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Identifying deprived areas using indices from
the 1991 census and information about the
recipients of community charge and council tax
benefit

Stephen Jones

Abstract
Study objective - To assess the level of
agreement between those small areas se-

lected as materially deprived by indicators
derived from the 1991 census and those
indicators derived from local authority be-
nefit data.
Design - Census indices ofdeprivation and
local authority benefits data were col-
lected, compiled, and correlated for three
districts in Yorkshire at enumeration dis-
trict (ED) level. The composition of the
"most deprived" quintiles of pairs of in-
dicators was compared.
Participants - Data were obtained from
the 1991 census for the Bradford, Kirklees,
and Rotherham districts. Community
charge benefit and council tax benefit data
were also obtained for all claimants in the
three districts.
Main results - Correlation coefficients be-
tween indicators of deprivation from the
census and from the benefits data were

shown to be quite high. However, the com-
position of EDs in the highest quintiles of
pairs of indicators showed marked differ-
ences.

Conclusions - Census indicators of dep-
rivation and local authority benefits data
select broadly similar groups of "de-
prived" EDs. Where deprivation in-
dicators disagree is in the composition of
specific quintiles which is due partly to
methodological differences in the con-

struction of the indicators, partly to de-
ficiencies of the benefit data, and partly to
the different aspects of deprivation which
the various indicators measure.
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The identification of deprived areas is in-
creasingly seen as important to local authorities.
Diminishing resources and (or) increasing calls
on local authority funding have encouraged
many authorities to target their resources more

carefully towards areas of greatest need. Sim-
ilarly, in the increasingly more frequent process

of bidding for special funds (from local, na-

tional, or international sources) the quan-

tification of absolute and relative levels of need
is often required at the small area level. This
level ofinformation is also vital ifpolicies aimed

at the alleviation of poverty and the re-

generation of dilapidated areas are to be mon-

itored and assessed. It is also recognised that
the deprivation can be a confounding variable
in many kinds of social and epidemiological
analysis, again prompting effort to measure and
map it.

Unfortunately, there is no universally agreed
definition of deprivation and consequently,
there are a plethora of suggested means by
which it may be measured. Many of these
indicators employ variables from the census

and a variety of statistical techniques to com-

bine them. Such methodology suffers from the
lack within the census of any direct measure

ofincome or wealth and is limited to a 10 yearly
snapshot of social conditions, which becomes
progressively more out of date. These and other
limitations of the census have prompted local
authority and other researchers to seek other
ways of identifying and comparing areas ofhigh
material deprivation. Community charge or

council tax benefit data, aggregated to unit
postcode level, are seen as potential sources of
relevant information. It is the intention of this
paper to assess the degree of consistency in the
small areas selected by a number of census

based deprivation indices and council benefit
data, using experience gained in three Yorkshire
districts.

Definitions
The census is a decennial event which records
a large number of details about the population
of the UK over a single night. The last census

occurred on April 21, 1991 and the resulting
information, output as a number of cross tab-
ulations, became available from the middle of
1992. Census data are available for a hierarchy
of areas, the smallest of which is the enu-

meration district (ED) which contains an av-

erage of 200 households and about 500 people.
Local government in England and Wales is

responsible for a wide range of local services
which includes education, social services, en-

vironmental health, refuse collection, police
and fire services, planning and building control.
Funding for these services comes from four
major sources as shown in table 1. Local au-

thority control extends only to items 2 and 4
of table 1 and councils who wish to provide
higher levels of service are forced to raise extra
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Table I Source of local government finance

Source Proportion (Yo)

1 Central government grants and 47
subsidies

2 Local domestic revenue (community 10
charge/council tax)

3 Non-domestic rates 19
4 Charges for services 12
5 Other 12

Source: Local Government Financial Statistics: England No 4.1

revenue from solely these sources. Hence, al-
though the average household council tax pay-

ment for 1995-96 is C489, the band D
equivalent figures range from f982.68 to

L275. 10.2
Community charge (or poll tax) was in-

troduced in 1990 to England and Wales. All
adults within a local authority area were eligible
to pay the tax (with a number of notable ex-

emptions). It was a very unpopular tax, partly
because it was seen as being unfair and large
numbers of mainly single and mobile residents
sought to avoid paying it. It was replaced by
council tax in 1993. Council tax liability is
based on the market value of the property
which the resident occupies, but it allows a

25% rebate for any resident who is a sole
occupant. Calculation of liability is based on

two factors:

* The banded value of the property which the
claimant occupies,
The level of council tax which is set by the
local authority.

