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Foreword

Newham is an ambitious borough. Our vision works towards making sure Newham is a place

people want to live and work, and to do that we need to understand more about our local

community. Numerous improvement plans and regeneration programmes work towards

improving the quality of life of local people and the physical environment of the borough.

These include improving educational and employment opportunities, housing, health and

leisure facilities, and the environment.

I am proud to play a leading role in a multi-cultural area like Newham. The diversity of our

population is one of the reasons we need to improve our knowledge – to target our

programmes and services to bring about more benefits to our residents from culturally diverse

communities. Census 2001 figures show us that the population of Newham experiences many

disadvantages, for example, low educational and employment skills levels, poorer health than

others in London and higher deprivation levels. We are making many improvements, for

example, Newham has had many successful stories including the fastest improving schools in

the country. A greater understanding of the causes and effects of the various disadvantages

local people experience and which may limit them from leading the quality of life that they

aspire will help this.

I am therefore pleased to be able to publish the first reports from our innovative, unique and

important research project – the Newham Household Panel Survey, established with the

University of Essex. It is a longitudinal survey based on robust methodology. It will give us in-

depth information about individuals in households and the households as units. We will have

more understanding of their circumstances and the causes and effects of the changes in their

lives over time. This type of crucial information will sharpen our policy priorities, and inform

improved service planning and delivery in the borough. The research findings will also help us

to monitor how the various programmes are achieving their objectives.

The Newham Household Panel Survey has been funded by the Neighbourhood Renewal

Funding Programme (NRF), under the auspices of the Newham Local Strategic Partnership

(LSP). A key objective of the NRF is to address deprivation and improve the quality of life of

local people. This research project is critically and strategically designed to assist the work of

the LSP. The reports from the first year results of the Newham Household Panel Survey provide

important base line information and new analysis for strategic considerations. Years 2 and 3

results will provide information about changes in people’s lives and the reasons.

The findings will also be of interest and use to a wide range of audience: local people, local

organisations, public sector bodies and the government. I hope you find them as useful and as

informative as I do.

Sir Robin Wales

Mayor of Newham

Chair of Newham Local Strategic Partnership
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Executive Summary

• Coverage of poverty and deprivation: The aim of this report is to document the experience
of poverty and deprivation of the population of Newham, and to compare their experience
with that of individuals living in Greater London and the rest of Britain. The principal source
is the Newham Household Panel Survey (NHPS) and comparisons with the rest of Britain are
made using the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS), and the government Family Resources
Survey (and publications deriving from it). Levels of poverty and deprivation are assessed
using a series of measures and indicators. Material deprivation is defined as the lack, through
lack of affordability, of goods, experiences or opportunities that are seen as desirable and
might be judged to be within normal expectations. Deprivation can also be measured
through lack of a sound, warm, dwelling; and housing stress is measured through suffering
problems with housing. Income poverty is measured using the standard relative income
measure of living off an income below 60 per cent of the median. The receipt of means-
tested benefits is commonly used as an indicator of poverty at area level; and this report also
describes those who are supported by means-tested benefits. Debt and the anxiety created
by building up debt is a further indicator of deprivation; and people’s own views on their
financial experience and expectation are also taken account of in this report.

• The Extent of Poverty in Newham: This report describes the extent of poverty in Newham on
a number of measures and indicators. It reveals that in comparison with the rest of Britain
Newham suffers extreme rates of poverty and deprivation on all measures. Low income
affects half the population of the borough and nearly two thirds of its children. This
compares with rates for Britain of 23 per cent and 30 per cent respectively. In addition,
double the number of households in Newham as in Britain experience housing problems and
twice as many benefit units are supported by income support or the minimum income
guarantee.

• Different Risks for Different Groups within Newham: Within Newham poverty and
deprivation are not evenly distributed. While overall one in every two people in Newham is
living on a low income, for some groups the proportion suffering poverty or deprivation is
much higher. And the risks also vary with the measure or indicator of poverty used. For
example, Bangladeshis experience higher rates of poverty and deprivation than other ethnic
groups across all measures. Lone parent households experience high rates of housing
problems compared to other forms of household; and children in Newham have higher
poverty rates (at 64 per cent) than all individuals (at 51 per cent).

• Higher Risks of Poverty for Vulnerable Groups: In Newham, as in Britain, economic factors
such as worklessness increase the risk of poverty for individuals and their families. However,
rates of poverty and deprivation in Newham are higher even for those groups who are more
susceptible to poverty in Britain as a whole. For example, 53 per cent of workless households
in Britain are poor but this rises to 80 per cent of such households in Newham being in
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poverty. Household and family formation can also be related to differential risks of poverty.
For example, it is well known that lone parent households are vulnerable to poverty and
large households (over six persons and over) also suffer an increased risk of poverty. Here
again, we find that while the risks of poverty for these groups are greater in Newham than
they are for the population as a whole. Thus, over two-fifths of large households (6 persons
and above) are poor in Britain but this rises to two-thirds of large households in Newham
being in poverty; and 58 percent of lone parents households are poor in Britain but this rises
to over 80 per cent of lone parent households in Newham being in poverty.

• Specific nature of poverty in Newham: Patterns of poverty and deprivation in Newham do
not always echo those in Britain. Not only is poverty and deprivation more extreme in
Newham but the relative situation of different groups in Newham is not always the same as
the relative position of groups in Britain as a whole. For example, in Newham those who are
economically better off are more optimistic about their financial situation than those who
are worse off, which is the reverse of the situation in Britain. Those aged over 75 in Newham
have slightly higher poverty rates than those aged over 75 in Britain, but they have lower
poverty rates than the average for Newham, whereas in Britain this group has much higher
poverty rates than the average. By contrast, those aged 15-29 in Newham have above
average poverty rates for the Borough but in Britain the poverty rates for this group are
below the British average.
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1. Scope of the Report

This report assesses what the Newham Household Panel Survey (hereafter NHPS) can tell us

about poverty in Newham. The report focuses on both measures of income poverty including

financial debt and measures of hardship or deprivation including housing quality. It also

considers state benefit use; and it looks at subjective measures of poverty and respondents’

prognosis concerning their financial situation. It looks at total amounts of poverty and

deprivation according to household type and ethnic group. The report also assesses the

number and characteristics of individuals living in poverty or deprivation. In addition

subjective measures of hardship and individual debt are only considered at the individual

level; and benefit use is considered in terms of ‘benefit units’ and those who live in them.

