
General Register Office for Scotland Spring 2007 Census Consultation

Response from the Scottish Council of Jewish Communities

1
Name

Leah Granat

2
Are you responding as an individual on the behalf of an organisation?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 as an individual 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 on the behalf of an organisation. Please write in the name of 


the organisation(s) represented

Scottish Council of Jewish Communities

Note: The Scottish Council of Jewish Communities is the representative body of all the Jewish communities in Scotland comprising Glasgow, Edinburgh, Aberdeen and Dundee as well as the more loosely linked groups of the Jewish Network of Argyll and the Highlands, and of students studying in Scottish Universities and Colleges. 
3
Do you agree to your responses being made available to the public? 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes (anonymously) 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

4
Would you be prepared for GROS to contact you if we need to 
clarify your response?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

5
Address

222 Fenwick Road

Glasgow

G46 6UE
6
Telephone number

 07887-488 100


j-scot@j-scot.org.uk

7
e-mail address

Your response will be shared internally with the Scottish Executive and the other Census Offices elsewhere in the UK so that they can also take your views into account. 

Consultation Points

Please use the write in boxes below to comment on any of the following Consultation Points.

Consultation Point 1: We would welcome your views about our plans to have three rather than four pages of personal questions in the 2011 Census Questionnaire.
We note that this consultation document repeatedly states that there is not space to include particular questions, or that a question can only be included if another is excluded. We are concerned that restricting personal questions to three pages will result in less meaningful questions being asked, and in the loss of useful questions (such as that about discrimination) and we do not, therefore, support this proposal.

Consultation Point 2: We would welcome views on the approaches to gathering information on housing quality discussed in paragraphs 4.3.4 and 4.3.5 in the consultation document.
No comment.

Consultation Point 3: We would welcome your views on whether or not a question on income should be included in the 2011 Census. 
· If a personal income question takes up too much space, would a household income question be sufficiently useful? 
· If you believe a personal income question is vital, what other topics would you be prepared to exclude to accommodate it?
No comment.

Consultation Point 4: We would welcome your views on the proposed changes to the questions on health and care. 
· Would an extended question on limiting long term illness, which identifies specific conditions, add value to your use of Census data? If so, please tell us how.
· Do you consider that the question on care should be a high priority? 
No comment.

Consultation Point 5: What impact would dropping the question on religion of upbringing have for you or your organisation? 
· If you think this is still a priority, what other topic would you be prepared to exclude to accommodate this question?
Many people who were brought up as Jewish but do not belong to a formal community, or who no longer subscribe to Judaism as a religion, nevertheless prefer to use communal welfare and social facilities where available, so full and accurate statistics are required to enable effective planning of service provision.  We are aware of people who interpreted the 2001 question “What faith or religion do you belong to?” in terms of paying a subscription or other active involvement.  In this regard the 2001 England and Wales question “what is your (current) faith or religion?” is to be preferred.
In addition to providing for people’s religious and spiritual needs, the Jewish community provides care services for children, for the elderly and for those with a disability; educational services for people of all ages; sporting and social activities and a range of other provisions such as burial. Demographic information is vitally important to enable effective and appropriate planning for this provision. 

Many people with a religious upbringing undoubtedly prefer culturally specific services even if they no longer practice the religion, so the question still has a practical value to support effective service planning.
If the Census were to include four pages of personal questions it would not be necessary to exclude any other question in order to accommodate this one.
Consultation Point 6: Do you think that we should continue to ask a combined question on travel to work or study?

· Or should we only ask about travel to work? (asking two separate questions is unfeasible on space grounds.)
No comment.

Consultation Point 7: Do you consider that information on languages other than Gaelic should be a priority for the Census? 
If so: 
· What aspects of language should be gathered? 
· If a comprehensive question cannot be accommodated, would a simpler question be better than nothing? 
· What languages are you interested in? 
Language is an important means by which people identify themselves, but it can also be a barrier to understanding and communication. The inclusion, therefore, of a question about which languages are understood, spoken or read would both enlarge understanding of respondents’ ethnicity, and directly enable service providers to plan translating and interpreting services more effectively.
 We therefore support the collection of this information although it is of limited use to us. 
Consultation Point 8: What are your priorities for migration information from the Census? 

· What are your views on the collection of information on citizenship?

Although we do not have any particular requirement for data about migration, we support its collection to enable relevant service providers to plan more effective service delivery to new immigrants, refugees and asylum-seekers. 