Residents on low incomes are eligible to claim
council tax benefit (and were able to claim its
predecessor community charge benefit). This
is one of the few nationally available benefits
administered by local authorities. All claimants
who are eligible for, or who have an income on

or below the level of income support (a means
tested social security benefit which provides a

minimum income for people who are not in
full time work and is funded by central gov-
ernment) receive a 100% rebate of their council
tax. Claimants with higher incomes have their
rebate reduced by 20% for the amount by
which their income exceeds the income support
level. The means of assessing council tax rebate
and liability complicates the use of the rebate
data in identifying areas of deprivation. Re-
cipients of full rebate have a level of income
which is consistent across local authority
boundaries. Recipients of partial rebate are less
readily comparable, as their rebate also depends
on the valuation band of the property they
occupy and the level of council tax set by their
local authority.

Advantages and disadvantages of the two
data sources

THE CENSUS: ADVANTAGES

The census has the major advantage of being
universal. Collection of the data is carefully
monitored and coordinated and backed by a

legal remedy against households which refuse
to cooperate. As a result, the census is widely

disseminated and consequently well un-
derstood by researchers. It also has complete
spatial integrity.

THE CENSUS: DISADVANTAGES
There are a number of problems associated
with using census data for measuring dep-
rivation. The census itself is a 10 yearly event
and can therefore only provide a "snapshot" of
conditions. It is available only for a limited
range of output areas (the smallest being the
ED in England and Wales) and this severely
limits spatial flexibility. The output area bound-
aries and the questions which are asked do
not remain constant between censuses which
means that changes over time are difficult to
quantify (especially at the small area level).
The data themselves have an element of un-
reliability at this level,3 despite the efforts to
obtain 100% coverage. For instance, un-
dercounts are acknowledged to have been quite
high for the 1991 census, mainly due to the
desire of certain sections of society to remain
undetected and avoid paying the community
charge. Data were imputed for those house-
holds which were known to exist but for whom
no questionnaire was returned, and responses
were based on the characteristics of neigh-
bouring households. All data (with one ex-
ception) were modified (by the random
addition of - 1, 0 or + 1 to each cell count in
the cross tabulations) as a means ofmaintaining
confidentiality where cell counts were low. Per-
haps the most telling deficiency of the census
is the absence of any direct measure of income
or wealth, hence a reliance by researchers on
proxy measures such as car ownership or hous-
ing tenure. Debate about the suitability of these
proxy measures and a desire to capture the
multifaceted nature of deprivation has led to
the formation of multiple indices consisting
of combinations of census variables. Un-
fortunately, there is little agreement on what
should be the composition of a reliable poverty
index from census variables, nor any un-
equivocal understanding of what those indices
currently in use measure.

BENEFIT DATA: ADVANTAGES
There are three major advantages which benefit
data enjoy over census data for identifying areas
of material deprivation. The data are collected
continuously, therefore they are up to date and
available for time series analysis. The data are
held at individual household level (although
they are more manageable when aggregated to
unit postcodes) and, using appropriate com-
puter software, can either be assigned a unique
National Grid reference, or be allocated to a
particular ED using the OPCS ED/Postcode
Directory. Thirdly, the data represent a direct
measure of wealth, since only households with
low income qualify for the benefit. That the
benefit is administered locally (and is, there-
fore, possibly more accessible than data from
nationally administered schemes) is a further
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Identifying deprivation with 1991 census, community charge, and council tax data

Table 2 Composition of the deprivation indicators

Index Variables Method

Jarman Unmarried with children Log transformation
Social classes IV & V Z scores
Under 5s Weighting
Ethnic minorities
Single parents
Single pensioners
Migrants
Unemployed
Overcrowded households
Lacking amenities