The report sets the income and deprivation measures in the national context through

comparison with the British Household Panel Survey (hereafter BHPS). This provides a

benchmark for the poverty rates in the population of the borough overall. It also makes it

possible to explore the extent to which those living in Newham are more or less deprived than

those of a comparable age, economic status and so on in Britain as a whole. Is Newham

deprived because it contains more people with high risks of poverty, or are the risks associated

with particularly situations greater in Newham?  Some comparisons with London are also

included where they are available and relevant.

Newham has high levels of deprivation and poverty. This report both describes poverty and

deprivation and looks at the characteristics with which it is associated. While it is important

to understand why individuals and households are poor, it is also important not to ‘explain

away’ that poverty by associating it with particular causes and thus lose sight of its extent.

Thus there is a strong emphasis in this report on the simple account of the levels of poverty

and deprivation and how those rates differ from national rates of poverty and deprivation. In

addition, the report illustrates that attempting to account for poverty rates is not

straightforward. For example, much poverty can be explained through lack of household

members in employment – but working households also experience excess poverty. Poverty in

Newham thus echoes the associations with poverty that we find in Britain as a whole, but is

also distinct, not only in extent but in terms of who, or which households, are affected.

The information collected from the first year of the NHPS makes it possible to describe the

specifics of poverty and deprivation in Newham, to identify those groups with the highest

poverty risks and to look at who make up the poor and deprived. It enables a consideration of

what is particular about Newham, in both the extent and experience of poverty in the

borough. Given the distinctive profile of Newham, in terms of the youth and changing

composition of its population, its rates of poverty and its relatively large shares of a number of

minority ethnic groups, the survey also enables us to consider the relationship of those factors

in more detail than is possible at the level of the survey’s all-Britain counterpart, the BHPS. As

well as telling us more about poverty in Newham, then, the Newham survey will also enable

us to reflect on processes which may shed light on the national story.
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This will become particularly pertinent in subsequent years as the panel element of the survey

comes into its own and it will become possible to evaluate the dynamic aspects of poverty and

deprivation in the borough: evaluating which of the currently poor stay poor, which cease to

be poor and which of the non-poor fall into poverty. It will also be possible to grasp more

clearly the connections between geographical mobility and poverty: whether the poor

population is always changing or whether there are a core of long-term poor who never leave.

Meanwhile, the data from this first year provides a baseline from which to consider future

trends, and a baseline whose relationship to the national baseline for longitudinal poverty

measurement, the BHPS can be mapped.

Much of the analysis, including the comparison with the reference point of the BHPS is

descriptive. But the statistical associations between household and individual characteristics

and different types of poverty and deprivation are also investigated. In addition there is some

attempt to assess the relationship between income poverty and non-monetary deprivation

and whether there are systematic differences in this relationship. It is intended to build up a

picture of poverty in Newham in 2002 that:

• places it in context of patterns of national prosperity and poverty and the characteristics of

those poor across Britain

• identifies the specific features of poverty in Newham and the characteristics of those who

experience it

• provides a baseline year from which to consider continuities and change across the life of

the panel and individual respondents’ poverty dynamics.

Direct causes of poverty are not the focus of this report. There are three reasons for this. First,

this report is intended to be read in tandem with the other reports, which identify factors such

as educational qualifications or employment status or age, which can be seen as leading to

some of the poverty described here. Second, many of the causal processes that lead to poverty

can only properly be identified using a longitudinal approach, the direction of effects cannot

so clearly be ascertained at the cross-sectional level (for example, does poverty cause ill-health

or disability, or does disability lead to lower employment opportunities and therefore

poverty?). Such ability to evaluate causality is one of the principal advantages of a panel and

such investigation will become possible in future years. Third, this report picks out

associations between poverty and sub-groups of the population which have no necessary

causality (for example higher rates of poverty among lone parents or among certain minority

ethnic groups). The intention here is to highlight such associations as of concern in their own

right rather than specifically to account for them in terms of structural disadvantage also

associated with such sub-groups. That is, the excess poverty of certain minority groups is a

matter for concern in that higher proportions of these groups will thereby be excluded from

opportunities and reasonable standards of living; and this is the case whether or not we go on

to account for such excess poverty in terms of household structure, worklessness and so on. In

addition, as mentioned above, the report shows that where characteristics are taken into

account through simulations concerning expected rates of poverty in Newham, they cannot

fully explain the poverty rates experienced.
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There are five topics covered in the report, preceded by a general context-setting section

(Section 2) which considers what we already know about deprivation in Newham and the

questions that remain to be answered (by the NHPS). Following that, the next section

(Section 3) treats household deprivation and housing stress. Then the extent of income

poverty is evaluated using standard measures of poverty, and comparing both the extent of

poverty in Newham and in the rest of Britain (Section 4). This section explores whether the

characteristics associated with income poverty in Newham are consistent with those in the

rest of the country. It also looks at the relationship between income poverty and deprivation.

This exploration of income poverty is followed by a consideration of the extent of reliance on

means-tested state benefits and how this varies within Newham according to individual and

family characteristics (Section 5). The penultimate section looks at issues of debt, both at

household level and individual level (Section 6); and the final section surveys those questions

which deal with views on current financial situation and individual’s prognoses for their future

(Section 7).
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2. Background and Context

Newham is known to be a highly deprived local authority. A number of sources exist currently

which give some indication of the extent of deprivation in the Borough. Such information

gives us a general picture of poverty and deprivation in Newham. However, it cannot give any

detailed analysis of the particular characteristics associated with poverty in Newham, which

sub-groups of the population experience the highest risks of poverty and the extent to which

characteristics that are associated with poverty are the same or different to those which are

associated with poverty in the population as a whole. All this the NHPS now enables us to do,

as was discussed above, and as we begin to explore in this report. The existing information

both gives some indication of directions such analysis might pursue and also is open to

modification or clarification through the household and individual level information provided

by the survey.

