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The growth of ethnic minority populations has been one of the major demographic changes in
Britain in the last 50 years. However it is difficult to track the demographic changes of different
communities accurately because of data limitations. Prior to 1991 there were some statistics for
the migrant population, mainly from the decennial censuses. However there were few data
available which allowed us to explore the demographics of ethnic minority people born in Britain.
A question on ethnic group in the 1991 Census provided the first reasonably accurate statistics for
decades of the size of ethnic minority populations as a whole. Since the 1991 Census, updated
estimates can be obtained from sample surveys such as the Labour Force Survey, but because of
the sample size data are not available for all London boroughs nor do they provide reliable detail
on individual ethnic groups, age or gender. Projected figures by ethnic group are not available at

all for London boroughs yet many users require such data in order to plan for the future.

This thesis fills these gaps by describing a model which projects the populations of ten ethnic
groups in 33 London boroughs by single years of age and gender from 1991 to 2011, thereby
producing estimates of ethnic group populations from 1991 to the present, and projected figures to

2011

Few attempts have been made within Britain to project populations of ethnic groups, and
international literature on this topic is limited. The exercise is beset by a number of difficulties
including the problems attached to the concept of ethnicity itself, as well as the lack of ethnic data
for the different components of population change. Innovative methods have been developed in

order to overcome these difficulties.

The thesis contains a discussion of the concepts of ethnicity, race and nationality, and includes a
full discussion of the categories and demographic characteristics of the ethnic groups in the
projections model. It summarises other work on ethnic group estimates and projections, both in
Britain and elsewhere. Each of the main components (base populations, fertility, mortality and
migration) are explored in turn. The model itself is described in detail, and a selection of results
presented. The accuracy and acceptance by users of the results are discussed, and the strengths

and weaknesses of the model highlighted in order to inform modelling of this nature in the future.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Introduction

There is no doubt that the growth of the ethnic minority population has been one of the major recent
demographic changes in Great Britain. Some have even gone as far as saying that it is the most

significant.

“The last 30 years have seen remarkable changes in the characteristics and distribution of the British
people. None of these changes, however, has been more significant than the growth of the black and

Asian minorities.” (Robinson 1993 p151)

This growth has also been described as “one of the most striking new developments in British society

since the census began in 1801.” (Coleman and Salt 1996 p1)

Although this has been such a major change in the demography of the British population, we have
been unable to track the changes accurately because the data have not been available. Up to 1991
there have been some limited data on migrants mainly from the decennial censuses. However there
have been no data available to complete the picture and count the number of ethnic minority people
born in Britain. A question on ethnic group in the 1991 Census gave us our first reasonably accurate
count for decades on the size of the ethnic minority population in Britain. Since the 1991 Census we
have had to rely on sample surveys such as the Labour Force Survey (LFS) to give updated estimates.
Although this survey is helpful in this respect at national and regional levels, the sample size makes
the estimates less reliable at district level, and the survey certainly does not give the detail of age and

gender which is required by so many users.

This thesis aims to fill that gap in the data for London by describing a model for the projection of
populations of ten ethnic groups in 33 London boroughs by age and gender from 1991 to 2011. These

figures are not available from any other source.

This introduction will present the aims and objectives of the thesis. It will also discuss the
background to the development of the model and justify undertaking the task including the
substantive uses for the output of the model, and London’s particular significance as a cosmopolitan
city. It will then discuss terminology and place this research in the context of other work on race,
ethnicity and demographic projections. Finally it will provide a brief outline of each of the

subsequent chapters.



1.2 Aims and objectives

The main aim of this thesis is to discuss ethnic group population projections in London, and
particularly to describe a model developed to project the populations of ten ethnic groups in 33

London boroughs by age and gender from 1991 to 2011.
Within that main aim, the thesis aims to meet the following objectives.

1. To present a thorough understanding of the ethnic group categories being used in the projections
model. This includes a discussion of terms such as race and ethnicity in order to understand the
nature of data which are being used, but the thesis is not intended to delve into the sociological
constructs of these terms in great detail. The main focus of this section will be a detailed outline
of the complexity of each ethnic group within London, in order to gain an understanding of the
constituent parts of each ethnic group which form the base populations of the projections model.

(Chapter 1 - Introduction and Chapter 3 — Base populations)

2. To show how this thesis is related to other work of this nature both in Britain and worldwide.
This includes an outline of the history of ethnic minority population growth over time and the
data sources which have been used to estimate those populations. It also includes a discussion of
other work which has been undertaken on estimates and projections of different ethnic groups in

Britain and internationally. (Chapter 2 - Literature review and Chapter 3 - Base populations)

3. To present a discussion of each of the main components (fertility, mortality and migration) in the
model in order to explain the differences between ethnic groups in each case. (Chapters 4-6

Fertility, Mortality and Migration)

4. To describe the model which operates to project the selected populations. This thesis is not
intended as a discussion of population projection theory or modelling per se — but it aims to
present a brief summary of the options, a brief summary of methods developed by others for other

models, and a fuller explanation of the selected methodology. (Chapter 7 - Methodology)

5. Todescribe a selection of results from the model in order to illustrate changes between and
within different ethnic groups across boroughs over the 20 year projection period. (Chapter 8 -

Results)

6. To discuss the methodology in more detail in order to explain the implications of the way in

which the model has been constructed and the way in which different components interact.

(Chapter 9 - Model dynamics)



7. To assess the accuracy and acceptance of the results, and to discuss the strengths and weaknesses

of the model offering suggestions for future improvements. (Chapter 8 — Results and Chapter 10 -

Conclusion)
1.3 Background to the development of the ethnic group projections model

The development of an ethnic group projections model was initiated by staff at the London Research
Centre (LRC), now part of the Greater London Authority (GLA). LRC undertook research and
analysis on cross-London issues for all of the 33 London boroughs and was regularly asked for
estimates and projections of different ethnic groups by a range of clients including the London
boroughs, health authorities, businesses and voluntary organisations. It was thought that the
introduction of an ethnic group question in the 1991 Census might enable LRC to expand its
projections work by providing a base on which a model for projecting the populations in different
ethnic groups in London could be developed. Boroughs were approached to fund the work and the
project was supported by all but two boroughs in the first year, and then by all boroughs from then

onwards. The participation of all the boroughs was proof of the perceived need for these figures.

The projections model has been produced in the form of a spreadsheet model which projects the
populations of ten ethnic groups for each of the 33 boroughs in London from 1991 to 2011. The
ethnic group model is constrained by the main population projections model which has been
operating at LRC for over 25 years, so that results by single years of age and gender are the same
from both sources. The ten ethnic groups within the model are: White, Black Caribbean, Black
African, Black Other, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese, Other Asian, and Other. Each ethnic

group is disaggregated by gender and single years of age.
1.4 Justification for producing population projections of different ethnic groups

It is important to question whether race or ethnicity per se is relevant in any speech or writing, and
what possible benefits could arise from the study of race and demography. Often there are other
variables which describe people more effectively. Why should we want to chart ethnic group
populations? By using these categories are we accentuating the existence of particular communities
and perpetuating the approach of dividing society when we should be aiming to unite? This section
aims to answer these questions. The justification for collecting data on ethnicity is set out below. The
justification for undertaking projections is based on the same fundamental principles but linked in
addition to the need to be able to devise and monitor policies, to develop strategies and to plan service

provision in advance.



There has been a continuing debate about collecting data on the race, ethnicity and nationality of
people in London. On one side are people who have argued that data should be collected in order to
gain as much information as possible about all the different communities living in London (Storkey
1994b). On the other side are those who argue that such data would be abused, that they serve no
purpose except to categorise and segregate different communities, and that the data are impossible to

collect accurately anyway (set out in Leech 1989).

The fundamental justification for producing these figures is that we do not live in a society where
everybody is treated equally irrespective of race/ethnicity. This was acknowledged by the
government with the introduction of the Race Relations Act 1976. The Race Relations Act 1976,
makes it unlawful to discriminate against anyone on grounds of race, colour, nationality (including
citizenship), or ethnic or national origin. It applies to jobs, training, housing, education, the provision
of goods, facilities and services. An amendment to the Act in 2000 also made it unlawful for public

bodies to discriminate while carrying out any of their functions.

The Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) was set up after the Race Relations Act of 1976 in order
to monitor the Act. The CRE campaigned vigorously for the collection of ethnic group data in
censuses during the 70s and 80s stating that “an ethnic question ...would enable policy makers and
others to identify the extent to which...ethnic minorities are integrated into the fabric of our social
and political life” (Leech 1989 p15). Its large workload ever since is evidence of continuing
discrimination. During the year 2000, 11,000 people approached the CRE for advice about their
complaints (CRE 2001), and the CRE legal team secured nearly two million pounds worth of
compensation. Three more formal investigations were also initiated into HM Prison Service, the
Crown Prosecution Service, and Ford Motor Company, where the CRE believed they had strong

evidence that discrimination had occurred.

A legal obligation not to discriminate has also been enshrined within European Union legislation
through Article 13 of the Treaty of Amsterdam. This gives the Union a legal basis on which to take

action to combat discrimination on grounds of racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age

or sexual orientation.

Until discrimination by ethnic group disappears there will be a need to monitor how different ethnic
groups are faring within society in order to ensure that discrimination is not occurring. Unfortunately
racial discrimination has operated within Britain for centuries (for example the use of African slaves
in the 17th and 18th Centuries) and has been described at length in numerous publications (such as in
the numerous formal investigations carried out by the CRE). Institutional racism also exists and has
been widely debated as part of the Stephen Lawrence Inquiry (Stephen Lawrence Inquiry Report
1999). The report states:



“We all agree that institutional racism affects the MPS (Metropolitan Police Service), and Police
Services elsewhere. Furthermore our conclusions as to Police Services should not lead to
complacency in other institutions and organisations. Collective failure is apparent in many of them,
including the Criminal Justice system. It is incumbent upon every institution to examine their policies
and the outcome of their policies and practices to guard against disadvantaging any section of our

communities.” (Chapter 46 paragraph 27)

Ethnic monitoring in areas such as housing, employment and service delivery provides us with counts
of the number of individuals affected, but in order to measure how one community is faring relative
to another we need to have baseline data counting the total population of each ethnic group. This
enables us to calculate for example proportions of each group living in sub-standard housing,
unemployment rates, or the percentage of take up of particular services. In many instances the total

population will mean the total size of each community, but it could also be a particular age/gender

group.

Local authorities have a duty to provide a range of services for people within their area such as
education, housing, social services, planning, and environmental services. The requests of the London
boroughs for population projections by ethnic group came from the belief within local government
that the proper delivery of appropriate services depends on a full and detailed knowledge of those
communities. Figures produced by the projections model provide base data with which local
authorities can quantify differentials between groups and then develop policies within their areas

which are appropriate to different communities living there.
The figures may influence policy decisions by:

e identifying take up of particular services by different communities. For example, the ethnicity of
people using a library or a leisure centre could be measured against the number in each ethnic
group in the borough. Further research could then identify reasons for differential use perhaps

resulting in changes to the marketing strategies for these facilities.

e influencing the level of funding a local authority might give to voluntary groups representing

different communities

e reviewing recruitment policy if a particular community is under-represented within the employees

of the local authority

® quantifying disadvantage within communities with an understanding of the demographics of each
community related to disadvantage measured by surveys or censuses. This enables resources to

be allocated according to need



e highlighting future planning issues such as setting up another day centre for elderly Black

Caribbean people if figures are set to rise and a current centre is at capacity

¢ identifying appropriate languages for the translation of leaflets on particular services (as language
data do not exist for all residents). Projections may also inform local policies relating to service
provision for different language speakers. For example, a large older Bangladeshi population

might encourage the recruitment of specialist care workers speaking Bengali.

However it is not just local authorities who need these data — the figures are required by a whole
range of clients within different sectors including central, regional and local government, health
authorities, voluntary organisations, academic institutions and businesses. Central government has a
number of programmes that require a knowledge of the ethnic breakdown of local areas. For example
the government urban renewal programme, the Single Regeneration Budget Challenge Fund
Programme (Dept. of the Environment 1995), lists promotion of initiatives of benefit to ethnic
minorities as a strategic objective of programmes, and certain projects such as the Job Opportunities
Programme were funded which were primarily focussed on this objective. The guidance requests
baseline data for ethnic minority communities in order to assess how many of the target group have
been reached. The government White Paper, Saving Lives: Our Healthier Nation (Department of
Health 1999), includes ethnic minority populations as a particular target group for improving health

strategy. It says (Chapter 9 paragraphs 30-33):

“We are determined to tackle racism and racial discrimination wherever it occurs. Since taking office
we have already more than doubled the proportion of black and minority ethnic people appointed to
the boards of NHS bodies, so that they are more representative of the local people they serve.... At
present some people from minority ethnic groups have difficulty getting access to health services -
health promotion as well as treatment. And when they fall ill their illnesses are diagnosed later and
treatment starts later than for others... There are also differences in the nature or incidence of
illnesses which minority ethnic groups suffer... We must match services to the needs of all people, for
example by making ethnic diets available in hospitals; by providing appropriate spiritual care; and
enabling those who would prefer to see a female doctor to do so - a measure which would encourage

more Asian women, for example, to take up potentially life-saving screening programmes.”

There are those who oppose the collection of ethnic group data. Opposition to the collection of ethnic

group data is illustrated in the following statements. The first is from a letter written to LRC in 1994

by an Irish postman:

“We do not want to be monitored as an ethnic group. We stand four square behind the English, we

are the same as them.”



Another advocate of this assimilist view is Eartha Kitt, the singer who is usually described as half
American-Indian and half African-American. She has said she has no race: "You cannot, in the

melting pot, define races. We are all American." (Guardian 1997 p1)

Opposition to collecting ethnic data also extended to the opposition of undertaking ethnic group
projections. Before the enormous output of ethnic data from the 1991 Census the following statement

was made by an academic who is widely published on ethnic data:

“Quite rightly, since 1979, the government has refused to undertake projection exercises on the size
of Britain’s ethnic minority population. Given the irresponsible nature of much of the media, the
publication of such figures would be inflammatory, would mark a return to the numbers game of the
late 1960s and early 1970s and would provide the extreme right with information which could easily
be distorted.” (Robinson 1993 p169).

However, since the inclusion of an ethnic group question in the 1991 Census, and the publication of
that data from 1992 onwards, data on ethnicity have been analysed and published by a wide variety of
bodies using a wide variety of data sources. Following the introduction of an ethnic group question

into the 1991 Census Coleman and Salt stated:

“The 1991 Census ethnic group question is not just a demographic landmark. It is a major step
forward in the more general ethnic categorization of the British population, of which it is both a
notable symptom and, ... a potential facilitator. The practice of asking questions on ethnicity, rare
even ten years ago, is now widespread and has become almost universal in the public sector.”

(Coleman and Salt 1996 p10)

The acceptance of the data is reflected by its widespread use within central and local government,
businesses, schools, heath authorities, voluntary organisations and academia. The general acceptance
of the analysis of ethnic differentials has also helped in the acceptance of projections for different
ethnic groups. A handful of models have been developed and the government began a project in 2000

looking at the feasibility of producing population projections by ethnic group in the future.

Ethnicity has always been an important aspect of London’s population. It is one of the most
cosmopolitan cities of the world, with residents born in almost every other country of the world.
Londoners practise all the major religions and speak over 300 languages (Baker and Eversley 2000).
The diversity of its population makes an important contribution to the international success of the city

(Storkey 1997b). The following section outlines the long history of ethnic minorities within London,
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and tracking that diversity and the relative well-being of different ethnic groups is an important

element in ensuring the future success of the city.

London was originally settled by Europeans who walked into Britain across the land bridge exposed
when the sea level was lower during the Ice Age more than 15,000 years ago. Merriman (1993) has
commented that all Londoners are descended from foreign born people to some extent. It has always
been cosmopolitan although the size, diversity and nature of the different communities present have
varied over time. The city was recorded by Bede in the 730s as "a trading cenire for many nations
who visit it by land and sea”. In 1867 it was reported in the Times that "There is hardly such a thing
as a pure Englishman in this island. In place of the rather vulgarised and very inaccurate term

Anglo-Saxon, our national denomination to be strictly correct, would be a composite of a dozen

national titles.” (Merriman 1993 p32 and p4).

London’s population seems to have been classified into ethnic groups from early days. Sometimes

this was for descriptive purposes such as William Wordsworth’s record of the variety of people on the

streets of London in the early 19th Century (Merriman 1993 p3):

"See among less distinguishable shapes
The Italian, with his frame of images

Upon his head; with basket at his waist
The Jew; the stately and slow-moving Turk,

With freight of slippers piled beneath his arm!

The Swede, the Russian; from the genial south
The Frenchman and the Spaniard; from remote
America, the Hunter-Indian; Moors,

Malays, Lascars, the Tartar and Chinese,

And Negro ladies in white muslin gowns"

At other times this was because society distinguished people by their race or ethnicity in some way,
for example, in the 11th Century Danish merchants were given special privileges, whilst in the 12th
Century Jews were identified because they were required to pay higher taxes than others (Merriman
1993). Although Britain has a long history of receiving and encouraging migrants, there has often
been hostility from the general population. In 959 King Edgar was criticised for inviting people with
"evil foreign customs" to England. Jews, Flemings, Irish, black, Chinese and South Asian

communities have all suffered from xenophobia and racial prejudice (Merriman 1993 p20).



Recording London’s diversity either qualitatively or quantitatively has been felt necessary for
hundreds of years as the city has grown and as successive regimes such as Anglo-Saxons, Romans,
Vikings, Danes, and Normans have taken control. Many other groups have lived in London over this

time such as traders from the sea-faring nations around the world, as well as Jews, Germans, Dutch,

French Huguenots, and Greeks.

Labour shortages following the Second World War resulted in policies encouraging migration from
the former colonies of the British Empire and other countries, which considerably increased the

numbers of people of different racial and cultural backgrounds in London.

In order to ensure that the city is operating at its most efficient, it is important that equal opportunity
is offered to all who live there, and that life within the city is monitored in order to ensure that
disadvantage is not occurring to any ethnic group, and that all are able to participate in the life of the

city. Efficient operation depends on successful planning. The results from this projections model are

the first step in that process.
1.5 Terminology and concepts of race and ethnicity

Within our society there is, and always has been, a need or desire to categorise people. This has
become fundamental to the way society operates and is included in all descriptions of groups of
people. The categories used are based on the differences between people. These differences are
defined by all the variables which distinguish one person from another, and allow people with the
same attributes to be banded together. Some examples of this are region of residence, age, gender,

race, ethnicity, nationality and social class.

A variety of terms are used to identify people from different communities and people often confuse
the terms race, ethnicity and nationality. The fundamental difference is that race is based on physical
characteristics such as colour or body type, ethnicity is based on cultural similarities, and nationality

is an assigned legal status.

Race as a term emerged in the late 18th and early 19th Centuries and although it was based on
biological differences between groups, such as colour, it also became inextricably linked with a kind
of social hierarchy where all differences, both of history and of future potential were seen as products
of biological variation (Mason 1995). Mason also points out the significance of the terms ‘white’ and
‘black’ in the English language, with their connotations of good and evil. Although the notion of
biology being the basis of social differences has been largely discredited, some say that race remains

a legitimate concept for sociological analysis because people still organise their lives with reference

to it.



Ethnicity is seen as a more useful term for social scientists to use, because it is bound up in the
cultural aspects of society, and because it is at least partly based on people’s own self-definition.

(Mason 1995). Bulmer (1996 p35) gives a detailed definition:

“An ethnic group is a collectivity within a larger population having real or putative common
ancestry, memories of a shared past, and a cultural focus upon one or more symbolic elements which
define the group's identity, such as kinship, religion, language, shared territory, nationality or

physical appearance. Members of an ethnic group are conscious of belonging to the group.”

Colour is often used as a first point of reference for people describing each other, especially if the
person is of another colour to the describer. A white person can be heard to describe a black man as a
black man, but will describe a white man as a man with blond hair. Black has also come to have a
political meaning which encompasses ethnic groups who may not be generally seen as being black in
colour. For example, SHARE, the health project based at the King’s Fund in London stated in their

newsletters:

“We use the term ‘Black populations’ to refer to people from racial or other minorities in this
country who may be disadvantaged because of their racial backgrounds. We are aware that there is
no single accepted term and that there are people who do not identify themselves as Black but who

share a common experience of racism.” (SHARE 1994 pl)

The division between ‘white’ and ‘black’ within surveys leads to the term ‘non-white’ to describe
black and other ethnic minority groups. It is not helpful to describe any groups of people in the
negative in this way. It also implies a homogeneity within the white group which does not exist
(Stanfield 1993), and implies that all whites are somehow part of the majority group when many
people often contained within this category such as Turks and Kurds in London may not see
themselves or be treated by others in this way. In an effort to avoid the term ‘non-white’, but to
acknowledge the categories in much of the data used in this thesis, the term ‘ethnic minority’ here is
used to refer to ethnic groups other than White, apart from when it is specifically mentioned that

figures also include those estimated to be from white minority groups.

Geography is often used to describe people, such as in descriptions of people from the Indian Sub-
Continent, or Americans. These people can be of any ethnic group, but their geographical origin is

used to distinguish them.

Nationality is based on the state to which a person belongs, and has no automatic link to race or

ethnicity.
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In Britain in 1991 no total ethnic minority population reached 50 per cent of a district in terms of
numbers, and therefore the term ‘minority’ might be applicable when linked to the comparative sizes
of smaller ethnic groups. Yet results from the ethnic group projections model described here show
that in a few London boroughs that is no longer the case — so does the minority now become the
majority? Also, even if a group is smaller in size than another, there is a danger that the implication
may be that the group is numerically, politically and morally less significant than the majority
(Mason 1995). For this reason some authors (e.g. Ratcliffe 1996) use the term ‘minority ethnic
groups’ rather than ‘ethnic minority groups’ as the emphasis in the former is on the group being the
minority numerically rather than the ethnicity. However this solution does not address the problem
when the ethnic group is in the majority numerically. For this reason and because of the lack of any

suitable alternatives this author will follow the CRE terminology and use the term ‘ethnic minority’.

Extensive research has been undertaken elsewhere on the possible factors that could contribute to a
desired classification by race/ethnicity. For example, The Fourth National Survey of ethnic
minorities undertaken by the Policy Studies Institute (Modood et al. 1997) collected data on
respondents’ country of birth, year of migration to the UK or Eire, religion and ethnic origin. It is
extremely difficult to develop a set of categories for use in social surveys where only one question is
often used to denote someone’s racial/cultural origins. Sometimes researchers do not fully
understand the differences, and other times inconsistencies may be acknowledged and/or ignored.
Many of the categories which are used aid the tendency to separate out the majority racial/cultural
group from the minority ones. This is often one of the aims of social research in its efforts to measure
differences in lifestyle and opportunity between minority groups and the majority. However this can
also perpetuate divisions. There is such a range in diversity of experience between different ethnic
groups that often the so-called majority group will have much more in common with some of the

minority groups than the minorities will have in common with each other.

Responses to questions on ethnic group are often determined by the categories presented in the
question. For example, many Arabs when presented with the ethnic group question in the 1991
Census were unsure whether to answer “White’ which they believed was the correct response for
themselves, or ‘Other’ because they thought that this is what those setting the question intended them

to answer (Al-Rasheed, 1996). This issue is discussed further in Chapter 3.

The difficulties of collecting accurate data can be seen in a statement by Tiger Woods the golf
champion who is a quarter Thai, a quarter Chinese, a quarter black, one-eighth white and one-eighth
American-Indian. It is reported that he was unhappy with being categorised as black and said "I'm
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Jjust who I am - whoever you see in front of you." He then said he had created his own term

"Cablinasian" for himself which is derived from Caucasian, black, Indian and Asian. (Guardian 1997)

Another factor in the study of ethnic terminology in surveys is whether the ethnic group is self-
reported or assigned by another person. In the General Household Survey (GHS) in the early 1970s,
the interviewers were asked to code as ‘coloured’ all those who, according to their observation, would
not be classified as ‘white’ (OPCS 1975). Recording of ethnic group by an unrelated person is the
least desirable of any ethnic group data collection technique because of the possibility of error. In the
decennial Census the form is often completed by the head of household and all respondents,
particularly children, may not be consulted directly about their own response to the ethnic group
question. Related to this is the shift in acceptability of terminology over time. In the early 1970s the
term ‘coloured’ was widely used and some older black people may still refer to themselves in this

way. However this term is now considered unacceptable and could well cause offence.

A final point to note in the discussion of terminology is the difference between the terms ‘black’ and
‘Black’, or ‘white’ and ‘White’. In this thesis the lower case terms refer to someone’s colour. The
capitalised terms are used when there is some artificial construct of a category. For example, in the
1991 Census the ‘White’ category contained many people such as many Turks and Eastern
Europeans, who might not be universally recognised as part of the so-called ‘white majority’, and

people who recorded themselves in other categories but who were recoded by OPCS back into the

White category.

From this discussion we can see how careful one must be with terminology and language in this
subject area. It is also fundamentally important that the researcher is aware of the constructions of
categories in any data source he/she uses. These concepts and the inter-relationships between them

are complex and interesting and will be explored further in this thesis.

1.6 The academic context of the projections model

This research is based in social science with its focus on the measurement of society and social
change. It uses demographic techniques to provide the mechanics of the population projections
model. The construction of the different components of the model draws on a number of disciplines,
including sociology, anthropology, and geography, and the implications of the figures influence the
formulation of social policy. The research depends upon the secondary analysis of a number of data

sets, with manipulation of some to produce new sets. It is primarily quantitative but necessitates a
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comprehension of non-quantitative concepts such as ethnicity in order to construct the components.
The importance of rigorously comprehending both the quantitative and qualitative information is
highlighted by Marks (1993) who challenges demographers researching race issues and says that

although the methodology is often sound, that cannot be said of the underlying assumptions.

It is important that we are careful about using the information available, in order to make sure that the
correct conclusions are drawn from the data, and that these lead to informed policy decisions which
best serve the interests of all communities. Careful analysis includes recdgnising the possibility of
reinforcing stereotypes by making generalisations about an ethnic group based on averages. For
example, studies show that Pakistanis and Bangladeshis in Britain have larger than average household
sizes (Storkey 1994b). This does not necessarily mean that all that Pakistani and Bangladeshi
families are large, it could be the case that there were some very small families and a number of very
large families which contributed to a higher than average figure. Such variations could have

significant implications for some, for example for those planning housing developments.

Population projections have become an integral part of demography. Successful population
projections depend upon a detailed understanding of population dynamics, which includes an
investigation of the influences on present trends, as well as the accurate measurement of these trends.
The task also needs imagination in the way that questions are formulated, and skill in the way that
data are used to answer those questions. It is important to draw the distinction here between
projections and forecasts. Projections are conditional statements which say what the population will
be in the future if a certain set of assumptions holds true. A forecast is an assessment of what the
population is most likely to be in the future. Demographers often say that they are unable to give
forecasts of population change because human behaviour is so unpredictable, and yet in practice
many projections are treated as forecasts, as decisions about planning issues have to be based on

some estimate of future population size (Wilson 1985).

There is a body of knowledge which explores the issues of race, ethnicity and demography,
particularly from the field of sociology, and much of it emanating from the USA. The British
approach to researching this area has been less comprehensive than that in the USA where there has
been more public discussion, more political activity and where issues such as direct action have
brought issues of race and ethnicity to the fore. In Britain more research has been undertaken on race
and ethnicity within the discipline of sociology than in the field of demography as shown by the
content of journals such as Race and Ethnic Studies. In the past demographers have been limited by
the lack of data which would enable demographic comparisons to be made between ethnic groups.
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Marks (1993) notes the lack of papers combining race and demography in the journal Demography
where she notes fewer than a dozen articles in six years. In Britain specifically, very few

demographers wrote in this area before the 1990s.

Those who are known to have attempted to undertake population projections by ethnic group
throughout the world are discussed in the literature review in Chapter 3. Researchers in the USA
have produced projections figures, as well as in Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia, and many
European countries. Others have looked at single components of projections, such as migration or
fertility patterns between different groups. In England three attempts to produce ethnic group
projections models at sub-national level pre-date this project. Bradford Council published their first
population projections in 1994, at the time this project was underway. A model was devised in 1993
for the West Yorkshire region, but the results were not published. An LRC researcher attempted
ethnic group projections for London boroughs before 1991 Census data became available, but the
figures were not thought reliable and the results were not disseminated. The first results from this
model were released in 1995. Since then a model has been produced by others for the local authority
in Oldham (Oldham Borough Council 1997), Bradford Council regularly update their projections
model (Bradford Council 2000), and have undertaken projections for Rochdale (Bradford Council
1999), researchers based at the Office for National Statistics (ONS), and the Universities of Leeds and
Warwick have separately investigated components for back projections and estimates between 1991
and 1981 (Haskey 1991, Owen 1995, Rees and Phillips 1996, Peloe 2001), and in 2000 a team of
academics (including this author) began investigating ethnic group projections with ONS. Contact

has been made with all these researchers and methodologies have been discussed and data shared.

1.7 Structure of the thesis

The sequence of chapters in this thesis begins with a review of other work in this area. Then the main
components of the population projections are analysed including base populations, fertility, mortality
and migration. Following this is an outline of the methodology of the model which shows how these
main components are combined with data on asylum seekers, boundary changes and the main
constraint to produce the results, and then a chapter presents some of these results. Finally there is a

chapter exploring the model dynamics, and a conclusion.
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Chapter 2 A review of literature

2.1 Introduction

As part of this thesis a review of literature on ethnic group projections was undertaken. Ethnic

group projections constitute a relatively new area of demographic research and consequently the

amount of literature which has been published is limited. Much of the literature that has been

produced is very weak on detail of methodology and assumptions used. In fact no other model

was discovered which contains the detail found within the projections model outlined in this

thesis. However other work is still able to inform the modelling process. This literature review

provides a summary of work which has been undertaken both in the UK and internationally on

this topic.