Collecting information about year of entry into the UK, as suggested at 4.9.3 of the consultation document, will provide more useful information than asking about address 1 year ago.  We do not, however, see any value in asking about month of entry into the UK.
Consultation Point 9: What impact would the changes to the collection of NS-SEC and Labour Market data, discussed in section 4.11 of the consultation document, have on your use of Census data?
No comment.

Consultation Point 10: Do you use qualifications data from the Census? 

If you consider it a high priority, please tell us why.
We do not have any requirement for this data. 

Consultation Point 11: Would you use Census information on second residences? 

· We welcome your views on the proposed population definitions.
We do not have any requirement for this data. 
Consultation Point 12: Ethnicity Consultation

Q1
In which of these topics do you or your organisation have an interest?  Tick all that apply.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Ethnic Group  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  National Identity 

Q2
What role or responsibility does your organisation have in respect 
of the areas you have ticked above (Q1)?  
The Scottish Council of Jewish Communities is the representative body of all the Jewish communities in Scotland. 
The Council's representative democratic structure enables it to speak authoritatively in the name of the whole community to government, parliament, churches, trades unions, the media, etc and it regularly responds to consultations on matters that affect the Jewish community. The Council is represented on the Scottish Executive's Faith Liaison Group, the Scottish Boards of the Commission for Racial Equality and the Equal Opportunities Commission, BEMIS (the Scottish Ethnic Minority infrastructure body), Scottish Inter-Faith Council, Policy Officers Network, and the Scottish Human Rights Coalition, and works with these to promote good relations amongst community groups and to promote equality.
Q3
For which UK countries/areas do you need this information? Tick 
all that apply.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Scotland


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 England


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Wales


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Northern Ireland


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Great Britain


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 United Kingdom
Q4
If a separate question on national identity (i.e. the country which a 
person identifies with most) were to be adopted on the 2011 
Census, what would you use this information for?  
We do not have any particular requirement for this information. 
However, any question on national identity should be entirely unambiguous about what information it is seeking otherwise some respondents may interpret the question as asking about their actual nationality, others about their country of birth, and others about familial or emotional attachment to a nationality that might or might not be their own. Counting responses has no merit if the respondents intended different things by their responses. 
Q5
Do you need ethnic group information from the 2011 Census?


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  Yes 

go to Q6


 FORMCHECKBOX 
  No 

go to Question 13
Q6
Which type of ethnic group information do you require? Tick all that 
apply.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 General information on the ethnic composition of the population

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Information on specific ethnic groups, please specify.
	Jewish





 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Information on combinations of ethnic group (e.g. total minority 

ethnic population, the Asian population etc.)


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other, please write in

	


Q7
For what purpose(s) do you need this information? Tick all that 
apply.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Service provision


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Policy development


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Workforce monitoring

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Promoting equal opportunities

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Tackling discrimination


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other, please write in
	


Q8
Looking at the ethnicity questions presented on page 28 of the 
Consultation Document, which do you consider best meet your 
data needs? Tick ONE box. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Prefer the 2006 Census Test questions 
    go to Q9

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Prefer the 2001 Census question 

    go to Q9

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No preference 




    go to Q10
Q9
Why does the 2001 or 2006 Census Question best meet your data 
needs? 

Without doubt the 2006 Census test question best meets our data needs. It will result in data that are more accurate and therefore more useful than the 2001 Census question, and is much less likely to make members of minority communities feel alienated and excluded, which should increase compliance.

There is no single factor identifiable as ‘ethnicity’ - which is precisely what the failings of the 2001 question demonstrated.  Instead there are a variety of factors that contribute to an individual’s sense of ‘identity’, including the respondent’s nationality, descent, race, religion, culture, and language, among others, and all of these must be taken into consideration if the census is to provide useful information in this complex and often sensitive area. 
The 2001 Census question was an irrational mix of colour, nationality and geography, and we strongly support its replacement. We also support the inclusion of “Jewish” in the “Other ethnic groups” category, which will result in a more accurate understanding of the size of the Scottish Jewish community.

Although we welcome the fact that the 2006 question does not use colour as an identifying factor we still have some concerns over the layout of the question. The use of  “multiple” is preferable to “mixed”, but we are concerned that its current placing in the question still reflects an apartheid view, with European first, what might be viewed as ‘European and other’ second (effectively the apartheid ‘coloured’), followed by Asian, Arab, African and Other. Logic dictates that “other” and “multiple” always appear last, since they can only be understood in terms of the other possible responses.

In addition, we suggest that the geographic categories should appear in alphabetic order. We understand the principle of putting the most likely expected response first, but this is outweighed by the propensity of respondents to casually tick the first box (as borne out in recent STV elections!)