According to the 2001 Census, Newham ranks high on a number of factors which tend to be

associated with poverty and deprivation. It has the highest proportion of lone parent families

with dependent children of any local authority; and it ranks close to bottom on the proportion

of its working age adults who are employed: with high rates of unemployed and of students

and the highest proportion of 16-64 year olds who are looking after home and family. In terms

of physical conditions, it ranks high on overcrowding. Its ethnic profile is very diverse, and

includes substantial proportions of some of the groups who experience the highest rates of

poverty. These Census findings are summarised in Table 2.1.

Newham was also found to be notable for its level of deprivation in the Indices of Multiple

Deprivation 2000. Newham ranked 5th most deprived out of the 354 local authorities in

England on its average scores across its wards; and it ranked 3rd on the basis of the average

rank of its wards. Ninety-five per cent of the Borough’s population was living in the most

deprived 10 per cent of English wards – only neighbouring Tower Hamlets and Hackney had

6

Table 2.1: Newham Percentages and Ranks of Selected 2001 Census Measures
Census variables potentially

indicating poverty or

deprivation

Percentage Share of

Households / People*

Rank out of 376 Local

Authorities in England and

Wales

Lone Parent Households (with

dependent children)

11.9 1

Employment among 16-64s 47.7* 374

Unemployment among 16-64s 6.7* 2

Those looking after home and

family among 16-64s

10.4* 1

Overcrowding 26.3 7

Proportion from minority

ethnic groups (excluding

White British group)

60.6* 2

Note: Those percentages marked with * indicate that the share is of people rather than

households, which are the basis of the remaining percentages.

Source: National Statistics, Census 2001



higher proportions of their populations living in the most deprived 10 per cent of wards. This

index used, as a crucial component of its score, claimant counts for the means-tested benefits

Income Support and Income Based Job Seeker’s Allowance to give information on low income.

In Section 5 of this report we see recipients of those benefits in the NHPS according to their

characteristics and risks. However the analysis also illustrates the fact that a benefit measure

of deprivation, while clearly an indication of disadvantage is dependent on eligibility and so

excludes those poor who are ineligible to claim, such as the working poor, students or asylum

seekers.

A further currently published source of information on deprivation in Newham is provided by

the Mayor of London’s report on London Divided: Income Inequality and Poverty in the Capital.

This provides poverty figures for Greater London and for Greater London broken down into

Inner London and Outer London. This provide relevant comparative information for the

analyses which follow in the main part of this report. However, it also provides certain

information broken down by London borough that has a bearing on deprivation and poverty.

This information also enables Newham’s position relative to the rest of Inner London to be

located. Table 2.2 summarises some relevant indicators that are specified by Borough and also

compares them to rates in Inner London, as well as to Britain.

We know, then, that Newham is striking in its levels of deprivation. Residents of Newham

have higher risks of poverty than those that pertain in Britain or even in inner London as a

whole. The Newham Household Panel Survey provides the opportunity extensively to amplify

the description and understanding of poverty in Newham. And it is this that the remainder of

the report will be concerned with.

7

Table 2.2: Indicators of Deprivation in Newham Compared with Inner London and Britain
Indicator Newham

Rate

Inner London

Rate

Britain

Rate*

Employment of working age

adults (2000/01)

51.1 64.5 74.4

ILO Unemployment among

working age adults

(2000/01)

13.6 9.5 5.4

Income Support/ JSA Receipt

among those aged 18+

(August 1999)

18.4 13.2 8.5

Standardised Mortality

Ratios (2000)

111.9* 97.5* 100*

Note: * The baseline ratio is for England and Wales rather than for Britain.

Source: Mayor of London, London Divided: Income inequality and poverty in the capital,
Greater London Authority, November 2002.



3. Household Deprivation and Housing Stress

This section considers non-monetary indicators of deprivation or hardship. It explores

indicators of living standards and consumption as well as condition of accommodation and

housing stress. It describes the extent of deprivation in Newham relative to Britain and also

looks at how deprivation and housing stress vary between ethnic groups and different sorts of

household .2

A number of questions were asked of the household about activities or items they didn’t

engage in. They were given a list of things that ‘people might have or do’ and were then asked

whether their household had or did each thing. Those responding ‘no’ to anything on the list

were then asked a subsidiary question as to ‘Would you like to be able to …but must do

without because you cannot afford it’. From this combination of questions it was possible to

identify those who were lacking any of the items or activities through lack of money and could

thus be deemed to be deprived. Six of the questions asked in Newham were the same as

questions asked in the BHPS. However, two further items were added in the NHPS. ‘Eat good

quality food’ was added to accommodate vegetarians and therefore to supplement the BHPS

item ‘Eat meat, chicken or fish at least every second day’. And a question about ‘visiting

relatives abroad regularly’ was added to take account of those with close family ties overseas.

Figure 3.1 shows the rates of those deprived according to these measures, comparing the NHPS

and the BHPS; and the figure also gives the rates for the two indicators asked in the NHPS

only.

Figure 3.1: Percentage of Households Who Do Not Have/Do and Cannot Afford Certain Things
or Activities, Britain 2001 and Newham 2002

Source: BHPS and NHPS

8
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category.



As the figure shows, on all indicators the rates of being unable to afford the desired activities

are far higher in Newham than in Britain. A further comparison of the deprivation indicators

this time with London households in the BHPS is provided in Table 3.1. Again we see that rates

of deprivation are much higher in Newham than among their London counterparts.

We can also look at the proportions of households with different levels of deprivation in terms

of the number of factors in which they experience deprivation. Figure 3.2 shows the

comparative distribution in Britain and Newham by number of indicators on which deprived.