Townsend Unemployed Log transformation
Overcrowded households Z scores
No car
Not owner occupiers

DoE 91 Overcrowded households %
Lacking amenities log transformation
Children in flats
No car
Children & not earniing
Unemployed

DoE 81 Unemployed Log transformation
Overcrowded households Z scores
Single parents weighting
Lacking amenities
Single pensioners
Ethnic minorities

Bradford Group 1: Income (com charge rebate) Variables split into 4 groups,
Group 2: Unemployment income, economic, social, and

No car housing. EDs selected if they
Families witjh no earner have one (or more) variable in

Group 3: Dependant only households the top 10% in two or more
Single parents groups.
Large families no car
Group 4: Overcrowded

Lacking amenities
No central heating

advantage, providing that access to the data
can be obtained.

BENEFIT DATA: DISADVANTAGES
Many ofthe disadvantages of using benefit data
for deprivation analysis arise from its initial
collection for the administration of benefit
claims. Simply extracting the data from storage
in the computer software can be problematical.
The requirements of the benefits system are

for the speedy and correct processing of claims
not the supply of convenient research data.
Hence, many records are badly addressed or

wrongly postcoded (although the latter can

often be an encoding error), and become un-

available for spatial analysis. Other encoding
errors may be deliberate, where non-vital in-
formation is omitted (such as the claimant's
age). Interpretation of the benefits file is not
simple, especially as local authorities use a

variety of different computer software packages
to store and retrieve the data. Problems were

encountered in the course ofthese studies with,
among other things, the definition of multi-
occupancy buildings; the distinction between
benefit claimants, their partners, and benefit
recipients; and apparent inconsistencies in the
association of benefit to recipients of income
support. Further problems may occur in finding
suitable denominator data at the same spatial
resolution as the benefit data.
Lack ofcomparability between different local

authority areas is a major disadvantage ofcoun-
cil tax benefit due to the variation in housing
stock values and local tax levels. Collection and
storage ofthe data by each local authority using
a variety of hardware and software also means

that there may be a lack of external com-

patibility. As with all benefits, there is an un-

Table 3 Indices used in three Yorkshire studies

Index Bradford Kirklees Rotherham

Jarman
Townsend /
DoE 91 / /
DoE 81 /
Bradford I
Community charge benefit / / /
Council tax benefit

known element of under claiming which is
unlikely to be evenly spread geographically or
socially. Georeferencing the benefit data may
introduce further inconsistencies. For example,
there are known errors in both the Central
Postcode Directory (which is used to allocate
National Grid references to unit postcodes)
and the ED/Postcode Directory, which may affect
differentially both the benefit data and the
denominator data. Regarding future use of be-
nefit data, there are fears that active consent
may have to be given under the Data Protection
Act 1994 in order to use the data for research
purposes4 and that withdrawal of consent may
reduce the quality and near-universal coverage
of the dataset. A final criticism of benefit data
is that it presents a single, financial dimension
ofpoverty which fails to reflect the multifaceted
nature of the problem.5

Methods
The studies looked at the following indices of
deprivation at ED level; the Jarman under-
privileged areas score6; the Townsend dep-
rivation index,7 the index of local conditions
recommended by the Centre for Urban Policy
Studies to the Department of the Environment
for use in studies of deprivation using the 1991
census8 (henceforth known as DoE 91), the
index used by the Department of the En-
vironment in their studies of urban deprivation
from the 1981 census, but using data from the
1991 census9 (henceforth known as DoE 81)
and an index created by Steve Simpson for the
Bradford district'0 (henceforth known as the
Bradford index). The composition and means
of calculation of these indices are shown in
table 2.
Data were collected under a number of

different projects for the three metropolitan
areas of Bradford, Kirklees, and Rotherham.
Table 3 summarises the deprivation indicators
which were calculated for each area. Com-
munity charge data were made available by
unit postcode (suitably anonymised) and al-
located to EDs in one of two ways. Rotherham
rebate data (extracted in spring 1993) were
allocated by using the "analyse-shade-by-
value" command in Mapinfo Desktop Mapping
Software," using the National Grid coordinates
for unit postcodes from the Central Postcode
Directory (amended as suggested by Gatrell")
on a map base of Rotherham EDs digitised by
EDLINE. The Bradford benefit data (extracted
in summer 1992) were apportioned to EDs
using the OPCS ED/Postcode Directory. Kirklees
community charge benefit data were obtained
once in 1991 and again in 1993; the council
tax benefit data also was collected in 1993.
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Table 4 Usable data from the Kirklees benefit data files

