or more households
were retained, with no adjustment to their withecter sampling fractions.

This procedure for reducing the number of smaligassents and increasing their size
produced a revised profile of sectors as desciibdae lower panel of Table 3. The
total number of selected sectors fell from 3143%&. Only ten of these would now be
predicted to yield no household interviews, andaberage number of interviews per
sector was six. Most (78 per cent) of the total hanof expected interviews would
still take place in areas with an original expaotabf three or more responding
households, and so were not affected by the clagterocedure.

In summary, the boost sample can be thought obasisting of five primary strata:

« The two-thirds of all postal sectors with minoritgnsities below 5 per cent not
included in the boost sample at all (though theyaavered by the main
sample).

» Postal sectors with initially-predicted yields @ra households, which were
sub-sampled at the rate of 1 in 16.

» Sectors with initially-predicted yields of one hetsld, which were sub-
sampled at the rate of 1 in 8.

» Sectors with initially-predicted yields of two halmlds, which were sub-
sampled at the rate of 1 in 4.

« Sectors with initially predicted yields of threemore households, all of which
were included in the boost sample.

Sep 5: Select addresses

The sample at this stage consists of a list ofpt&lal sectors, each with a sampling
fraction.

Where more than 100 addresses would be selectsdr®ening in any single sector,
the address list was split in half to make twogssients each of less than 100. Where
the initial selection would be more than 200, isvgalit in three. Sectors with very
small expected selections were grouped with neighheurs to impose a minimum
assignment siz€. This splitting and combining of assignments wasigheed to

improve the efficiency of fieldwork allocations # has no effect on the theory or
structure of the sample as a whole.

13 A PSU (as originally selected) was defined as 'Bifi@ither:

(a) the expected number of issued addresses veathbes 15; OR

(b) the expected number of achieved interviews lessthan 2 and the expected number of issued
addresses was less than 50.

A 'small' PSU could be merged with a neighbourisgJRf their centres (defined by O/S reference)
were within 15km of each other.
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Assignments (as defined in the previous paragraging then allocated at random into
24 equal groups, to be covered in each of the 24timsoof the wave 1 fieldwork period
(January 2009-December 2010)..

Addresses were selected from each sector’'s PAFessltists in the normal way,
applying the fractions laid down by the previouspstto the list of addresses stratified
in postcode order, from a random start number.

A review of the outcome of the first five monthsfigidwork suggested that the
number of interviews with Bangladeshis was lowantkexpected, and that it would

fall short of the 1,000 target over the two yeaiqak It was therefore decided to issue
more addresses in areas of very high Bangladesiceatration. In each of the 18
sectors with the highest concentration, additiauaresses were selected, 1% times as
many as had been selected in the first draw (ddhbaotal issued addresses in those
sectors was 2% times the original figure). Thesmeassignments were allocated at
random across the remaining 12 months of fieldwaakuary-December 2010.

Sep 6: Screening

For each assignment (as defined interviewers wasltievery address. The task was
to ask questions of one adult member of the houdetimut the ethnic background of
all members of the household. The screening questas listed on page 6, and full
copy of the screening question sequence is in Agigeln If any household member
was reported to be in any of the minority grouptelil, the household was retained to
the next step; otherwise (for example if all residavere white), the household was
rejected from the sample. This is known as_the @nnscreening

The selection of addresses in postal sectors wagrael to achieve 1,000 Bangladeshi
adults, andht least 1,100 or 1,125 adults in the other four includedarity groups.

This unavoidably yielded more than these minimsame groups. The objective of
selecting a series of similar boost samples ofipewinority groups within the
constraints of the boost budget, led to the decigdimit the size of each of these
group-samples to 1,100 or 1,125. If more thanni@btber of adults were (expected to
be) identified, then a secondary screerpnacedure was required to achieve the target
number of interviews. The secondary screening weagyded to:

* Achieve 1,000 interviews with Bangladeshi adults

* Interview as many ‘mixed-Indians’ and ‘mixed-Cardams’ as could be
identified.

* Achieve 1,125 interviews with Indians and with @aeans, including the
‘mixed’ groups in the target total.

* Achieve 1,100 interviews with Pakistanis, and wAfnicans

* Interview as many Sri Lankans, Chinese and Turkakl be identified.
These were the three non-target minority groupsrevkhe roughly estimated
numbers were potentially large enough for counfrgrain specific analysis
to be possible.