It shows that under 10 per cent of British households are deprived on two or more indicators,

whereas 19 per cent of Newham households are and 9 percent are deprived on three or more

indicators. These figures of deprivation on multiple indicators are increased if the Newham

specific indicators are included in the count, indicating that these indicators tend to go along

with others. Indeed, cross-tabulating those lacking an annual holiday with those unable to

visit relatives overseas showed that nearly three-quarters of households identifying

themselves as deprived on one measure were also deprived on the other. This suggests that

the measures are largely interchangeable, though there is a small number currently counted

as deprived by each measure who would be missed if only the other were used. For the ‘Eat

good quality food’ measure the position was reversed – less than a third of those identified as

deprived on one measure were also deprived on the other. This indicates that it is

complementary to the meat-eating option but does not seem specifically to identify

vegetarians. Given the way that the questions are put in two stages, the first identifying a

lack and the second identifying whether that lack is involuntary we can determine that only 10

per cent of those who involuntarily lack good food both do not and voluntarily do not eat

meat or fish.
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Table 3.1:  Percentage of Households Who Do Not Have/Do and Cannot Afford Certain
Things or Activities, Newham 2002 and London 2001

Newham

%

London

%

Keep home adequately warm 3.73 1.72

Eat meat or fish every other day 5.7 1.1

Have friends over once a month 11.87 2.9

Have a week's annual holiday 36.14 10.2

Buy new not second hand clothes 7.28 2.3

Replace worn out furniture 18.97 8.2

Source: BHPS and NHPS



Figure 3.2: Percentage of Households Deprived by Number of Indicators, Britain 2001 and
Newham 2002

Source: BHPS and NHPS

Figure 3.3 goes on to show the rates of those in Newham deprived on at least one of the six

indicators shared by the NHPS and the BHPS according to ethnic group. The lines either side

of the points which indicate the proportions deprived tell us the 95 per cent confidence

intervals of those estimates. Figure 3.4 provides similar information, but this time extending

the measure of deprivation to show those deprived on any one of the eight measures in the

NHPS.
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Figure 3.3: Those Deprived on at Least One of Six Measures by Ethnic Group, Newham 2002
(Respondents)

Figure 3.4: Those Deprived on at Least One of Eight Measures by Ethnic Group, Newham 2002,
(Respondents)

As both figures show, deprivation among White British and White Other households is

significantly lower than that experienced by Bangladeshi, Caribbean, African and, in particular,

Other Asian households.
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In Report A it was seen that households in Newham suffered much more from housing

problems (building quality and suitability 3) than Britain as a whole and that this varied by

tenure and ethnicity. A brief recap on those findings is given before linking them with the

deprivation indicators already discussed. The measures of housing problems were shortage of

space, not enough light, lack of adequate heating, condensation, having a leaky roof, damp

floors and walls, and rot in windows and floors. It was shown in Report A that over half of

Newham Households suffered from at least one of these problems compared to one third of

British households, with 27 per cent suffering from two or more compared with 13 per cent of

British households. Figure 3.5 separates out the individual indicators and shows the rates in

Newham and Britain compared.4

Figure 3.5: Housing Problems by Nature of Problem, Newham 2002 and Britain 2001

Source: NHPS and BHPS

Figure 3.5 shows that on every measure there are a higher proportion of households suffering

housing problems in Newham than in Britain; but it also shows that the difference is

particularly marked for households suffering a leaky roof, damp and shortage of space.

As Report A demonstrated, patterns of housing problems showed substantial variation by

tenure; and in addition, the experience by tenure was different in Newham and Britain. Thus,

across Britain the private rented sector demonstrated the highest proportions of households

with two or more problems with owner occupation demonstrating the least problems.

However, in Newham, while owner occupiers still had the fewest housing problems they were

substantially worse off than owner occupiers across Britain, and they only had slightly lower

proportions with two or more housing problems than private renters. In Newham, rates of

3 In report A housing problems were divided into those concerned with the actually dwelling conditions and those concerned
with the environment and location. The former are considered here as they more closely reflect material deprivation. In addition
the environmental problems were spread much more evenly within Newham, suggesting that they do not effectively identify
differential experiences or contribute to a differentiated understanding of poverty and deprivation in Newham.
4 The figure shows the proportions by household. The proportions by population are very similar except for the measure of shortage
of space, where the population proportion is substantially higher as this is a problem which affects larger households more.
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housing stress among private renters were comparable to those in Britain as a whole; and it

was social housing which demonstrated the highest proportions of households (over 30 per

cent) with two or more problems.

When moving on to look at the experience of housing stress among sub-groups of the

population, then, it is worth considering both to what extent their rates of housing stress

stem from their tenure, and whether this tenure would be having a different impact in Britain

as a whole. Following Report A in using the experience of two or more problems as a measure

of housing stress, Tables 3.2 and 3.3 explore the rates of housing stress among various

subgroups of the population. They compare these rates with the rates that would be expected

(a) if the group experienced the rates according to tenure that prevail across Newham and (b)

if they experienced the rates that prevail according to tenure across Britain. Given that the

rates in Newham have already been shown to be higher than in Britain, this second simulation

necessarily gives lower rates than the actual rates. However, it is included as it provides an

alternative point of comparison that continues to emphasise the additional levels of housing

problems in Newham as opposed to normalising them. Table 3.2 shows the experience of

housing stress in Newham according to ethnic group and Table 3.3 breaks down the

experience by other sub-populations.

As the table shows, tenure distributions do not substantially explain the differences between

groups. Instead we see that housing stress experienced by the White British ethnic group is

substantially below what would be expected by tenure distribution alone and that the levels of

housing stress experienced by Caribbeans and Bangladeshis are substantially above what

tenure can explain. The comparison with rates of housing stress according to tenure in the

BHPS shows that for all groups the tenure distributions in Newham would suggest higher levels

of housing stress than the national average of 13 per cent. They also show, however, that for any

given tenure distribution there is roughly a 10 per cent difference between what would be

predicted on the basis of Newham and on the basis of BHPS rates. The effect is then that

Bangladeshis and Caribbeans living in Newham are over twice as likely to be suffering from two

or more housing problems than we might anticipate from national rates by tenure; and rates

for Black Africans, Pakistanis and the ‘Other and mixed’ group are also substantially higher.
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Table 3.2: Percentage of Households Experiencing Housing Stress by Ethnic Group,
Newham 2002, and Rates Predicted According to Tenure Distributions

Actual  Rates Predicted acc. To

tenure (NHPS rates)

Predicted acc to

tenure (BHPS rates)

White British 19.7 27.0 15.5

Indian 23.1 23.8 14.7

Pakistani 30.9 26.6 16.3

Bangladeshi 41.1 29.2 16.7

Other Asian 24.1 25.5 15.8

Caribbean 35.9 28.6 16.5

Black African 32.9 28.7 18.8

White Other 27.2 25.6 18.3

Other and Mixed 29.5 24.7 15.4

All Households 27 27 16

Source: NHPS and BHPS



Table 3.3 identifies the rates for a number of other sub-populations and repeats the

comparison of actual rates and rates predicted by tenure. It covers different sorts of

household and also includes households who were deprived on at least one of the six

deprivation measures discussed earlier in this section. This last measure shows that those

households who suffer deprivation according to one of the indicators are also more likely than

other households to suffer from housing stress. The table also shows that lone parent

households and non-pensioner households with no-one in employment are also more likely to

suffer from housing stress, while pensioner households are less likely to do so. In the latter

case, their actual rates of housing stress are substantially below those predicted according to

rates by tenure within Newham but are close to those predicted for Britain. For the other

types of household their rates of housing stress exceed those that would be expected even

given Newham’s higher rates of housing stress and its distribution of this stress by tenure.

