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Introduction

• 2007 – Dept. Communities and Local 
Government commissioned the project: 
to explore empirical setting of weights.

• Exploratory study
• Focused only on weights, all others 

aspects ‘given’



The domain weights for the IMD 2000 
and 2004 were determined principally 
on the basis of theory, with additional 
thought given to the robustness of the 
data





Constraints and givens

• Structure of IMD – domains, theoretical 
structure, transformations etc.

• No direct indicator of Multiple deprivation 

• No ‘internal’ method of estimating weights
• Total substitution 
• Each domain score – risk of being deprived in 

that domain



No direct method of empirically 
estimating weights

Multiple 
deprivation

Income deprivation
Employment deprivation
Health deprivation and disability
Education, skills and training deprivation

Barriers to Housing and services
Living environment deprivation
Crime

Model weights

� no indicator of multiple deprivation
� can’t ask someone



No ‘internal’ method of weight 
estimation

• No single latent factor influencing the 
level of the different domains of the 
index.

• Therefore:
• No expectation of association between 

‘domains’
• and no ‘internal’ empirical method available 

for estimating weights







Additive rather than multiplicative 
at the level of the individual

• Area A: with a population of 100, of whom 10 
are experiencing both type 1 deprivation and 
type 2 deprivation.

Has the same multiple deprivation score, assuming 
equal weights, as:

• Area B: with a population of 100, of whom 20 
are experiencing only type 1 deprivation.



Approach

• Not able to ‘internally’ or ‘directly’ estimate 
the weights

• Therefore a set of approximations necessary
• Each method approximates to the unknown 

quantity – multiple deprivation
• However – should allow a semi-qualitative 

‘triangulation’ to the unknown quantity
• Improve precision over the existing weights



Three methods were explored 
• Survey approach - How does living in the 

‘domain states’ affect an individual’s ‘risk’ of 
being socially excluded? 

• Revealed preference approach - How does 
society value actions to ameliorate the 
various states?

• Discrete Choice Experiment - Given a 
choice between individuals living in these 
different states, who is felt to be most in 
need of support?



Survey approach



Townsend (1979), contended that deprivation was 
the negative social and material state that people in 
poverty cannot escape from and, by extension, 
hinders their ability to participate:

“in the activities and [do not] have the living 
conditions and amenities which are customary, or at 
least widely encouraged or approved in the 
societies to which they belong'' (p. 31)

Survey approach



Appropriate survey

• Millennium Poverty and Social Exclusion 
Survey of Great Britain 1999, or ‘PSE’*

• The PSE is based on a sample of 1,534 
sampled from respondents to the 1998/99 
General Household Survey (GHS)

• interviewed in detail about their 
circumstances and their views on a range of 
issues associated with poverty, deprivation 
and social exclusion 

* Gordon, Adelman, Ashworth, Bradshaw, Levitas, Middleton et al., 2000









Suitable proxy variables

• Some indicators were not replicable in 
the PSE
• Children not achieving in school – instead 

used adults with no qualifications

• But it was possible to replicate much of 
the IMD – surprising given the number 
of sub-indicators





* Significant at the 95% level; ** Significant at the 99% 



Revealed Preference



Revealed preference approach

• Relative importance of factors influencing 
their own lives, and those of their fellow 
citizens - reflected in government spending

• Analysis on data for 2003 to 2004, which is in 
the main the most recent years for which 
actual outturns are available

• Both central and local government  spend is 
used











Comparison of the three set of weights for 
the IMD and existing theory based set and 

discussion
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Domains of Deprivation Survey
Reveale
d Pref

DCE
IMD
2004

Recom
mended

Income 22 22 24 22.5 22.5

Employment 17 17 2 22.5 13.5

Health and disability 21 23 21 13.5 22.5

Education skills and training 13 12 12 13.5 13.5

Barriers 6 10 9 9.3 9.3

Living environment 11 7 24 9.3 9.3

Crime 10 8 9 9.3 9.3



What is the impact of the new 
weightings?





Suggested weights





Conclusion

• Similar theoretical grounding as existing 
weights but:
• More defendable

• Greater precision