* Achieve 1,100 interviews with ‘other included graypncluding Sri Lankans,
Chinese and Turks in the total.

These considerations led to the retention fracttepsrted in Table 4.
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Although these secondary sampling fractions wesegthed to achieve target numbers
of individual adults, they were applied to wholaieeholds. The field procedure
applied the fractions hierarchically: if any membéga household was in an ethnic
group requiring 100% selection, then that housetaid all its members, were
recruited to the survey. If a household failed tieat, but any member was in an ethnic
group requiring a 91 per cent fraction, then thrabpbility was applied to the
household and all its members. And so on, down fitwerhigher to the lower fractions
in sequence.

Table 4 Secondary screening retention fractions

Main category Sub-group Fraction for assignments  Fractions for
issued from January to assignments issued from
December 2009 January 2010
Indians Indians (non-mixed) 50% 65%
mixed Indians 100% 100%
Pakistanis Pakistanis 54% 100%
Bangladeshis Bangladeshis 100% 100%
Caribbeans Caribbeans (non-mixed) 91% 100%
mixed Caribbeans 100% 100%
Africans Africans 82% 100%
Other included  Sri Lankans 100% 100%
groups Chinese 100% 100%
Turks 100% 100%
far eastern 30% 100%
middle eastern 30% 100%

The first numerical column of Table 4 shows theoselary selection fractions applied
in the first year of the survey (January-Deceml@$9, derived directly from the
calculations (based on the Census and the APShadblbeen used to design all other
elements of the sample. Analysis of the first fimenths of fieldwork returns

suggested that the number of adults being intemtken several minority groups was
likely to fall below target if these secondary séilens continued unaltered for the full
24 month period. For the 12 fieldwork periods Jayidecember 2010, the secondary
selection fraction for Indians was raised to 65qmet, and all other groups were
included in the survey without further screeninge3e revised fractions are recorded n
the second numerical column of Table 4.

Sep 7: Following rules

The ethnic minority panel consists of all indivilum@embers of the target and included
minority groups identified at the screening stagedescribed above. These are
referred to as original sample members (OSMs)olskholds where members of
minorities live with white people (or other exclubigroups), the members of included
minorities are defined as OSMs while the white (edted) members of these mixed
households are defined as temporary sample mer(ilfekss).
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The following rule is that in the second and subead waves, all OSMs are
interviewed, even if they have split up and livpamtely from each other, and/or with
others. OSMs who are children are also followed amedadministered the youth
guestionnaire once they turn 10 and the full qoestire once they turn 16. Children
born to OSM mothers subsequent to wave 1 also bec&Ms themselves.

When original sample members (OSMs) start to livita womeone who is not an
OSM, all these co-residents are also intervieweg@ytdvide information about the
household in which the OSM lives. But these areptaiary sample members (TSMs),
included in the survey only as long as they livehvein OSM. TSMs are not followed
if they cease to be co-resident with any OSMs.

One apparently anomalous case is worth noting +evladousehold contains a child
who is a member of an included minority ethnic groout all the adults are white (or
from excluded groups). (This could occur, for exén an adopted child is attributed
to the ethnic group of his/her natural parentst awhite lone mother lives with a
child whose father was from a minority group.) listcase the minority child is an
OSM and should be followed (even though s/he mapbeoung to be interviewed),
and the white adult(s) are TSMs and should bevigered only as long as they live
with the child. So there will be a few householdsal contribute to the minority
sample even though all the people directly contnilgudata are white.

Sep 8: Weighting

The sampling procedure described here resulteel@ctson probabilities of
individuals that varied for three reasons:

* The fraction of addresses selected for screeniegdh postal sector is a
complex function of the ethnic profile of the pesjiVing there (as calculated
at Step 3 and applied at Step 5).

* The proportion of postal sectors sampled varied/éen the four strata (step
4); But note that the fraction of addresses tocs@heeach postal sector was
adjusted to reflect the sub-sampling of sectostegi 4, so differences between
the four strata will cancel out.