And by comparison with the rest of Britain these households are experiencing double their

predicted housing stress.

We have seen then that on measures of material hardship, Newham displays far higher rates

of deprivation than pertain to the rest of Britain. In addition within Newham there is

inequality in that the hardship is experienced more by some parts of the population than by

others. In the next section we turn to income and explore the extent and distribution of

income poverty and inequality in Newham.
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Table 3.3: Percentage of Households Experiencing Housing Stress by Type of Household,
Newham 2002, and Predicted Rates by Tenure Distributions

Actual Rates:

Newham

Predicted acc. to

tenure: NHPS

rates

Predicted acc to

tenure: BHPS rates

Lone parent households 39.3 31.2 19.2

Non-Pensioner Households

with no-one in employment

34.1 29.7 18.9

Households containing a

pensioner

17.1 26.9 14.7

Households where all adults

are pensioners

14.3 27.6 14.9

Households deprived on at

least one of six counts

34.8 28.7 17.9

All Households 27 27 16

Source: NHPS and BHPS



4. Income Poverty

The most common and easily accessible measure of poverty is income. In fact, many would

argue that it is a low income which properly defines poverty. While many alternative

measures for poverty and deprivation are still current as illustrated in the different sections of

this report, increasingly the government is endorsing a relative income measure of poverty,

where low income is defined relative to a proportion of current average income. This section

therefore focuses on the extent of income poverty in Newham and the characteristics of those

experiencing it using standard measures and adjustments and nationally-based relative

poverty lines. It uses standard poverty lines of 50 per cent of national mean income and 60 per

cent of national median income to demonstrate the extent to which Newham is deprived

relative to the country as a whole. It derives these national poverty lines from the BHPS using

gross household income adjusted for household size using a standard ‘equivalence scale’. That

is to say, monthly income is divided by a factor depending on the number and ages of

household members to reflect the fact that the same income goes less far the more people it

has to support. The baseline is a household of a couple with no children, that is, the income

remains unchanged if this is the composition, it is inflated if it supports simply a single person

and it is reduced if it has to support more people than the baseline couple.

This section compares results for both Britain, based on the BHPS, and Newham with the

national estimates derived from the Department for Work and Pensions’ Family Resources

Survey (FRS) and which are provided in the annual Households Below Average Income (HBAI)

series. It interrogates the extent to which Newham is distinctive not just in its rates of poverty

but in the characteristics of poverty, or whether conversely it is the same factors which drive

poverty in Newham as drive it across the country.

Individual incomes are, according to common practice, calculated looking at both income

before housing costs (BHC) and income after housing costs (AHC). This discussion focuses on

measures AHC, as there are compelling logical and practical reasons for doing so. Housing

costs are one of the most constrained aspects of income and do not necessarily indicate either

choices or the quality of the accommodation. Given that London accommodation costs are

typically very high and that competition for housing is great this is a particular issue for

London. AHC income can be considered a better measure of disposable income and therefore,

arguably a more meaningful basis on which to compare people. There are also practical

reasons for preferring the AHC measure: sticking to one measure gives much greater clarity to

the report and avoids the confusion stemming from multiple measures. In addition, the ways

that incomes and housing costs are estimated means that preferring an AHC measure avoids

some possible sources of bias. Furthermore, the ways that income are calculated in the report

for the NHPS, and therefore for the comparison with the BHPS, differ from the calculation of

incomes used in the HBAI series. However, as a comparison between the calculations using

the BHPS and the HBAI figures reveal, the AHC estimates are very similar even when a slightly

different methodology has been employed. AHC poverty is typically greater than BHC;

however, as this is the case for Britain as well as Newham, this cannot be taken to indicate

that we are over-estimating the relative deprivation of Newham adopting this measure.
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First we look at the income distributions in Newham and Britain. Figure 4.1 shows the

previous month’s income adjusted for household size using an equivalence scale, as discussed

above. The long right tail of the income distribution has been cut short, though small

numbers have equivalent incomes stretching well beyond the range of the graph. As is typical

of income distributions the bottom tail includes some negative incomes resulting from those

temporarily out of work or living off savings or borrowing. If students are excluded from the

income distribution the number of such negative incomes in Newham decreases to a level

comparable to Britain as a whole. As Figure 4.1 shows, incomes in Newham show a

concentration at the bottom of the income distribution, compared to Britain as a whole.

Figure 4.1: Distributions of AHC Incomes among Individuals, Britain 2001 and  Newham 2002

Source: NHPS and BHPS

Figure 4.2 shows the Newham income distribution again, but this time broken down by ethnic

group. The ethnic groups have been spread across two graphs to make it easier to read with

the White British group included in both and represented by a strong black line to provide a

reference point. As the graphs show, the incomes of the Bangladeshi and Other Asian groups

are heavily concentrated at the bottom of the income distribution compared to most of the

other groups, whereas the White Other and the Other and mixed groups have a relatively

flatter distribution, suggesting that there is less poverty among these groups in Newham.
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Figure 4.2: Income Distributions by Ethnic Group, Newham 2002

Source: NHPS 

From these distributions we can, then, anticipate that poverty rates are substantially higher in

Newham than in Britain as a whole; and that within Newham there is some variation by

subgroup. We go on to explore the extent of income poverty in Newham and who experiences

it.