A summary of the content of the review is set out below.

Firstly historical estimates for Britain are summarised. Estimates contribute to population
projections by providing accurate base populations, and an understanding of the calculation
of different estimates is crucial to this. Trends in estimates of the size of ethnic groups
highlight differential growth rates which have informed this projection model with

indications of likely differential future growth rates.

Secondly past projections by ethnic group undertaken by OPCS (Office of Population,
Censuses and Surveys) are outlined. These were simple projections which have not been
updated. Their simplicity and the reluctance of OPCS to continue their production highlight

the difficulties inherent in producing ethnic group projections.

The handful of more recent population projections by ethnicity which have been prepared by

local government and academics are considered. Strengths and weaknesses of these models

are discussed.

Finally international work in this area is summarised. Most of the countries producing
projections have used models with very simple assumptions about future patterns. The
biggest problems have been the estimation of migration schedules, dealing with ethnic inter-
marriage in terms of the identity of children, and dealing with changing ethnic identity over

time. In some countries (but not in Britain) extra data are available from population registers
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which give continuously recorded information on residents, vital registration events by

ethnicity, and more historical data to provide trend information.

All the work summarised here contains copious ‘health warnings’ about the projected figures -

further reminders of the difficulties of the task in hand.

2.2 Population estimates by ethnic group

The fundamental basis for any population projection is an accurate estimate of the base
population. Successive estimates provide base data and enable growth rates to be calculated over

time. These can be used to predict future growth and also to evaluate previous projections.

There are a number of sources of data which may be used to measure the size of ethnic minority
populations in Britain. In evaluating these data it is necessary to examine the methodology and
sample size of any source because these are important influences on the errors of estimates. The
questions and the categories used to define each ethnic minority population are also important.

The main data sources in Britain are outlined below.

o Successive Censuses (1841 to 2001) have measured the overseas-born population by asking
for the respondent’s country of birth. The 1971 Census also asked for the country of birth of
the respondent’s parents. The 1991 and 2001 Censuses asked for ethnic origin as well as

country of birth. Censuses are the main data sets which are used to estimate ethnic group

populations.

o The General Household Survey (GHS) was the first large scale survey to distinguish between
‘white’ and ‘coloured’ respondents. The distinction in the early 1970s was not self-defined
but was made by interviewers. In 1971 the GHS identified 1,512 people as being ‘coloured’
- which when grossed up related to 2.3 per cent of the British population (Peach 1982). This

sample enabled only a very broad analysis of this group in the population.

e The National Dwelling and Housing Survey conducted in 1977-1978 was the first national

survey to collect direct information about the ethnicity of the population.

e The Labour Force Survey (LFS) provided the first set of regular and comprehensive
information about ethnic minority groups in Britain. In 1979, 1981 and annually from 1983
to the present it has asked people both their ethnic group and the ethnicity of other people in
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their household. The LFS can contribute to ethnic minority projections in a number of ways.
Base populations can be calculated using the LFS, and these can be used as a check against
data from the Census which because of its larger size forms the main base dataset for
population projections (OPCS 1986a). Haskey has completed various analyses using the
LFS to estimate ethnic group populations (e.g. Haskey 1991, 1996, 1997). Also, inter-censal
growth rates can be calculated from the LFS which can inform growth trends for population
projections (Owen 1996c, Eversley et al. 2001). It must be noted that sampling error and
lower response rates by ethnic minority people need to be taken into account when using the

LFS. A number of studies have assessed the impact of this in the LFS (Owen 1993, OPCS
1993c).

Apart from the main data sets outlined above, there are other types of analyses which have been
undertaken to produce ethnic group estimates. These include names analysis, using local data

sources, and the calculation of multipliers to estimate the UK-born element when the migrant

component of a community is known.

Assessing ethnic origin from names has been undertaken since the 1970s. Names analysis was
used for 1971 and 1974 estimates published by OPCS in 1975 (OPCS 1975). The exact method
used was not stated but names analysis was carried out on births and deaths registrations as well
as a on a one per cent sample of those enumerated in the 1971 Census in certain New
Commonwealth and Pakistan (NCWP) birthplace groups. This exercise was undertaken to relate
birthplace with ethnic origin in order to exclude people born in the NCWP who were of white
British ethnic origin, and to include people born in the UK who were of NCWP ethnic origin in

the dataset used for estimation.

Revised population estimates of ethnic groups for 1971 to 1974 and through to 1976 were
published in 1977 (OPCS 1977b). This publication contained more detail about the names
analysis undertaken. Over 6,000 census forms were examined and the ethnic origin of each
person was assessed by examination of the respondent’s surname or family name, birthplace and
their parents’ birthplace. It was acknowledged that the method only worked for those who did
not have “British-style” names and so all those who were born, or whose parents were born, in
the American New Commonwealth were assumed to be of NCWP ethnic origin. This study also
referred to a periodic analysis of names which was undertaken on birth and death registrations to

estimate ethnic origin proportions to apply to year by year registration data.
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Names analysis has been used in a number of studies detailed in a paper assessing the accuracy
of names analysis (Harding et al. 1999). The study used three data sets from Bradford and also
Longitudinal Study members born in the Indian sub-continent. The Longitudinal Study is a
record linkage dataset of census and vital event information for England and Wales. It covers
approximately one per cent of all people born on four calendar dates across the year. The
conclusions of the study were that analysis of names provided a better classification of South
Asians than country of birth, but that there were limitations. The study reported that the
computerised programme Nam Pehchan developed in Bradford produced good results but more
inaccuracies were evident when used against a national sample. These may have been caused by
an incomplete name dictionary (which has since been updated), change of surname by women

upon marriage, or the use of Anglicised names.

Estimates of ethnic minority populations can be updated using locally available sources of data.
For example, Luton Borough Council has produced updated ethnic group estimates by using
schools Form 7 ethnic data applied to mid-year population estimate (MYE) figures for school
aged children, ethnic figures from a skills audit survey applied to the MYE for working aged
people, and 1991 Census ethnic proportions applied to MYE figures for the pre-school age and
retirement aged populations (Barton 2000). The report acknowledges the possible inaccuracies
of the updated figures because of the “assumptions made” and “due to the different data sources
used and sampling errors”. Applying 1991 Census ethnic group proportions to MYE figures for
the younger and older populations assumes no differential change by ethnicity over time in these
age groups which is unlikely. However, despite drawbacks in methodology the figures are still

likely to be a better reflection in the year 2000 of the borough’s ethnic composition than 1991

Census data.

Other recent estimates work has included estimating the size of ‘second generation’ populations
as in the case of the Irish population where no ethnic group data exists from the 1991 Census,
only data for those people born in Ireland (recorded as Northern Ireland, the Republic of Ireland
and Ireland — part not stated). Walter (1997) estimated the Irish population from household data
and derived a multiplier of around 3, i.e. the overall size of the Irish population was around 3

times the size of those just born in Ireland.

The work on estimates of different ethnic groups which is summarised here highlights a number

of data sources which would be useful in the production of ethnic group projections. The 1991
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and 2001 Censuses both included questions on ethnic group although different categories were
used in the two censuses. These censuses provide important base data for ethnic group
projections because the almost complete coverage produces more accurate numbers in different
ethnic groups than any other survey. 1991 to 2001 ethnic group growth rates calculated from
census data will also provide useful guides for the differential rate of growth over that time
period and also the expected rate of growth from an ethnic group projections model. This could
be used as a check for the plausibility of figures emerging from a new ethnic group projections
model. Other nationally available data sets such as the Labour Force Survey provide useful data
on inter-censal change and can be used as a constraint for post-census ethnic group projections at
regional and/or local area levels. Local survey data such as ethnic group of schoolchildren can
be used ’lécally as a check against projections in the same way that local data is often analysed by

users to validate the total population estimates and projections produced by ONS.

2.3 OPCS projections

OPCS produced several sets of projections of the ethnic minority population in Britain from the
early 1970s to the mid-1980s. No projections have been published by OPCS/ONS at sub-
national level. The national projections are examined in more detail below in order to note data
sources and methodology. They vary in complexity and the length of the projections period.
This series of publications included back projections to 1966 and forward projections to 2001.
Two simple estimates were published in 1970 (Hansard 1970) and in 1977 (OPCS 1977b). Four
projections were published, in 1975 (OPCS 1975), 1977 (OPCS 1977a), 1979 (OPCS 1979) and

1986 (OPCS 1986Db).

The first estimate of future increases in the ethnic minority population was made in the late
1960s and published in Hansard in 1970. A Parliamentary Question was asked and in response
an unsourced estimate was given that the population of NCWP ethnic origin in 1986 might

number ‘of the order of 2.5 million’ (Hansard 1970).

The first more detailed projections of the ethnic minority population by OPCS were published in
1975 (OPCS 1975). They were short-term projections - updating 1971 Census based estimates to
mid-1974, and back-projecting to 1966. They were not termed projections but were instead

labelled updated estimates although they are technically projections. The projections were
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calculated for people of NCWP ethnic origin. The basis of the projections were the Census

questions asking people their birthplace as well as the birthplace of their parents.

Estimates of the ethnic origin of births and deaths were made by applying conversion factors
based on an analysis of names. The factors converted births and deaths by birthplace to births
and deaths by ethnic origin. A names analysis was completed using two data sources:
registrations of births and deaths since 1969 by birthplace of mother/father/person, and a one per
cent sample of the 1971 Census of those born in certain NCWP countries. It was acknowledged
that this procedure was subjective and a number of broad assumptions were made. For example,
it was assumed that all persons who had parents born in the West Indies were of West Indian

ethnic origin.

Estimates of migration were calculated from the International Passenger Survey (IPS) based on
migration patterns of citizens of NCWP, including UK passport holders from East Africa. It was
acknowledged that this definition did not equate exactly to NCWP ethnic origin and also that the

sampling errors of the survey estimates were relatively large.

As births and deaths by birthplace of parents/people were not recorded before April 1969, back
projections were made by estimating the number of births/deaths by birthplace using 1969 data

and then by making assumptions about the growth in the population during the years 1966-1969.

These projections then provided updated population estimates for the early 1970s as well as new
figures for 1967-1970 and a revised figure for 1966. The revised figure of 1,016,000 for people
of NCWP ethnic origin in Britain in 1966, was less than 2 per cent of the total population. This
figure replaced the estimate made in the Registrar General’s Quarterly Return in 1970 (OPCS
1970) which used the 1966 Sample Census as a starting point and gave a figure of 970,000 plus

an allowance of up to 10 per cent for under-enumeration.

In 1977 (OPCS 1977b) a projected figure for the NCWP population in the mid-1980s was
published. This was a rough estimate predicting that the NCWP ethnic origin population would
grow by ‘about one half’ from 1976 to 1986. This produced a projected figure of 2.66 million
for 1986 (just slightly higher than the earlier Hansard estimate). Details of methodology were
not included, however the assumption was that the growth rate of the NCWP population between

1971 and 1976 of 5 per cent would be lower for the period 1976 to 1986.
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The 1975 projections (OPCS 1975) were later updated by projections published in 1977 (OPCS
1977a) which used more detailed Census tables to repeat the previous projections for the period
1971 to 1976. These were in practice retrospective projections as they were conducted for
previous years but used techniques for identifying births, deaths and migration. These updated
figures suggested that the earlier figures were slight over-estimates. The estimate for 1971 was
reduced by 130,000 to 1,360,000. The earlier projection for 1974 was 4 per cent higher than the
later projection for 1974. Small changes in assumptions were made in these 1977 projections.
For example an ‘arbitrary’ 5,000 a year was added to the net migration of NCWP citizens. This

was derived from the IPS in order to allow for possible under-recording in the IPS due to

‘language problems’.

A further set of projections were published by OPCS in 1979 (OPCS 1979). The detailed
projections were for the period 1976-1991, and a more simple projection was made to 2001.
Again the projections referred to the population of NCWP ethnic origin who were resident in
Britain. A very small section was included to give a general indication of the projected size of
the population of West Indian and Indian ethnic origin. The base populations in mid-1976 were
earlier estimates (OPCS 1977a) with some adjustments. The mortality rates that were used were
those of the population as a whole, and these were applied throughout the projection period. It
was decided that the number of deaths was small and that the projections would not be very
sensitive to the choice of future mortality assumptions. Two fertility assumptions and two

mortality assumptions were made.

The fertility calculations were fairly detailed. Three sub-populations were considered: women
born in NCWP living in Britain in 1976, women born in Britain of NCWP ethnic origin, and
women born in NCWP who arrived in Britain after 1976. It should be noted that women of
different ethnic groups within these sub-populations were assigned the same fertility rates. The
ratio of male to female births was assumed to be 104:100, the observed birth ratio for the NCWP
population in the period 1971 to 1976. Two fertility assumptions were used for NCWP-born
women living in Britain in 1976. In the first the total period fertility rate (TPFR) was assumed to
decline by around 40 per cent over a 15 year period from about 3.5 in 1976 to 2.1 in 1991. The |
1991 replacement level was the same as the long term assumption then being made in the official
national projection and so it was assumed that differences in ethnic group fertility would
disappear by 1991. In the second assumption this rate of fertility decline was halved to give a

TPFR of 2.7 by 1991. The fertility level of NCWP ethnic origin women born in Britain was
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assumed to fall half way between overseas born women and replacement level. The fertility of
women born in NCWP who arrived in Britain after mid-1976 was assumed to be the same as the

fertility of NCWP-born women in Britain in mid-1976, and then to fall in line with the decline

for NCWP-born women.

Births were also projected for the population of women of wholly NCWP ethnic origin. This
was undertaken by removing children who were thought to have had fathers from the
‘indigenous population’. An arbitrary assumption was made that this number of children would

double over the projection period from 1976 to 1991.

Two migration assumptions were made. The first assumed that net in-migration of people of
NCWP ethnic origin continued at about 40 thousand a year over the period of the projection, that
is roughly the average level of the five years mid-1971 to mid-1976. The second assumed a

decline to a net figure of 15 thousand a year by 1982, remaining at that level over the rest of the

projection period.

The two analyses giving lower and higher variant results gave a projected figure for 1986 of
between 2.25 and 2.5 million people of wholly or partly NCWP ethnic origin. This value was
broadly consistent with earlier assessments that the number might be of the order of 2.7 million
by 1986 (OPCS 1977a), and the Labour Force Survey average of 1985-1987 which gave a total
ethnic minority figure of 2.47 million (Haskey 1988). (The LFS figure includes people of all
ethnic minority groups other than white, and not just those linked to NCWP countries). The
author of the 1976-1991 projections acknowledges that the proximity of their figures to those of
earlier projections is “to some extent fortuitous” (OPCS 1979 p27)as the earlier projections were
made with such limited data. In 1986 these 1976-1991 projections were assessed (OPCS 1986b)
and it was concluded that the 1976-based higher projections “continue to give a useful guide to

the prospective growth of the non-white population over the next few years” (OPCS 1986b p20).

The 1976-1991 projections gave a total 1991 population of people who were of wholly or partly
NCWP ethnic origin of between 2.75 to 3.25 million. The 1991 Census recorded 2.14 million
people in households headed by a person born in NCWP who was not White, as well as 442,000
people in households where the head was born in the UK and was of Black or Asian ethnic origin
(those in the Other group were excluded as the majority were linked to non-New Commonwealth

countries) (OPCS 1993d). This produces a very rough estimate of 2.58 million people of NCWP
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ethnic origin in Britain — somewhat lower than the 1976-1991 projections. Using the 1991
Census definition of ethnic minority, the ethnic minority population in 1991 from the Census
was 3.015 million which was in the middle of the range given by the 1976-1991 projections.
However the 1991 Census included all those ethnic minority people born outside the New
Commonwealth, or born in the UK with parents born outside in non-Commonwealth countries.

The earlier projections did not include these groups so the figures are not directly comparable.

The results of the simple projections from 1991 to 2001 showed a projected NCWP population in
Britain in 2001 of around 3-4 million, between 5 and 7 per cent of the projected overall
population. This analysis also included projections of those people who were partly of NCWP
ethnic origin. The difficulties of undertaking this exercise were acknowledged and the
‘arbitrary’ assumptions made were described. These entailed calculating rates of inter-marriage
between ethnic groups, as well as estimates of the number of births and deaths and how these
would change over time. The range of the results is quite large. Labour Force Survey data show
that the total ethnic minority population in Britain (not just NCWP-born) in mid-2000 was 4.0

million or 7 per cent of the total private household population (Scott et al. 2001).

Simple projections were published by OPCS in 1986 (OPCS 1986b). These looked at the growth
of the ethnic minority population between 1951 and 1984 and assessed that this population had
been increasing by around 90,000 a year. This rate of increase was assumed to continue and
projected figures were published for 1986 (2.5 million) and 1991 (3 million). Simple estimates
of the numbers of births, deaths and migrants were calculated and the resulting projected figure
was compared with the 1976-based projections. This concluded with ‘tentative evidence’ that

the increments suggested by the 1976-based projections may have been slight over-estimates.

The projections and estimates outlined above show that there is a history of production of official
national ethnic group projections, although sub-national projections have not been attempted on
a national basis. Data problems were overcome with a series of reasoned assumptions made by
experienced demographers. Some of the earlier estimates were examined in retrospect and the
results were used to refine techniques. Improved estimates were then acknowledged and
published. Many of the problems associated with these earlier projections would not be present
today as the 1991 and 2001 Censuses provide very good estimates of numbers in each ethnic

group. However there are still difficulties with fertility and mortality data which are still
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recorded by birthplace and not ethnic group, and with ethnic migration data which is weak

between census years.
2.4 Other British ethnic group projections

Apart from OPCS some others have also undertaken ethnic group population projections.
Bradford Council (Bradford Council 2000) and the London Research Centre (LRC 1999) have
produced projections for many years now. The LRC projection model is described in this thesis
and a short summary has been published (Storkey 2000b). Bradford Council uses a standard
single year of age cohort survival model by gender from 1991 to 2021, with separate inputs for
fertility, mortality, overseas migration and UK migration. It projects the populations of six
ethnic groups. The assumptions for the components of fertility, mortality and migration are that
past rates will continue apart from a slow reduction in South Asian fertility, and a steady
reduction in mortality as is assumed in national projections. Actual recorded figures for births,
deaths and migration are incorporated up to 1995 which acts as the base year. Bradford have
been able to calculate much more accurate rates of fertility and mortality than elsewhere as births
and deaths have been recorded by ethnic origin as opposed to country of birth in maternity

history data for decades.

Oldham (Oldham Borough Council 1997) and Rochdale (Bradford Council 1999) local
authorities have more recently produced projections. Both these projections are based on the
model devised by Bradford Council. A number of other local authorities have also investigated
production, particularly based on a model POPGROUP developed in 1999 by Bradford Council.

Birmingham Council are planning to release projections by ethnic group shortly.

The strengths of these models are that they produce current and future estimates by ethnic groups
which are unavailable from any other data source. For some ethnic groups which are changing
rapidly in demographic terms over time, it is invaluable for a range of users to be able to use
updated estimates and projections, rather than merely relying on census data which may be ten
years old or on limited survey data. Local authorities have produced these projections with the
intention of using the results to plan for and provide appropriate services for the communities
they serve. The figures are very widely used. The weaknesses of the models centre on the

amount of manipulation of data in order to produce demographic rates by ethnic group. The
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weakest component is probably migration due to the lack of ethnic specific migration data

between censuses.

Other UK projections work includes projections of Catholic and Protestant populations in
Northern Ireland (Compton 1996). Compton begins by presenting a simple extrapolation of past
trends, estimated rates of natural increase between 1981 and 1991, and rates of intercensal
change between 1981 and 1991. This analysis includes some detail at district level. When these
past trends are projected they imply a Catholic majority within the next 50 years. However, he
then presents more detailed evidence which points to decreasing fertility amongst Catholics and
a plateauing out of decreasing fertility amongst non-Catholics which suggests that a Catholic
majority in the province is not inevitable. Four projection scenarios for Northern Ireland as a
whole are produced with differing assumptions about fertility and migration. Age-specific
fertility rates are calculated for each denomination. Mortality rates are taken from the 1990-
1992 Northern Ireland life table - identical for each denomination. Net migration is taken from
1981 to 1991 inter-censal change and allocated to age groups using National Health Service
Central Register (NHSCR) data. The projection scenarios point to Catholic and Protestant
populations becoming more finely balanced in numbers in the future. Fertility patterns seem to
suggest that Protestants may well remain the majority in the foreseeable future, but only just.
Future migration patterns are more difficult to predict but unless new large differences appear in
migration patterns between the two groups non-Catholics will just remain the majority group.
This exercise points to the usefulness of population projections in identifying possible future
scenarios and highlighting those thought most likely to occur. It also identifies the difficulties of
projecting future migration patterns and in this case shows that these assumptions can identify

which group becomes the majority population - a sensitive issue in this and many other areas.

Peach (1990) calculated estimates for the Bangladeshi community in Britain in 1951, 1961 and
1971 which were back projections from 1981. There were particular difficulties in estimating
Bangladeshis during this period as Bangladesh obtained its independence in 1971 and therefore
before that date ethnic Bangladeshis would have been recorded as being born in Pakistan. Peach
used the Labour Force Survey to count the numbers of Bangladeshis who entered Britain up to
the 1980s. He then used the number of Bangladeshis as a proportion of the number of Pakistanis
from these data, and applied this proportion to the combined population of both Pakistanis and
Bangladeshis from the 1971 Census to obtain a 1971 estimate for the numbers of Bangladeshis.

He also used special tabulations from the Longitudinal Study to count Bangladeshis who were in
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the sample in 1981 and also 1971 for another 1971 estimate. He used similar techniques to

obtain estimates of Bangladeshis for 1961 and 1951.

Owen (1996b), Rees and Phillips (1996) and Peloe and Rees (1999) have all undertaken 1981
estimates by ethnic group, drawing upon work by Haskey (1991), which have produced in effect
back projections from 1991 to 1981. Owen, Rees and Phillips, and Peloe and Rees calculated
conditional probabilities of ethnicity given country of birth, using several different data sources
including the 1981 and 1991 Censuses and the Labour Force Survey. These back projections
provide a useful measure of growth between 1981 and 1991 which can be related to growth
between 1991 and 2001. Indications of growth rates for 20 years will then be available for each
ethnic group when 2001 Census data are released if problems of slightly different categories in

2001 can be overcome.

Projections of the British ethnic minority population were undertaken by Ballard and Kalra
(1994). The methodology was not described in full but did include assumptions of zero net
migration and that fertility levels would soon drop to replacement levels. The report concluded
that Britain’s minority population was “virtually certain” to grow very substantially in the years
to come, probably to somewhere in the order of double its current size. The eventual size was
predicted not “to amount to very much more than 10 per cent of Britain’s population as a whole”

Ballard and Kalra (1994 p42).
2.5 International work

Given that there is relatively little national work in this area, it is useful to examine relevant
work from other countries. A survey carried out by the Netherlands Central Bureau of Statistics,
the Bureau of the Census (USA Dept. of Commerce) and the Netherlands Interdisciplinary
Demographic Institute in early 1988 (Keilman and Cruijsen 1992) identified five
“industrialised” countries who had produced projections by race/nationality. These were USA,
Belgium, Federal Republic of Germany, Luxembourg, and Switzerland. Netherlands (Statistics
Netherlands 1999), Denmark, Sweden, Canada, Germany (Munz and Ulrich 1997), USSR
(Kingkade 1988), Malaysia (Yusof 1986) and France (Le Bras 1997), have also produced
projections by ethnicity/birthplace. There are further references for race/nationality/ethnicity
projections for particular groups or regions such as Maoris in New Zealand (Pool and Pole

1987), Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander populations (Australian Bureau of Statistics 1998),
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native Indians in Canada (Nault et al. 1995), ethnic groups in Gui Zhou in China (Wang et al.
1997), and for the Igbo population in Nigeria (Madugba 1989), Iraqi Kurds (Daponte et al 1997),
and gypsies in Czechoslovakia (Kalibova 1990).

The list above begins to identify the variation in the projections undertaken in this area, which
then lead to differences in the methodology used to undertake those projections. Firstly the list
includes projections by ethnicity, birthplace, and nationality. Very few of the projections listed
above project all ethnic groups in the population. The USA provides one of the few examples of
this and USA projections are described in more detail below. For many of the projections the
focus is on the growth of the foreign-born population compared with the native-born population.
Others, such as those made in Sweden and Denmark attempt to identify the foreign-born
population as well as native-born descendants of immigrants. By combining the two they
therefore produce an estimate of the ethnic minority population. Secondly, methodological
issues begin to emerge as some countries project populations of all ethnic/birthplace groups in
the country, whilst others, such as the projections in New Zealand and Australia for Maoris and

Aborigines, concentrate on projections for one particular ethnic group.

Most of the projections which are carried out for a range of ethnic/birthplace groups are
undertaken using a component method with separate estimations of fertility, mortality and
migration. Data quality varies considerably for all the countries mentioned, but even in the data
rich countries, data weaknesses have led to problems such as the underestimation of mortality

rates for some groups in the USA and Sweden.

The USA probably has the longest tradition and the largest literature on race/ethnic group
projections, and also has produced the most detailed projections by race. National projections
were produced by the US Census Bureau - quarterly from January 1999 to December 2100 by
single year of age to age 100, sex, race (White, Black, American Indian, and Asian and Pacific
Islander), ethnic origin (Hispanic or non-Hispanic) and nativity status (foreign or native born)
(Hollman et al 2000). Population projections are also available for each state from 1995 to 2025
(Campbell 1996). These were computed by single year of age, sex, race and Hispanic origin, are
published on the US Census Bureau website in summary form

www.census.gov/population/www/projections/popproj/html and are available in more detail

from the US Census Bureau. In the national projections the base is taken from 1990 Census

figures updated to 1999. The unusually long projection range and age detail should be noted.
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Births data in the USA are available by race and Hispanic origin and fertility rates could be
calculated for single years of age using births data and population estimates. This is a great
improvement on British vital registration data which does not record births by race/ethnicity,
which therefore makes the calculation of the fertility of different ethnic groups much more
difficult. Three future fertility scenarios were produced for the USA high, middle and low series
projections which were made. *“‘Short term” fertility assumptions from 1999 to 2025 were made
using birth expectation data and “demographic theory” which is not discussed in more detail.
The longer term assumption was that total fertility rates (TFRs) for each race/Hispanic origin
group would converge to replacement level fertility (2.1 children per woman) in 2150. (The total
fertility rate in the US in 1991 was 2.0.) This assumption may not be appropriate for England &
Wales as analysis in London has shown that the fertility of some ethnic groups is already

estimated to be below replacement level.

Deaths in the USA are recorded by race but not by Hispanic or non-Hispanic ethnic origin. Age
specific death rates (ASDRs) were calculated by race but assumptions had to be made to produce
ASDRs by Hispanic/non-Hispanic origin. This is still an improvement on the British vital
registration system which, as with births, does not record the ethnicity of the person who has
died. In the USA projections there is discussion of the problems with the deaths data including
difficulties encountered with the reporting of race and ethnicity, and missing and unspecific data.
It was acknowledged that this could mean underestimates of death rates by up to 25 per cent for
some ethnic groups, which would be a very large error. However, despite these drawbacks the
data were used and it was stated would be used “until we have a stronger basis for making
adjustments”. Future death rates were based on the assumption that ASDRs would converge in

the year 2150. As with fertility, three sets of assumptions for death rates were produced — a high,

middle and low series.

Previously international migration had been projected forward at a constant value. In the latest
set of projections international in-migration assumptions were made for separate flows — family
reunification mostly from Mexico and Central America, general migration needing visas,
refugees, undocumented migration — which was estimated at around 225,000 migrants a year,
and potential changes in source countries. It is very unusual to see an acknowledgement and
quantification of illegal migration in government projections. Again, a high, low and middle set
of rates were calculated. Out-migration rates were calculated separately. Legal out-migration

was set by assuming present rates remained constant.
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Projections were also undertaken in 1996 for each state by age, race, Hispanic origin and gender
from 1995 to 2025. Populations were based on the 1990 Census with adjustments for mis-
reporting or unspecified reporting. Births were recorded by non-Hispanic race groups and
Hispanic ethnic origin. These were matched with populations of women to give age race/ethnic
specific fertility rates (ASFRs) for each state. Existing differentials in state ASFRs were
assumed to remain constant throughout the projections period. This is unlikely to happen in
reality. Annual changes in projected national birth rates were applied to the individual state rates
calculated in 1994 to obtain future fertility rates for each state. Mortality rates were calculated
from deaths by race/ethnic origin and populations by race/ethnic origin for each state. Future
patterns of change were taken from the national projection assumptions. International migration
rates were calculated from 1990 Census data by age, sex and race/ethnicity. The Census
included a five year migration question — where were you living five years ago? International
emigration rates were based on national projection figures allocated to each state in relation to
the proportion of the foreign-born population in each state from the 1990 Census. Internal
migration rates were also based on 1990 Census data giving state to state migration flows by age,
sex and race/ethnic origin. Much work was undertaken to smooth and correct the rates.
Projected rates were calculated using a time series approach and a different set of data - matched

Internal Revenue Service tax returns.

These projections have received some criticism (Hirschman 1998). Hirschman’s main criticisms
include the problems of projecting so far ahead when ethnic identity and rates of inter-marriage
are changing so rapidly. Also he believes that the projected international migration rates, whilst
acceptable in the short term, are unpredictable in the longer term. He states that although there is
a healthy scepticism about the limits of population projections beyond 10-20 years amongst
professional users, that the figures have caused alarm amongst others. There is no doubt that
these criticisms have some validity, and they highlight the need to clarify the difference between
the mechanical extension of a projections model versus a short term forecast which might be
more able to take account of social changes such as inter-marriage between people of different

ethnic groups.

Statistics Canada has undertaken special one-off projections by ethnicity. Projections of
Registered Indians were completed in 1985, 1990, 1993 and 1998 using the Indian Register

where all vital events affecting that population are recorded (Nault et al. 1995). The richness of
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the data available enables this projection exercise to be carried out more easily than for a

British/London model.