Total records Usable records

CCB 91 283 161 282 053
CCB 93 289262 282 189
CTB 159 520 154 841

Note: community charge benefit data were extracted for 1991
(CCB 91) and 1993 (CCB 93).

Data for both years were also allocated to EDs
using the OPCS ED/Postcode Directory. Of the
available benefit data, those from Rotherham
contained 20 990 records, of which only 134
could not be used, Bradford had about 67 000
benefit claims of which about 3000 could not
be located in EDs. Table 4 shows the usable
data from the Kirklees benefit data files. Data
were amalgamated into dBaseIVfiles and input
to SPSS for Windows. Pearson correlation co-
efficients were computed for all indices and
rebate data except some of the Bradford data
for which Spearman rank coefficients were ap-
propriate.

Results
Tables 5-10 give the correlation coefficients of
pairs of deprivation indicators for each of the
three districts.

Discussion
Examination of the results presented in tables
5, 6 and 7 suggests that the measures of dep-
rivation are fairly highly correlated across the
board. The Rotherham data reflect lower cor-
relations between benefit data and census in-
dices but there may be two main causes for

Table 5 Correlation coefficients for Rotherham census indices and community charge
benefit by enumeration data

J7arman 1 000
Townsend 0-7636 1-0000
DoE 91 0-8008 0-9460 1 0000
CCB IS 0-3765 0-4415 0-4371 1 0000
CCB recips 0-3517 0-4469 0-4357 0-9845 1-0000

J7arman Townsend DoE 91 CCB IS CCB recips

p=00000 in all cases.
Notes: Community charge benefit was available for all recipients (CCB recips) and also just for
those claimants who also qualified for income support (CCB IS).

Table 6 Correlation coefficients for Bradford census indices and community charge
benefit by enumeration districts

Bradford 1 0000
Townsend 0-9470 1 0000
DoE 91 0 9186 0 9453 1 0000
CCB 0-8727 0-8986 0-8935 1 0000

Bradford Townsend DoE 91 CCR

p= 0-0000 in all cases.
Notes: Bradford index modified to nominal data and omitting the community charge benefit
element.

Table 7 Correlation coefficients for Kirklees census indices, community charge benefit,
and council tax benefit in relation to enumeration districts

DoE 81 1 0000
DoE 91 0-9278 1 0000
Townsend 0-9341 0-9519 1-0000
CCB 91 0-7803 0-8105 0-8798 1-0000
CCB 93 0-8466 0-8851 0-9411 0-9495 1 0000
CTB 0 7905 0-8297 0-9063 0-9418 0-9724 1-0000

DoE 81 DoE 91 Townsend CCB 91 CCB 93 CTB

p = 0 0000 in all cases.
Notes: community charge benefit data available for 1991 (CCB 91) and for 1993 (CCB 93).

this. Since the postcoding of the data is subject
to a high level of quality control, the potential
for error must lie in the conversion from post-
codes to National Grid coordinates. This pro-
cess is known to produce a fairly high degree
of misallocation even after the recommended
correction factor is applied."2 Further error is
introduced by using census information, known
to be correctly spatially referenced, as the de-
nominator. The tables ofBradford and Kirklees
data show higher correlations between the cen-
sus indices and benefit data, notably for the
Townsend index, but these are lower than the
correlations between variables in the "census"
group or the "benefit" group.
One reason for differences between the two

groups may result from the relatively large
amount ofunusable material among the benefit
data (except in the case of Rotherham). This
has arisen largely due to missing or wrong
postcodes in the benefit files and therefore an
inability to assign the data to an ED. The
spatial distribution of these data is, by defin-
ition, unknown but even low numbers of data
absent from small areas such as EDs may have
a significant impact on their relative com-
parability. Kirklees data were "cleaned" at con-
siderable expense in 1990, to ensure that
postcoding was correct, but, as table 4 shows,
the quality of the database has declined since
then, and reduced the reliability of the dataset.