Table 4.1 shows the proportions in poverty in Britain based on both the FRS and the BHPS and

the poverty rates in Newham as derived from the NHPS. It shows the proportions of all

individuals and the proportions of children whose equivalent household income falls below 60

percent of median income or 50 per cent of mean income. These poverty lines derived from

the BHPS from which both the BHPS and the NHPS poverty rates are calculated are found at

gross after housing incomes of £945 and £931 a month respectively for a couple. We see,

however, that on the basis of an AHC measure the overall differences between the BHPS

estimates and those in HBAI are slight, though there would appear to be some

underestimation of child poverty rates according to the BHPS (and correspondingly some over-

estimation of pensioner poverty ). Table 4.1 also provides a comparison with the London

poverty rates according to HBAI and also Inner London poverty rate for children according to

the 60 per cent of median measure as extracted from the HBAI for the Mayor of London’s

Report.
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As the table shows, rates of poverty in Newham are extremely high compared to national

rates. They are over twice those in Britain as a whole and they are even high for inner London.

This is consistent with the information summarised in the Introduction – but it is nevertheless

striking. The relationship between rates when measured before housing costs and rates

measured after housing costs are in the same direction for the country as a whole – but the

differences are more pronounced, reflecting the impact of particularly high housing costs in

London. Almost two-thirds of Newham children were living in poverty measured after

housing costs compared to around 3 in 10 children in the population as a whole. If we look at

the depth of poverty we find that even among those poor, poverty in Newham is particularly

extreme. In Britain the median poverty gap is £263 – that is, half of the individuals in poor

households are living in households with incomes of at least £263 below the poverty line. In

Newham half of those poor are living in households with incomes of at least £420 below the

poverty line.

Poverty rates also vary across the borough. Table 4.2 shows poverty rates by community forum

area, showing that they range from 39 per cent in Canning Town to 61 per cent in Green Street.

Confidence intervals show that the differences in poverty rates between these two wards are

statistically significant at the 95 per cent confidence level. North Woolwich, Plaistow and

Forest Gate also have significantly lower poverty rates than Green Street; while Manor Park is

significantly worse off than Canning Town
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Table 4.1: Poverty Rates in Britain and Newham Based on Two Proportions of Income (AHC)
adjusted for Household Size

Britain London

HBAI 2001

%

BHPS 2001

%

Newham

2002

%

Inner

London

HBAI, 2001

%

Greater

London

HBAI 2001

%

All individuals 23 23 51 -- 2860%

median Children 31 28 64 53 41

All individuals 24 23 49 -- 2950%

mean Children 32 28 62 -- 43

Sources: Department for Work and Pensions Households Below Average Income 2000/01;

BHPS and NHPS; Mayor of London, 2002.



We go on to look in more detail at those in poverty and whether the different risks for

different groups reflect poverty risks in the population as a whole. If children, who have higher

poverty rates than the average, are also poorer in Newham, is the same true for others from

particular groups or with particular characteristics that tend to be more associated with

poverty?  First, we examine the breakdown of poverty by ethnic group. Table 4.3 shows the

distribution of the different minority groups across the fifths of the national income

distribution (AHC). The cut-offs for the bands, or the quintiles take the values of £877, £1338,

£1827 and £2605. Again these are the values for equivalised monthly incomes, thus they

represent the monthly gross incomes after housing costs that a couple with no children would

need in order to fall into the different fifths of the income distribution.
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Table 4.2: Percentage of Individuals in Poverty (Below 60 Percent National Median AHC) by
Community Forum, Newham 2002
Community Forum Percentage

in Poverty

Beckton 51

Canning Town and Custom House 39

East Ham 50

Forest Gate 46

Green Street 61

Manor Park 55

North Woolwich and Silvertown 40

Plaistow 46

Stratford 52

West Ham NDC 55

All Newham Individuals 51

Note: The ranking of these poverty rates differs from the ranking produced by CACI

estimates of mean income.

Source: NHPS

Table 4.3: Distribution of Newham Residents across Equal Fifths of the National Income
Distribution (AHC) by Ethnic Group of Household

Bottom

Fifth

(under

£877)

%

Second

Fifth

(£877-

£1338)

%

Middle

Fifth

(£1338-

£1827)

%

Fourth

Fifth

(£1827-

£2605)

%

Top

Fifth

(over

£2605)

%

Total

number

(weighted)

White British 37 17 16 8 22 696

Indian 48 13 19 15 4 262

Pakistani 55 15 29 1 1 190

Bangladeshi 67 16 12 2 3 227

Other Asian 58 12 8 11 11 157

Caribbean 44 16 11 17 12 160

Black African 54 21 13 8 5 300

White Other 46 9 16 13 16 226

Other / Mixed 31 17 15 20 17 259

All individuals 46 16 15 10 12 2497

Source: NHPS and BHPS



As this table makes clear, while there is a heavy concentration at the bottom of the income

distribution across Newham residents, this is much more the case for some minority groups

than others. While the White British in Newham are over-represented among those on lower

incomes, they also are over-represented, relative not only to their non-white British fellows but

also compared to the population as a whole in the top 20 per cent of incomes. At the other

end, two-thirds of Newham Bangladeshis have incomes in the bottom fifth of the income

distribution.

If we use a Newham-based income distribution we can see the relative positions of the

different groups more clearly in Table 4.4.

Scanning Table 4.4, we see that Indians and Caribbeans in Newham have an approximately

average ‘Newham’ distribution across the income fifths, while Pakistanis, Bangladeshis, Other

Asians and Black Africans are badly off relative to their Newham neighbours from other

groups. White British and the Other/mixed category have a relatively favourable distribution

within Newham; and the White Other group seems to be somewhat polarised.