The Australian Bureau of Statistics has produced a set of projections of the Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander populations for each state and territory (Australian Bureau of Statistics
1998). These are termed experimental projections because of the “experimental” nature of the
base populations and deficiencies in the quality of indigenous births, deaths and migration data.
The projections run from 1996 to 2006. Projections are aided by the fact that Australia
undertakes a population and housing census every five years, rather than the more common ten
year period (as in Britain). Weaknesses in births and deaths data were acknowledged. Births
were taken from birth registrations adjusted for underenumeration. Future birth rates are
assessed using births and age structure data from past censuses. Work was undertaken to
estimate the number of births where the mother was non-indigenous and the father was
indigenous. National life tables were produced for the total population for 1991-1996 and it was
assumed that future mortality levels would remain constant, and that national rates would apply
at state and territory level. Migration data are richer in Australia than in Britain. Inter-state
migration data came from the 1991 and 1996 Censuses which recorded migration of the
indigenous and non-indigenous population. Five year migration data and one year migration
data are available. Net inter-state migration levels were held constant during the projection
period. The projections also included an innovative feature of two scenarios for future changes
in “propensity to identify”. This exercise was undertaken in order to make allowances for the
changing patterns of people recording themselves as indigenous. The changing patterns include
the growing number of inter-ethnic marriages and the increasing likelihood of a child of mixed
origin being identified as indigenous. Another pertinent feature of these projections is that
figures for one small area were not published separately but were included in Australia totals,
highlighting one solution for dealing with figures which might be small and subject to large

variation.

Statisticians in New Zealand have been producing ethnic group projections for over a decade. In
1998 Statistics New Zealand released national projections of the Maori population, and
projections of the Pacific Island population - both for 1996-2051. National projections of the
Asian population were completed for 1996-2016. Nine sets of projections were produced for
each of the three ethnic groups listed above. Sub-national projections were published for the

Maori population from 1996-2021. A low, medium and high series of these sub-national
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projections were produced (Statistics New Zealand 1998). The middle series assumed declining
fertility and mortality with some convergence of TFRs and life expectancy to that of the total

population. From 1995 births and deaths were recorded by ethnic group, where previously these
had been estimated from parents’ ethnic group. As in Australia, having these data sets proves an

advantage over British/London projections where fertility and mortality rates by ethnic group

have to be estimated.

The Dutch have produced forecasts of the foreign population from 1998-2015. These includes
forecasts for nine migrant groups from Turkey, Morocco, Suriname, Netherlands Antilles/Aruba,
Africa, Asia, Latin America, Indonesia, “total not western” and the combined group Europe, N

America, Oceania and Japan (Statistics Netherlands 1999).

Models have been produced in Sweden and Denmark which project numbers of the ‘foreign’
population. These are described in more detail below. In both cases the models were developed
to identify both overseas born and native born ethnic minorities. Because data there are based on
country of birth, calculations have been made to identify native born ethnic minority people by
using the country of birth of their parents as a proxy. In Britain the self reported ethnic group
data available make this analysis unnecessary as data are available which identify people from
individual ethnic groups wherever they were born. However the benefits of undertaking
projections using the Swedish and Danish method is that the different generations of migrants
are identified who may have different needs for social policy generally and who may need

particular service provision.

The Danish government does not make projections of the foreign population on a regular basis.
However, it has undertaken two projections, one in 1990 and one in 1997. The second was
published (Statistiske Efterretninger 1997). The number of immigrants and then the number of
descendants of immigrants were projected. Immigrants were defined as people whose parents
were both foreign citizens or who were both born abroad. Descendants were people who were
born in Denmark whose parents were both immigrants or descendants of immigrants. Results of
the numbers of immigrants/descendants were published for two broad areas of origin - more and

less developed countries.

Two sets of projections by nationality have been produced in Sweden (Statistics Sweden 1994,

Swedish Immigration Board 1997). The first, in 1994, was a simple version projecting the total
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foreign-born population, and the total population born in Sweden with one or both parents born
outside Sweden. The second set projected populations for nine groups. These were based on
three sets of countries — Nordic countries; rest of Europe plus USA, Canada, Japan, Australia and
New Zealand; and thirdly the rest of the world. Figures were calculated for each of these groups
for migrants born in those countries, for those born in Sweden with both parents born outside of
Sweden, and for those born in Sweden with one parent born in Sweden and one parent born
outside Sweden. Base populations were taken from the population register. Fertility was
calculated from the population register but because of data weaknesses a time series of period
fertility was used and the assumption made that the fertility of immigrants would gradually
approach the “Swedish” level. Mortality was also calculated from the population register but
data weaknesses again led to mortality rates for the whole population being used for each group.
This decision was taken for the projections model described in this thesis as explained in the
methodology section. Migration in the Swedish model was calculated from the migration

register. Migration flows were increased over time, but net migration was held constant in the

future.

In Switzerland projections are not produced regularly, but a set were produced by the Federal
Office in 1995 (OFS 1996). In Switzerland ethnic issues have not yet raised the kind of pubic
concern and academic interest they have in the UK. Public and political debate is focussed on
foreign populations and immigration policies, in view of the high percentage of foreign residents
in Switzerland (OFS 2000). These concerns are reflected in the data which provide detailed

analysis of foreign nationals, but do not give any information on ethnic groups.

International work in this area is patchy but over 20 countries have produced ethnic/birthplace/
citizenship projections including most Western European countries. Very few have produced
these on a regular basis. The USA is the most advanced in this area, regularly producing
projections in detail for many ethnic/race groups. It is striking that the accounts of methodology
are often very weak and data sources are not described in detail but perhaps this is partly due to
the fact that the accounts are often written for internal use within the country and people are

expected to be familiar with the data.
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2.6 Conclusion

This review of literature available on ethnic group projections highlights a number of issues.
The amount of literature available is limited which reflects the difficulties faced in undertaking
projections of this kind. However a;though projections are often produced intermittently and for
specific ethnic groups, over 20 countries now have attempted ethnic/birthplace or nationality
projections. Projections for Britain as a whole were undertaken by OPCS from the early 1970s

to the mid 1980s. Five local authorities and a few academics have also produced ethnic group

projections.

There is obviously a perceived use for these figures which has driven demographers to construct
projections models despite difficulties which exist with the quality of data everywhere. The
difficulties lie in some countries with a lack of accurate demographic data for different ethnic
groups, whilst in other countries the quality of the data which are available is poor. This leads to
problems associated with the construction of different components of a projection model using
those data. Data that have been used in local ethnic group projections models are not all
available nationally. Each model has to make the best use of the data that are available for the

required geography, although methodologies can be shared between models.

The majority of models which have been developed are basic in their construction with most of
them simply projecting current levels of fertility, mortality and migration into the future. Some,
such as the USA, Australia, London and Bradford models are more complex in their
construction. Technical problems are also identified with attempts to project complex and fluid
variables such as changing ethnic identity over time, however many producers have begun by

developing simple models and have then refined the methodologies over time.

Finally, accounts of the methodology tend té be very weak and would not allow the reader to
replicate the models. Often data sources are not described, but this is perhaps because accounts
are often written for internal users within the country or area, and it is assumed that the reader is
familiar with the data sets available. It is an important lesson that the methodology should be

fully documented with clear outlines of the assumptions made.
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Chapter 3 Base Populations

3.1 Introduction

This chapter is arranged in five sections. It begins by describing the changing size of London’s ethnic
minority population over time. The knowledge of past trends in growth contributes to an
understanding of the present size of the ethnic minority population, and adds to the body of
knowledge which informs the selection of assumptions about the different components of the
projections model. The second section of the chapter identifies and discusses the different data
sources which estimated the ethnic minority population from 1960 to 1991. The focus of the chapter
and the third section, is a detailed discussion of 1991 Census data which are the main source for the
base or starting populations of the model and therefore have a considerable influence on the
projections. The discussion focuses on developing a thorough understanding of the data in terms of
the ethnic categories used, and the demographic features of each ethnic group. Following this there is
a description of the spatial concentration patterns of each ethnic group highlighting the areas in
London where particular groups live. A description of the methods used to calculate the base
populations in the model is given in section four. The final section discusses the influence of findings

from this chapter on the ethnic group projections model.

3.2 The changing size of London’s ethnic minority population over time

3.2.1 An overview of the growth of the ethnic minority population in London from the Ice Age to
the year 2000

The first people to live in the area now known as London arrived on foot around half a million years
BC. This was the time of the Ice Age when a large proportion of the world’s water was locked up in
ice sheets resulting in a sea level which was significantly lower than present levels. The lower sea
level enabled migrants to walk across the land bridge, which then linked Britain to the European

mainland. However, the cold climate made living conditions difficult as food and crops could not

easily be grown.

Britain only became continuously inhabited when the climate became warmer and the ice sheets
retreated - around 15,000 years ago. Migrants came in search of new food sources, and to track the

animals which had also used the land bridge to cross into Britain. By 6,000 BC the ice sheets had
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melted so much that the sea level had risen to block off this route and to form the Channel separating

England from the continent. All migrants after this time had to come by sea or by air.

Many records exist which refer to London’s cosmopolitan nature in its earliest days. Amongst these,
the Roman Tacitus referred to London being filled with traders and a celebrated centre of commerce
in 60 AD, and the chronicler Matthew Paris commented that London was overflowing with Italians,

Spanish, Provencals and Poitevins in 1255 (Merriman 1993).

The first real estimate of the size of the ethnic minority population in London was in 1440 when
Richard II introduced a tax on foreigners who numbered around 1,500 in the City and 350 in
Southwark (Merriman 1993). These figures included Irish, Scots, Welsh and Channel Islanders, but
excluded merchants with special privileges such German traders. By 1501, Thrupp (1969) estimates
this number to have grown to around 3,000, out of a total population in London of about 50,000. By

the early 1570s Gwynn (1985) suggests the figure was between 5,000 and 10,000 (five to ten per cent

of London’s population at that time).

The trade in African slaves grew during the 17th Century and was at its height in the 18th Century. In

1700 the black population in London is estimated to have been around 15,000. This had grown to

20,000 by 1787 (CRE 1996).

The fact that London, as a port, was the focal point for much international trade encouraged the
growth of a cosmopolitan population. It was said in 1796 that everything came to London. Certainly
tea, china, drugs, muslins, calicoes, long cloths, cotton yarn, pepper and spices, salt-petre, indigo,
silks and sugars came from the East Indies, whilst sugar, rum, coffee, cocoa, pimento and ginger
came from the West Indies. Fruit, wax, gums, elephants’ teeth, palm oil and wine came from Africa,
and tobacco, rice, indigo, cotton, corn oil, and skins from North America (Merriman 1993). Trade
with the Baltic also prospered, with London receiving hemp, linens, tallow, ashes, iron and masts. It

was not surprising then that London became home to many of the sailors and traders from these areas.

London grew rapidly in the 19th Century. The growth included migrants from many countries
including a large number from Ireland. There has been a long history of Irish migration to England,
which reached its height in the 1840s and 1850s when hundreds of thousands of migrants left Ireland
because of famine. Many went to other countries, while around 46,000 came to London, adding to

the 84,000 Irish estimated to be living here already (Porter 1994). Migration of Irish people to
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London continued up until the end of the 19th Century and then at a much lower level throughout the

20th Century.

In the 1850s a further 286,000 migrants came to London from many different places and 331,000
more migrated to the capital in the 1860s. Holmes (1982) records the population of England & Wales
in 1871 as 22.7 million people which included 567,000 Irish people and 101,000 other foreign-born

people. Germans made up the next largest group after the Irish.

London had also become a temporary place to stay for some of the more wealthy people in the world.

In 1888 the unknown author of London To-day said:

“London has become a pleasure lounge for the idlers of the globe. Americans, Frenchmen, Germans,
Indians, Colonials and persons of leisure and wealth from all parts of the world flock to the capital

city during the season” (Porter 1994 p280).

Following the growth during the nineteenth century, Sydney Webb said in 1891 “London is more
than a city: it is a whole kingdom.” 1t had more people in it than Switzerland and Austria, and twice
the numbers of Norway or Greece. There were more Scots than in Aberdeen, more Irish than in

Dublin, and more Roman Catholics than in Rome (Porter 1994 p207).

By the beginning of the 20th Century, the population of England & Wales who were born outside
Britain and Ireland had risen to 339,000, of whom 248,000 were actually foreign subjects. By this
time the largest group was composed of Russian and Polish people (mostly Jewish who were fleeing

pogroms) who, in 1901, numbered 83,000 (Holmes 1982).

London began the 20th Century with an overall rise in population from 6.5 million in 1901 to 8.6
million in 1939 at the time of registration at the beginning of the Second World War (see Figure 3.1)

(LRC 1993). Outer London grew substantially over this time whilst Inner London remained stable in

numbers until the early 1930s.

The outbreak of the First World War and the British Nationality and Status of Aliens Act of 1914, led
to migration falling to lower levels than had been seen at the turn of the century, although the
outbreak of war did precipitate the movement of refugees fleeing from Belgium, and an increasing
black population. Some black people found employment replacing those on National Service, and

following the war, some of the black people who fought were demobilised into Britain.
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Figure 3.1 Population change in London 1901 to 1991

Population in millions
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1901 1911 1921 1931 1939 1951 1961 1971 1981 1991

Source: Annual Abstract of Greater London Statistics. Volume 24. (LRC 1993)

Between the two wars the black community increased, and Britain provided a base for a number of

black activists, including Jomo Kenyatta who arrived in 1931 and CLR James in 1932.

London then saw a decline in total population numbers from the peak in 1939 to a low of 6.8 million
in 1984. The decline was due to the fall in the Inner London population from 4.9 million to a low

point of 2.5 million in 1983, as people began to move away from London into New Towns and to the

south coast (LRC 1993).

A number of black and other migrants came to Britain during the Second World War to fight, and
after the war a large number of immigrants were encouraged to stay or to move to Britain to alleviate
the labour shortage. Figures for London itself are not known, but figures nationally included around
100,000 Poles as well as Ukrainians, Italians and Austrians (Holmes 1982). Around 20,000 people
came to England from Hungary after the uprising in 1956. It is very likely that the majority of these
migrants would have settled in London. In 1951 the national population belonging to black and other
ethnic minority groups is estimated to have been less than 50,000 (Peach 1982). By 1961 this had

risen to nearer 500,000 (still less than one per cent of the British population).

The final phase of the last century saw the decline of London’s population reversed. Between 1985

and 2000, London’s population increased to just above seven million. The most recent official mid-
year estimate (1999) for London was 7.29 million (ONS 2000b). A continuation of this slow growth
will depend on a continued desire of people to live in London, together with the development of new

housing, and/or an increase in the sharing of accommodation.
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3.3 Data sources used to record the population of ethnic minorities between 1960 and 1991

3.3.1 1961 Census

In this Census, people were asked their country of birth. The enumerated population of London at
that time was nearly eight million people, and just over ten per cent of those recorded by the Census
were born outside the UK. Of those 847,000 people, 37,000 were visitors, leaving 810,000 residents.

The breakdown of those people by country of birth can be seen in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Country of birth of residents living in London in 1961

Country of birth Residents
All countries 7,997,000
Total residents born outside the UK 810,000
Irish Republic 254,000
Old Commonwealth 33,000
New Commonwealth 242,000
Other countries and at sea 281,000
Not stated 31,000

Source: 1961 Census published in Field et al. (1974)

The figures in Table 3.1 cannot be used directly as a count of ethnic minority people. For example,

the New Commonwealth figures would include a number of white people who were born in India.

3.3.2 1966 Sample Census

The 1966 Census was not a full census but a ten per cent sample census. There are sampling errors
attached to surveys of this kind, but these figures still give us a good picture of the growing numbers

of New Commonwealth-born people in London (see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2 Country of birth of Commonwealth migrant residents living in London in 1966 —
estimated totals from sample census

Country of birth Number
New Commonwealth total 368,720
British Caribbean 151,940
India 80,780
Cyprus 45,090
Pakistan 16,080
Kenya 6,100

Source: 1966 Sample Census Commonwealth Immigrant Tables. Table 5 GRO London and Edinburgh (1969)
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3.3.3 1971 Census

In the 1970s the main data source used to record the population of ethnic minorities was the 1971
Census. This asked a question on country of birth and parents’ country of birth. By 1971 a much
greater proportion of people who were from ethnic minority groups had been born in the UK. In
order to produce a more accurate estimate of the total ethnic minority population, than would be
given by just taking those people who were born abroad, a count was made of all people living in a
household where the head was born in the New Commonwealth or Pakistan (NCWP). The
implication is that many of the people in households headed by a person from NCWP would also be
of ethnic minority origin although they may have been born in the UK or elsewhere. The 1971
Census recorded over half a million (584,000) people in London living in households where the head

was born in the New Commonwealth and Pakistan, 8 per cent of the total resident population.

3.3.4 Labour Force Survey

The Labour Force Survey (LFS) included a question on ethnicity for the first time in 1979. The
question requested people to record their ethnic origin, rather than their ethnic group. Respondents

were asked from which ethnic group they were descended. Figures from the 1979 and 1981 Labour

Force Surveys are shown in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Ethnic origin of Labour Force Survey respondents, London, 1979 and 1981

Ethnic origin 1979 1981

West Indian or Guyanese 221,000 293,000
Indian, Pakistani or Bangladeshi 307,000 359,000
All persons 6,777,000 6,712,000

Source: 1979 and 1981 Labour Force Surveys - GLC Tabulation in GLC (1986)

The 1979 figures are considered to be an underestimate of numbers in the ethnic minority groups for
two main reasons. Firstly, the ethnic origin question differed between the two dates, and secondly,
improved data collection techniques were used in 1981. In 1979 one of the categories in the ethnic
origin question was “English, Welsh, Scottish or Irish”. It was discovered that a number of people in
black or Asian groups were recording their UK-born children in this category. The question was
therefore being interpreted as the nationality of the person, rather than the ethnic origin of the person

as the question intended.

In the 1981 LFS the question was changed so the nationality category became a colour based

category. Consequently fewer people recorded themselves in the White category, and more in other
g y peop
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ethnic groups. In addition, in 1981 more experienced field staff were used and the number of people
who did not answer this question was greatly reduced. Due to the small sample size in the LFS at this
time, figures for other ethnic minority groups were not published, and therefore the figures given in
Table 3.3 do not represent the overall size of the ethnic minority community at that time, but purely
the figures for each of the ethnic groups named. These named groups made up 7.8 per cent of the

total population in 1979.

Direct estimates were available from the LFS for London, but the sample size (around 1,200 Asian
and 800 West Indian people) was too small to provide estimates at borough level, and the clustering

of ethnic groups within households meant that these results had large sampling errors.

3.3.5 The General Household Survey

The General Household Survey (GHS) interviewers had recorded the colour of respondents since
1970. The data were not used extensively although some tables were published in Social Trends.
The interviewer was asked to record whether the respondent was White, Coloured or not known. The
question suffered both from interviewer error and the limited amount of information, which it yielded

(Bulmer 1996). A question on ethnic origin was introduced into the GHS in 1983.

3.3.6 1981 Census

Direct estimates of the ethnic minority population from the 1981 Census were not available because
an ethnic origin/group question was not included due to problems of acceptability raised in the 1979
Census Test. The Government did not want to jeopardise the rest of the Census and the question on

ethnic origin was omitted, although the country of birth question remained.

As in previous Censuses, estimates were made from the country of birth question and by counting the
number of people in households using the country of birth of the head of household. From the 1981
Census 945,100 people were living in households in London where the head was born in the NCWP.
Between 1971 and 1981 the proportion of people who lived in London in a household where the head

was born in NCWP nearly doubled from 7.9 per cent to 14.6 per cent of the population.

Between 1981 and 1991 the proportion of people living in a household which was headed by someone
who was born in the NCWP rose from 14.6 per cent to 17.0 per cent (from 945,148 to 1,118,367 as
shown in Table 3.4).
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Table 3.4 Number of people living in households, by birthplace of head of household,
London, 1981 and 1991

Birthplace of h/hld head No. in h/hld 1981 | No. in h/hid 1991
Caribbean 306,792 250,724
India 223,664 238,929
Bangladesh 28,888 84,774
Pakistan 52,192 76,585
Total in households where

head was born in NCWP 945,148 1,118,367

Source: 1981 Census GLC Special Table DT1286, 1991 Census LBS Table 50

However, during the 1980s a growing proportion of ethnic minorities were born in the UK and many
became heads of household. In 1991, using the number of people living in a house which was headed
by someone who was born in the NCWP, therefore, is likely to be a serious underestimate of the
ethnic minority population at that time. A more accurate comparison between 1981 and 1991 would
be to compare the proportion of people living in a household where the head was born in NCWP in

1981 (14.6 per cent) with the proportion of (non-white) ethnic minorities in 1991 (20.2 per cent).

3.3.7  Ethnic group estimates during the 1980s

During the 1980s the main available source for the estimation of the numbers in ethnic minority
groups in London was the Labour Force Survey (LFS). Figures from the 1986 LFS showed that the
ethnic minority population of London had increased to 16.3 per cent. However, the small sample size
at borough level meant that estimates of the ethnic minority populations of individual boroughs were
subject to very large sampling errors. The introduction of the ethnic group question in 1991 created

data which were significantly more valid than anything which had been available previously.

By the time the 1991 Census was being planned there was less opposition to an ethnicity question.
However, it still proved to be extremely difficult to design a question which was both acceptable and
accurate. After small scale tests in 1985 and 1986, and wide-ranging consultations with the
Commission for Racial Equality (CRE) and representatives of ethnic minority groups, a question was
used successfully in the Census Test in 1989. This question was deemed to be the best compromise
of all the questions tested, and OPCS who carried out the Census decided that the question was
answered well enough to be included, and that acceptance was high enough not to jeopardise the

overall response to the 1991 Census (White 1990).
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3.4 1991 Census

The 1991 Census is such an important data set for ethnic group projections that most of the rest of
this chapter concentrates solely on this source. The discussion is set out in five sections. It begins by
examining the collection of the data in terms of the question asked, underenumeration and the Census
Validation Survey. It then assesses the size of each ethnic minority group using both ethnic group
and country of birth data. Following this is an examination of the diversity within each ethnic group.
The distribution of different ethnic groups across London is described. Finally, the age and gender

differences for the different ethnic groups are presented together with implications for the projection

results.

3.4.1 Collection of the data

3.4.1.1 The question on ethnic group

The question used in the 1991 Census is outlined in Figure 3.2. From this it can be seen that the
question used was a mixture of ethnicity and race, with the idea of ancestry added in the
accompanying note. The White group is identified by colour, the Black groups by colour and culture,
and the South Asian groups and Chinese group by culture. There was also an Other group which
contained a number of different groups of people. This last category does not enable us to learn very
much about the many communities it contains, as it is impossible to separate out which characteristics
are attached to which community. However, the large number of people in this group together with
the crosstabulation with country of birth data does give us an indication of the variety of different
communities in London, and the difficulties of designing a question which is capable of recording

details about all ethnic groups.

The responses to this question were then coded and the major output from the Census used the

following ten main ethnic groups as the basis for tabulating the results: White, Black Caribbean,
Black African, Black Other, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese, Other Asian and Other. A
number of tables have the ten main codes condensed into four aggregated groups, and one table

shows 35 separate codes.
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Figure 3.2 The ethnic group question in the 1991 Census

Please tick the appropriate box.

White

Black Caribbean

Black African

Black Other (please describe)
, Indian

Pakistani

, Bangladeshi

Chinese

Any other ethnic group (please describe)
If the person is descended from more than one ethnic or racial group, please

tick the group to which the person considers he/she belongs, or tick the *Any other
ethnic group’ box and describe the person’s ancestry in the space provided.

3.4.1.2 Irish

There was much debate about including the Irish as a separate ethnic group in the 1991 Census.
Originally some representatives of the Irish community, such as the Federation of Irish Societies
(Irish Post 1989) did not want to see themselves separated from the rest of the White population, and
argued for inclusion as part of the White group in the Census output tables. However many also
lobbied for identification, such as Cara and the Action Group for Irish Youth, and OPCS added an
extra column to the ethnic group tables which gave data for those people who were born in Ireland.
These data are ‘country of birth’ data for people born in the Republic and Northern Ireland, attached
to tables on ethnicity. The figures give no details for the British born population of Irish people and

therefore make it difficult to assess the size of the total Irish population in 1991.

Many requests have been received from people working with Irish communities for projection figures
for this group since 1991. However, without accurate base population data projections are very

difficult to undertake, and have not been attempted as part of this thesis.

3.4.1.3 Who the Census missed

Checks with the 1981 Census and other data sets have estimated that the 1991 Census missed 2.2 per
cent of the population of Britain, which represents over one million people (Heady, Smith and Avery
1994). A number of tests on the data highlighted the fact that this under-enumeration was not evenly
distributed across different age groups or by gender. When the ethnic group data were originally
released a number of people expressed concern about possible differential under-enumeration

amongst the different ethnic groups above that which could be accounted for by different age
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structures (Storkey 1993a). However, OPCS stated that "A comparison between estimates of the
population by ethnic group in the Census and the Labour Force Survey suggests, however, that
under-enumeration is not biased towards ethnic minority groups" (OPCS (1992 p10). Since then
OPCS has modified its stance and in 1991 Census User Guide 58 published a statement saying
"Preliminary work has suggested that under-coverage varies more among ethnic groups than is
explained simply by their age, gender and geographical distributions, but it has not, so far, been
possible to confirm an effect linked to ethnic group independent of other census characteristics”
(OPCS/GRO 1994b). Simpson (1996) has offered two bases for believing that there was differential
underenumeration amongst ethnic groups. The first relates to the fact that the Census particularly
missed young adults (men more than women), young children, and older people, people in certain
areas such as inner cities, and in certain types of household such as multiple occupancy. As ethnic
minority groups have larger proportions of their populations in younger age groups, and tend to live
in metropolitan areas, this undercount will disproportionately affect them. The second basis is the

comparison of Census data with other data which can be used as a check on the Census.

Overall, OPCS calculated that six per cent of males were missed in Inner London and three per cent
in Outer London; two per cent of females in Inner London, and one per cent in Outer London. When
trying to ascertain absolute numbers of people in each ethnic group by age and gender, it was
recommended that people take the Census data and multiply figures given by age by published boost
factors. For example, the Census is estimated to have missed 11 per cent of males aged 25-29 in
Outer London, so population figures could be boosted by 11 per cent. This has implications for the
different ethnic groups because the variations in age structure between the groups means that the

boost factors will affect them to differing extents.

The Estimating with Confidence research programme, reported in Simpson (1996) has developed
another methodology in consultation with Census users, producing ward estimates which are adjusted
for underenumeration. They identified two variables which were believed to indicate areas of non-
response. These were the unemployment of males aged 20-34, and the number of residents who had
been imputed in the Census because they had not been contacted, but the enumerators believed they
were resident. The identified undercount at district level was then distributed across wards in each

district according to the unemployment and imputation levels in each ward.
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3.4.1.4 The Census Validation Survey

The Census Validation Survey (CVS) was undertaken by OPCS to check the accuracy of the 1991
Census results. The results from the CVS in Table 3.5 show that overall the ethnic question did have
a high level of accuracy, but the results were not so good for specific ethnic minority groups such as
the Other group and to a lesser extent the Black groups. Figures show that 88 per cent of the people
who ticked Black groups in the Census gave the same response in the CVS. Those who changed their
answers were equally likely to put White or one of the Indian sub-continent groups, but were most
likely to place themselves in the Other group. The group with the lowest level of agreement between
the two surveys was the Other group. Only 78 per cent of people ticking this box did so again in the
CVS. The breakdown of the 22 per cent whose response had changed, showed that half changed to

the White category, slightly less than half to the Black category, with the remainder changing to one

of the South Asian groups.

The lower agreement level for the Other group between the 1991 Census and the CVS highlights the
difficulties that people within this group faced when responding to the ethnic group question. It is
hoped that more detail within the 2001 Census question such as specific categories for people of

mixed ethnic origin may allow for more detailed analysis of this group in the future.

Table 3.5 Percentage of 1991 Census Validation Survey (CVS) answers corresponding to
1991 Census replies, Britain
CVS replies Census replies
White Black Indian sub- Other
continent

White 99.6 1.5 0.2 9.6

Black 0.1 88.0 0.1 113

Indian sub-continent 0.0 1.6 98.7 1.0

Other 0.3 8.8 1.0 78.1

Source: OPCS (1994)

3.4.2 The size of different communities

The 1991 Census included three sets of data which enable us to identify the size of particular ethnic
minority communities in 1991. The first of these was the information on numbers in the ten main
ethnic groups, the second gave the numbers of different communities born inside and outside Britain,

and the third was the full set of 35 ethnic origin codes before they were condensed into the ten main

groups.
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3.4.2.1 Numbers in the ten main ethnic groups

The resident population of London as measured by the 1991 Census was over six and a half million.
Of this total, almost 80 per cent were White and just over 20 per cent were from other ethnic groups.
The total ethnic minority population in London was nearly one and a half million people (1,346,000).

The comparative sizes of the different ethnic groups can be seen in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6 The size and proportion of the ten main ethnic groups in the Census, London,
1991
Ethnic Group Number Percentage
White 5,333,580 79.8
Indian 347,091 5.2
Black Caribbean 290,968 4.4
Black African 163,635 2.4
Other 120,872 1.8
Other Asian 112,807 1.7
Pakistani 87,816 1.3
Bangladeshi 85,738 1.3
Black Other 80,613 1.2
Chinese 56,579 0.8
Total 6,679,699 100.0

Source: 1991 Census LBS Table 6

3.4.2.2 Numbers of migrants from the country of birth question

We also have some information on people who were born outside England and now live in London.

Table 3.7 lists those communities over 20,000.