Despite these differences, the figures suggest
that the census indices are largely measuring
the same phenomenon as the benefit data. That
the correlations are not higher may be seen as
either a function of the problems of using
benefit data (lack of one 100% coverage, prob-
lems of locational accuracy etc), or that the
census indices are measuring a broader defin-
ition of deprivation which extends beyond low
income to the other less tangible aspects of
material disadvantage.

Tables 8, 9, and 10 reveal the number of
EDs which are commonly held in (a) the highest
scoring (most deprived) and (b) the lowest
scoring (least deprived) quintiles of pairs of
indicators. Contrary to the expectations raised
by the high correlation coefficients, the number
of common EDs is surprisingly low. For in-
stance, despite a correlation of 0-98 between
the two community charge variables for Ro-
therham, only 82 (from a potential of 96) EDs
are common to the highest scoring quintile.
Similarly, for Bradford, despite a correlation of
0-94 between the Townsend index and the
DoE 91 index, only 143 out of a possible 185
EDs are common to the top quintiles. Even
where the benefit data is a constituent of the
deprivation index, as in the Bradford index (see
table 9C), there is still a marked discrepancy
about which EDs are selected as the most
deprived.
Table 11 summarises some of the data from

the tables above. It indicates that the strength
of the correlation coefficient between two in-
dicators and the number of common EDs in
the highest quintile are not necessarily closely
related. This apparent inconsistency may have
a simple explanation. The large number of
records in these datasets (749 for Kirklees, 927
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S69Identifying deprivation with 1991 census, community charge, and council tax data

Table 8A Number of enumeration districts common to the highest scoring ("most
deprived") quintiles selected by census indices and community charge benefit for
Rotherham

Jtarman 96
Townsend 63 96
DoE 91 67 78 96
CCB IS 45 57 52 96
CCB recips 39 52 49 82 96

_Jarman Townsend DoE 91 CCB IS CCB recips

Notes: Data were available on community charge benefit for those also receiving income support
(CCB IS) and all benefit recipients (CCB recipients).

Table 8B Number of enumeration districts common to the lowest scoring ("least
deprived") quintiles selected by census indices and community charge benefit for
Rotherham

J3arman 96
Townsend 57 96
DoE 91 60 79 96
CCB IS 37 55 50 96
CCB recips 39 59 54 82 96

_'armnan Townsend DoE 91 CCB IS CCB recips

Table 9A Number of enumeration districts (ED) common to the highest scoring ("most
deprived") quintiles selected by census indices and community charge benefit for Bradford

Bradford 185
CCB 121 185
Townsend 143 122 185
DoE 91 135 120 143 185

Bradford CCB Townsend DoE 91

Notes: 116 EDs are common to the highest quintile of the three census based indices and 81
EDs are common to all four indicators.

Table 9B Number of enumeration districts common to the lowest scoring ("least
deprived") quintiles selected by census indices and community charge benefit for Bradford

Bradford 185
CCB 138 185
Townsend 154 145 185
DoE 91 155 129 147 185

Bradford CCB Townsend DoE 91

Table 9C Comparison of the Bradford index (in its original form, which uses
community charge benefit (CCB) data as one variable) with percentage figures of
community charge benefit recipients

In the highest 10% for: No of EDs in No of EDs Proportion of
Bradford index also in CCB common EDs

2 or more groups 202 153 76%
3 or more groups 173 88 51%
4 groups 29 9 31%

ED = enumeration district.

Table 1OA Number of enumeration districts common to the highest scoring ("most
deprived") quintiles selected by census indices and community charge benefit for Kirklees

DoE 81 150
Townsend 121 150
DoE 91 117 116 150
CCB 93 96 107 99 150
CCB 91 89 100 95 120 150
CTB 93 108 94 131 122 150

DoE 81 Townsend DoE 91 CCB 93 CCB 91 CTB

Note: 101 EDs are common to the highest quintiles of the three census based indicators, 107
common to the benefit based indicators and 59 EDs are common to all six indicators.