Another way of thinking about the poverty rate of the different groups relative to both their

neighbours and to the rest of their ethnic group throughout Britain is to compare the poverty

proportions in Newham with those across groups for Britain as a whole. In this case the

comparison has been undertaken using HBAI figures for Britain and adapting both the HBAI

and the Newham ethnic group categories to a smaller but consistent set of groups. This

comparison is illustrated in Figure 4.3.
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Table 4.4: Distribution of Newham Residents across Equal Fifths of the Newham Income
Distribution (AHC) by Ethnic Group of Household

Bottom

Fifth

%

Second

Fifth

%

Middle

Fifth

%

Fourth

Fifth

%

Top Fifth

%

Total

number

(weighted)

White British 10 20 23 20 27 696

Indian 22 20 16 25 18 262

Pakistani 25 28 14 32 2 190

Bangladeshi 28 27 26 14 5 227

Other Asian 33 25 9 12 20 157

Caribbean 17 18 19 22 25 160

Black African 30 21 23 20 7 300

White Other 27 13 13 20 27 226

Other / Mixed 13 8 25 17 37 260

All individuals 20 20 20 20 20 2487

Source: NHPS



Figure 4.3: Poverty Rates (AHC) by Ethnic Group in Britain 2000 and Newham 2002

Source: NHPS and HBAI

Here we see both that poverty rates are higher for all groups in Newham than in Britain and

that the pattern of poverty rates in Newham echoes that for Britain. However it also shows

that the differences between groups in terms of proportions in poverty are smaller in

Newham than in Britain and tend to be smaller than the difference between the poverty rates

within the same group when compared across Newham and Britain. Poverty is not

consistently experienced within Newham, then, but at the same time, all groups experience

higher levels of poverty in Newham than they do in Britain.

As was illustrated above (Table 4.1), poverty rates among children tend to be higher than the

average. Part of Newham’s poverty, then, might be a result of its higher proportions of

children: according to the BHPS, 21 per cent of the population are dependent children and they

make up 27 per cent of the poor. In Newham, children make up 31 per cent of the borough’s

population and they constitute 39 per cent of its poor. Children tend to be poorer across all

minority groups and this is also found to be the case in Newham. However, we find that in

Newham both the difference between adults and child poverty is lessened for the poorer

groups, and that the order of poverty rates for children across ethnic groups differs to that for

adults. Figure 4.4, which again compares HBAI results for Britain with the NHPS, shows that

for Black Africans and Pakistanis and Bangladeshis child and adult poverty rates are very close;

and while Black Africans are the second poorest group both in Britain and Newham, Indian

children have higher rates of poverty than Black African children in Newham.11 

11 We cannot be completely confident of this distinction as confidence intervals for the child poverty rates for all but the two
extreme groups overlap. However, future waves of data should confirm or refute this pattern from the estimates.
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Figure 4.4: Child and Total Poverty Rates by Ethnic Group, Britain 2001 and Newham 2002

Source: NHPS and HBAI

Children from the poorer groups are not worse off in Newham than they are in Britain as a

whole. But children from the relatively less poor groups are faring badly relative to both all

individuals in Newham and children in Britain from their own ethnic group.

We can also look at the depth of poverty or the ‘poverty gap’ as we did above comparing

Britain and Newham, this time comparing the experience of different ethnic groups in

Newham. Table 4.5 shows the variations in median poverty gap among those individuals

below the poverty line by ethnic group. It illustrates there is substantial variation, but

comparison with the third column, which gives the poverty risks (percentage in poverty) by

group, shows that this does not vary systematically with poverty risk, either positively or

negatively. Thus, the highest median poverty gap is experienced by the White Other group

which has below average prevalence; while the group with the highest poverty risk,

Bangladeshis, has a lower median poverty gap than the average.

22

Table 4.5: Median Poverty Gap by Ethnic Group, Newham 2002
Ethnic Group Median Poverty Gap £ Poverty Risk

%

White British 362 40.6

Indian 457 51.9

Pakistani 376 63.6

Bangladeshi 379 74.2

Other Asian 510 59.6

Caribbean 397 46.9

Black African 448 61.4

White Other 598 46.0

Other and Mixed 308 33.8

All individuals 420 51

Source: NHPS



We saw in Section 2, that Newham has high proportions of groups that are particularly

vulnerable to poverty, such as the unemployed or lone parents. Large family size can also be

associated with poverty. We now explore the composition of the different make-up of

different family types of the British and Newham populations, as demonstrated by the NHPS.

Does Newham contain an overrepresentation of family types that are more associated with

poverty?   We start by looking at the distribution of poverty according to household size,

comparing Newham and Britain, illustrated in Table 4.6. As Table 4.6 shows, poverty rates in

Newham are greater for every household size than they are in Britain and in both Britain and

Newham those in large households (6 persons and above) show a marked increase in poverty.

However, in Britain those in one-person households have poverty rate above the Britain

average, whereas this is not the case for one-person households in Newham relative to the

Newham average. However, Newham one-person households have still much higher poverty

rates than both the British average and British one-person households.

We go on to use the HBAI family economic status categories to compare the compositions of

Newham and Britain. These categories are hierarchically ordered (that is the first applicable

category is used) according to the employment status. Thus, families with anyone in

employment are ordered according to whether there is one or more adults self-employed,

followed by all adults in full-time employment and then combinations of full and part-time

employment. For those individuals living in families with no-one in employment they are

allocated in turn to families with someone over 60, families where the adult(s) are

unemployed, and then families where the adult(s) are sick or disabled. The remainder are

allocated to a residual category of ‘other’ which will include families with non-working adults

who are neither retired nor sick nor ‘unemployed’ strictly defined, such as lone parent families

and students. Figures 4.5 and 4.6 illustrate the differences in distribution of individuals across

family economic status categories in Newham and Britain. As they show, Newham has more

individuals living in a family where the head or spouse is unemployed and more living in the

‘other’ category. It has fewer living in families where the head or spouse is 60 or over and

fewer where the adult or both adults of a couple are in full-time employment.

This profile of the distribution of individuals in Newham might well then indicate a situation

where there were higher poverty rates. We can then go on to explore how these distributions

across family economic statuses translate into poverty by looking at the breakdown of those

poor in Britain and Newham according to these categories.
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Table 4.6: Percentage of Individuals in Poverty by Household Size, Britain 2001 and
Newham 2002
Household Size Britain

%

Newham

%

1 Person 36.8 49.3

2 Persons 22.1 40.7

3 Persons 17.4 48.5

4 Persons 16.8 46.2

5 Persons 24.5 56.1

6 Persons 41.2 63.7

7 Persons 54 70.6

All Individuals 23 51

Source: BHPS and NHPS



Figure 4.5: Distribution of Individuals according to their Family Economic Status, Britain 2001

Source: BHPS

Figure 4.6: Distribution of Individuals according to their Family Economic Status, Newham
2002

Source: NHPS
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Figure 4.7 shows that the profile of the poor in Britain and Newham is as distinct as the profile

of all individuals. In Britain a large share of the poor is made up of those living in families

headed by a person aged 60 or over. Unemployment makes a much more substantial

contribution in Newham with households with an unemployed head or spouse accounting for

roughly 30 per cent of poverty. The ‘other’ category also plays a much larger role in Newham’s

poverty: though accounting for nearly 16 per cent of British poverty it accounts for 26 per cent

of poverty in Newham.