The figures in Table 3.7 are an underestimation of the true size of the ethnic minority communities, as
they do not include children born in the UK to parents born in one of the countries named. The size
of this effect can be seen by comparing one of the groups for which both sets of data are available.

An example of this is the Indian population. Nearly 350,000 people in London belonged to the Indian
ethnic group, whilst only 152,000 people were born in India, and, of course, not all people born in

India will be of Indian ethnicity.
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Table 3.7 Communities of over 20,000 people who were born outside England and who
lived in London in 1991

Country of birth Number

Irish Republic 214,033
India 151,619
Scotland 113,117
Jamaica 76,445
Wales 70,532
Kenya 56,993
Bangladesh 56,657
Cyprus 50,684
Pakistan 44,741
Northern Ireland 42,243
Nigeria 36,047
USA 32,667
Germany 32,027
Italy 30,052
Ghana 26,925
Uganda 28,244
Sri Lanka 25,818
Australia 23,315
Poland 21,823
France 20,923
Turkey 20,426

Source: 1991 Census LBS Table 7

3.4.2.3 Ethnic minorities who were born in the UK

Over half a million (43 per cent) of London’s ethnic minority community were born in the UK. In
London over 36,000 people wrote on the Census form that they were Black British rather than tick
any of the pre-coded boxes (OPCS 1993a). The proportion of each ethnic group born in the UK

varies as shown in Table 3.8.

Table 3.8 Percentage of each ethnic group born in the UK, London, 1991

Ethnic group % born in UK
‘White 87
Black Caribbean 53
Black African 36
Black Other 84
Indian 36
Pakistani 45
Bangladeshi 35
Chinese 26
Other Asian 21
Other 54

Source: 1991 Census LBS Table 51
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The proportions in Table 3.8 range from the Other Asian group with 21 per cent, to the Black Other
group with 84 per cent and the White group with 87 per cent. In the 1991 Census there were three
ethnic minority groups where over half the people were born in the UK. These three groups were the

Black Other, the Other and the Black Caribbean groups.

This analysis highlights the number of ethnic minority people who would not have been identified by

a Census in 1991 in which only country of birth information was collected, rather than information on

ethnicity as well.

For each ethnic group, London had lower proportions of people born in the UK compared with other
regions in Great Britain. This is likely to be because London is often the place where people first
arrive from abroad, and has more short-term residents such as students and diplomats. The wide
variety of different communities may also be a factor which in itself attracts short-term residents.
The biggest difference in the populations living inside and outside London was for the Other group,
but the White group and the Indian group also showed large differences. The White group in London
had 87 per cent of people born in the UK, while areas outside London averaged 97 per cent. This
shows that there are more migrants within the White population in London compared with areas
outside London. For example, London had 36 per cent of Britain’s population of White people born
in the Irish Republic, and 65 per cent of Britain's population of White people born in Cyprus. The
Indian group, which was the largest ethnic minority group in London, showed similar differences to
the White population, whereas the differences were much smaller for the other Asian groups. This
contrasted with the Black Caribbean group which showed very small differences in the proportions

born inside the UK for London compared with areas outside London.

3.4.3  The diversity within each ethnic group

The following sections describe the main migrant groups in each of the ten ethnic groups in turn. The
data used for this analysis come from a table commissioned from OPCS by the London Research
Centre, which provided details for residents by ethnic group born in 120 areas and countries, as well

as the 35 code classification which shows ethnic group data before they were re-coded into ten ethnic

groups.
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3.4.3.1 White

The majority (87 per cent) of the White group was born in the UK, and 95 per cent of those were born

in England.

Around a third of White people born outside the UK were born in the Irish Republic (see Table 3.9).
Almost another third was composed of people born in Europe (European Community and Other
Europe). Around 100,000 people were from Asia, Africa and the Caribbean combined - both New
Commonwealth and other countries, and around 50,000 each from Cyprus and the Old

Commonwealth countries of Australia, Canada and New Zealand combined.

Table 3.9 Countries of birth of White people living in London who were born outside the
UK, 1991
Country of birth Number of White
people
Irish Republic 210,223
European Community 133,147
New Commonwealth 103,196
(New Commonwealth Asia 25,253)
(New Commonwealth Africa 12,947)
(New Commonwealth Caribbean 5,293)
(Cyprus 48,897)
Other Europe (mostly Scandinavia and E. 55,174
Europe)

Old Commonwealth 51,493
Non New Commonwealth Asia 33,064
(Middle East 27,516)
USA 29,793
Non New Commonwealth Africa 28,023
Turkey 18,304
Central and South America 13,109
Total White people born outside UK 684,098

Source: 1991 Census, LRC Commissioned Table LRCTI14

The 1991 Census ethnic group categories used a mixture of colour, culture and geography to identify
different groups. The data are repeatedly put to use to identify disadvantage, and therefore the figures
are often used to compare the White group with the other ethnic minority group categories. This can
often conceal the fact that there are a number of people from minority groups who, given this choice
of categories, record themselves as White. Of those people in the 1991 Census who were born
outside the UK, nearly half (47 per cent) were White. White people were born in every
country/region published from the Census, down to the smallest recorded number of 38 White people

born in The Gambia who were living in London in 1991.
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Racial discrimination can often be based on a person’s colour. It is not possible to know how many
people within the “White’ category may be the subject of discrimination, but it is certain that a
proportion would identify themselves as being from ethnic minority communities e.g. Cypriot or
Turkish. If all White people who were born outside the UK were identified as ethnic minorities, there
would be a further 10 per cent of the population recorded as ethnic minorities in 1991 added to the 20

per cent identified in the nine ethnic minority categories.

Nearly a third of Kensington & Chelsea’s White population was born abroad. White people in this
borough came from a large variety of countries including the USA, Middle Eastern countries, Irish
Republic, Central and South America, Australia, Canada and New Zealand. If all these people were
considered to be from ethnic minority groups, the total ethnic minority population of Kensington &
Chelsea would have been 47 per cent of the total borough population in 1991 rather than 16 per cent

of the population from ethnic minority groups excluding those in the White group.

The Irish are the largest migrant community living in London. There were more than a quarter of a
million people living in London in 1991 who were born in Ireland (including people of all ethnic
groups), with over two hundred thousand people (214,033) born in the Irish Republic, 42,243 in
Northern Ireland, and 194 who just wrote Ireland. Almost all people (over 98 per cent) born in
Ireland recorded themselves as White, but around 10,000 people in London wrote in Irish in the any
other ethnic group box, and were recoded by OPCS back into the White category (OPCS/GRO
Scotland 1994a). Of those in London writing in ‘Irish’, 60 per cent were born in Ireland and 40 per
cent born elsewhere. If this relationship held for the whole Irish community, and those born in
Ireland constituted 60 per cent of the whole community, it would have numbered 427,450 people in
London in 1991 - much more than the Indian group at 347,091 which was the largest complete ethnic

minority group identified by the Census.

Another large group of people in London who were contained mostly within the White group were
those born in Europe. In all there were 193,053 people born in European countries (excluding the UK
and the Irish Republic), of whom 98 per cent were White. This included 133,147 White people born
in European Community countries, and 55,174 White people born in other European countries. The
largest communities of 19,000 people or more were from Germany, Italy, Poland, France and Spain.
The smallest number of migrants from the European countries listed was 71 people born in Albania -
although the recent political situation has caused many more people to leave Albania for the UK since

the 1991 Census.
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Almost 13,000 people in London were White people born in New Commonwealth African countries -
mainly Zimbabwe (3,414), Kenya (3,384) and Nigeria (1,389). However, more than double that
number were born in Non-Commonwealth African countries (28,023) - mainly South Africa which
was not part of the Commonwealth in 1991 (14,721), and Egypt (5,892). Daley (1996) suggests that

the White populations born in Egypt and Libya would include children born to British forces

stationed there.

Over 58,000 White people living in London in 1991 were recorded in the Census as born in Asia.
The largest proportion of these was people born in the Middle East. Just over half of all people born
in the Middle East living in London in 1991 recorded themselves as White. Of those White people
born in South Asia (17,371), most were born in India (14,065). There were also 7,882 White people
born in New Commonwealth SE Asia - split evenly between Hong Kong, Malaysia and Singapore.
Other large Asian White groups included those born in Myanmar (Burma), Japan, the Philippines and

China.

The main other large White community in London not mentioned above are Cypriots. There were
nearly 49,000 White people born in Cyprus in London in 1991. Of course the total Cypriot
community numbers much more than this as many Cypriots were born in the UK, and in other
countries, and not all Cypriots identified themselves as White. It is also true to say that not all White
people born in Cyprus are Cypriots, but the majority are likely to be. Previous work (Storkey 1993b)
has estimated the total Cypriot community to be double the number who were counted as being born

in Cyprus in the 1991 Census.

3.4.3.2 Black Caribbean

Caribbean people belong to many different ethnic groups, including White, Indian and Black African.
However by far the majority, (87 per cent) of people born in the Caribbean, recorded themselves as
Black Caribbean. In London the Black Caribbean ethnic group constituted 4.4 per cent of the total
population of London in 1991. The community was more prominent in Inner London boroughs (7 per
cent of the total Inner London population), than Outer London boroughs (3 per cent of the total Outer
London population). Within Inner London there were further concentrations in a few boroughs,
mainly Lambeth (13 per cent of the borough population), Hackney (11 per cent), Brent (10 per cent)

and Lewisham (10 per cent).
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Just over half - 53 per cent - of the Black Caribbean population was born in the UK, a figure similar
for both Inner and Outer London boroughs. Brent, with the second largest Caribbean-born population

had less than half of its Black Caribbean population born in the UK, therefore having a higher than

average proportion of migrants.

The tables commissioned for London from the 1991 Census allow us to look in much greater detail,
than using the standard tables, at the areas within the Caribbean from which many of London’s Black
Caribbean community have migrated. Of the Caribbean islands named in the 1991 Census, the
largest migrant community came from Jamaica. There were over 76,000 people living in London in
1991 who had migrated from Jamaica. Over 94 per cent of these people were Black Caribbeans. The

largest concentrations were in Lambeth (9,703), Brent (7,530) and Lewisham (6,964).

Over 14,000 migrants were born in Guyana which is included as part of the Caribbean. Just over half
of these (52 per cent) were recorded as Black Caribbean, with 14 per cent Indian, 10 per cent in both
the Other and Black Other ethnic groups, and 6 per cent White. It is impossible to know how
ethnically diverse these people are from Census data, or to what extent the diversity is due to people
recording their ethnicity in different ways given the categories available. There was quite an even

spread across London, with slightly larger concentrations in Wandsworth (705), Croydon (679) and

Lambeth (653).

There were 13,466 Barbados-born people living in London in 1991. Again, most (94 per cent)
recorded themselves as Black Caribbean. Just over ten thousand (10,184) people in the Census were
recorded as born in Trinidad and Tobago. The range of ethnic groups recorded for Trinidad and
Tobago-born people was much wider than for the other Caribbean islands named. Only 66 per cent of

this group was Black Caribbean with 9 per cent White, 8 per cent from Other groups and 8 per cent

Indian.

There was a small group of people (230), who had migrated from Belize to London, recorded in the
1991 Census. There were more Belize-born migrants who were White (37 per cent) than Black
Caribbean (27 per cent), and 14 per cent were within the Other group. It is possible that the Whites

are linked to the British Army, which has advised the Belize Army for a number of years.

There was a sizeable number of migrants (27,756) born in other independent states in the New
Commonwealth Caribbean and also a further 2,841 migrants from New Commonwealth Caribbean

Dependent territories. Peach (1996) estimates that in Britain as a whole, those from the Windward or
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Leeward Islands numbering around 35,000 people, can be split roughly into a third from the Leeward

Islands (Antigua, St. Kitts-Nevis and Anguilla) and two thirds from the Windwards (Dominica,

Grenada, St Lucia and St. Vincent).

Other significant countries of birth for London’s Black Caribbeans included the Irish Republic (790
people), New Commonwealth Africa (625 people) - particularly Ghana and Nigeria, and European

Community countries (406 people).

In the 1991 Census there were 1,538 people who did not tick the Black Caribbean box, but who said
they were Black and from the Caribbean. These people were transferred by OPCS from the Black
Other category into the Black Caribbean category. There were also 2,016 people who ticked “any
other ethnic group” and wrote in the free text field at the end of the options, that they were from the
Caribbean. These people were also transferred by OPCS back into the Black Caribbean category,

although it seems less obvious that these people were black.

3.4.3.3 Black African

As with Caribbean people, African people belong to a range of different ethnic groups, a result of
colonial occupation and substantial in- and out-migration of Europeans, Asians and people from other
ethnic groups. Also, the term ‘African’ is sometimes seen as a political term identifying the original
birthplace of many black peoples’ ancestors - also incorporated into the term Afro-Caribbean. In the
1991 Census the term Black African is used - therefore separating out black Africans from Africans
of other ethnic groups, and also from black Caribbean people. Altogether there were 246,025 people
who were born in Africa living in London in 1991. Of these 41 per cent were Black, 33 per cent were

Indian, and 17 per cent were White.

Of people belonging to the Black African ethnic group (163,635), one third were born within the UK
- almost all in England. Of those born outside the UK, 95 per cent were born in Africa. The
boroughs with the largest Black African populations were Lambeth (16,021), Southwark (15,713),
Hackney (12,240), Newham (11,861) and Haringey (11,085).

Over half (56 per cent) of Black Africans living in London who were born outside the UK came from
two West African countries - Nigeria and Ghana. There were 33,573 people born in Nigeria living in

London in 1991 and 25,417 born in Ghana. Black African migrants from Nigeria mainly settled in
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Southwark (5,189), Lambeth (3,954) and Hackney (3,839). Those from Ghana were largely in
Lambeth (2,536), Haringey (1,861), Newham (1,834), Brent (1,809) and Southwark (1,783).

The next largest group of Black Africans were born in countries in an amalgamated group called
‘Other Africa’. There were 19,510 Black Africans who were born in a number of countries including
those in the Horn of Africa, ex-colonies of Central Africa such as Zaire, and all other Non-
Commonwealth countries excluding northern and southern Africa. It is impossible to get more detail
about this group, and frustrating as the numbers are so significant. The Office for National Statistics
(ONS) has been requested by users to code all countries in the 2001 Census to enable communities

such as Somali migrants, for example, to be identified.

Other significant Black African communities in London included 7,545 people born in Uganda, and
4,264 born in Sierra Leone. Uganda-born people were concentrated in Newham (1,052) and Haringey

(641), whilst the boroughs with the largest Sierra Leone-born populations were Southwark (575) and

Lambeth (494).

There were a number of other Black African groups which numbered between one and two thousand

people. These included Black Africans who were born in Zimbabwe, Kenya, Zambia and South

Africa.

3.4.3.4 Black Other

One published 1991 Census table identified 35 ethnic groups. Four of these groups were added
together to produce totals for the Black Other group. These included people who recorded
themselves as Black British, of any other non Caribbean, African, Asian or British Black ethnic

group, of Black/White mixed origin, or Black of mixed origin but not Black/White or Asian/White.

Most of the people (84 per cent of the total 80,613) in the Black Other group were born in the UK,
and almost all of these in England. There was a wide range of countries/regions of birth for those
12,813 born outside the UK. There were a number of people (3,446) born in Caribbean islands who
were black but not Black Caribbean. These included 1,394 born in Guyana, and 1,043 born in
Jamaica. There were 1,555 black people born in North and South America - around half (717) of

whom were born in the USA.

There were 2,247 black people born in African countries who were not Black African. These

included over 300 from both Nigeria and Ghana, and over 200 from both Kenya and South Africa.
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Almost two thousand (1,941) people in the Black Other group were born in Asia including 950 born
in South Asia (India, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka). There were a further 840 people who

were born in Cyprus who classified themselves in the Black Other group, as well as 602 born in

Mauritius.

The number of people recording themselves as Black British in London was 36,228. The boroughs
with the largest numbers were Hackney (4,266), Brent (2,999) Lewisham (2,961) and Lambeth
(2,877). Of these Black British people 96 per cent were born in the UK. There has been a lot of
debate about the inclusion of a specific category for Black British people in the 2001 Census (e.g.
Owen 1996d). It is likely that the inclusion of a specific category would increase the number of
people who would state that they were Black British. By not having a specific category in 1991,
many Black British people are likely to have ticked one of the other boxes such as Black Caribbean -
perhaps giving their family roots rather than the ethnic group they felt part of. Therefore the count of

36,000 Black British people in London is likely to be an underestimate of the true size of this group.

The more detailed ethnic classification is particularly helpful when identifying people of non-mixed
ethnicity who said they were Black but not Caribbean, African, Asian or British. In London there
were a large number, 20,486, in this category. There were over a thousand people in this group in six
boroughs in London - Hackney (1,528), Lambeth (1,483), Haringey (1,400) Brent (1,277), Lewisham
(1,128) and Southwark (1,001). Almost 60 per cent of this group were born in the UK. We do not
have any more information about this group, but examples of people in this category could include
Black British people who ticked the Black Other box but who did not write in an answer, or for
example, the children of Black people from any European country or of Black American parents. Of
the 8,524 born outside the UK, nearly a quarter were born in the Caribbean, particularly Guyana (993)
and Jamaica (527). Over 800 were born in Cyprus, and it has been suggested that some of these
people might be the children of black members of the British armed forces stationed there (Owen
1996a). The variety of other countries of birth in this category was large including the Irish Republic,

Mauritius, the USA, Turkey, and the Philippines.

The total number of Black people of mixed Black/White origin recorded in the 1991 Census in
London was 6,515. Just over half of these people lived in Inner London boroughs. Lambeth had the
most people recorded in this category (506). The vast majority (90 per cent) of these people were
born in the UK. Owen (1996a) analysed the parents of children in the Black Other category using the
one per cent household Sample of Anonymised Records (SAR). He showed that almost half of all
Black Other children lived in households with one Black and one White partner. Black Caribbeans
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were the most likely Black group to have a White partner. A fifth of Black Other children lived in
households with two Black partners - mainly both Black Caribbean or both Black Other. Over a
quarter of Black Other children lived in households where the two partners were White. This may be
due to adoption of black children by white people, or may be due to partnership break up where one

of the white people is not the child’s biological parent.

The final category making up the Black Other population was the Other mixed group, totalling
17,384. Two thirds of this group lived in Inner London boroughs, particularly Lambeth and
Lewisham. The majority of these people (88 per cent) were born in the UK. From analysis by Owen
(1996a) referred to above, many of these could be children whose parents were both black and the
children could be, for example, Jamaican/British or Nigerian/British or Tanzanian/Mauritian. There

was a wide variety of countries of birth for those in this category born outside the UK.

3.4.3.5 Indian

When looking at the composition of the Indian ethnic group, it is again apparent that the group
contains great diversity. It has been noted elsewhere that many Indians abroad share a set of values,
beliefs, aspirations and a clear sense of identity (Clarke, Peach and Vertovec (1990) reported in
Robinson (1996)). However, Indians in London practise different religions, speak a number of
different languages, come from a range of different socio-economic groups, and could have been born

in any of the world’s continents.

In London, the Indian ethnic group was the largest ethnic minority group in 1991, other than the Irish
for whom we have a count only of those born in Ireland and not the ethnic group as a whole. There

were 347,091 people in the Indian ethnic category, of whom around a third were born in the UK.

Just over a third of the total group (35 per cent - 121,247 people) were born in India itself, although
this percentage varied across boroughs. Comparing two boroughs with two of the largest Indian
populations, 41 per cent of Newham’s Indian population was born in India whilst only 26 per cent of

Harrow’s Indian population was India-born. A further 2,186 Indians in London were born in Pakistan,

and 1,489 born in Sri Lanka.

Just less than a quarter of Indians in London (22 per cent - 77,956 people) were born in East Africa.
Harrow (12,500) and Brent (11,901) had by far the largest populations of Indians born in East Africa.
In fact 39 per cent of Harrow’s Indians were born in East Africa compared to an average of 18 per

cent in all London boroughs, and a low of 7 per cent for Indians in Hackney. Over half of Indians
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born in East Africa were from Kenya. There were a further 17,521 Indians born in Uganda, and
11,823 Indians born in Tanzania, with much smaller communities of less than 2,000 Indians born in
Malawi and Zambia. Harrow and Brent had very similar sizes of all these groups with over 7,000

Kenya-born Indians, around 3,000 Uganda-born and 1,600 Tanzania-born.

As well as Indians born in the UK, India and East Africa, there were also around 3,000 Indians born

in Commonwealth SE Asia - (in Malaysia and Singapore rather than Hong Kong), Mauritius, and the

Caribbean - mostly Guyana.

The final significant country which provides a place of origin for Indians in London is South Africa

where 1,186 Indian residents in London were born.

3.4.3.6 Pakistani

The Pakistani group may at first seem to be one of the more homogeneous ethnic group categories in
the 1991 Census, as it included people who identified themselves with one particular firmly
established state. However there are a number of complexities even for this ethnic group. Pakistan
only came into existence in 1947 when the Indian sub-continent was partitioned following
independence from British rule. It was made up from regions where Muslims formed the majority,
and had two wings, West Pakistan, and East Bengal which later became Bangladesh. As a
consequence of this partition, many people migrated from India into Pakistan, and from Pakistan into
India. Also, within present day Pakistan there are large ethnic divisions particularly between people
living in the different regions, however these divisions are not seen so much in Britain as the majority
of migrant Pakistanis are Punjabis. Furthermore Kashmir is still disputed territory and some parts are
under Pakistani rather than Indian authority. These factors mean that there may be some overlap
between the Pakistani, Indian and Bangladeshi groups, for example someone who was born pre-1947

in what was then India, but is now Pakistan may have recorded either on the Census form.

The Pakistani community numbered 87,816 in London in 1991. Unlike almost all the other ethnic
groups, there were around the same proportions of Pakistanis in Inner and Outer London. Waltham
Forest had the largest Pakistani population with 8 per cent of the borough’s population being

Pakistani, and Newham followed with 6 per cent.
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Of all Pakistanis in London, 45 per cent were born in the UK, by far the majority in England. In the
biggest communities in Waltham Forest and Newham, this proportion increased to half, which is

likely to be a result of more settled communities with more children who have been born in the UK.

Half the Pakistani population was born in South Asia (44,030), and most of these people (38,593)
were born in Pakistan. Over five thousand (5,164) were born in India, which may relate to some
older people who were born before Pakistan became independent from India as discussed above.
However more India-born Pakistanis lived in boroughs with the largest Indian communities such as
Ealing and Brent, than in boroughs with the largest Pakistani populations such as Waltham Forest and

Newham. In contrast, only 234 Pakistanis were born in Bangladesh.

Again, as with other groups, not all those born in Pakistan were Pakistani, in fact 14 per cent came
from other ethnic groups. This varied by borough and in Richmond for example; a third of the 280

Pakistan-born people were White.

The only other significant countries of birth for Pakistani migrants were Kenya where 1,943

Pakistanis were born - now living mostly in Ealing and Hounslow, and Uganda where 430 were born.

3.4.3.7 Bangladeshi

Of all the ethnic groups named in the 1991 Census, the Bangladeshi group is the most homogeneous.
Bangladesh become an independent country in 1971 when it separated from the rest of Pakistan, and
was recognised by the UK in 1972. The Bangladeshi population in London originates
overwhelmingly from Sylhet, a district in the north east of Bangladesh. Although people began
migrating from what is now Bangladesh in the 18th and 19th Centuries, the current Bangladeshi

community is of recent origin, with the bulk of the migration occurring during the 1980s.

There were 85,738 Bangladeshis in London in 1991, similar in size to the Pakistani population. Of

these, 35 per cent were born in the UK, and all but 200 of those were born in England.

Of those born outside the UK (55,688), 98 per cent were born in Bangladesh, making up 64 per cent
of the whole Bangladeshi population. This very high proportion, compared with the spread of
countries from which migrants of other ethnic groups have come to L.ondon, is mostly explained by
the relatively recent emergence of Bangladesh itself, as most people migrated in the 1980s when
Bangladesh was established as a country. Only 291 Bangladeshis were born in India, and 327 born in

Pakistan, showing that people obviously identify with Bangladesh itself and not India or Pakistan of
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which the country was once part. This perhaps also reflects the young age structure of the group,
with younger people tending to be the migrants, and not those who had lived for many years as part of

another country before Bangladeshi independence.

There was a slight difference between boroughs in the proportions of Bangladeshis actually born in
Bangladesh. Just including those with larger populations, the proportions varied from 62 per cent

born in Bangladesh in Newham, to 71 per cent in Westminster.

There was a small number of Bangladeshis from some other countries around the world, but they only

numbered more than 50 in three countries, Scotland - 83, Irish Republic - 81, and Wales - 56.

As documented in many other places (e.g. Storkey 1994b), Bangladeshis are particularly concentrated
in Tower Hamlets where there were 36,955 in 1991. However, more than half (57 per cent) of
London’s Bangladeshis lived in other boroughs, and those with particular concentrations include

Newham with 8,152, Camden with 6,021, and Westminster with 3,997.

3.4.3.8 Chinese

The 1991 Census records the number of Chinese in London at 56,579 making it the smallest ethnic
minority group of the nine named in the Census. Although it is an ethnic group category linked to a
country, only a small proportion of Chinese migrants come from China. However people seem to
adhere to the concept of Chinese ethnicity illustrated by the large number of people from varied
countries who recorded themselves as Chinese. There are large Chinese communities in many other

countries, particularly countries in South East Asia.

Chinese seamen migrated to Britain during the second half of the 19th Century, when they had stayed
to work in British ports. Towards the end of the 19th Century Chinese communities began to grow
and people set up laundries and catering businesses. However up until the end of the Second World
War, it is estimated that there were still fewer than 5,000 Chinese in Britain (Shang 1984). The next
main wave of migration, which occurred in the 1960s, brought the majority of today’s population into

Britain.

Only a quarter (26 per cent) of Chinese in London were born in the UK, 98 per cent of whom were
born in England. For those migrating to London, Hong Kong is the country of origin of the largest
number - 14,772, or a quarter (26 per cent) of all Chinese in London. Next come Chinese who were

born in Malaysia who number nearly eight thousand (7,979). Ten per cent of Chinese were born in
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China itself (5,871) and another ten per cent in Vietnam (5,773). The remaining Chinese were born

in other countries including Singapore (2,166), Mauritius (1,044), Taiwan (634), and the Caribbean
(577).

3.4.3.9 Other Asian

This should not be called an ethnic group. It shows much more heterogeneity than the other ethnic
groups apart from the Black Other and Other groups which are similar aggregates, and there is no
cultural bond which holds all the communities it contains together. There was no Other Asian
category in the Census, it has been composed of people who wrote in answers in the Other and Black

Other categories, which had an Asian influence.

In all there were 112,807 people in the Other Asian category in London. Of these, only a fifth were
born in the UK. Of those born outside the UK, the main areas where people were born include Far
East Asia (40,694, particularly Japan, the Philippines and Vietnam), Sri Lanka (21,578), Mauritius
(6,846) and East Africa (6,190).

People born in Sri Lanka constituted the largest single group in this Other Asian category. Most
people (84 per cent) born in Sri Lanka categorised themselves as an ethnic group which was included
within the Other Asian group. Other Asians born in Sri Lanka tended to live in the west of London in

1991, in Brent (2,627), Ealing (1,671), Merton (1,579) and Harrow (1,535).

Almost all (92 per cent) of the 17,192 people born in Japan were included within the Other Asian
category, which they would have been had they written in Japanese in the write in box. The largest

number of Other Asians born in Japan was in Barnet (3,884), followed by Ealing (1,581) and Brent
(1,528).

There were 13,429 people born in the Philippines living in London in 1991. Over four fifths (84 per
cent) were classified in the Other Asian group. Other Asians born in the Philippines tended to live in

central areas of London such as Newham (1,430), Kensington & Chelsea (1,229) and Westminster

(1,144).

There were nearly 12,000 people born in Vietnam living in London in 1991. The Vietnamese in
London are not a homogeneous community, coming from both Vietnamese and Chinese backgrounds,
mainly from North and South Vietnam, but also from Cambodia and Laos. Many of the Chinese

people born in Vietnam came from North Vietnam, where their families had been settled for several
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generations. Of those who were born in Vietnam, half were recorded in the Census as Chinese, and
half wrote in an answer which was recoded into the Other Asian category, as would have happened if
people had written Vietnamese. Other Asians born in Vietnam lived mostly in Hackney (742),
Southwark (695) and Greenwich (620), whilst Chinese people born in Vietnam lived mostly in
Southwark (1,041), Lambeth (882), and Lewisham (806).

People born in Mauritius (13,907) were recorded in a number of different ethnic groups in the

Census. Half (6,846) were recorded as Other Asian.

Ther.e were six categories named in the full 35 code classification which were recoded by OPCS back
into the Other Asian category (see Table 3.10). These were people who wrote in answers in the Black
Other category or the ‘any other ethnic group’ category. The largest of these were people who wrote
in an Asian ethnic group under ‘any other ethnic group’ who could not be reallocated to any of the
other ethnic groups. The majority of people in this category were those born in countries in the Far
East such as Japan (15,581), the Philippines (10,101), Vietnam (5,227), Mauritius (5,165), Malaysia
(2,698) and Myanmar (923), as well as others from South Asia (2,864), and East Africa (2,049).

The second largest category (27,226 people) was for people who ticked ‘any other ethnic group’ and
who wrote in an answer relating to the Indian sub-continent. A large proportion (64 per cent) were
born in Sri Lanka, in fact more than two thirds of all people born in Sri Lanka were in this category as

they would have been if they had ticked the Other ethnic group box and had written in Sri Lankan or

Tamil for example.