Table 1OB Number of enumeration districts common to the lowest scoring ("least
deprived') quintiles selected by census indices and community charge benefit for Kirklees

DoE 81 150
Townsend 112 150
DoE 91 115 127 150
CCB 93 100 122 108 150
CCB 91 83 104 92 118 150
CTB 86 113 100 131 117 150

DoE 81 Townsend DoE 91 CCB 93 CCB 91 CTB

for Bradford, and 482 for Rotherham) coupled
with the relatively narrow range of data mean

that the margin of difference between se-

quential EDs is small (particularly for data

which do not lie in the highest and lowest
extremes.) Table 12 illustrates for Kirklees the
data values for three indicators around the
bottom end of the highest scoring quintile.
Thus, for the Townsend index, the value
difference for the 20 placings between 160th
highest ED (that is, well out of the top quintile)
and the 140th highest ED (that is, well inside
the top quintile) is a mere 0-25 or 0-07 of the
SD). Taking into consideration the possible
sources of error within both the census data
and the benefit data, these are not appreciable
differences. Therefore, any classification which
seeks to summarise these data into quintiles,
octiles etc by introducing threshold values will
be forced to make a set of fairly arbitrary dis-
tinctions between largely similar EDs. On the
basis of this evidence, it is clear that EDs
marginally excluded from counts of "the most
deprived" are likely to be little different from
those EDs marginally included.
The figure demonstrates how important

these distinctions can be when deprivation
measures are applied to a particular area. For
the Kirklees area, the correlation coefficient of
the two variables (DoE 91 and council tax
benefit) is 0-8297 and the number of common
EDs is 100. The DoE 91 index selects a swathe
ofEDs to the north east of Huddersfield which
are omitted by the council tax benefit and
identifies deprivation as a problem con-
centrated around the centre of Huddersfield.
The council tax benefit selects more EDs in
the north of the district and highlights a greater
number of isolated and uncontiguous EDs.
It is likely that different areas and different
strategies would be chosen to tackle deprivation
defined by the different indicators. Similarly, if
an epidemiological study required the variable
of deprivation to be controlled, the spatial in-
consistencies between the two measures of dep-
rivation would be critical.
An alternative view is suggested by the foot-

notes to tables 9A and 1 OA. Eighty one EDs
commonly feature in the top quintile of the four
deprivation indicators calculated for Bradford
and 59 EDs are common to the six Kirklees
indicators. Likewise, larger groups of EDs are
common to census or benefit based indicators.
This may indicate that there is a hard core of
deprived areas whose deprivation is relatively
insensitive to different indices or measures.
Unfortunately, such ad hoc methodology may
still be incapable of distinguishing the mar-
ginally deprived areas (an ED could be 150th
on all indicators and be included in the list,
while another ED could be 151st in one in-
dicator and in the top 10 for the others and be
omitted) and would be unable to withstand
critical academic scrutiny.
The seemingly simple requirement for re-

searchers, epidemiologists, and decision
makers is for a single, unequivocal indicator
of deprivation. Unfortunately, the indicators
examined in this paper, despite being soundly
constructed, select slightly different com-
binations of small areas as "most derprived".
This presumably reflects the variety of dep-
rivation which is experienced by different
groups of people in different locations. (To
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Comparison of enumeration districts in the highest quintiles of council tax benefit (CTB) and Department of the
Environment 1991 (DoE 91) deprivation indicators in Kirklees.

some extent the Bradford index acknowledges
this and seeks to reflect the different aspects of
deprivation in its composition.) Of the in-
dicators examined in this paper, the local au-
thority benefits appear to have the potential to
be the best single expression of poverty, being
available at small area level, updatable, and
related directly to household income. Un-
fortunately, their utility is compromised by the
difficulties of obtaining, georeferencing, and
interpreting the data. Also, eligibility for the
benefit depends on factors, other than house-
hold income, which are determined by the
local authorities. In studies which cross local
authority boundaries, these limitations would
seem to exclude council tax benefit as a con-
sistent measure of deprivation.