« The fraction of households selected to take pattierfull survey after initial
screening varied according to the ethnic grougb@household members
(Step 6)

When the boost sample is analysed, it will be neargsto apply weights to
compensate for the fact that some types of peadeahmuch higher probability of
being drawn into the sample than others. The beasiple design weights (ie
multiplying by the reciprocal of the calculated gdimg fractions), are an intrinsic
component of the design.
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A more comprehensive set of weights will eventubltycalculated, to take account of:

« The actual (rather than the predicted) yield ofiviews in each postal secf8r.

e The actual (rather than the predicted) number asbbolds and of adults
screened in each grotp.

» Possible response bias (as evidenced for exampldfbyences between the
composition of the sample and the profile of thpydation it aims to represent,
or by non-response by individuals within househplds

* Weights needed to combine the boost sample witimiia sample for analysis
of all ethnic minorities, and indeed for analysishe whole population.

These final weights will be calculated after thstfivave of interviewing has been
completed, and a separate working paper will des@and assess them in detalil.

The boost sample design weights are discussebeseise the variable fraction
design that has been described in this paper affeetefficiency of the sample. All the
estimates here are based on the predicted outcbthe survey, not the actual
outcome.

The initial focus is on the sampling fractions sped for selecting addresses within
postal sectors, ignoring (for the moment) the sdaonselection fractions imposed on
households at the screening stage. The totalgtesdboost sample size was 6,528
minority adults. Weights (calculated as the reapi®f the within-sector sampling
fraction) averaged 15%.They ranged from 858 to 34; expressed as a m@tioet
average, the range was from 5.68 to 0.23. Theicaaff of variation was 59 per cent.
(In general, a high coefficient of variation, ingimg a wide range between weights,
would be expected to reduce statistical efficiency.

Table 5 summarises the impact of these weightb®wverall sample, and on the main
sub-groups of ethnic minorities. Although weightisgequired to counteract known
variations in selection probabilities, it is not@stless exercise. Sampling errors for a
weighted sample are larger than those for an ebpntvanweighted sample — the wider
the range of weights, the greater the increasarimping errors Kish 1992). This effect
can be presented in terms of the size of a hypo#iemweighted sample that would
be as accurate as the actual weighted sample rdegtas the ‘effective sample size’
in Table 4. This is calculated as:

CW)T3(W?)

where W is the weight assigned to each case.

' The actual yields will vary from the predictedlgieas a result of sampling error, variations betwe
predicted and actual densities in the sample seotariations in identification rates at the sciegn
stage, and variations in response rates.

!> The weights reported here are based on the isdiapling fractions, and take no account of the
additional addresses selected in high-density Bateghi areas in the second year of fieldwork (ge pa
X)
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Table 5 Predicted impact of variation in selection probabilities on precision

Predicted Coefficient of
number of variation of Effective -
adults postal sector sample size Efficiency

interviewed weights
Overall 6528 59% 4843 74%
Indian 1125 51% 893 79%
Pakistani 1100 58% 827 75%
Bangladeshi 978 68% 669 68%
Caribbean 1125 50% 901 80%
African 1100 51% 875 80%
Other included 1100 57% 832 76%
groups
Target groups 5428 59% 4041 74%

For the boost sample as a whole, the 6,528 prethicterviews with minority adults
are estimated to be as accurate as an unweightguesaf 4,843. The final column of
Table 5 interprets this as an efficiency rate op@dcent (4843/6528).

The strategy behind the sample design was thiysasaf all ethnic minorities
combined was not especially important, and in aseavould be based on a very large
sample size. The key objective was to enable arsaigdook separately at each of the
target groups. Table 5 shows that the predictegEmof 1,000 Bangladeshis and
1,100 or 1,125 in each of the other groups area®ddo produce effective samples
ranging from 669 to 901, at an efficiency rangirani 68 per cent to 80 per cent. The
lowest efficiency rating is for Bangladeshis —stls an inevitable outcome of the fact
that the sample design had to be twisted hardgsbtiuce an adequate sample of this
group, because it is the smallest of the targetnconities.

The calculations in Table 5 are based entirelyhewvteights required to counteract
variations in the within-sector sampling fractioAssecond weight, applied together
with the first, is required to counteract variasdn the secondary selection of
households at the screening stage. This secondhinags not have much bearing on
the effective sample size of each target minonitug (because all or most of the
members of each group have the same selectiomoimgdbut will further reduce the
accuracy of estimates based on all minorities tegefFocussing on the combination
of the five target group’, Table 5 shows that 5,428 actual interviews arévadgnt to
4,041 after the sector weights are applied. Futhiulations (not shown in the table)
suggest that the effective sample size reduced#B3vhen the year 1 screening-
sele(l:;ion weights are applied as well — an oveféitiency rate reduced to 66 per
cent.