Table 3.10 Ethnic group answers recoded into the Other Asian category, 1991 Census

Ethnic Group Number
Black Other - East African Asian or Indo-Caribbean 705
Black Other - Indian sub-continent 2,280
Black Other - Other Asian 11,930
Other ethnic group - East African Asian or Indo-Caribbean 3,468
Other ethnic group - Indian sub-continent 27,226
Other ethnic group - Other Asian 67,198
Total 112,807

Source: 1991 Census, LRC Commissioned Table LRCT64

The next largest category (11,930 people) making up the Other Asian group were people of non-
mixed origin who ticked the Black Other category and wrote in an ethnic origin relating to Asia
excluding those already mentioned. Examples of this might include black Afghanis, or black Asian

Mauritians. A third were born in the UK. The main countries of birth for those born outside the UK
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were Sri Lanka (1,533), the Philippines (1,130), New Commonwealth East Africa (955), and Vietnam
(310).

The other three categories were much smaller and are not described in detail here.

3.4.3.10 Other

The Other ethnic group is a residual category containing all people not included in the other nine
main ethnic categories. It aggregates many different communities and some have gone as far as
labelling it a category of desperation (Al-Rasheed 1996). Two per cent of London’s population was in
this category - numbering 120,872 people. Over half (53 per cent) of this group were born in the UK.
The most reported countries of birth of those born outside the UK and those with over a thousand
people living in London were India, Iran, Iraq, Morocco, Egypt, Lebanon, Guyana, Turkey and

Colombia.

Almost half of those born outside the UK in the Other group in London were born in the Middle East
or North Africa (25,402), and many of these people were likely to be Arabs. From the more detailed
ethnic breakdown we know that 32,143 people in the Other category stated an ethnic origin which
was Arab, North African or Iranian. For many Arab people, the categories of White, Black and Asian
would not have been obviously appropriate to record their ethnicity. Al-Rasheed (1996) states that
the majority of Arabs would regard themselves as white, but that some, knowing that in Britain the
White category has implications of European whiteness, would have chosen to tick the Other category
in order to record their Arab origins, even though they would still consider themselves to be white.
Although people from Arab countries are found within the Other group, many people born in this part
of the world were recorded as White on the Census forms, for example, 54 per cent of those born in
the Middle East were recorded as White. A minority would have been European whites born in these
countries to parents working in the oil business, or on military bases or for colonial administrations.
Just under a thousand (955) in the Other group were born in Israel and might include a number of
Jewish people. It seems that around half of all Arab people were recorded within the White category,
and half within the Other category. If we estimate that half the Arab community were within the
Other group and stated their Arab origins, and half were hidden within the White group, it gives us a

figure of around 64,000 for the Arab population in London.

The other half of people within the Other group who were born outside the UK, came from a variety

of countries, some of which were areas of the world not obviously covered by any of the other ethnic

62



categories, such as South America. Others were from countries where ethnicity is a complex issue -
perhaps because of influences from a number of different ethnic groups, and where people from those
countries seemed to respond in a number of different ways to the Census question categories, for
example Guyana, Mauritius and Trinidad and Tobago. Also some ethnic groups such as Kurds
straddle more than one country and would account for a proportion of people born in Iraq and Turkey.
There was a large number of people born in India in the “Other” category (7,321), which Al-Rasheed
(1996) suggests could include for example, Parsis who originate from Iran and who therefore may not
identify with the Indian ethnic group itself. The final group which is included in the Other category is

people of mixed ethnic origin who were not Black.

From the full 35 code breakdown, nine of the codes were aggregated to form the Other ethnic group.
These included two categories of people who ticked the Black Other category, and wrote in an answer
which was then recoded into the Other ethnic group category. The full list of the nine categories is

shown in Table 3.11.

Table 3.11 Ethnic group answers aggregated to form the Other category, 1991 Census

Ethnic Group Answers Number
Black Other - North African, Arab or Iranian 2,810
Black Other - Asian/White mixed origin 52
Other ethnic group- British - ethnic minority indicated 6,855
Other ethnic group - British - ethnic minority not indicated 5,775
Other ethnic group - North African, Arab or Iranian 29,333
Other ethnic group - Other answers 19,460
Other ethnic group - Black/ White mixed origin 9,665
Other ethnic group - Asian/White mixed origin 22,437
Other ethnic group - Other mixed origin 24,485
Total 120,872

Source: 1991 Census, LRC Commissioned Table LRCT64

The total number of people recording a mixed ethnic origin in the Other ethnic group was 56,639.
People of mixed White ethnic origin were recoded back into the White group, and people who ticked
the Black Other box and had mixed ethnic origins remained within the Black Other group. The total
combined of all these mixed ethnic origin categories was 82,096. The number may well have been
larger had there been a separate category for those of mixed ethnic origin, as many may have ticked a

category representing just one of the groups they identified with.
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3.4.4 The distribution of different ethnic groups across London

There were nearly three million people in ethnic minority groups in England in 1991, nearly half of
whom (46 per cent) lived in London. The total number of ethnic minority residents in London was
1,346,000. Although overall the proportion living in London was nearly half the English total, the

proportions for each ethnic group varied widely as shown in Table 3.12.

The proportions for the ethnic minority groups in Table 3.12 range from the Pakistani population
where London had 19.5 per cent of the total Pakistani population in England, to the Black African

group where nearly 80 per cent of the English total lived in London.

Table 3.12 The percentage of each ethnic group in England who lived in London, 1991

Ethnic group Percentage of each
group in London
White 12.1
Black Caribbean 58.7
Black African 79.1
Black Other 46.8
Indian 42.1
Pakistani 19.5
Bangladeshi 54.3
Chinese 39.9
Other Asian 59.6
Other 44.2

Source: 1991 Census LBS Table 6 for England and for London

Concentrations of ethnic minority groups vary across London. Map 3.1 shows the percentage of
ethnic minority population in each ward in London. It shows that there is no one pocket of ethnic
minority concentration in the city. Instead there are a number of areas in north west, north east, west

and south London, which contain wards with the highest percentages of ethnic minorities.

The lack of ethnic minority segregation in London which is presented in Map 3.1 is illustrated further
when analysing the spatial variation of different ethnic groups rather than the total ethnic minority

population. Table 3.13 shows the three boroughs with the highest proportions of each ethnic group.

One of the first points to note in Table 3.13 is that 18 different boroughs are named. Therefore over
half the boroughs in London have the highest concentrations of one ethnic group. Even ignoring the
three Whitest boroughs, there is still a spread of boroughs across London. This shows that ethnic
minority people do not live in one particular area of the city. This contrasts with some cities in the

USA where concentrations in one area are much more prevalent (Peach and Rossiter 1996).
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Map 3.1. Percentage of ethnic minority population in each ward, London, 1991

Percentage ethnic minority

B30t 90.3% (156)
T 15 to less than 30%  (242)
[] Less than 15% (360)

Source: Census Local Base Statistics Table 6

The boundaries are as at 1991



Table 3.13 Boroughs with the three highest percentages of each ethnic group in London,
1991
Ethnic Group Borough 1 % Borough 2 Yo Borough 3 %
White Havering 96.8 | Bromley 95.3 | Richmond 94.5
Black Caribbean Lambeth 12.6 | Hackney 11.2 | Brent 10.2
Black African Southwark 7.2 | Hackney 6.8 | Lambeth 6.5
Black Other Hackney 4.0 | Lambeth 2.7 | Lewisham 25
Indian Brent 17.2 | Ealing 16.1 | Harrow 16.1
Pakistani Waltham Forest 6.3 | Newham 5.9 | Brent 3.0
Bangladeshi Tower Hamlets 22.9 | Newham 3.8 | Camden 3.5
Chinese ‘Westminster 1.6 | Camden 1.5 | City of London 1.4
Other Asian Brent 3.6 | Newham 3.0 | Barnet 2.9
Other Westminster 4.3 | Kensington & 3.6 | Brent 32
Chelsea

Source: 1991 Census LBS Table 6

Secondly, the size of the largest concentrations of each ethnic group varies considerably. For
example, the largest proportion of Black Caribbeans in a borough exceeds 12 per cent whereas the
largest concentration of Chinese in London only reaches 1.6 per cent. Thirdly the data in Table 3.13
give some indications of the degree of concentration of each ethnic group within London as a whole.
For example, the Chinese group has similar proportions in all three top boroughs, whereas the

Bangladeshi group is very concentrated within Tower Hamlets.

3.4.5 Age and gender structures of different ethnic groups in London

3.4.5.1 Age structures

The pyramids appearing on the following pages illustrate the different age structures of eight ethnic
groups. The data are based on 1991 Census data adjusted for under-enumeration using the boost
factors produced by OPCS/General Register Office Scotland (OPCS/GRO 1994b). They have been
produced using the same scale so the shapes can be compared with one another. The bottom axis can
be taken as representing the various proportions, so a short bar shows that there are small proportions
of that age group in that population. The absolute numbers have been given alongside so that the
relative size of the populations can also be compared. The vertical scale in each case gives the five
year age groups, the figures to the left of this show the males and the figures to the right show

females. The 85-89 age group contains all people 85 and over.
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Population pyramids to show the age structure of eight ethnic groups in London

Figure 3.3 Age structure of the Black Caribbean population, London, 1991
Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 95-99 0
0 90-94 0
139 85-89 317
336 80-84 F 475
942 75-19 1083
2079 7074 1967
4506 65-69F 3637
7901 60-641 6659
10132 55-50F 9650
10416 S0-54f 10971
6169 4549 9260
4610 40-44f 7913
7326 35391 - 11028
12715 30-34} \ 17306
18693 25-20f 21959
14300 2024 F - 15855
9142 15-19F 9257
9349 10-14} 9121
11056 59 1 10514
11786 0-4 11549
141597 300118 158521
Figure 3.4 Age structure of the Black African population, London, 1991
Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 95-99 0
0 90-94 0
45 85-89 69
51 80-84 70
110 75-19 116
281 70-74 204
569 65-69 343
1022 60-64 644
1744 55-59 1 1079
2988 50-54 2408
2934 45-49 3468
4186 40-44 4784
6427 35-39 6368
11510 30-34} 10876
14535 25-29 15069
9848 20-24 10424
5428 15-19 5593
5824 10-14 5726
7546 5-9 7364
10610 0-4 10485
85658 170748 85090



Figure 3.5 Age structure of the Black Other population, London, 1991

Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 95-99 0
0 90-94 0
26 8589 43
31 80-84F 59
90 75-79 96
131 70-74 154
255 65-69) 247
376 60-64 376
478 55-59F 475
606 50-54f 589
567 45-49F 777
781 40-44f 929
1155 35-39F 1403
2624 30-34) 3245
5230 25-291 ’ = 6340
4987 20-24} - 5536
4005 15-19F - 4088
4977 10-14 4746
6288 5-9 = 5188
8232 0-4 7714
40839 83844 43005
Figure 3.6 Age structure of the Indian population, London, 1991
Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 95-99 0
0 90-94 0
341 8589 402
578 80-84 692
1177 75-79 1272
2208 70-74} 2165
3678 65-69 3325
5712 60-64F 4991
8289 5559 F 7038
9791 50-54 8942
8942 45-49 9550
12760 40-44 12763
16905 35.39 A 15958
18014 30-34 % 18467
16439 25-29 17570
14967 20-24 1 14844
12899 15-19 13979
15232 10-14F 14267
16780 59 F 16169
15760 0-4 14940

180472 357806 177334



Figure 3.7 Age structure of the Pakistani population, London, 1991

Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 9599 0
0 90-94 0
32 8589} 47
55 80-84 50
100 75-19 87
256 7074} 202
543 65-69F 291
1109 60640 617
2059 5559 F 1018
2845 50-54F 1748
2169 45-491 2071
2409 40-44 F 2591
3444 35-39F 3171
3971 30-34F 3746
4068 _ 25-20F - , 3822
4958 20-24F - 4546
4438 1519 3961
5007 10-14§ 4679
5225 5.5 1 4971
5250 0-4 4914
47938 90470 42532
Figure 3.8 Age structure of the Bangladeshi population, London, 1991
Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 9599 0
0 90-94 0
14 85-89 25
28 80-84 25
74 75-79 42
178 70-74 96
463 65-69 137
1452 60-64 363
2155 5559 839
2841 50-54 1527
1241 45-49 1434
804 40-44 2016
2114 35-39 2725
3117 30-34 2467
2623 25-29 2737
3522 20-24 3751
5516 15-19 5025
6395 10-14 5867
6991 5-9 6488
6803 0-4 6549



Figure 3.9 Age structure of the White population, London, 1991

Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 95-59 0
0 7 90-94 0
22369 - 85-89 F 75412
45885 80-84 ) 93452
75946 123262
93438 70- 74k 128577
120800 144583
129132 60-64 141170
130512 ‘ 55-59 136180
134030 50-54 140430
152710 45-49 156452
191987 ‘ 40-44 190348
181230 " N 3539 176898
233539 - 30-34 219673
306749 [N 25-29 1 285357
241351 20-24 244968
146502 ) 15-19 140950
134014 _ W 0-14 125977
144517 529 136145
171182 0-4 161575
2655893 5477302 2821409
Figure 3.10  Age structure of the Chinese population, London, 1991
Male 1991 Female
0 100+ 0
0 95-99 0
0 50-94 0
26 85-89 82
67 80-84 102
130 75-79 § 204
226 70-74 ¢ 318
433 65-69 433
650 60-64 585
950 5559 818
1174 50-54f 1125
1321 45-49} 1334
2061 40-44 2664
2517 35-30F 3279
3371 30-34 3437
4020 25-29 - 3933
3569 20-24 3482
2192 15-19 2087
2062 10-14 1918
2085 5.9 1940
2083 0-4 1936
28937 58614 29677

Source for Figures 3.3-3.10: 1991 Census LBS Table 6 adjusted for under-enumeration
Note: The category 85-89 represents all people aged 85 and over.



There are a number of striking features of the pyramids.

e The White pyramid has much larger numbers of elderly people both in terms of the proportion

in the population, and in terms of actual numbers.

e The baby boom of the 60s can be clearly seen in the White pyramid where the 25-29 age group
is very large. Although young people have always migrated into London for work, the baby
boom has meant those in their late twenties are a particularly large group. This effect can be
seen in the analysis of mid-year estimate age data from 1991 to 1999 as this large cohort ages

over the decade (Hollis 2000). Also it should be noted that this effect cannot be seen so clearly

in the three South Asian groups.

e An ’echo’effect can be seen in some of the pyramids. Where there are large proportions of a
particular age group in a population, there is often a correspondingly large number of people in
the age group 25 or so years younger. This is because the younger group contains the older
group’s children. This phenomenon is caused by particular patterns of migration and fertility
and can be seen in the pyramids of the White, Black Caribbean and Indian populations. The
echo effect can be caused when there are large numbers of people in childbearing age groups
who have children, as seen in the White group. Even though overall fertility rates for the
White ethnic group are low (see Chapter 4), there are very large numbers of couples in their

childbearing years and therefore there will still be a corresponding large number of children

born.

e The White, Black Caribbean and Chinese groups all show a narrowing of the bases which may

be a result of a decline in fertility.

e The three South Asian populations vary in the size of their elderly populations. Of the three
populations, the Indian population has the largest proportion of people aged 65 and over,
followed by the Pakistani population and then the Bangladeshi population which has the

youngest structure.

¢ The Bangladeshi and Black Caribbean populations, and to a lesser extent the Pakistani
population, seem to have fewer males in their 40s than might be expected. This could be a
result of under-enumeration even after adjustment, or perhaps migration patterns. In the case
of Bangladesh, it could be linked to the struggle for independence which was gained in 1971.
The 'missing’ men in their 40s would have been in their 20s at the time of independence in

Bangladesh. Perhaps it was these young men who were fighting in the years leading up to
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independence, and perhaps this delayed migration for some and prevented it for those who

were injured or those affected by the civil war.

e The Black Other’ group has the youngest structure of all the groups. This is likely to be partly
a reflection of the growing group of people who consider themselves to be Black British, and
the growing number of people of mixed black/white parentage. In London 45 per cent of the
Black Other group are Black British people and 8 per cent are recorded as being of mixed

black/white parentage, although as discussed earlier the actual numbers of people of mixed

parentage are likely to be higher.

The structure of the different groups has a major influence on the future numbers of these groups.
For example, although the numbers of South Asian elderly people were quite low in 1991, the
numbers of those in their 50s were much larger, and these people will become pensioners over the

next decade.

3.4.5.2 Gender patterns

Overall in London there were more females than males, with a sex ratio of 93 males for every 100
females. This constitutes a large change from the sex ratio at birth which in London in 1991 was 104
boys to 100 girls (see Chapter 4 for more discussion of sex ratios). The gender structure of a
community influences its age structure. As women generally have a longer life expectancy than men,
the older the age structure, the more likely there are to be more females than males in the population.
At birth in the UK there are more boys than girls, and up until age 50 there are more males than
females although the differences can be quite small. However from age 50 onwards there are more
females than males, and at the oldest age groups the differences can be very large, hence producing
population totals with more females than males in the population. The pattern of more females than

males existed in 1991 for every London borough apart from the City where there were more males

than females.

3.4.5.3 Gender by country of birth

There were more females than males for both those born in the UK and outside the UK as a whole.
However, there were a number of countries of birth for which there were more males than females.
These included Scotland, Northern Ireland, East Africa, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Cyprus,

Gibraltar, Malta and Gozo, Turkey, Non-New Commonwealth Africa and Rest of World, as shown in

Table 3.14.
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Table 3.14 Gender ratio (males per 100 females) by country/area of birth in London

Country of birth Females Country of birth Males excess
excess gender ratio
gender ratio
Remainder of Europe 70 N Ireland 101
European Community 73 Rest of World 101
North and South America 78 Scotland 104
Old Commonwealth 81 Cyprus, Gibraltar, Malta, and Gozo 106
Caribbean (NC) 82 East Africa (NC) 106
USSR 83 Bangladesh 110
Irish Republic 85 Pakistan 110
Wales 88 Africa not NC 112
Other Africa (NC) 89 Turkey 125
Outside UK 90 Sri Lanka 129
Asia not NC 92
India 92
England 93
SE Asia (NC) 93
UK 93
New Commonwealth 96
Other NC 98

Source: 1991 Census, LRC Commissioned Table LRCT13

Note: NC = New Commonwealth

The different ratios reflect different migration patterns of communities. For example, the ratio for
people born in India shows more females than males, whereas the ratios for the other South Asian
countries of Bangladesh, Pakistan and Sri Lanka reflect more males than females. This is particularly
so for people born in Sri Lanka - with 29 per cent more males than females in the population.

Perhaps this is because males tended to migrate first and the Indian community is well settled in
London and wives and families have already followed and been united. The other communities such

as Sri Lankans are newer and perhaps fewer women have migrated.

Of people born in Turkey living in London there were 25 per cent more males than females. There is
not a tradition of Turkish women migrating to Britain for work in their own right. Turkish men tend
to migrate for mainly economic reasons and then those who are married tend to bring their wives to
join them at a later date (NIDI 2001). Also many Turkish born people in London are Kurdish
refugees and asylum seekers, and asylum seekers generally are around three times more likely to be

males than females (Home Office 2000).

Borough data reveal some unusual features - however this is often in communities with very small
" numbers. Borough variations are also more often seen in specific country of birth data rather than in

those figures where a number of countries have been aggregated to form a region such as SE Asia.
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An example is those born in Sri Lanka. There were large excesses of Sri-Lankan born males over
females in all boroughs except Kensington & Chelsea, Westminster, Bromley and Sutton. Some
boroughs had extremely large excesses of males - with Newham’s large Sri-Lankan born population
having 78 per cent more males than females, and Waltham Forest having 89 per cent more males. It
may be the case that richer migrants go to richer areas and migrate with their families. Poorer
migrants are concentrated in the less well off areas and may work in L.ondon sending remittances to

Sri Lanka, or may be saving until they can afford a family or can afford to bring their families to

London.

3.4.5.4 Age analysis by broad age groups

One of the ways of simplifying age data is to disaggregate the population into age groups in order to

compare the proportions of children, people of working age, and older people.

Overall in London, 22 per cent of the residents in 1991 were under 18, 59 per cent were between 18
and 59, and the remaining 19 per cent were 60 and over. There was little difference between Inner
and Outer London, but there were wider differentials between boroughs. The Central London
boroughs of the City, Westminster, and Kensington & Chelsea had the smallest proportion of children
aged 0-17 in their populations. The City had just 7 per cent at these ages, whilst the other two
boroughs had around 15 per cent, compared with Tower Hamlets with over 28 per cent. Haringey,
Hackney, Newham, Lambeth and Brent all had the lowest proportions of older people in their
populations with less than 17 per cent at those ages. This compares with Barking & Dagenham with

more than 23 per cent aged 60 and over.

3.4.5.5 Age by gender

In London there were around 1.5 million children, 4 million people aged 18-59, and 1.3 million older

people aged 60 and over. The split by gender is shown in Table 3.15.

Table 3.15 Total population by age and gender, London, 1991

Age group male female
0-17 741,600 709,200
18-59 1,933,100 2,024,600
60+ 530,900 740,400
Total 3,205,600 3,474,200

Source: 1991 Census, LRC Commissioned Table LRCT13
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There are more male children than female as expected in London. Females in England live on
average 5 years longer than males (ONS 2001), and this accounts for the higher proportion of women
aged 60 and over in London (22 per cent of the female population) compared with men (17 per cent
of the male population). Consequently there are slightly smaller proportions of women aged 18-59,

compared with males at those ages (but more in actual numbers).

3.4.5.6 Country of birth by age

The proportions of the population in each of the broad age groups for a number of different country of

birth groups are set out in Table 3.16.

Table 3.16 shows that there are quite large differences in the age structure of migrants who were born
outside the UK, and those people born inside the UK. The main difference is that there were far
fewer children aged 0-17 who had migrated. This is perhaps not surprising as many migrants move in
their early adult years before they have children, and once they are settled they then start families, and
therefore the children are UK-born. As well as differences between UK and non-UK born people,
there are also differences in age structure between different migrant groups. Migrants from the USSR
had the oldest age structure with nearly two thirds of the population aged 60 or over. This compares
with migrants from Commonwealth Africa (excluding East Africa) where only three per cent were
aged 60 or older, reflecting the different migration ‘waves’ described earlier. Other migrant groups
had lower proportions of children, such as migrants from the Irish Republic, India and the
Commonwealth Caribbean. The group of migrants from Commonwealth East Africa were unusual in

having low proportions of children and older people, and a very high proportion of people of working

age (90 per cent).

There were also considerable differences between boroughs, which was partly due to the different
ethnic groups living in each area. For example, Tower Hamlets had the highest proportion of children
aged 0-17 of any borough, and a particularly high proportion of children born outside the UK (22 per
cent), which was influenced by the large number of Bangladesh-born children (7,932). There were
also some differences in the age structures of the same migrant group between different boroughs.
For example, in Westminster 40 per cent of Irish-born were 60 or over, whereas in Waltham Forest

only 17 per cent of migrants from the Irish Republic were in this age group.
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The age profiles of these groups can contribute to our knowledge of how these populations might
grow in the future. However, the full communities will also include UK-born people and those born

in other countries, so analysing just these data will only contribute a partial picture.

Table 3.16 The proportions of the population by age group and country of birth, London,

1991

Country/region of hirth 0-17 18-59 60 and

over
Inside the UK 25.5 54.5 20.0
Outside the UK 8.1 76.3 15.7
Irish Republic 39 69.8 26.4
Old Commonwealth 6.0 84.6 94
New Commonwealth 7.3 80.1 12.6
Bangladesh 32.1 62.9 5.0
India 37 76.5 19.9
Pakistan 9.0 834 7.7
Sri Lanka 8.5 83.6 7.9
NC East Africa 5.7 50.4 39
NC Other Africa 12.1 84.8 3.1
NC Caribbean 2.1 77.4 20.5
SE Asia 7.5 87.4 5.2
Cyprus, Gibraltar etc. 2.1 77.7 20.2
Turkey 19.6 75.5 49
USSR 55 31.8 62.8
European Community 7.2 73.3 194
Remainder of Europe 4.7 54.7 40.6
Non NC Africa 14.1 75.5 10.5
America not incl. Canada 14.7 77.8 7.5
All countries/regions 21.7 59.3 19.0

Source: 1991 Census, LRC Commissioned Table LRCTI3

Note: NC = New Commonwealth; row percentages = 100

3.5 The base populations used in the ethnic group population projections model

1991 Census data were used for the calculation of base populations in the ethnic group projections
model. 1991 Census data were obtained by single year of age and gender for the ten ethnic groups in
each London borough. These data were adjusted for under-enumeration in the Census using methods
explained in more detail in Chapter 7 - Methodology. Finally the starting populations were
constrained by the main projections model figures which matched the ONS mid-year estimate

population (MYE) for each borough for each single year of age.
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3.6 Conclusion

Information has been presented in this chapter which influences ethnic group population projections

in the following ways.

¢ Different ethnic groups have been growing at different rates in London. Trends in rates of change

over time are likely to be a good indicator of future rates of growth.

e The age structure, gender ratios, and geographical patterns described here will be the foundation
for many of the results found in the projections model. The demography of different areas

changes predictably unless radical events such as big shifts in migration patterns occur.

e There is much internal diversity within the ten main ethnic groups used as categories in the model.
The complexity within the ethnic group categories, particularly in London, adds an extra
dimension of difficulty to the projections. For example the diversity within the Other group makes
future fertility patterns more difficult to predict than a more homogenous group. This aspect is

related to the general difficulties of undertaking projections by ethnicity discussed in Chapter 1-

Introduction.

e 1991 Census data presented in this chapter, by single year of age for each of the ten ethnic groups,

with adjustments for underenumeration, form the 1991 base populations of the projections model.
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Chapter 4 The fertility of different ethnic groups in London

4.1 Introduction

Fertility is a powerful component of population projection models. In the context of this thesis the
most important aspect of fertility is the number of children born to women. In the short term fertility
rates determine the number of children entering the early age groups of the population. In the longer
term they influence the number of people in fertile age ranges, therefore affecting future fertility
patterns, and in turn the number of older people in the projected population. After around 100 years

the whole population is descended from those births calculated using the assumed fertility rates.

For the ethnic group population projection model described in this thesis, age specific fertility rates
were required for the ten ethnic groups, for each London borough, together with a schedule of how
those fertility rates would change between 1991 and 2011. A very important feature of the ethnic
group projections model is that the ethnic group results were constrained by the main London
Research Centre (LRC) projections. This produced projections for the fotal number of births in each
borough. Therefore the main purpose of the ethnic group model in this case was to produce fertility
rates which incorporated the correct relative differences between each group. The main model
projected the total actual number of births in each borough, whereas the ethnic group model projected
the distribution of these births across the ten ethnic groups. A subsidiary aim was that the ethnic
model would produce the same total number of births for each borough as the main model. This
would be the perfect outcome. In this case the ethnic group totals would not need to be constrained
so that they matched the main model results. As discussed in more detail in Chapter 9, the smaller
the difference between the projected borough numbers from the two models the more accurate the

ethnic group components were deemed to be.

The aim of this chapter is to explore the necessity and possibility of producing fertility rates by ethnic
group for London boroughs. There has been very little work undertaken in this area. This may be

partly due to the sensitivity of the results, and partly due to the difficulties of calculating fertility rates

by ethnic group.

Fertility rates for different ethnic groups may become sensitive when they cause changes in the ethnic
composition of a population over time. For example, a minority group may be shown to be growing
faster than the majority population, or may even become the majority. The first case is illustrated by

some of the response to the high fertility rates of the Maghreb population in France, and the Turkish
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population in Austria (Sporton and White 2000). The possibility of the latter situation occurring in
the future in Northern Ireland is described by Compton (1996). His work on the relative sizes of the

Catholic and Protestant populations is outlined earlier in Chapter 2.

The difficulties of calculating fertility rates by ethnic group include problems counting the numerator
of the rates i.e. births to women of different ethnic groups, as well as problems with the denominator -
the number of women who could have generated these births. The calculation of fertility rates will be
investigated with reference to different data sources. The data sources which are explored for this
include vital registration data, census data, the Longitudinal Study, the Labour Force Survey and the

General Household Survey. Other difficulties arise with the ethnic categorisation of both parents and

their children.

Throughout the chapter there is a strong focus on the difference between the terms ethnic fertility and
migrant fertility. Ethnic fertility is used to denote the fertility levels of an entire ethnic group, that is
people, wherever they were born, who share a cultural identity. The crux in this chapter is that an
ethnic group will contain fertile women who were both UK-born and overseas-born. Migrant fertility

refers to the fertility of women who were born overseas who migrated to be in Britain/London at a

particular point in time.

The chapter begins with a discussion of the issues affecting the calculation of fertility rates for the
ethnic categories used in the ethnic group projections model. It then describes what is known about
ethnic differentials in fertility in order to assess the necessity of incorporating ethnic differentials into
the projections model. Different data sources are explored to assess their potential for the estimation
of ethnic group fertility rates. Then fertility is compared at different geographical levels to determine
whether the fertility rates in the ethnic group projections model can be national rates, London-wide
rates, or whether differences within London necessitate borough level rates to be calculated.
Differences in sex ratios at birth for different ethnic groups are presented next. Finally the evidence
gathered from the chapter is summarised and a summary of the chosen method of calculating fertility

rates for the ethnic group projections model is presented (with more detail available in Chapter 7 on

methodology).
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4.2 Ethnic categories and fertility

The ethnic categories selected for the ethnic group population projections model were the ten
categories used in the standard output from the 1991 Census. There are three significant problems

with these categories with respect to the calculation of fertility rates.

Firstly the most comprehensive data source which can be used to calculate fertility rates for
districts/London boroughs is the vital registration system. This only records the country of birth of
the mother and not her ethnic group or the ethnic group of the child. Therefore in order to use these
data to estimate fertility rates for ethnic groups, complex matrices have to be constructed in order to
assign births from each recorded country of birth to each ethnic group. Then having established the
numbers of births by ethnic group, the corresponding numbers of women in the fertile age ranges by
ethnic group have to be determined. With these two figures ethnic group fertility rates can be

calculated.