Other authors suggest that a single census
variable may suffice to summarise material dis-
advantage,'3 being unambiguous and trans-
parent and also avoiding the methodological
problems of indices. Table 13 shows how the
variable "percentage of households with no
car" correlates with other census variables and
the deprivation indicators. The results appear
quite encouraging and may augur the day when
researchers purchase their detailed deprivation
data from the Driver and Vehicle Licensing
Centre in Swansea rather than the OPCS.

Table 11 Correlation coefficients, common enumeration districts (ED) and proportion of
common EDs for the highest quintiles of selected indicators

Indicator 1 Indicator 2 Coefficient Common EDs Proportion (%Io)
Kirklees:
DoE 91 Townsend 0-9519 127/150 85
Townsend CCB 93 0-9411 122/150 81
CTB DoE 91 0-8297 100/150 67

Bradford:
CCB Townsend 0-8986 122/185 66
Bradford DoE 91 0-9186 135/185 75

Rotherham:
Jarman DoE 91 0-8008 67/96 70
CCB Recips CCB IS 0-9845 82/96 85
CCB Recips Townsend 0-4469 52/96 54

Table 12 Data ranges for selected Kirklees deprivation
indicators

Indicator Rank Value Range of all data

Townsend 160th 3-12 -5-99 to 9-15
150th 3-23 SD 3-48
140th 3-37 avg 011

CCB 93 160th 38-0 2-03 to 62-12
150th 39-1 SD 14-01
140th 39.7 avg 24-73

DoE 91 160th 5-42 -16-99 to 24-47
150th 5-76 SD 9 39
140th 6-32 avg -3-68

Table 13 Correlation coefficients of the single census
variable "households with no car" and other deprivation
zndicators

Deprivation indicator Correlation with % no car

Rotherham:
Townsend 0-9126
DoE 91 0-9141
Adults with a long term 0 8147

limiting illness
Unemployed 0-8156

Kirklees:
DoE 81 0-8305
DoE 91 0-8660
Townsend 0-9169
CCB 93 0-9083
CTB 0 9035

Bradford:
Bradford 0-9122
CCB 0-9246
Townsend 0-9212
DoE 91 0-9113

p=0-0000 in all cases

Conclusions
Community charge benefit data and its suc-
cessor council tax benefit data are very useful
indicators of deprivation and have been em-
ployed successfully to identify deprived areas
in many local authority districts including Kir-
klees and Bradford. However, problems of ob-
taining, comparing, and locating the data
impair their utility, especially if they are to be
applied over areas larger than a local authority
district.
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Identifying deprivation with 1991 census, community charge, and council tax data

Benefits data correlate fairly well with other
deprivation measures taken from the 1991 cen-
sus. However, when individual EDs are com-
pared between the different deprivation
indicators (from the census and from benefits
data), the composition of the top quintiles
is quite varied. This reflects the very small
differences between the scores of sequential
EDs and possibly the different aspects of dep-
rivation described by each indicator.
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Open discussion
STAINES - I think you have underlined a rather nasty
problem by using these indicators to rank things. I
have done a similar exercise for all the wards in the
Yorkshire Regional Health Authority and although
the ward rankings there are slightly more stable,
particularly at the more deprived end, they are still
quite unstable. And however you use these indicators
there will be wards that will complain about cut-
off based on this particular method. I suspect the
message from what you have said, and from what I
have seen, is that these are not appropriate tools to
use for establishing cut off points for doing things.
You should perhaps establish your cut off points on
the basis ofwhat you plan to do, what your resources
are, and what resources are available and refrain from
using deprivation scores as a sort of a mechanistic
indicator to determine where things are to be done.

JONES - I agree. And possibly by taking a closer look
at the data and seeing where natural cut off points
occur.

BOOMLA - What seems to emerge from this is that
much ofthe argument about which deprivation index
to use - whether to allocate resources for health
services expenditures or social services expenditures
- is predicated on the fact that the govemment wants
to target extremely small areas to hand out extra
money to. The argument would disappear if the
indicators were used for a much more widespread
distribution of extra money - if we were talking
about distributing extra money to 1 SD rather than
0-2 SD.
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