'8 The ‘other included group’ are left out of thdczaations here, because we have no firm basis for
estimating the numbers of Sri Lankans, ChineseTamils assigned a 100 per cent selection, and the fa
eastern and middle eastern people assigned a 3@ perate.

" The figures in this paragraph are based on thenslecy selection fractions set at the start of the
survey, and applied between January and Decemié&r-28ee the first column of Table 3.
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Discussion

This project can be thought of as a double extensiothe social research evidence
base.

« In the context of longitudinal studies, it providbe largest ever panel sample
of members of minority ethnic groups, enabling moure detailed analysis
than was possible with the BHPS.

* In the context of ethnicity research, it providemgicant panel data for the
first time, enabling much clearer interpretatiorfarhily dynamics and causal
inferences than has been possible with previoussesectional surveys..

The objective was to combine the minority respomsi@tentified in the boost with
those interviewed as part of the main equal prditalample, to provide evidence
about variations between minority ethnic groupsl laetween them and the white
majority. On the whole, the questions asked of Isattnples were the same, although
there was a small section of questions reservethéboost.

The techniques adopted to select the sample hagk mwommon with previous
national samples of minority ethnic groups. Buefpoints are worth highlighting.

Use of the APSto update census estimates. Although the Census provides detailed
and accurate data about the ethnic compositiomaflareas, the information
becomes out of date as the ten year period bet@ersuses elapses. We used
micro-data from the 2007 Annual Population Sunegerive estimates of the rate
of change in ethnic composition at different lewai$2001) density - separately for
each of our target groups. This allowed us to eginthe current composition of
each postal sector. Although it turned out thas¢hestimates were not markedly
different from what would have been expected ifrage changes at regional level
had been applied at sector level, the method at temfirmed that there had been
no major change in residential patterns. The metioodd easily be replicated for
other samples of ethnic minorities, and indeedftber types of sub-group.
Separate targets for five specific minority groups: Previous surveys have almost
always sought samples of ethnic minorities, thowglats a single group. But
theoreticians and analysts have been emphasiding etiversity - the importance
of variations between minority groups. For thetfinie, the boost sample for
Understanding Society targeted five specific minority groups, seeking
approximately equally sample sizes for each one.

Formula to derive within-sector sampling fractions: The standard approach is to
identify a stratum of areas with high minority dities, and apply a higher (or
additional) sampling fraction to all areas withivat stratum. With five distinct
targets, a more complex method was needed, whigbrfsampled areas where the
scarcest minorities lived, and only slightly ovarrgpled areas where the most
common minorities lived. A formula was applied (pdg}), which expressed the
composition of each postal sector as a functiathefiive group densities.
Sampling fractions varied continuously across ettasrs — in effect, each sector
was treated as a separate stratum.

Clustering: Standard sampling procedures often involve adtege design, in
which a sample of small areas is selected, andgamples of addresses within
those sectors. The technique adopted on this astass to estimate the expected
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yield of household interviews in every postal se¢tghose overall minority
density was at least 5 per cent). All sectors wiaeiteast three household
interviews were predicted were retained in the dar(gnd these represent the
majority of households in the boost). Where 0, 2 bousehold interviews were
predicted, a sub-sample of sectors was selecteédh&gampling fractions within
the retained sectors were increased to compensate.

» Variable screening procedure: An efficient sample of minority groups requirésit
households which do not contain members of thestaggpup are screened out at
the fieldwork stage. This procedure was incorparatethe current design, using a
specially drafted question sequence. But becawgsaith was to achieve
approximately equal numbers of interviews in eafclive target groups, it was
appropriate to introduce secondary screening, &osthme households containing
the most common minority groups (especially Indjamsre deselected at random
to limit the size of that sub-sample.

Although data on the outturn of the early monthgedflwork has been used to make
some fine adjustments to the sampling proceduessgage 17 and page 19), this
working paper has mainly described the design@bitost sample, effectively from
the point of view available prior to the launchtloé survey. Another working paper
will report on and asses the outcome of the samaple draw further lessons for future
studies.
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D.7 SHOW SCREENING CARD

Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
any of the following ethnic groups?