Secondly it is the ethnic group of the child which is the most relevant to ethnic group population
projections because the birth must be assigned to this ethnic group in order that the correct growth
rate is established for each ethnic group. Knowing the ethnic group of the mother and father as well
as the child allows further analysis of complex ethnic identity issues as the ethnic group of the child
can be established in relation to the ethnic group of the mother and the father. All three can differ.
The ethnic group of the mother is often used in data sources as a proxy for the ethnic group of the
child, but this can be unsatisfactory given the complexity of ethnic identities already established
within Britain, and adds a degree of error in ethnic group projection calculations because these

depend on the accurate allocation of births.

Thirdly the complexity of ethnic identity of many people in Britain, and particularly in London given
the diversity outlined in Chapter 3, makes it a difficult concept to categorise easily. The number of
people who changed the reporting of their ethnic group in the month between the 1991 Census and
the Census Validation Survey presented in Chapter 3, shows the difficulties of measuring this concept
even over a short period of time. The increase of mixed marriages and partnerships of people from
different and mixed ethnic groups (Berrington 1996) will produce more and more children who will
have multiple and complex ethnic identities. These identities may well change over time, and from
situation to situation. For example, a child of separated parents of different ethnic groups may change

the way they would categorise themselves depending upon which parent they are with at that time.
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4.3 Fertility and ethuicity

Studies of the fertility of different ethnic groups in Britain have been limited by the data available.
The most complete data source on fertility generally in England & Wales is vital registration data.
Births are required in law to be registered within six weeks of the event. In 1969 a new question was
added to birth registration forms asking for mother’s country of birth, but ethnic origin has never been
requested. Therefore analysis of fertility relating to different ethnic groups from this source is
restricted to the overseas-born component of these groups - or migrant fertility. In the late 1960s and
the 1970s when these data were first analysed, the majority of fertile women from different ethnic
minority groups were overseas-born, as the main immigration flows were in the 1950s and 1960s.
However in 1991, ethnic group data from the 1991 Census allow us to see that the UK-born element
is a significant proportion for fertile women in ethnic minority groups (see Table 4.1). However
fertility data by country of birth from 1969 onwards are still a very useful aid to determining the

extent of fertility differences across different communities.

Table 4.1 Percentage of women aged 15-49 in each ethnic group who were born in the UK,
London, 1991
Percentage of
women aged 15-
Ethnic Group 49 born in the UK
White 854
Black Caribbean 55.9
Black African 25.0
Black Other 79.9
Indian 20.1
Pakistani 27.0
Bangladeshi 11.1
Chinese 11.7
Other Asian 10.6
Other 47.3

Source: 1991 Census London Research Centre commissioned table LRCT88

The following section presents vital registration data to investigate the degree to which fertility rates
for migrant groups varied from the early 1970s to the early 1990s. London rates are analysed where
possible. Any significant differences in the rates will provide some justification, given that
significant proportions of each ethnic group were born overseas, that ethnic specific fertility should

be utilised in the ethnic group projections model.
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4.3.1 Vital registration data: 1970-1991

The first year for which full country of birth data are available from the vital registration system is
1970. A three year average of data for London from 1970-1972 is set out in Table 4.2. The data
show that 17 per cent of all births in London were to migrant women from New Commonwealth
countries. This figure is very high considering that at the time of the 1971 Census people born in the
New Commonwealth were recorded as making up only 8 per cent of London’s population (calculated
from figures given in Hollis and Myers 1980). The figure may be high because migrants often delay
childbearing until they settle in the new country therefore producing a temporary bulge in the
numbers of births, or to the fact that the majority of migrants were in the childbearing age range and
therefore would generate a greater proportion of births than reflected by their size in the total
population, or to high fertility rates, or it may be due to errors in data collection, for example, under-

recording of mothers born in the UK.

In the early 1970s the majority of the ethnic minority population in Britain was born abroad and so
calculating fertility based on country of birth was a reasonable proxy for fertility by ethnic group.
Evidence for this can be seen in the good match between trend data for the number of ethnic minority

people, based in the 60s and 70s on birthplace data and in the 80s and 90s on ethnic group data seen

in Owen (1995).

Table 4.2 Number of births by mother’s country of birth, and percentage of all births,

London, 1970-1972
Mother’s country of birth Number of births | Percentage of all
births
All residents 110,349 100
New Commonwealth & Pakistan 19,126 17
NC Africa 3,196 3
NC America 7,404 7
NC Asia 6,537 6
NC Mediterranean 1,989 2

Source: Hollis and Myers 1980

Note: NC = New Commonwealth

The vital registration system provided counts of birth by country of birth of mother, but in order to
quantify differentials in migrant fertility rates, the denominators of the numbers of women of child
bearing age were also needed. However, in the early 1970s, the only estimate of the numbers of
women by country of birth came from the decennial censuses, and so it was only in 1971 that fertility

rates by country of birth of mother could be calculated accurately.
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General fertility rates (GFRs) for country of birth groups in 1971 in London are shown in Table 4.3.
From these figures it can be seen that all migrant groups had higher fertility than that for all London
women. The GFR is a crude fertility measure as it merely relates women of child bearing age to the
number of births in a particular year, and does not incorporate any age specific differences. Also
annual numbers of births for some groups were small so an average of three years of data was used.
Whilst mindful of these data weaknesses, the New Commonwealth GFRs were still between 33 per
cent and almost 100 per cent above the overall London rate. These large differences are a first
indication that the differentials in fertility between ethnic groups in London are significant enough to

need to be incorporated into an ethnic group population projections model.

Table 4.3 General fertility rates (GFRs) for country of birth groups, London, 1971

Average annual births Females GFR
Born in 1970-1972 aged 15-44
NC Africa 3,196 24.890 128.4
NC America 7,404 64,770 114.3
NC Asia 6,537 45,830 142.6
NC Mediterranean 1,989 19,950 99.7
AlINC 19,126 155,440 123.0
All London residents 110,349 1,478,780 75.0

Source: Hollis and Myers (1980)
Note:  Where GFR = births to females aged 15-44
number of females aged 15-44
NC = New Commonwealth

The study by Hollis and Myers (1980) also calculated that if the family size of the four New
Commonwealth born groups had the same relationship to the London average as the birth rates of

these groups had to the overall London rate, completed family sizes would be as shown in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4 Estimated completed family sizes by broad birthplace groups, London, 1971

Family Size
Birthplace (No. of
children)
Asian born 3.3
American born 33
African born 2.9
Mediterranean born 2.3

Source: Hollis and Myers (1980)

During the 1970s the number of births to women born in the New Commonwealth declined to a low
in 1974 and then rose again, following the pattern of births in London as a whole where there was a

fertility trough in the mid-1970s. However the proportion of births in London which were to mothers
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from the New Commonwealth and Pakistan increased steadily during the 1970s as shown in Table

4.5.

It is difficult to assess how these patterns of births might relate to changing patterns in migrant
fertility, as there are no local level intercensal base data for this time period. These data would

provide the number of women of childbearing age by their country of birth. Without them fertility

rates cannot be calculated.

Table 4.5 Births to women born in the New Commonwealth and Pakistan, London, 1970-
1979
Year Births % of London
births
1970 19,870 17.1
1971 19,307 17.1
1972 18,200 17.6
1973 16,932 17.8
1974 16,600 18.3
1975 16,675 194
1976 17,206 20.7
1977 17,643 214
1978 18,828 21.8
1979 20,407 22.4

Source: Hollis and Myers (1980)

During the 1980s fertility rates in England & Wales changed in different ways for different migrant
groups. Total period fertility rates (TPFRs) for each migrant group are shown in Table 4.6. The
fertility of UK-born women increased slightly from a TPFR of 1.7 at the beginning of the 1980s to

1.8 at the end. The South Asian born groups (those born in India, Pakistan and Bangladesh) and those
born in East Africa and the Caribbean had significant declines in fertility over the 1980s. Those born
in Far East Asia had an increase in fertility in the first part of the decade and then a decrease back to

1981 levels. Those born in Africa (excluding East Africa) had an increase in fertility over the decade.

The scale of change for each migrant group is shown in Table 4.7. The South Asian groups had the
largest TPFR declines of around 30 per cent over the decade. This was followed by the Caribbean
group with a decrease of 25 per cent and the East African born women with declines of 14 per cent.
Migrants from the Rest of Africa had a fertility increase of 24 per cent. The general trend worldwide
was for fertility of high fertility countries to decline during the 1980s. It is not known why the
fertility of migrants from Africa (apart from East Africa) showed this large increase during the 1980s.
It may be due to errors in the calculation of the rates, particularly the figures used in the
denominators, with an underestimation of the number of migrant women from Rest of Africa. It may

be due to the fact that this group were the most newly arrived group in Britain. Childbearing could
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have been delayed in the home country if the family were unsettled, and may have resumed on
migration to Britain when the family were more settled therefore creating temporarily high fertility
levels. Also there have been records of fertility increasing during the 1980s in some African
countries such as Kenya (Population Reference Bureau 1980-1989) - so the increase in the TPFR

could be a genuine phenomenon.

Table 4.6 Total period fertility rates (TPFRs) by country of birth of mother, England &
Wales, 1981-1991

Year
Mother’s 1981 | 1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991
Country of Birth
Bangladesh* 8.0 8.0 83 7.7
Pakistan & 6.5 6.3 6.1 5.7 5.6 5.6 5.2 4.9 4.7 4.7 4.6
Bangladesh
Pakistan* 6.1 5.9 5.5 5.3
Rest of Africa 34 33 3.1 2.9 3.0 2.8 32 3.6 4.2 4.1 4.2
India 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.9 2.7 2.8 2.4 2.2 2.1
Far East 1.7 1.9 2.1 22 2.0 19 1.8 19 1.7 1.7 1.7
E. Africa 2.1 2.1 2 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.8 1.8
Caribbean 2.0 2.0 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.5
UK 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.8

Source: OPCS births data — special tabulations

Note: * data not published separately for Bangladesh and Pakistan after 1984

Table 4.7 Total period fertility rates (TPFRs) and percentage change in TPFRs, England
& Wales, 1981 and 1991

Country of birth 1981 | 1991 | % change
81-91
Pakistan & Bangladesh 6.5 4.6 -29.2
Rest of Africa 34 4.2 23.5
India 3.1 2.1 -32.3
Far East 1.7 1.7 0.0
East Africa 2.1 1.8 -14.3
Caribbean 2.0 1.5 -25.0
UK 1.7 1.8 59

Source: Calculations from OPCS births data — special tabulations

Using 1991 births data for London it is possible to examine fertility rates for women by age and by
country of birth. Age-specific fertility rates were calculated for each country of birth group for which

data were available (see Figure 4.1).

The highest fertility rates are recorded for women born in Bangladesh. Age-specific fertility rates

were the highest of any group at all ages, particularly at older ages. Pakistan-born women also had
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very high fertility rates at all ages. Bangladesh, Pakistan and India-born women had a distinct peak
of fertility rates at ages 20-24, compared with all other groups which had flatter fertility curves
without this distinctive peak in the early 20s. Women born in African Commonwealth countries had
high fertility, with the peak at ages 25-29. Women born in the West Indies and Mediterranean
countries had similar fertility curves with slight peaks at ages 25-29. UK-born women had low
fertility rates, but with particularly high fertility rates for women in their early 30s. Women born in
Ireland had an unusual fertility pattern in that fertility of women in their early 30s was higher than
fertility of women in their 20s. This could be a result of women migrating to London for work in

their early 20s, and then delaying childbearing until their 30s.

Figure 4.1 Age specific fertility rates by country of birth of mother, London, 1991
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All Places UK Irish Rep Medtrn Comm  West Indies India African Comm Pakistan Bangladesh

Source:OPCS births data — special tabulations

Note: y axis = births per 1000 women in each age group

The TPFRs of these country of birth groups are shown in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8 Total period fertility rates (TPFRs) by country of birth of mother, London, 1991

Country of birth TPFR
UK 1.65
Irish Republic 191
India 2.49
Bangladesh 5.19
African Commonwealth 2.64
West Indies 2.15
Mediterranean Commonwealth 2.10
Pakistan 4.19
All places 1.80

Source: Storkey (1994a)

Births by birthplace from vital registration data provide a very clear clue to the patterns of differential
ethnicity. Three studies (Shaw 1988, Owen 1995, and Rees and Phillips 1996) have produced
methods to convert births by birthplace data to births by ethnic group. Shaw and Owen both used
Labour Force Survey (LFS) ethnic group by country of birth matrices to allocate births by country of
birth into different ethnic groups. Owen looked at the years between 1981 and 1991. From this he
calculated birth rates for the overseas-born components of different ethnic groups and then assumed
that the UK-born component would lie half way between this figure and total UK-born women for
each ethnic group. Rees and Phillips (1996) used a 1991 Census matrix relating ethnic group to
country of birth to produce fertility rates by ethnic group for 1991. The analysis produced two sets of

“rough estimates” of TPFRs set out in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9 Estimated total period fertility rates (TPFRs) by ethnic groups, Great Britain,

1991
Ethnic Group TPFR Method 1 | TPFR Method 2
White 1.85 1.85
Black 1.58 1.73
Indian 2.09 2.10
Pakistani 3.80 3.86
Bangladeshi 5.22 5.33
Other 1.64 1.65

Source: Rees and Phillips (1996)

Method 1 converted births by mother’s birthplace into ethnic group births using conditional

probabilities from the 1991 Census. Method 2 matched fertility rates for place of birth groups to the

most closely linked ethnic group.
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There are some problems using this method to calculate ethnic fertility rates for the London ethnic

group projections model.

e The relationship between births by ethnic group and birthplace will be different from that

reflected in the 1991 Census matrix in method 1.

e Inaccuracies are also introduced when matching birthplace groups to the nearest ethnic group in

method 2.

e In theory the method could be applied at borough level although in practice small numbers

would make the calculation of fertility rates unreliable.

An illustration of borough level sample sizes can be seen with reference to the numbers of births to
India-born women. The Indian ethnic group was the largest ethnic minority group recorded in the
1991 Census. Yet in 25 of the 33 boroughs the Indian group was less than five per cent of the
population. Of these 25, Croydon had the largest Indian population (4.7 per cent), and was also the
Jargest borough in London. However only a proportion of those in the Indian ethnic gfoup would
have been born in India. In fact 2.4 per cent of Croydon’s births in 1991 were to India-born women
(Storkey 1994a). Births by age of mother for this group are shown in Table 4.10. The peak
childbearing ages have around 30-40 births in each five year age group. Numbers at older and
younger ages are very small. Age specific birth estimates from these numbers would be improved
using an average of three years data. However, 92 per cent of the nine ethnic minority groups in
boroughs in London had populations of less than five per cent of the total population, and 56 per cent
were less than 1.5 per cent of the total representing only around 20 births for all ages - too few to

produce reliable overall fertility rates let alone age specific fertility rates.

Table 4.10 Births to women born in India, by age, Croydon, 1991

Age of mother Number of male Number of female
births births
15-19 1 2
20-24 12 19
25-29 20 22
30-34 20 14
35-39 6 2
40-44 1 1
45+ 0 0
Total 60 60

Source: Storkey (1994a)
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The discussion of vital registration data has shown that they provide a valuable source of information
quantifying relative migrant fertility differences. There are no data on ethnicity so any calculation of
ethnic fertility rates has to be undertaken using indirect methods which add an element of error to the
estimates. It is possible to use other data sources to convert births by birthplace into births by ethnic
group although there are problems associated with this. Vital registration data by birthplace are
available at borough level although numbers in each of the birthplace groups are too small in many

boroughs to construct robust fertility rates by birthplace at borough level.

4.3.2  Longitudinal Study

Another data source which has enabled ethnicity to be related to fertility since the 1991 Census is the
Longitudinal Study (LS). However because of the sample size of ethnic minority women within the

LS (see Table 4.11) the analysis could only be undertaken for the sample as a whole (England &
Wales).

Table 4.11 Sample size of women by ethnic group in the Longitudinal Study, England &
Wales, 1971, 1981 and 1991

Year

Ethnic Group 1971 1981 1991

White 92,175 96,696 107,913
Black Caribbean 704 863 1214
Black African 74 92 220
Indian 793 880 2,218
Pakistani 207 215 829
Bangladeshi 20 25 164
Chinese 63 63 229
Black Other 43 146 339
Other 74 88 440
Other Asian 144 215 287
All ethnic groups 94,297 99,283 113,853

Source: Figures from commissioned Longitudinal Study data

As the LS links vital registration records with Census data, and an ethnic group question was included
in the 1991 Census, it was possible to link the births to women who were in the sample to their ethnic
group recorded in 1991. The strength of this method is that it is the only known national source for
directly calculating fertility by ethnic group. The weaknesses are that sample sizes are small, and it
only captures women who stayed in the population long enough to be recorded in the 1991 Census.
This will cause a bias in the rates estimated from the data if overseas born women who migrated from

the UK before the 1991 Census had different fertility than those who stayed.
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It was decided to explore period fertility and for this tables were requested from the LS which gave
numbers of births by age (5 year age groups from 15-49) and ethnic group of mother, as well as the
numbers of women by age and ethnic group in the LS as a whole, for 1991, 1981 and 1971. In each
case the births covered a three year period around the Census date, i.e. 1990-1992, 1980-1982 and
1971-1973 (as 1970 data were unavailable).

Age specific fertility rates were calculated for each of the ethnic groups by taking an average of the
three years of births, and relating this to the number of women in each five year age group in the base
populations. The resulting total period fertility rates calculated from age specific fertility rates for

1971, 1981 and 1991 are shown below in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12 Total period fertility rates (TPFRs) calculated from age specific fertility rates,
England & Wales, 1971, 1981 and 1991

TPFR
Ethnic group 1971 1981 1991
White 2.10 1.67 1.73
Black Caribbean 2.33 1.82 1.51
Black African 2.33 1.59 1.20
Indian 3.33 1.69 1.50
Pakistani 5.88 3.13 2.39
Bangladeshi 3.22 3.61 1.80
Chinese 3.04 1.90 1.56
Black Other 1.42 1.46 1.36
Other Asian 2.20 1.33 1.89
Other 2.74 1.77 1.54
All ethnic groups 2.13 1.68 1.73

Source: Calculations from commissioned Longitudinal Study data

The overall fertility levels for England & Wales from the LS compare with TPFRs from vital
registration records of: 1971 -2.37, 1981 - 1.80, 1991 - 1.82. Therefore the LS figures
underestimate overall fertility by around ten per cent. This could be because numbers of women of
childbearing age are over-represented in the sample, which seems unlikely, or that births have been
undercounted. It could also be that because the LS was only able to trace women who remained in
the sample until 1991, those women with higher fertility rates Cou]d have emigrated from the UK
before 1991 and therefore would not be included in the sample. The LS was also not able to trace
everybody from census to census, and a higher proportion of overseas born people were unable to be
traced. For example, over half the Africans in the 1971 LS sample were not found again in 1981

(Stuart 1990). The overall pattern of a fall in fertility between 1971 and 1981, and a slight rise
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between 1981 and 1991 is shown in the estimates from both sources. The ethnic minority fertility

levels in 1991 appear to be lower than might be expected.

We would expect the figures for the White group to match those of the total population quite closely,

which they do, as around 95 per cent of the British population recorded themselves as White in the

1991 Census.

The Black Caribbean figures seem fairly reasonable given that vital registration data show that the
fertility of Caribbean-born women is low. In 1991 the TPFR for Caribbean born women in England
& Wales was 1.5 (see Table 4.6). However the Black African figures seem very low compared with
African-born fertility rates (see also Table 4.6). It would be very surprising if the fertility of this
group had fallen below the average England & Wales figure for all ethnic groups, and particularly

surprising to see the Black African group with the lowest fertility rate of any group in 1991.

The low Black Other figures are very difficult to judge as the majority of this group were born in the
UK and there are no fertility data for UK-born ethnic minority groups. The Indian and Pakistani
TPFRs for 1971 seem reasonable compared with birthplace data with a fair relationship between the
two ethnic groups. We would expect from birthplace data that the Pakistan-born women would have
higher fertility than India-born women, although the decline over time looks very steep for both
groups. The Bangladeshi figures look low, especially for 1971 and 1991. We might expect from
vital registration data that the Bangladeshi rates would be higher than for any other ethnic group.
Figures for the Chinese group seem reasonable. The average household size of the Chinese group in
Britain is slightly higher than the White group - 3.9 versus 3.2 people. This is partly to a higher
presence of extended families, and partly due to the presence of more dependent children because of
the younger age structure of the group (Cheng 1996). However the fairly small average household

size provides some evidence that fertility rates must be low.

Some of the slightly questionable figures may be due to the small numbers of births involved in
calculating the fertility rates. The sample sizes of women in each ethnic group in each year are
shown in Table 4.11. This shows that the samples for some of the groups such as Black African,
Bangladeshi, Chinese, Black Other and Other Asian groups are too small, particularly in 1971 and
1981, to provide estimates of fertility rates with small sampling errors. The small sample size is due
to smaller numbers actually in the population in the past, and also the fact that the sample can only

include women who are in the LS in 1971/1981 and 1991.
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The sample sizes for 1991 are bigger, and it is hoped that with the extra data provided by the 2001
Census link, that this exercise could be repeated then to provide more insight into the changing

fertility rates of different ethnic groups over the 1990s.

Features of Longitudinal Study data of relevance to the ethnic group projections model.

o It is the only data source available which enables ethnic fertility rates to be directly calculated,

however the sample sizes are very small for some ethnic groups and the fertility rates produced

are subject to large sampling errors.

e Despite the small number of women in the sample for some ethnic groups, the ethnic fertility
rates which have been calculated do show great variation, providing evidence that ethnic

differentials need to be incorporated into the ethnic group projections model.
e The sample size limits calculation of rates to England & Wales as a whole.

e Itis possible to calculate fertility rates over time, but the sample sizes become smaller the further

back in time we go, so the dataset is not a good indicator of changes in fertility over time.

4.3.3 Labour Force Survey

By the end of the 1970s, the government had launched the Labour Force Survey (LFS) which
included a question on ethnicity for the first time in 1979. The LFS requested people to record their
ethnic origin, rather than their ethnic group which has become more prevalent today. The 1979
figures are considered to underestimate numbers in ethnic minority groups for two main reasons

discussed in Chapter 3, section 3.3.4.

Berthoud (2001) used 13 years of the LFS to analyse family formation patterns and then fertility rates
with a focus on teenage births. The LFS was used to look at the dates of birth both of women, and the
children living with them, in order to calculate how old the women would have been when they had
those children. The main assumption is that the women were the mothers of the children living with
them. This assumption will not always be true but it was thought that it would be true in the vast
majority of cases up until the child was 15. The age specific fertility rates calculated from the data

are set out in Table 4.13.
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Table 4.13 Age specific birth rates (births per thousand women) by ethnic group, England
& Wales, from 1987-1999

Ethnic Annual rate per thousand women in each age band TPFR
Group 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44

White 29 98 125 73 23 5 1.8
Caribbean 44 95 104 72 32 9 1.8

Indian 17 143 160 95 31 6 2.3
Pakistani 41 236 232 160 84 39 4.0
Bangladeshi 75 269 272 152 103 74 4.7

Other 28 80 129 105 48 11 2.0

Source: Berthoud (2001) with this author’s calculation of Other TPFR

The fertility rates in Table 4.13 confirm the large differentials in fertility between ethnic groups.

Overall TPFRs range from the White and Caribbean groups with an average of 1.8 children per

women, to the Bangladeshi group with an average of 4.7 children per woman. There are likely to be

differences in the extent to which children remain with their natural mothers by ethnic group, but

although this may reduce overall differentials slightly, the large differences in fertility rates would

still exist.

Summary of LFS potential for exploring ethnic fertility differences.

e Using the Census or LFS to convert migrant births to ethnic births and then construct London-

wide ethnic fertility rates is possible in theory although complicated and problematic in practice.

e The complications are caused by the diversity of London’s ethnic population in particular.

e The method is problematic because small sample sizes would not produce robust rates for all

ethnic groups in all boroughs.

e The method produces TPFRs and not ASFRs which are required by the ethnic group projections

model but ASFRs could be calculated using the same method given an adequate sample size.

o The use of the LFS by Berthoud (2001) does confirm that ethnic fertility differentials exist to the

extent that they must be incorporated into an ethnic population projections model. However, the

method itself does not allow accurate calculation of fertility rates for any particular year.
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e The sample of the LFS does not allow the production of fertility rates for zen ethnic groups.
Fertility rates are changing over time so combining years to produce an adequate sample size for

estimation will produce an estimate which is not applicable to any particular year.

e The sample size of the LFS does not allow the calculation of ethnic fertility rates for London.

4.3.4 General Household Survey

The General Household Survey (GHS) is a continuous survey which has been running since 1971 but
not always on an annual basis. The 1998-1999 Survey interviewed 15,853 people aged 16 and over in
8,636 households (ONS 2000a). The GHS asks questions on fertility and ethnic group. The average
household size by ethnic group can be obtained from the Survey and is shown in Table 4.14 together
with the sample size by ethnic group of head of household. Figures from two surveys have been

combined in order to boost the sample and provide more reliable figures.

Table 4.14 Average household size by ethnic group of head of household, Britain, 1995-6
and 1998 combined.

Average Number of
Ethnic group household size households in
sample
White 2.4 26,230
Indian 35 319
Pakistani/Bangladeshi 4.4 211
Black 2.6 448
Remaining groups 2.7 330
All ethnic minority groups 3.1 1,308
Total 2.4 27,538

Source: ONS (2000a) Living in Britain — results from the 1998 General Household Survey

The information in Table 4.14 shows that all ethnic minority groups had larger average household
sizes than the White group. However this may either be because of more children in the household or
more adults, so it is not an accurate indicator of fertility differentials. This is especially the case
given that in London the proportions of households with two adults and children is lower than the
proportion of households with three or more people in for the White group, black groups combined,

Asian groups combined and the Chinese group (Storkey 1994b).

Although information on nine ethnic groups is collected by the GHS, figures are only presented for
the aggregated ethnic groups shown in Table 4.14. This is because of the small sample size of some
of the groups. Given the likely maximum average of one woman of childbearing age in each

household, the sample size of women of childbearing age would be as shown in Table 4.14. Numbers

94



of births to these women would be very small and it was concluded that the sample size was too small

to provide robust fertility rates by ethnic group.

In summary it would not be possible to use the GHS to produce robust fertility rates by ethnic group
to use in the ethnic group population projections model. The sample size is too small to produce rates
for the ten ethnic groups used in the model, and in addition any rates calculated would be for Britain

and any national differentials between ethnic groups would not necessarily be replicated in London.

4.4 The geography of fertility

London has a relatively high crude birth rate (CBR) (where the CBR is the number of live births per
1,000 women) - higher than the UK as a whole as shown in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15 Crude births rates (births per 1000 population) for London and the UK, 1971 to

1996
Year London UK
1971 15.0 16.1
1976 11.7 12.0
1981 13.6 13.0
1986 144 13.3
1991 154 13.7
1996 14.9 12.5

Source: ONS, General Register Office for Scotland, Northern Ireland Statistics and Research

The reason for London’s higher CBR is its younger population structure, and the large number of
women of childbearing age. Age specific fertility rates in London do not differ significantly from UK

levels, with London having a Total Period Fertility Rate (TPFR) of 1.75 and the UK of 1.72 in 1996,
as shown in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16 Age specific fertility rates (births per 1000 women) and total period fertility
rates, London and the UK, 1971-1996

London UK
Age group 1971 1981 1991 1996 1971 1981 1991 1996
Under 20 45 29 29 25 50 28 33 30
20-24 115 83 70 69 154 107 89 76
25-29 134 114 99 97 155 130 120 107
30-34 79 80 97 96 79 70 87 89
35-39 35 31 47 51 34 22 32 37
40 and over 9 6 10 12 9 5 5 7
TPFR 2.09 1.71 1.74 1.75 2.41 1.81 1.82 1.72

Source: ONS, General Register Office for Scotland, Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency in Focus
on London 98 ONS/GOL/LRC (1998)
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However, there is some difference between London and the UK in the ages at which women have
children. Women in London tend to have fewer children at younger ages up to 30, and more children

at older ages (from 30 onwards) than women in the UK as a whole (see Table 4.16).

Fertility also varies substantially within London. Table 4.17 shows borough level crude birth rates

and fertility rates.

Table 4.17 Crude birth rates (births per 1000 population) and total period fertility rates
(TPFRs), London boroughs, 1998

Borough Live births | Crude birth rate| TPFR
City of London 41 7.9 2.21
Barking & Dagenham 2,417 15.5 2.15
Barnet 4227 12.7 1.54
Bexley 2,770 12.7 1.81
Brent 3,877 15.3 1.84
Bromley 3,644 12.3 1.71
Camden 2,655 14.1 1.71
Croydon 4,651 13.8 1.74
Ealing 4,507 14.9 1.76
Enfield 3,982 15.0 2.05
Greenwich 3,255 15.1 1.96
Hackney 3,905 20.1 2.38
Hammersmith & Fulham 2,347 14.9 1.39
Haringey 3,599 16.2 1.84
Harrow 2,749 13.0 1.72
Havering 2,583 11.3 1.70
Hillingdon 3,534 14.1 1.76
Hounslow 3,281 15.5 1.97
Islington 2,564 14.3 1.55
Kensington & Chelsea 2,001 11.8 1.23
Kingston upon Thames 1,914 13.0 1.67
Lambeth 4,249 15.8 1.66
Lewisham 3,883 15.9 1.83
Merton 2,689 14.6 1.67
Newham 4,662 20.2 2.69
Redbridge 3,156 13.6 1.85
Richmond upon Thames 2,503 13.4 1.58
Southwark 4,118 17.8 2.10
Sutton 2,267 12.8 1.62
Tower Hamlets 3,418 18.9 2.30
Waltham Forest 3,603 16.3 2.01
Wandsworth 3,956 14.9 146
Westminster 2,297 10.4 1.09
Inner London 43,695 15.8 1.75
Outer London 61,609 13.9 1.78
Greater London 105,304 14.7 1.77

Source: ONS/GOL/LRC (2000) Focus On London 2000
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The Central London boroughs of Westminster, Kensington & Chelsea, and Hammersmith & Fulham
have very low fertility levels - some of the lowest in England & Wales, whilst boroughs such as
Newham and Tower Hamlets have amongst the highest fertility levels in the country - well over the
replacement level of 2.1 children per couple. Overall fertility in Inner and Outer London is very

similar with TPFRs of 1.75 and 1.78 respectively. Inner London has a slightly higher CBR.
Summary of relevance of geographical data to the ethnic group projections model:

e differentials in TPFRs between London and the UK exist which provide evidence that at least

London specific fertility rates need to be incorporated into the ethnic group projections model

e differentials in TPFRs between London boroughs are substantial and these differences also need

to be incorporated into the model.