The “multiple ethnic groups” category should be replaced by an instruction to “tick as many boxes as relevant” (as proposed in the 2005 Scottish Executive consultation document).  This is our preferred option.
Q10
If, in 2011, an ethnicity classification were to be adopted which 
replaced the terms ‘Black’ and ‘White’ with ‘European’ and ‘African’ 
(such as the 2006 question shown on page 28 of the consultation 
document) what impact would this have on your organisations’ ability to use the Census data or other surveys you conduct which are based the Census ethnicity classification?  

If one pair of terms were replaced by the other, that would simply replace one irrationality with another.  What is required is for the offensive and ill-defined colour terms to be dropped, and the geographic terms used in their proper senses.  That is not “replacement”.

Partly as a result of the 2001 classifications, “Black” and “White” have come to be used as if they were synonymous with “minority” and “majority” communities. This has had the effect that some minority communities are excluded both from the majority and from the officially recognised minority, and is particularly important at a time when the largest communities of new immigrants are from Eastern Europe.
When ‘black’ is used as if it were synonymous with ‘minority community’ non-black communities such as the Polish, Jewish, and Gypsy Traveller communities are excluded because they are not in any sense black. When ‘white’ is used as if it were synonymous with ‘the majority community’ these same communities are excluded once again because they are not part of the majority community. This double exclusion is particularly divisive and alienating.
Q11
If a revised ethnicity classification is used on the 2011 Census this 
would have an impact on the level of comparability that could be 
achieved with 2001 Census data.  What effect, if any, would this have on your organisation?  

There is no point in collecting unintelligible data, and, whilst longitudinal comparability is useful, it is more important that the 2011 classifications should be meaningful than that they should be unduly constrained by comparability with the 2001 figures.   In any event it should not be difficult to correlate the two categorisations.

Q12
If the ethnicity classification adopted on the 2011 Scottish Census 
differs slightly from that adopted on other UK Censuses this would 
have an impact on the level of achievable UK comparability.  What 
effect, if any, would this have on your organisations?  

Comparing unintelligible data from across the UK will not produce intelligible information. Whilst comparability with other parts of the UK is useful, it is more important that the Scottish classifications should be meaningful than that they should be unduly constrained by comparability with the E&W figures. 
Furthermore it should not be impossible for GROS statisticians to extrapolate comparisons between surveys that use slightly different terminology. 

Q13
Please use the space provided below for any other comments you 
wish to add.
1)
We very much regret that question 35 “Have you experienced negative discrimination on any of the following grounds in the last twelve months?” is among the questions dropped from the current draft, and we strongly urge its inclusion.

The Macpherson Report definition of a racist incident relates to the victim’s perception of the incident as being racist or otherwise discriminatory. It is, however, difficult to obtain accurate figures for the levels of racist and other forms of discrimination because only a small proportion of cases are reported, and even fewer are pursued through courts or tribunals. 

The inclusion of this question in the 2011 census would provide a benchmark for organisations working to reduce discrimination, and, if also included in the 2021 census, would provide valuable information about the long term trend.

We would, however, suggest including space for a short write-in answer beside the “other” tickbox.

2)
We emphasise that there must be a clear distinction between the different questions – ethnicity, nationality, national identity, etc.  to increase the probability of questions being answered accurately.  The 2001 “ethnicity” question is the archetype of the opposite, resulting in confusion as to whether it was about ethnicity, “cultural background”, skin colour or geographic origin.

Consultation Point 13: Comments and views on the suggestion that we should offer the option of filling in the Census form on the internet are welcome.

We support the proposal that the Census could be completed online. However, we emphasise that internet access is not as widespread as is sometimes presumed (for example, we understand from OSCR that only 56% of registered charities have e-mail access) so it must not replace or be given priority over completing the Census on paper. 

Consultation Point 14: Comments and views on the 2011 Census Gaelic Language policy are welcome.

No comment.

Consultation Point 15. Comments and views on the provision of Census Output are welcome.
· Which three of the 17 aims listed in paragraph 7.1.2 are the most important to you? 

· Would you prefer to obtain most of the 2011 Census data that you need on-line rather than on paper? 

We very much welcome the opportunity for a flexible system of online table-generation to supply user-specific data, but re-iterate that not all potential users have internet access, and emphasise that as wide a range of data as possible should be readily available in hard copy.
· Would you use a flexible on-line table generation system, or would you expect to rely on pre-planned output (in either paper or electronic form)?

Consultation Point 16: Do you share our view that the 2001 approach to geography should be adopted again in 2011?

No comment.
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