CODE ALL THAT APPLY
Indian

Mixed Indian - (parents or grandparents from Indian ethnic group AND parents or
grandparents from a non-Indian ethnic group)

Pakistani

Bangladeshi

Sri Lankan

Caribbean / West Indian

Mixed Caribbean/West Indian (parents or grandparents from Caribbean/West Indian
ethnic group AND parents or grandparents from a non-Caribbean/West Indian ethnic
group)

North African
Black African
African Asian

Chinese

Far Eastern (includes Filipino, Thai, Malaysian, Japanese, Vietnamese, Singaporean,
Indonesian, Korean, Burmese)

Turkish

Middle Eastern / Iranian (includes Israeli, Palestinian, Lebanese, Syrian, Jordanian,
Yemeni, Saudi, Iraqi, Afghani, other Gulf states)

None of these

Unable to complete screening questions

D.8 INTERVIEWER: IF CODE 1 OR CODE 6 AT D.7, CHECK THAT ALL PARENTS AND
GRANDPARENTS ARE FROM INDIAN (CODE 1) OR CARIBBEAN/WEST INDIAN (CODE 6)
GROUPS. IF NOT USE CODE 2 FOR MIXED INDIAN OR CODE 7 FOR MIXED
CARIBBEAN/WEST INDIAN AS APPROPRIATE.

W1 ARF_EB1 v9-f.doc
P2822 W1 LEVEL 3: RESPONDENT CONFIDENTIAL

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

14

Go to D.8

96

Go to F.6 (code 770)

95

Go to F.7
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D.9 Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
any of the following ethnic groups?

CODE FROM D.7

Mixed Indian - (parents or grandparents from Indian ethnic group AND parents or
grandparents from a non-Indian ethnic group)

Bangladeshi
Sri Lankan

Mixed Caribbean/West Indian (parents or grandparents from Caribbean/West Indian
ethnic group AND parents or grandparents from a non-Caribbean/West Indian ethnic
group)

Chinese
Turkish

None of these

D.10 Transfer eligibility number from front of ARF and then code

Eligibility number <=30
Eligibility number in range 31-50
Eligibility number in range 51-54
Eligibility number in range 55-82
Eligibility number in range 83-91
Eligibility number >=92

D.11 Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
any of the following ethnic groups?

CODE FROM D.7
Indian
Pakistani
Caribbean / West Indian
North African
Black African
African Asian

Far Eastern (includes Filipino, Thai, Malaysian, Japanese, Vietnamese, Singaporean,
Indonesian, Korean, Burmese)

Middle Eastern / Iranian (includes Israeli, Palestinian, Lebanese, Syrian, Jordanian,
Yemeni, Saudi, Iraqi, Afghani, other Gulf states)

None of these

W1 ARF_EB1 v9-f.doc
P2822 W1 LEVEL 3: RESPONDENT CONFIDENTIAL

02
04
05

Goto E1
07
11
13
96 |Go to D.10
1 Go to D.11
2 Go to D.12
3 Go to D.13
4 Go to D.14
5 Go to D.15
6 |Go to F.6 (code 770)
01
03
06
08
09 |GotoE.A
10
12
14
96 |Go to F.6 (code 770)
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D.12 Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
any of the following ethnic groups?

CODE FROM D.7
Indian
Pakistani
Caribbean / West Indian
North African
Black African
African Asian

None of these

D.13 Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
any of the following ethnic groups?

CODE FROM D.7
Pakistani
Caribbean / West Indian
North African
Black African
African Asian
None of these

D.14 Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
any of the following ethnic groups?

CODE FROM D.7
Caribbean / West Indian
North African
Black African
African Asian

None of these

D.15 Does anyone living at this address come from, or have parents or grandparents from
Caribbean/West Indian ethnic group?

CODE FROM D.7
Yes

No

W1 ARF_EB1 v9-f.doc
P2822 W1 LEVEL 3: RESPONDENT CONFIDENTIAL

01

03

06

08

09

10

Goto E1

96

Go to F.6 (code 770)

03

06

08

09

10

Goto E.1

96

Go to F.6 (code 770)

06

08

09

10

Goto E.1

96

Go to F.6 (code 770)

Goto E.1

Go to F.6 (code 770)

12