4.5 Sex ratios at birth

In England & Wales in 1901 there were 104 boys born for every 100 girls. In the 30s this rose to 105
per 100 females births. From 1940 - 1980 the sex ratio remained constant at 106. During the 80s this
trend was reversed and it has now fallen to about 105. Sex ratios vary by a number of variables
including age of mother and father, and country of birth of mother. Shaw (1988) described the
patterns of sex ratios at birth over the 1980s by country of birth of mother. He noted that in general
the sex ratios of migrant groups were below those for the UK-born population, with fewer males to
females. The ratios varied between migrant groups with those for women born in the Indian sub-
continent tending to be higher than those for women born in the Caribbean. No information is
available on the sex ratios of British-born ethnic minorities. Sex ratios by country of birth of mother

for selected years are set out in Table 4.18.

Table 4.18 Sex ratios at birth for selected years, England & Wales

. Year
Country of birth of mother 1971 1 1976 | 1982 | 1988
Total 106.1 | 105.8 | 105.5 | 104.8
UK 106.3 | 105.8 | 1059 | 105.0
New Commonwealth & Pakistan 1049 | 103.8 | 103.1 | 103.2
India, Pakistan & Bangladesh 106.3 | 102.1 | 103.5 | 104.3
Caribbean 101.3 | 102.9 | 103.0 | 102.1
Other New Commonwealth 106.5 | 107.2 | 1024 | 102.0
Rest of the World 104.6 | 108.7 | 103.2 | 104.7

Source: OPCS Births data — special tabulations
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Sex ratios were calculated for London, using a three year average of births from 1990-1992 (see
Table 4.19). Compared with the England & Wales figures for 1988, figures show a slightly lower
ratio overall for UK-born mothers’ births, and the South Asian countries are separated showing lower

ratios for births to mothers born in Bangladesh and Pakistan, and higher ratios for those born in India.

Table 4.19 Sex ratios of births by country of birth of mother, L.ondon, 1990-2

Country of birth of mother Sex Ratio
UK 104
Irish 106
Old Commonwealth 112*
New Commonwealth & Pakistan 103
India 106
Bangladesh 101
African Commonwealth 103
West Indies 102
Mediterranean Commonwealth 101
Remainder Commonwealth 106
Pakistan 100
Other Foreign born 107
Total overseas born 105
Total 104

Source: OPCS Births data — special tabulations

* the figure for the Old Commonwealth is unusually high. Males outnumbered females in all of the 3 years but

particularly in 1991.

Because of the persistent difference in sex ratios by country of birth groups, this aspect was
incorporated into the ethnic group projections model. The England & Wales 1988 figures were used
in the model because these were the most recent available at the time of setting up the model.
National figures were deemed to be more reliable than those for London. The 1988 sex ratios were

applied throughout the projections period. The weaknesses of this method include the following:

e the 1988 figures combine the South Asian groups and do not include separate figures for the

African group

e the sex ratios were applied in the ethnic group projections model to the ethnic group which most
closely matched the country of birth group and they do not incorporate the unknown ethnic

minority British-born sex ratios

e the 1988 sex ratios were applied throughout the projections period. Trends in sex ratios were not

investigated to assess propensity for change over time.
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At a late stage in the development of the ethnic group projection model, sex ratios for England &

Wales did become available for 1991 and these are set out in Table 4.20.

Table 4.20 Sex ratios of births by country of birth of mother, England & Wales, 1991

Country of birth of mother Sex Ratio
UK 105.2
New Commonwealth & Pakistan 103.9
India 104.5
Pakistan 103.7
Bangladesh 102.0
African Commonwealth 105.6
West Indies 103.6
Other New Commonwealth 102.6
Rest of the World 106.9
Total 105.2

Source: ONS Birth statistics — special tabulations

These figures do vary slightly from the 1988 figures shown in Table 4.18. Figures for Pakistan and
Bangladesh are below those used for India, Pakistan and Bangladesh combined, figures for the

Caribbean are higher in 1991 than in 1988.

Summary of sex ratio data:

e differences in sex ratios at birth between ethnic groups exist and these have been incorporated

into the ethnic group projections model.
4.6 Ethnic group fertility rates in the projections model

Evidence gathered in this chapter has informed the ethnic group projections model in a number of

ways.

e Ethnic differences in fertility rates are significant and need to be incorporated into the model.

o Fertility differences within London are significant and need to be incorporated into the
projections model. National or London fertility rates are not adequate as they do not reflect the

variety of characteristics of ethnic groups in each London borough.

e None of the available sources provides data that are satisfactory for the calculation of borough

level ethnic specific fertility rates.
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e There are small differences in sex ratios at birth of different migrant groups which should be

incorporated into the model.

In order to address the challenges raised by the initial investigation, a completely new method for
producing ethnic specific borough level fertility rates was devised. A full description of the

methodology is contained within Chapter 7.

The fertility rates produced for the ethnic group projections model are not true fertility rates, as
discussed within the methodology and results sections, they act more like growth rates. For example,
the high fertility rates of the Black Other group reflect the fact that many Black Caribbean and White
parents have children recorded in this group (Owen 1996a). Therefore it is not just the fertility of
women in this category which is contributing to the young age structure and large number of births in
this group. The fertility rate of the Black Other group has to be high in order to reflect the fact that

large numbers of babies would be recorded in this group.

This is thought to overcome, to some extent, the fact that the ethnic group of children may be

different from their parents.

The 1991 ethnic group TPFR figures for London, calculated from input data to the ethnic group

projections model are shown in Table 4.21.

Table 4.21 1991 Total period fertility rates (TPFRs) from the ethnic group projection
model, London, 1991

Ethnic Group TPFR
White 1.57
Black Caribbean 1.59
Black African 2.55
Black Other 4.56
Indian 1.79
Pakistani 2.54
Bangladeshi 4.00
Chinese 1.23
Other Asian 141
Other 3.89
Total 1.73

Source: Author’s calculations

From the TPFRs in Table 4.21, it can be seen that the Chinese, White and Black Caribbean and Other
Asian groups have the lowest ‘fertility rates’ with levels far less than replacement level. The Indian

group has the next lowest ‘fertility’ - also under replacement level at 1.79. The Black African and
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Pakistani groups had ‘TPFRs’ of 2.5, whilst the Bangladeshi and Black Other groups had the highest

“fertility’ levels at 4 or more.

Borough fertility rates calculated for 1991 for the projections model are shown in Table 4.22. This
table shows the TPFRs for each London borough and each ethnic group. Some boroughs were
allocated Inner or Outer London rates because they had small communities of less than one per cent
of the borough population. This occurs mostly with the Black African and Black Other groups in
Outer London, and the Pakistani, Bangladeshi and Chinese groups in both Inner and Outer London
boroughs. For most groups the range of fertility across boroughs within each ethnic group is less than
two children per woman — for example the Indian fertility rates range from 0.86 in Kingston to 2.55 in
Barking & Dagenham. However the range of variation within the Other group is higher - from 2.30
in Kingston to 6.32 in Waltham Forest. It is expected that this group might vary the most as different

communities form the Other group in each borough.
4.7 Alternative methods of calculating ethnic fertility rates.

Hospitals have had a duty to collect in-patient data by ethnic group since April 1995 although in
practice the use of these data has been limited by data collection and coding problems (Aspinall
1995). In theory this data source could be used to calculate ethnic fertility rates. This method has
been utilised by Bradford Council in their ethnic group projection model (Bradford Council 2000). In
Bradford maternity records have been linked to the ethnic group of the mother for much longer.
However, in London there are various problems associated with these data. Data on births from all
hospitals would have to be collated centrally in order to produce London-wide or borough specific
rates. This is not undertaken for London. Health authorities do not generally collate these data for
their areas. There are many hospitals in London and often patients who live outside London attend.

It would be important that data collected should record the patient’s home address so those living
outside London could be removed from the dataset, otherwise estimated fertility rates would be
higher than actual rates. The Bradford data would not be applicable to London as there is no evidence
to suggest that the fertility of ethnic groups in two very different areas would be the same. Also the
numbers in some ethnic minority groups in Bradford are very small, and groups such as Other Asians
do not contain the complexity of diversity which is found in London. Finally Bradford ethnic

projections are undertaken for six ethnic groups rather than the ten groups in the London model.
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Table 4.22 Total period fertility rates by ethnic group for London boroughs 1991

Ethnic Group
© g = E = k= :% 2 '§ I
London Borourgh 2 é % ':E gl & 3 £ = § < g E
SlREmE| ¥ | E| 2 || E | E|5|FE
g < & et & g O =
“ = &2 S

City of London 072(1.61|2.64 | 443 | 3.54 | 275|428 | 0.00 ] 0.00 | 8.05 | 0.79
Camden 1.1511.771 222 1299 | 145|275 |3.72 { 055 | 1.29 | 2.68 | 1.33
Hackney 1.94 [1.51| 291 | 417 | 1.98 | 275 { 401 | 1.90 | 1.35 | 4.86 | 2.17
Hammersmith & Fulham | 1.25 [ 1.22| 1.76 | 3.56 | 0.96 | 2.75 | 428 | 1.22 | 1.23 | 2.65 | 1.34
Haringey 1.5311.66] 2.56 | 455|150 ] 275 | 3.61 | 1.07 | 1.26 | 4.05 | 1.76
Islington 1.521.69f 252 | 400 | 1.85 | 275 | 3.65 | 1.49 | 0.95 | 470 | 1.71
Kensington & Chelsea 12011311225 13441 161 | 275428 |066|073}273} 130
Lambeth 1.501.83] 250 | 5.21 | 1.46 | 2.75 | 4.28 | 1.23 | 1.53 | 424 | 1.78
Lewisham 1.6611.50| 2.83 | 429 | 1.28 | 2.75 | 4.28 | 2.49 | 1.40 | 4.03 | 1.81
Newham 1.97 [1.62| 323 | 554 { 2.33 | 3.65 | 446 | 1.22 | 2.05 | 5.59 | 2.36
Southwark 1.66[1.69| 3.03 | 523|146 | 275|428 | 1.63 | 1.26 | 5.08 | 1.93
Tower Hamlets 1541164247 | 551|178 | 275 | 475 | 1.13 | 1.82 | 4.69 | 2.31
Wandsworth 141143170 { 3.60 | 1.33 | 1.84 | 428 | 1.22 | 1.34 | 3.23 | 1.48
Westminster 1221190} 290 | 433 1.10 | 2.75 | 4.17 } 0.96 | 0.80 | 3.28 | 1.46
Inner London 1.49 |1.61 | 2.64 | 443 | 1.79 | 2.75 | 4.28 | 1.22 | 1.28 | 3.81 | 1.74
Barking & Dagenham 19512211236 | 479 2.55 | 2.84 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.51 | 3.97 | 2.04
Barnet 155092 1.98 | 479 | 1.59 | 2.44 | 2.80 | 1.20 | 1.71 | 3.03 | 1.61
Bexley 1.7711.55{ 236 { 479 { 1.70 | 244 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.51 | 3.97 | 1.79
Brent 143]1.66} 2.13 | 3.88 | 1.96 | 2.37 | 2.80 | 1.39 | 1.86 | 3.70 | 1.75
Bromley 1.46|1.55)2.36 | 479 | 0.90 | 2.44 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.51 | 3.97 | 148
Croydon 1.671.68] 242 | 635|178 1236 |2.80 | 124 | 150352 | 1.78
Ealing 154 146|235 (5.65| 1.89 | 2.52 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.36 | 4.06 | 1.73
Enfield 1.66 | 1.45] 271 | 479 | 1.40 | 2.44 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 140 | 452 | 1.73
Greenwich 1.85|1.54) 295 | 458 | 1.93 | 244 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.71 | 4.62 | 1.93
Harrow 1541124236 | 479 {177 1209 | 280 | 1.24 | 1.66 | 3.16 | 1.63
Havering 1.51{1.55]| 236|479 | 123|244 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.51 | 3.97 | 1.52
Hillingdon 1.71 155236 | 479 | 2.11 | 244 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.13 | 3.32 | L.77
Hounslow 1.70|1.30} 228 | 479 | 1.58 | 1.75 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.23 | 420 | 1.74
Kingston upon Thames | 1.52 [ 1.55| 2.36 | 4.79 | 0.86 | 2.44 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.27 | 2.30 | 1.50
Merton 1.62(1.33| 220 | 479 | 1.47 | 2.19 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.68 | 3.71 | 1.70
Redbridge 1.57(1.70| 293 | 479 | 1.94 | 2.61 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.64 | 6.04 | 1.75
Richmond upon Thames | 1.51 | 1.55]2.36 | 479 | 1.54 | 2.44 1 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.51 | 3.15 | 1.52
Sutton 1.67|1.55] 236|479 | 1.52 | 244 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.28 | 3.97 | 1.71
Waltham Forest 1.72|1.73( 279 [ 497 | 2.15 | 2.79 { 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.53 | 6.32 | 1.96
Outer London 1.62(1.55]2.36 | 479 | 1.79 | 2.44 | 2.80 | 1.24 | 1.51 | 3.97 | 1.71
Greater London 1.57 |1.59| 2.55 | 4.56 | 1.79 | 2.54 | 4.00 | 1.23 | 1.41 | 3.89 | 1.73

Source: Author’s calculations
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One of the weaknesses of the method used to calculate ethnic fertility rates for the projections model
was the approach used to estimate the age specific rates. In the methodology used in the model,

GFRs are calculated which do not take the age structure of fertile women into account. Then ASFRs
for migrant groups are scaled up or down to match the GFR level and therefore convert the GFR into
an artificial TPFR. An alternative method was developed to produce improved age specific ethnic
fertility rates. This used the borough specific ASFRs taken from the main London Research Centre
(LRC) projections model. These ASFRs were not ethnic specific, but did produce accurate borough
specific fertility curves. The borough specific ASFRs were applied to the women in each ethnic
group by single year of age. This provided an estimate of the number of births for each ethnic group.
Obviously this estimate did not incorporate any ethnic differences in fertility as the same ASFRs were
applied to each ethnic group. However the estimate of births this analysis produced was then
compared with the number of births produced using the ethnic group projections model methodology.
The ASFRs were then scaled up or down until the number of births produced by the two models were
the same. The result was fertility curves of the same shape for each ethnic group but at a higher or
lower level which matched the difference of the overall ethnic fertility levels calculated using the
GFR method. This method had the advantage of borough specific fertility curves, but lost the migrant
specific curves used in the selected methodology. Given the differences in the shape of the fertility
curves discussed earlier in this chapter it was decided to retain this element of the methodology and

not to incorporate the borough specific fertility curves.

4.8 Future trends in fertility

Predicting future changes in fertility levels for different ethnic groups was more difficult than
producing accurate ethnic fertility rates for 1991, because of the uncertainty surrounding how the
fertility of different ethnic groups might change. No previous work had projected fertility rates of
different ethnic groups in London, so new calculations were made. At the time of the construction of
the ethnic group model very little data were available post 1991 to determine how TPFRs by country
of birth groups from vital registration had changed during the 1990s. However those data are
available at the stage of writing up this thesis and are presented in Table 4.23. TPFRs by country of
birth of mother were not published by ONS post-1997. This may have been due to the weaknesses of

using 1991 data as a basis for the denominators.
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Table 4.23 Total period fertility rates by country of birth of mother, England & Wales,

1992-1997

Country of birth TPFRs

of mother 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
UK 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.7
India 24 2.4 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.3
Pakistan 4.8 4.9 5.0 49 5.0 5.3
Bangladesh 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.8 4.7 4.8
East Africa 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8
Rest of Africa 33 3.2 34 3.5 3.6 3.5
Caribbean 2.0 2.1 2.2 2.4 2.3 2.6
Far East 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.6 1.5 14
Mediterranean 2.2 2.1 2.1 2.1 2.0 1.8
Rest of world 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.9
Total 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.7 1.7 1.7

Source: ONS (1998a) Birth Series FM1 no 26

These figures have been calculated by ONS using births from the vital registration system, together
with estimates of the numbers of women in England & Wales by country of birth. They have been
produced using denominators calculated by projecting forwards from 1991 Census figures. Births
and deaths by country of birth for females are taken from the registration system, whilst in- and out-
migration from England & Wales are calculated from the International Passenger Survey (IPS). The
IPS has some limitations because of its sample size which may cause fluctuations from year to year
when estimating the numbers in different country of birth groups. This may cause some fluctuations

of fertility rates and thus small changes should be treated with caution.

The figures in Table 4.23 show that overall fertility declined between 1992 and 1997, with TPFRs
falling from 1.8 children per woman, to 1.7 children per woman in 1997. The steep fertility declines
seen throughout the 1980s for women born in South Asia have not been maintained in the 1990s.
Fertility remained high and fairly stable for women born in Pakistan and Bangladesh, and lower and
perhaps declining very slightly for women born in India. Fertility rates for women born in East
Africa, and the Rest of the world hovered just below replacement level during this period. There
were slight declines in fertility for women born in Mediterranean countries and the Far East. Both for
women born in the Caribbean and in Africa (excluding East Africa) there were slight increases in

fertility over the 1990s.

A method has been devised which converts births by birthplace into births by ethnic group. This
could potentially be applied to births which have occurred since 1991 in order to assess ethnic fertility
change in the 1990s. Owen (1995) and Shaw (1988) both used the Labour Force Survey to provide an

intercensal matrix relating ethnic group to country of birth/migrant group. They used this framework
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to allocate births by country of birth of mother into births by ethnic group. This method could be
applied to births by birthplace data for the 1990s in order to determine trends in ethnic fertility
throughout the 1990s. However national ethnic fertility rates are not necessarily representative of

ethnic fertility rates in London as a whole or in different boroughs in particular.

Further work has been undertaken since the production of the ethnic group projections model.
Sporton and White (2000) presented four options for possible future ethnic fertility change. These are
termed convergence, adjustment, minority group status effect and divergence. The convergence
scenario suggests that ethnic minority fertility gradually converges over time to match that of the total
population. Sporton and White analysed fertility rates produced by Owen (1995) and suggested that
this could be true of the “West Indian’ group, Indians and Chinese. ‘Adjustment’ occurs where the
fertility of some ethnic groups (e.g. Pakistanis and Bangladeshis) stabilises at a higher rate than the
overall population because of a tendency to adhere to cultural norms which favour larger family sizes.
The minority group status effect was displayed when a high status, upwardly mobile group, such as
the Jewish in the USA, maintained lower than average fertility which was thought to be a conscious
decision made to preserve their economic status. Finally divergence can occur when the fertility of
one part of an ethnic group veers away from the rest of that group. Sporton and White suggest this
could occur with the White group where the movement of ‘White” asylum seekers from high fertility

countries for example, could cause ‘White’ fertility in some areas to increase.

This work produces an interesting framework for the discussion of future ethnic fertility rates within
London. However it provides no easy solutions! Firstly because of the lack of trend data in ethnic
fertility is it impossible to determine which ethnic group would be in which category in which
borough. For example Indians in Harrow may be in the convergence or even the minority group
status effect group, whereas Indians in Newham, given the different regional origins in India and the
lower socio-economic status shown by 1991 Census data, could be in the adjustment group. It would
be an interesting project to investigate these different scenarios in more detail for London. However

it was not possible to include the scale of analysis which would be needed into this thesis.

A future schedule of fertility rates was devised for the ethnic group projections model. Trends in
recent degrees of fertility decline were examined. This was done by using fertility rates calculated for
1981 by age of mother and country of birth, and then calculating the same for 1991 and then
comparing the two. The average rate of fertility decline over this decade was 10 per cent. This
decline was only for mothers who were born overseas and did not include others, for example,
British-born mothers. It was decided that the fertility decline of British born-mothers with overseas-
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born parents was likely to be bigger than for overseas mothers so it was thought reasonable to double
the rate of fertility decline. If that decline was spread evenly across the period from 1991 to 2011 it

would mean a decline in the fertility rates of 2 per cent a year. This level of decline was applied to

the fertility rates in the model.

Fertility in some parts of London, particularly Central London areas, has reached very low levels, but
it is not thought that it is likely to decline indefinitely. Therefore the decision was taken to halt

fertility decline if a TPFR of 1.6 was reached for any group, and then to keep it constant at that level.

The future fertility rates did not include any adjustment for inter-ethnic marriage. Increasing rates of
inter-ethnic marriage are likely to result in more children of mixed ethnic origin in the future, but it is
difficult to assess the extent of this for each ethnic group. Patterns have already been investigated
using 1991 Census data and data from Labour Force Surveys (Berrington 1996). The release of 2001
Census data with new ethnic household data and a new Mixed ethnic group category will enable this

work to be explored further.

4.9 Conclusion

In conclusion, data have been presented which show that differentials in fertility exist between
different migrant and ethnic groups. A variety of data sources were examined and although each
provided evidence on ethnic differentials, none fulfilled the criteria set for the ethnic group
projections model which was to produce age specific fertility rates for ten ethnic groups for each
borough in London. A new innovative methodology was devised to overcome these data weaknesses.
This combined Census and vital registration data, and included the calculation and merging of general

fertility rates and age specific fertility rates. The strengths and weaknesses of the method are outlined

in Chapter 7 - Methodology.
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Chapter 5 The mortality patterns of different ethnic groups

5.1 Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to investigate evidence available on the mortality patterns of different
ethnic groups in order to determine the necessity and potential for incorporating ethnic and borough
specific mortality rates by age and gender in the ethnic group projections model. As in the previous
chapter on fertility, much empbhasis in this chapter is placed on the difference between ethnic and
migrant mortality. Ethnic mortality is represented by the mortality of each ethnic group as a whole -
wherever the people in that ethnic group were born. Migrant mortality is the mortality of different

groups of people who were born abroad and who have moved to Britain/London to live.

Previous research has highlighted mortality differences between different migrant groups (Marmot et
al. 1984, Balarajan and Bulusu 1990). However there has been very little work undertaken on ethnic
mortality. It has long been recognised that there are substantial differences in mortality patterns by
age and gender (Woods 1979). Also, geographical differences in overall mortality rates across
London have been noted (Bardsley at al. 1997). Each of these four aspects of mortality
(ethnic/migrant mortality, and mortality patterns by age, gender and geography) will be discussed in
turn. The chapter assesses the necessity of incorporating each into the model. It also reviews data
sources to determine the potential for constructing mortality rates by the various aspects. Finally the

chapter ends with a description of the mortality rates which were used in the ethnic group projections

model.
5.2 Mortality by country of birth

Country of birth of the deceased has been collected on death registration forms since 1969. However
ethnic group is not collected on death registration forms, so most research on mortality by ethnicity
has been restricted to mortality patterns by country of birth. Mortality patterns of ethnic groups as a
whole are required for the projections model. However there is at present a considerable degree of
overlap between country of birth and ethnic group. Data from the 1991 Census show that by far the
majority of those aged over 65, the age group where most numbers of deaths occur, in different ethnic

minority groups, were born abroad (see Table 5.1).
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Table 5.1 Percentage of population born in UK or abroad by ethnic group and age group,
’ London, 1991

Ethnic group
E = = ";:: w
[» s = g =
= ) 5 RZ| RO| F z E 5 o< O
=
Ages <45
Born in UK* 89 74 39 89 46 54 41 30 25 61
Born outside UK 11 26 61 11 54 46 59 70 75 39
Ages 65+
Born in UK* 89 7 15 24 4 8 9 4 5 17
Born outside UK il 93 85 76 96 92 91 96 95 83

Source: 1991 Census County Reports (OPCS, 1993a)
* ‘Born in UK’ includes persons born in England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland, Channel Islands, Isle of

Man and UK (otherwise not stated)

However the proportion born in the UK is still significant and will increase over the 20 year
projection period. The mortality patterns of British-born ethnic minorities and British-born White
people have not been analysed as the data are not available. British-born ethnic minorities will have

England/Wales/Scotland recorded on death registration forms and it is impossible to distinguish their

deaths from those of British-born White people.

Another complicating factor, also discussed in Chapter 3, is the range of different ethnic groups for
people born in the same country. For example, those born in India may not be Indian in ethnic origin.
In fact as recently as 1985 it was estimated that 50 per cent of Indian-born persons of pensionable age
were White (Shaw 1988). There may be particular historical factors which influence the relationship
between country of birth and ethnic group for those at older ages. The diversity within ethnic groups
in London makes the conversion of country of birth to ethnic group particularly difficult. A table was
commissioned from the 1991 Census to provide figures for country of birth by ethnic group and age.
In theory this table could be used ,with some assumptions, to allocate deaths by country of birth to
ethnic groups. The age group 65 and over could be used, as the majority of deaths occur to older
people, and then if, for example, for those born in India two thirds were Indian and one third were
White, then two thirds of deaths for those born in India could be allocated to the Indian ethnic group
and one third to the White group. However, this would be an extremely time consuming job and it
would assume that Indian born Whites and Indian born Indians had the same mortality rates which is

not likely to be true and actually is the whole crux of what is being investigated.
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A further limiting feature of this area of research is the construction of mortality rates. In order to
compare mortality patterns between different country of birth groups it is necessary to calculate
mortality rates. For this the number of deaths by birthplace are needed as well as a count of the
number of people at risk of dying, i.e. the number of people in each birthplace group - preferably by
age. This population count is only available every ten years from the census. Migrant groups tend to
live in large urban areas which have high under-enumeration rates in censuses, and therefore counts
tend to be underestimated. Using underestimated birthplace counts in mortality rates would
artificially raise the rates as it would seem as if there were fewer people at risk of dying than in
reality. A further problem with calculating mortality rates is that for many of the birthplace groups

the numbers of deaths recorded can be very small and therefore rates calculated from those deaths

will be subject to large sampling errors.

Whilst acknowledging all the problems with mortality rates by birthplace, it is still useful to examine
the data which do show the ways in which mortality varies by birthplace. National studies will be

examined first, followed by regional studies including those undertaken for London.

5.2.1 National studies on migrant mortality

Nationally there are some studies which have calculated mortality rates for different birthplace
groups. Balarajan and Bulusu (1990) calculated all cause Standardised Mortality Rates (SMRs) for
England & Wales for three years of deaths around 1971 using 1971 Census data for denominators,
and five years of deaths around 1981 using 1981 Census population counts by birthplace as
denominators. The Census data used are not adjusted for under-enumeration which is likely to mean
that denominators are underestimated to some extent and therefore SMRs are slightly higher than in

reality. The results are shown in Table 5.2.
The following are the relevant factors which can be identified from these SMRs.

e Overall mortality rates have improved from the early 1970s to the early 1980s, but rates of

improvement have varied for different countries of birth.

e Some people born outside England & Wales have lower mortality than those born in England &
Wales, whilst others have higher mortality rates. People migrating to England & Wales from

other European countries, Australasia, North America and South Africa have better mortality rates

(i.e. lower) than average.
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o Those who migrated from Scotland, Ireland, the Indian sub-continent, Africa and the Caribbean
have higher mortality rates than average (apart from Caribbean and Indian men in the 1970-1972

set where the mortality rates do not differ from the average).

Table 5.2 All cause Standardised Mortality Rates (SMRs) at ages 20-69 by country of birth
for people living in England & Wales, 1970-1972, 1979-1983

Country of birth Sex 1970-72 SMR | 1979-83 SMR
All countries M 115 100#
F 110 100*
Scotland M 128 118
F 119 118
All Ireland M 139 128
F 129 120
Indian subcontinent M 114 106
F 124 105
Caribbean Commonwealth M 110 79
F 150 105
African Commonwealth M 152 109
F 166 114 .
Mediterranean Commonwealth M 106 87
F 102 78
Australia M 101 85
F 104 83
Canada M 113 96
F 108 85
New Zealand M 104 84
F 95 96
France M 108 80
F 105 75
E and W Germany M 109 87
F 99 93
Italy M 95 65
F 111 78
Poland M 76 99
F 83 97
Spain and Portugal M 111 70
F 111 56
USSR M 107 96
F 115 95
Republic of South Africa M 111 97
F 110 94
USA M 99 89
F 101 85

Source: Balarajan and Bulusu (1990)

Notes:* SMRs of 100 = all people living in England & Wales 1979-1983 for males/females

Some SMRs are based on small populations and/or low numbers of deaths and therefore standard errors

will be large.
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In considering whether these mortality rates can be translated into ethnic mortality rates, let us
examine the White group. Many of those born in England & Wales are white. Their average death
rates would be lowered by white people migrating from other European countries, Australasia, North
America and South Africa, whilst being raised by white people migrating from Scotland and Ireland
with higher mortality rates. However, we do not know if there are differences in mortality rates
between people of different ethnic groups born in the same overseas country. There is also a wide
variation in these mortality rates by birthplace, for example, Irish-born male mortality was 28 per cent

higher than average in the 1980s whilst German-born female mortality was 25 per cent lower.

A more recent national study was undertaken by Wild and McKeigue (1997) in order to examine
mortality patterns by birthplace. The SMRs calculated by Wild and McKeigue (see Table 5.3) show
excess mortality amongst those born in Scotland and Ireland of around 30 per cent, an increase on the
levels shown by Balarajan and Bulusu in the early 1980s. Mortality rates for Caribbean-born people
were lower than average, whilst mortality for the other ethnic minority groups analysed was higher

than average. Mortality rates were also calculated by cause of death.

The rates in Table 5.3 also highlight:

e high levels of heart disease for South Asian and East African-born people compared with low
levels for Africans and Caribbeans

e high levels of strokes for all minority groups — particularly those who were West African and
Caribbean-born

e high levels of lung cancer for those born in Scotland and Ireland, with low levels for all other
groups analysed.

Table 5.3 SMRs by country of birth, selected causes of death, men and women aged 20-69,
England & Wales, 1989-92

All causes Coronary heart Stroke Lung Cancer Breast
Country of A

Birth Disease Cancer
Men Women | Men | Women Men Women Men | Women Women

Scotland 132 136 120 130 125 125 149 169 114

Ireland 139 120 124 120 138 123 151 147 92

East Africa 110 103 131 105 114 122 42 17 84

West Africa 113 126 56 62 271 181 62 51 125

Caribbean 77 91 46 71 168 157 49 31 75

South Asia 106 100 146 151 155 141 45 33 59

All Countries 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

Source: Wild and McKeigue, 1997




One example of the way these data could be used was shown in a study of trends in mortality rates
across London (Bardsley et al. 1997). It used differential birthplace mortality rates and applied those
to ethnic group populations for Inner London to estimate potential excess deaths — which were very

small or negative for all groups apart from the Irish.

Differences in perinatal mortality have also been demonstrated on a national basis. As before the
country of birth (of the mother) is the only available indicator of ethnicity. Table 5.4 shows the
variation in infant mortality with Pakistan born mothers suffering around twice the levels of perinatal

deaths as UK-born mothers.

Table 5.4 Perinatal, neonatal and postneonatal mortality (deaths per 1,000 births) by
mother’s country of birth, England & Wales, 1989-91

Country of Perinatal Neonatal Postneonatal
Birth mortality mortality mortality
UK 7.9 44 32
East Africa 10.0 5.1 2.3
Bangladesh 10.9 3.8 2.3
India 9.9 59 2.7
Rest of Africa 13.2 7.6 35
Caribbean 133 7.5 43
Pakistan 14.2 7.4 5.5

Source: Balarajan & Raleigh (1995), from Bardsley and Lowdell (1999)

Note: Where perinatal mortality= deaths after 28 weeks of pregnancy and in the first week of life
Neonatal mortality= mortality in the first four weeks of life

Postneonatal mortality= mortality after the first four weeks of life

Other national investigations which could be undertaken in the future could use the Longitudinal
Study (L.S). This study contains a one per cent sample of people in England & Wales and links
deaths and country of birth from death registration records and ethnic group from the 1991 Census.
These records could be matched to then give deaths and exposed to risk figures by ethnic group. At
present the sample size is small because a person would have to have been alive in 1991 to have their

ethnic group recorded, and to have died since 1991 in order to be recorded as a death.

Even if national data were available which were sufficient to produce death rates by ethnic group,
they could not easily be incorporated into a London projection model. In many cases ethnic groups
outside London are different from those inside London. For example Chapter 3 has shown that the
White group in London is far more diverse than the White group outside London and this could also

result in significant differences in death rates.
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5.2.2  Regional studies outside London on migrant mortality

Regional investigations which have analysed deaths by country of birth includes work by Bradford

Health Authority (1995). Migrant mortality was calculated using country of birth data. Standardised

mortality rates were produced for the six groups, as set out in Table 5.5.

Table 5.5 SMRs by country of birth, Bradford, 1988-1992 (England & Wales = 100)
Country of birth | No. of deaths SMR SMRLL SMRUL
India 171 135.9 116.3 157.9
Pakistan 315 96.5 86.1 107.7
Bangladesh 35 129.4 90.1 179.9
Asian 521 100.1 91.7 109.1
Non-Asian 10326 112.5 110.4 114.7
All groups 10847 111.9 109.8 114.0

Source: Personal correspondence from Bradford Health Authority to Bradford Council 1995

Notes: SMRLL = standardised mortality rate 95% lower confidence limit

SMRUL = standardised mortality rate 95% upper confidence limit

The figures show that the number of deaths for some groups such as those born in India and
Bangladesh are very small even when data from five years have been combined. Given the wide
confidence levels it is difficult to say for most groups whether mortality rates are higher or lower than
the average rate for all groups. These data show that for all but the largest migrant groups mortality
rates at district/borough level are not precise enough to be used in a projections model. This
drawback may not improve over time, because given present immigration trends, more and more
people from the larger ethnic minority groups are likely to be born in the UK rather than abroad, and

therefore their deaths will be recorded as UK-born.
5.2.3 London studies on migrant mortality
5.2.3.1 London birthplace mortality study 1

Although some national investigations have been described above, no studies have been published of
London mortality rates by country of birth or ethnicity, apart from a small note published by the
London Research Centre (1995). This study calculated mortality rates by borough for nine birthplace
groups, for those aged 45-64, using a three year average of deaths from 1988-1990. Death rates by
each birthplace group for those aged 45-64 are shown in Table 5.6. Death rates for each borough

were calculated in the study, but here only the London total is presented to show migrant differentials,
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and the boroughs with the lowest and highest deaths rates for each birthplace group are shown to

illustrate the range of death rates.

Table 5.6 Death rates (deaths per 10,000 people) by birthplace, aged 45-64, 1988-1990,

London

Birthplace London Lowest Highest No. of
borough | borough deaths

UK 72.6 517 118.4 22,523
Eire 1179 49.4 177.1 2,559
Old Commonwealth 92.2 47.3 193.8 198
NC Africa 113.6 57.8 199.5 595
NC Caribbean 86.0 43.6 118.2 1,419
NC South Asia 94.7 51.8 144.8 1,710
NC Far East 31.9 24.4 103.5 99
NC Mediterranean 69.1 46.2 124.1 407
Other 47.8 33.3 108.2 1,529

Source: London Research Centre (1995)

Note: NC = New Commonwealth

At the London level the table shows that all migrant groups apart from those born in the Far East and
the Mediterranean and the Other category had higher death rates than those for the group born in the
UK. Those born in Eire had the highest rates followed by those born in New Commonwealth Africa.
The difference in death rates at the London level seems to suggest a strong mortality differential

between migrant groups.

However interpretation of the figures is complicated by three issues, the first is the base populations
used to construct the rates, the second is age structure and the third is the small sample sizes. No data
existed for 1989 on the size of birthplace groups so these populations were estimated. Congdon
(1992) used regression models to identify the extent to which the percentage of births by birthplace in
1981-82 reflected the distribution of those same birthplace groups from the 1971 and 1981 Censuses.
He then applied those ratios to births by birthplace data for 1990 and London Research Centre (LRC)
population projections for 1989 by age and gender. Changing age structures of different birthplace
groups were updated by constraining the figures to Labour Force Survey data by age and gender.

These figures could have a considerable degree of error attached to them.

Secondly, the age group under discussion here is the 45-64 age group (Congdon did not calculate
deaths rates for all ages). Given that life expectancies at birth for males and females exceed 64, it is
premature mortality which is being measured here. Mortality increases with age, and so those migrant

communities with a younger age structure (i.e. more people nearer 45 than 64) are likely to show
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fewer deaths than those communities with older age structures. This may be why the Other group has

such low death rates.

The third issue is sample size. For example, the very low death rate of the Far East group will be
subject to large sampling errors because it is only based on 99 deaths, (alternatively the low rate may

be a function of a skewed age structure, or inaccurate base populations, or it may be a real

phenomenon).

Despite the drawbacks with the data, some of the same mortality patterns are shown as in the national
studies. For example, both this and the Wild and McKeigue study show high SMRs for those born in
Ireland, and low SMRs for those born in the Caribbean. However, the conclusion from this
investigation is that calculating death rates by birthplace group for boroughs is not reliable given the
small sample sizes, although calculating birthplace differentials in mortality rates for London as a

whole is possible for the larger birthplace groups.
5.2.3.2 London birthplace mortality study 2

A study was published in 2000 which analysed mortality patterns by birthplace for London (Bardsley
et al. 2000). This author was part of a four person project team which undertook the study. The aim
of the study was to estimate mortality rates by country of birth for the period 1996-1998. Deaths
were analysed by country of birth for London for 1996-1998. This entailed compiling death records
and calculating the average deaths for 1996-1998. A number of different methods were used to

estimate the birthplace populations exposed to risk corresponding to these deaths, as such data are not

collected between censuses.

A tota] of 190,432 London residents died in the three year period 1996-98 (65,195 in 1996, 63,368 in
1997 and 61,869 in 1998). More than 200 different countries of birth were recorded on the
corresponding death certificates. In order to estimate the populations exposed to risk corresponding

to these deaths a number of methods were used.

Method 1

This crude model simply applied the proportions of the 1991 Census population by 5 year age/gender
group and country of birth to the total 1996-98 ONS mid-year population estimates (MYEs). The

assumption was that the proportion of people born in a given country in a given age/gender group was
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the same in 1996-98 as it was in 1991. By not using the population projections by ethnic group as a

basis, this method ignores differential growth rates of ethnic groups.

Method 2

The populations for 5 year age/gender bands were based on applying the age/gender specific country
of birth by ethnic group matrix derived from 1991 census data to the sum of the population
projections by ethnic group for the years 1996-98 (derived from the results of the ethnic group
projection model described in this thesis). This approach says that for any given age/gender group,
the percentage of the ethnic group x population, born in country y at the 1991 Census equals the

percentage of the projected ethnic group x population, born in country y for the years 1996-98.

The actual figures were derived by calculating the 1991 percentage of people in each age/gender
group born in a given country for individual ethnic groups. These were then applied to the 1999

round of population projections for each ethnic group and age/gender band (average of individual

years 1996-98).

Method 3

This approach is a slightly more sophisticated version of Method 2. In this case, the age profile of the
1991 Census country of birth by ethnic group matrix is rolled forward five years, to try and account
for changes since 1991. Thus the 1996-98 estimate of people aged, say, 45-49 years born in a certain
country is based on the percentage of people born in that country aged 40-44 at the 1991 Census.
Proportions of 0-4 year olds by country of birth are kept constant (i.e. 1996-98 the same as in 1991).
This approach seems to make more sense as it incorporates some cohort specific material, however it

does assume that differential patterns of migration or mortality are not critical factors.

Method 4

This method is a combination of Methods 2 and 3. It attempts to take account of the fact that
migration and mortality will vary markedly by age, migration having a stronger effect among younger
age groups and mortality a stronger effect among older ages. This model therefore takes age 30 as a
cut-off point, based upon analysis of the age structure of the largest minority ethnic populations in

Greater London at the 1991 Census, and uses:
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® Method 2 (direct mapping of 1991 Census country of birth by ethnic group matrix onto 1996-98
ethnic group populations) for the population aged under 30 in 1996-98 (keeping proportions aged

0-4 constant)

® Method 3 (rolling the 1991 Census country of birth by ethnic group matrix forward by five years
and then applying it to the 1996-98 ethnic group population projections) for the population aged

30-34 years and over in 1996-98.
Comparison of different estimates of exposed to risk

The differences between the population estimates derived from the ethnic group population projection
model using Methods 2, 3 & 4 are quite marked for some country of birth groups. As Table 5.7
shows the additional sophistication in Model 4 has the effect of substantially reducing the population
estimates for people born in the Caribbean and India, whilst increasing estimates of people born in

Eastern Africa.

Table 5.7 Numbers of deaths and population exposed to risk (Methods 2, 3 and 4) by
country of birth, London, 1996-1998

Total Population
Country of birth Number of| Method Method Method %
deaths 2 3 4 4-2)/2

Bangladesh 680 240,676 207,240 240,270 0%
Caribbean & West Indies 3,571 406,202 329,965 338,646 |-17%
Eastern Africa 1,237 397,532 366,810 415,674 5%
Eastern Europe 2,923 190,879 172,575 181,555 -5%
England & Wales 150,944 15,712,152 16,265,065 15,832,267 1%
India 4,468 560,490 472,805 514,318 -8%
Ireland 10,062 767,008 715,152 767,045 0%
Middle East 1,862 341,033 312,034 331,080 -3%
Other South Asia 380 104,705 94,666 104,069 -1%
Other Western Europe 3,908 497,993 474,540 506,045 2%
Pakistan 693 184,613 157,712 182,322 -1%
Rest of Africa 2,255 660,729 580,613 633,255 -4%
Rest of World 1,661 484,817 451,285 493,266 2%
Scotland 4,038 343,782 319,653 349,299 2%
South East Asia 1,064 406,179 378,676 409,679 1%
Not known 686 - - - -
All countries 190,432 | 21,298,790 21,298,790 21,298,790 0%

Source: Bardsley et al 2000
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The reasons for these differences are differences in the patterns of migration from and to the UK,
which vary according to country of birth. If there had been a steady flow of people over time, then
the assumptions that the relative proportions of population by country of birth were the same now as
in 1991 would be reasonable. Yet we know that migration patterns are not stable and that for some
groups, such as those people born in Eastern Africa, there have been distinct peaks and troughs in
movement to the UK (Balarajan, 1995). A failure to recognise this dynamic is likely to underestimate

the numbers of older people in these communities in the UK.

Effects on observed SMRs

It is not perhaps surprising that the differences in exposed to risk estimates will be converted into
some large differences in estimates of mortality rates. There are clearly no ‘correct’ answers from
these different models. What is important is to be aware of the nature and extent of differences in
mortality estimates that arise through these different approaches. The following analyses are based
on using Method 4, the most ‘sophisticated’ of the approaches tested. As Table 5.8 shows, the SMRs
resulting from this method tend to be more conservative (i.e. less extreme). It is also the method that

seems to make the most sense when considering how populations of migrants to London will age.

Table 5.8 All age, all cause Standardised Mortality Rates (SMRs) by country of birth,
London, 1996-98, calculated using different methods for estimating exposed to
risk populations (100=SMR for England & Wales 1996-1998)

Country of birth Number of deaths SI\I/IR by d;nomma;or Metl;od
Bangladesh 680 97 98 97 95
Caribbean & West Indies 3,571 104 105 104 104
Eastern Africa 1,237 126 128 111 109
Eastern Europe 2,923 85 86 94 94
England & Wales 150,944 96 97 99 99
India 4,468 87 88 90 89
Ireland 10,062 133 134 113 112
Middle East 1,862 98 99 85 85
Other South Asia 380 87 88 87 86
Other Western Europe 3,908 90 91 86 85
Pakistan 693 92 93 92 91
Rest of Africa 2,255 101 102 99 98
Rest of World 1,661 66 67 61 61
Scotland 4,038 117 118 112 111
South East Asia 1,064 72 73 71 70
All countries (exc. not known) 189,746 97 98 98 98

Source: Bardsley er al 2000
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Figure 5.1 summarises ‘premature’ mortality at ages 20 to 69 by country of birth for London and
shows 95% confidence intervals for the individual SMR values. In this age range, mortality in
London tends to be higher than national averages. Londoners born in Scotland, Ireland and Africa
stand out as having significantly high rates, and those born in England & Wales and the Caribbean
also have SMR values greater than 100. In contrast, consistently lower rates are seen among people
born in India and South East Asia. For other country of birth groups in London, e.g. Bangladesh,

Pakistan and Eastern Europe, rates are not significantly different from the UK average.

Figure 5.1 All cause Standardised Mortality Rates SMRs ages 20-69 (Method 4) by country
of birth, London, 1996-98
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Standardised Mortality Ratio (ages 20 - 69)

Source: Bardsley et al 2000

Note: SMR of 100 = SMR of England & Wales
Mortality for specific age and gender groups

Table 5.9 summarises SMRs by country of birth for broad age categories. The numbers of deaths
below age 15 is low, 1,300 in total with only 72 born outside England & Wales. Values for these
ages are not therefore shown. At ages 15 to 44 there are some particularly high SMRs, with rates
among people born in Scotland, Eastern Europe and Eastern Africa some 50 per cent higher than

national averages. Higher rates are also seen for those born in the Caribbean and the Rest of Africa.
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People born in Bangladesh, India and Pakistan appear to have low rates at these ages. The relative
rates for men born in Ireland & Scotland were higher than for women, however the confidence
intervals of these figures for males and females separately were so large that it was difficult to assess

differences. Gender differences were less obvious for other ethnic groups.

For ages 45 to 64, the groups with the highest mortality rates are those born in Ireland and Scotland,
although significantly higher rates are also seen amongst people born in Bangladesh, Caribbean,
Eastern Africa and England & Wales. Once again, although rates for men tend to be higher, the

patterns of mortality for men and women by country of birth appear remarkably similar.

Above the age of 65, mortality rates in London tend to be better than average, and this holds for
nearly all the country of birth groups, the only exception being those born in Ireland (105). In

general, the differences by country of birth are much less marked in the older age bands.

Table 5.9 SMRs by country of birth by age group, London, 1996-98 (Method 4)

Country of birth Ages 15-44 Ages 45-64 Ages 65+
SMR | L95% | U95% | SMR | L95% | U95% | SMR | L95% | U95%

Bangladesh 576 | 447 | 741 1137 |101.6 |127.1 | 955 | 846 |107.8
Caribbean & West Indies | 126.8 |108.6 |148.0 |1142 |107.8 |121.0 | 97.8 | 932 |1027
Eastern Africa 1449 1312 |160.1 |109.8 |100.6 |1197 | 83.6 | 734 | 95.3
Eastern Europe 1540 [127.9 1855 | 87.1 | 756 |1002 | 928 | 89.1 | 96.8
England & Wales 1005 |106.8 |112.3 |1094 |107.7 |111.0 | 977 | 97.1 | 9823
India 707 | 604 | 829 | 855 | 803 | 91.1 | 919 | 884 | 95.6
Ireland 1280 [1155 |141.9 |1419 |1361 |147.9 |1052 |102.5 |108.0
Middle East 790 | 663 | 941 | 753 | 686 | 82.6 | 89.1 | 837 | 9438
Other South Asia 716 | 533 | 962 | 78.1 | 647 | 943 | 936 | 80.3 |109.2
Other Western Europe 1199 [1060 |1356 | 69.7 | 642 | 75.7 | 868 | 833 | 905
Pakistan 765 | 612 | 956 |105.1 | 936 |118.1 | 847 | 749 | 9538
Rest of Africa 1305 [119.1 |143.0 |1015 | 943 1093 | 868 | 81.0 | 929
Rest of World 634 | 542 | 740 | 480 | 432 | 534 | 657 | 61.5 | 70.1
Scotland 1542 |1365 |174.1 |1547 |1444 |1656 [1009 | 969 [105.1
South East Asia 576 | 485 | 684 | 626 | 555 | 705 | 779 | 714 | 849
All countries (exc. not 1082 |106.0 |1105 |1063 |1050 |107.5 | 969 | 964 | 974
known)

Source: Bardsley et al 2000

Note: Where L95% is the lower confidence level at 95% significance
And U95% is the upper confidence level at 95% significance

Summary

This work highlights a number of points of significance when attempting to calculate mortality rates
by ethnic group. Firstly, there is not a large amount of variation in SMRs by birthplace for those aged
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65 and over. Furthermore, some of the differences seen across birthplace groups would be suppressed
in the calculation of ethnic group SMRs. For example, the White group would contain significant
proportions of the higher than average number of deaths of those born in Ireland and Scotland as well
as the lower than average number of deaths of those born in Other Western Europe and Eastern
Europe. There are larger differences in SMRs for ‘premature’ migrant mortality, that is mortality

before the age of 65. However, many of these figures are based on small samples and are subject to

large sampling errors.

5.3 Mortality by ethnic group

No large studies have been undertaken of the mortality of different ethnic groups in Britain or in
London. This is mainly due to lack of data, because deaths are recorded by birthplace and not by
ethnic group. Some major studies purport to be studies into ethnic health but are actually based
almost entirely on birthplace data (for example Balarajan and Raleigh 1993). Two studies have
attempted, on a national level, to convert deaths by birthplace into deaths by ethnic group. In both
cases the purpose was to provide rough estimates of the mortality component in estimates of
population change (Shaw 1988, Owen 1995). This is a complex procedure for London given
London’s ethnic diversity. It is also imprecise given that the ethnic/birthplace matrix relates to
people who were alive at the time of the survey. The relationship between these two variables may
well be different for deaths. For most ethnic groups sample sizes at borough level would also be far

too small to construct mortality rates reliably.

One method would be to produce London-wide SMRs for ethnic groups which could then be applied
to scale borough life tables by age and gender up or down. For example, if Indian SMRs were 10 per
cent lower than average in London, that differential would be applied to the Indian group in all
boroughs. However it could not be assumed that the same London wide differentials would exist in
all boroughs given the known socio-economic differences of the same ethnic groups in different
London boroughs. For example, 1991 Census data show that Indians in Harrow have a much higher
socio-economic profile than Indians in Newham. Given the association between poverty and
mortality (Edwards and Flatley 1996), mortality rates for Indians in Harrow are likely to be below

average, whereas mortality rates for Indians in Newham may be above average.
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One data source which does provide some insight into health status by ethnic group is the 1991
Census question which asks respondents if they had a long term illness which affected their daily

activities. This indicator is called limiting long-term illness (LLTT).
5.3.1 Using limiting long term illness patterns to assess the health levels of ethnic groups

Limiting long term illness (LLTTI) rates can be calculated from the 1991 Census by age, gender and
ethnic group. Although not mortality rates, these data can give us an indicator of differential health
patterns and bad health is directly related to mortality. These data can be obtained from the 1991

Census and have been analysed for London (Storkey 1994b).

The data show (Table 5.10) that overall LLTI rates vary by ethnic group with the White group having
the highest rate of LLTI (12.1 per cent), followed by Black Caribbean and South Asian groups.
However, when the data are examined by age a different picture emerges. Black children have higher
rates of LLTI than White children. Also, for those aged 65 and over, the White group has one of the
lowest LLTT rates, even though the White group has the oldest age structure within this group, (that is
a higher proportion is very elderly). Therefore these results could indicate that ethnic minority

groups have worse health than whites and consequently that these minority groups might have higher

mortality rates.

The age bands in Table 5.10 are broad. In order to compare LLTI across ethnic groups effectively,
five year age bands should be used in order to minimise the effects of differences in age structure.

Broad age bands are used in Table 5.10 to illustrate the patterns of rates.

Although LLTT is related to mortality, using these rates as a basis for proxy mortality rates could
cause some problems. Firstly LLTT is related to mortality but it is not possible to quantify that
relationship at present. Also some groups may be more prone to die from diseases which are not
preceded by ill health. Thirdly, these LLTI rates are self reported and ethnic groups have been shown
to vary in the way they report ill health (Smaje 1995). Given these uncertainties it was decided that it
would not be possible to use LLTI rates as a proxy for mortality rates in the ethnic group projections

model.
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Table 5.10 Limiting long term illness rates (LLTI) rates by ethnic group and age, London,

1991

Ethnic group All ages 0-17 18-64 65+
All 11.3 2.5 8.3 387
White 12.1 2.4 8.0 386
Black Caribbean 10.9 35 11.1 419
Black African 54 32 6.0 36.6
Black Other 6.2 3.6 8.0 404
Indian 8.8 2.1 9.5 44.8
Pakistani 8.7 2.8 114 46.5
Bangladeshi 9.0 2.9 15.1 40.1
Chinese 4.5 1.5 4.1 323
Other Asian 5.7 2.2 5.8 38.3
Other 7.4 3.0 8.4 41.0

Source: 1991 Census LRC Commissioned Table 1 from Storkey (1994b)
5.4 Mortality by age and gender

Nationally and in London mortality increases with age, and females have a longer life expectancy and
lower mortality rates than males (ONS 1999b and Hollis 1999a). The 1996 life tables produced for
London by Hollis (1999a) show a male life expectancy at birth of 74.3 compared with a female life
expectancy at birth of 79.9. Life expectancy decreases gradually with age. At age 90 males had an
average 4.1 years of life left whilst females had an average 5.2 years of life remaining. Males had
higher mortality rates than females for every single year of age except at ages 7 and 12 where rates
were very similar. These differences in mortality rates by age and gender need to be reflected in any

mortality rates used in the ethnic group projections model.
5.5 The geography of mortality
5.5.1 Mortality in the UK

The UK has one of the healthiest populations in the world. Life expectancy was very high in the
1990s, (around 77) and was only exceeded in a few countries for example Sweden (79), Japan (80),
and Switzerland (79) (Population Concern 1997). Other countries which are the source of many of
the UK’s migrants have lower life expectancies for example Nigeria (54), Kenya (54), India (59) and
the Caribbean (69). However the ‘healthy migrant’ effect (Benjamin, 1982) shows how those people

migrating from a country are usually more healthy than average.
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5.5.2  Mortality in London

Crude death rates (deaths per 1,000 population) were lower in London than in the UK as a whole
between 1971 to 1998 as shown in Table 5.11. This was partly due to London’s younger age
structure, and partly due to lower age specific mortality rates. When SMRs were calculated, overall

mortality in London was six per cent lower than for the UK. (ONS/GOL/LRC 2000).

Table 5.11 Crude death rates (deaths per 1000 population), London and UK, 1971-1998

Year London crude UK crude death
death rate rate

1971 11.3 11.5

1976 12.0 12.1

1981 114 11.7

1986 10.9 11.6

1991 10.0 11.2

1996 9.3 10.9

1998 8.7 10.6

Source: ONS/GOIL/LRC 1998 and 2000. Focus on London 1998 and 2000

Differences in mortality rates between London and the UK highlight the need to construct London

specific mortality rates rather than national ones in the ethnic group projections model.

Life expectancies at birth for each London borough were produced by Hollis (1994 and 1999a) and
are shown in Table 5.12. They were calculated using an average of three years of deaths in each
borough, related firstly to 1991 MYE (using deaths from 1990-1992), and secondly to an average of
MYEs for 1995 to 1997 (using deaths from 1995-1997). For the life expectancies centred on 1996,
male life expectancy at birth in London was 74.3 and female life expectancy was 79.9. Females
therefore lived an average of 5.6 years longer than males. ' This compares with a UK life expectancy

at birth in 1996 of 74.3 for males and 79.5 for females (ONS 1999b).

The figures in Table 5.12 highlight the large range in life expectancies across London boroughs. In
areas only a few miles apart, life expectancies at birth in 1995-1997 varied from 71 for a male in
Tower Hamlets, to 82 for a female in Kensington & Chelsea. In 1996 Newham and Tower Hamlets
had the worst life expectancies both for males and females. For males both boroughs had values less
than 72 years, and for females they were 78 years or less. The boroughs with the highest life
expectancies were Kensington & Chelsea for females (81.6) and Barnet for males (76.6). Richmond

and Bromley also had high values for both genders.
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Table 5.12 Life expectancy at birth, London boroughs, 1990-92 and 1995-1997
Males Males Years Females | Females Years
London Borough 1990-92 1995-97 | difference | 1990-92 | 1995-97 | difference
e() en eﬂ eO

Camden 71.40 73.01 1.6 79.02 80.51 1.5
Kensington & Chelsea 72.99 74.79 1.8 80.03 81.63 1.6
Westminster 72.66 74.98 2.3 79.65 81.16 1.5
Hackney 71.01 72.23 1.2 77.31 79.21 1.9
Hammersmith & Fulham 70.25 72.07 1.8 78.21 79.14 0.9
Haringey 73.02 73.48 0.5 78.86 79.17 0.3
Islington 71.06 72.72 1.7 78.13 79.35 1.2
Lambeth 70.64 72.02 14 77.87 78.85 1.0
Lewisham 72.20 72.36 0.2 78.57 78.69 0.1
Newham 71.52 71.86 0.3 78.12 71.37 -0.7
Southwark 70.57 72.43 1.9 77.43 78.81 1.4
Tower Hamlets 70.47 71.46 1.0 78.53 78.00 -0.5
Wandsworth 71.89 73.59 1.7 78.29 79.37 1.1
Inner Boroughs * 71.52 72.81 1.3 78.40 79.28 0.9
Barking & Dagenham 72.31 72.75 04 78.58 78.62 0.0
Barnet 75.27 76.62 1.3 80.34 80.54 0.2
Bexley 74.90 75.83 0.9 80.11 80.32 0.2
Brent 73.07 74.23 1.2 79.47 79.55 0.1
Bromley 75.10 76.38 1.3 80.83 81.22 0.4
Croydon 74.07 75.15 1.1 79.46 79.95 05
Ealing 72.76 74.42 1.7 79.13 79.51 0.4
Enfield 74.31 75.69 1.4 80.11 80.63 0.5
Greenwich 72.44 73.41 1.0 78.82 78.77 0.0
Harrow 75.51 75.86 04 81.00 81.26 0.3
Havering 74.39 75.25 0.9 79.96 80.11 0.1
Hillingdon 74.17 75.46 1.3 79.78 80.07 0.3
Hounslow 73.30 74.55 1.2 79.60 79.95 04
Kingston upon Thames 74.94 76.29 1.4 80.25 81.04 0.8
Merton 74.56 75.18 0.6 79.95 80.66 0.7
Redbridge 74.01 75.85 1.8 79.73 80.45 0.7
Richmond upon Thames 74.62 76.27 1.6 80.64 81.53 0.9
Sutton 75.12 75.43 0.3 79.86 80.43 0.6
Waltham Forest 73.26 74.04 0.8 78.89 79.68 0.8
Outer Boroughs 74.11 75.22 1.1 79.83 80.23 04
Greater London * 73.14 74.31 1.2 79.31 79.87 0.6

Source: Hollis (1994 and 1999a)

Note: * includes data for the City of London, which has too small a population to provide a reliable Life Table

In general, life expectancies rose over the five year period between 1991 and 1996. All boroughs

experienced increases in life expectancy for males, but three boroughs had decreases for females:

Newham, Tower Hamlets and Greenwich. The other feature of change during this period is that

overall life expectancies for males rose at around twice the rate for females. This follows the national

trend of a narrowing gap between the life expectancies for males and females.
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