Figure 4.7: Distribution of Individuals in Poverty across Different Family Types, Britain 2001 and
Newham 2002

Source: BHPS and NHPS

These figures have illustrated the importance of economic status in contributing to poverty.

Worklessness is likely to lead to poverty wherever it occurs and the actual poverty rates among

workless households may not be expected to be that dissimilar in Britain and Newham.

Similarly the risks of poverty for lone parents who form a single household rather than

combining with other adults might be expected to be a comparable source of poverty in both

Britain and Newham. Table 4.7 shows the prevalence of poverty among households with

different characteristics that may impact on their labour market status or labour market

status of members, and compares these in Britain and Newham. These characteristics are not

mutually exclusive, thus, for example, those in households consisting of lone parents without

work may be contributing to the poverty rates both among those in lone parent households

and among those in workless households. As the table shows, however, the poverty rates by

what might be seen as groups at risk of poverty are substantially higher in Newham than in

Britain. Even among those not working or among lone parents, whether working or not those

living in such households in Newham are more at risk of being in poverty than is the estimate

for Britain as a whole.
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If we look at poverty rates by age bands, we also see that rates of poverty are higher at all ages

in Newham than in Britain, though the difference is least pronounced at the oldest ages and

most dramatic for the younger age groups. Table 4.8 illustrates this comparison.

As we might expect length of residence does vary with age with the older respondents

tending to have spent longer there, we might also expect to see variation in poverty rates

according to the number of years lived in Newham. Figure 4.8 shows the proportions of

respondents in poverty by the length of time lived in Newham. Where people have spent their

whole life in Newham the duration is, obviously, determined by their age. It does indeed

suggest that there is less poverty among those who have spent over two decades in Newham.
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Table 4.7: Percentage of Individuals in Poverty by a Range of Household Types, Newham
2002 and Britain 2001
Type of Household Poverty Rate

in Newham

Poverty Rate

in Britain

Difference

Households with no-one in employment 80.2 52.5 27.7

Households with all adults under pension

age with no-one in employment

86.2 67.6 18.6

Lone parent households (no other adults) 81.2 57.9 23.3

All households containing at least one

person of pension age

43.9 32.6 11.3

Households with all adults of pension age

and above

51.0 40.0 11.0

All Individuals 51 23 28.0

Source: BHPS and NHPS

Table 4.8: Percentage of Individuals in Poverty by Age, Britain 2001 and Newham 2002
Poverty Rates

in Newham

Poverty Rates

in Britain

Difference

Aged 0-14 63.6 29.1 34.5

Aged 15-29 55.3 18.6 36.7

Aged 30-44 43.5 17.2 26.3

Aged 45-59 36.5 14.9 21.6

Aged 60-74 40.7 29.7 11.0

Aged 74+ 48.8 41.3 7.5

All Individuals 51 23 28.0

Source: NHPS and BHPS



Figure 4.8: Percentage of Respondents in Poverty by Duration of Residence in Newham

Note: This figure shows the poverty rates for all respondents rather than for all individuals

living in respondent households. The poverty rate among the 1733 respondents (all adults by

definition) is lower, at 46 per cent, than the rate for all individuals living in respondent

households.

Source: NHPS

One way of considering the contribution of the particular characteristics of Newham to its

high levels of income poverty is to estimate what poverty rates we would expect to see on the

basis of its composition of sub-populations if the rates for each group were the same as they

are in Britain as a whole. We take the breakdowns by age, family type and economic status in

turn to estimate what poverty we would expect to see on the basis of national estimates

across these types combined with their particular distribution in Newham. First we identify

the expected poverty rate on the basis of three sets of characteristics taken singly, as identified

in national HBAI estimates. Figure 4.9 illustrates those expected rates alongside the actual

rate found. As the figure shows, expected poverty on the basis of its profile measured in these

three ways is substantially below the poverty levels actually found.
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Figure 4.9: Poverty Rate, Newham 2002, and Expected Poverty Rates according to Family Type
or Family Economic Status Profile 

Source: NHPS and FRS

However, these ways of classifying the national data may not be sufficiently sensitive to the

details of Newham’s profile. Figure 4.10, therefore, illustrates some simulations using British

poverty rates from the BHPS for certain population compositions to predict expected rates in

Newham. The figure uses poverty rates at a range of age bands applied to the age profile of

Newham alongside the poverty rates for a range of mutually exclusive household types, based

on the groups compared in Table 4.8 (above) and expanded to cover all household types.

Given the higher poverty rates in Newham even among those living in households vulnerable

to poverty that we saw in Table 4.8, we will still expect that the actual poverty rate in

Newham will exceed that predicted on the basis of British estimates for individuals in

different household types.12 This is what we do find, as the figure illustrates, with only 30 per

cent of poverty predicted on the strength of the types of households Newham residents are

living in. The biggest discrepancy comes, in fact, from those living in households where there

is a worker. Such households contribute 21 per cent of Newham’s 51 per cent poverty rate, but

they are only predicted to contribute under 8 per cent.13 Looking at age distributions we find

that because of the excess poverty experienced by households of working age, poverty

predication on the basis of age would be only 22 per cent, comparable with the rate for Britain

as a whole.

12 The full classification of mutually exclusive household types used for the household and employment type simulation in Figure
4.10 is: workless working age household with children; workless working age households without children; lone parent households
(whether working or not); households where all adults are of pension age; other households that include a pensioner but no
children; other households that include.
children; all other households i.e. 1 or more adults of working age with at least one worker and no children.
13 Note that this point refers to household (rather than family) characteristics. It cannot therefore be compared with the
distributions of poverty across individuals according to family type shown in Figure 4.7.
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Figure 4.10: Poverty Rate, Newham 2002, and Expected Poverty Rates according to Household
Economic Type and Age

Source: NHPS

We go on, then, to investigate how different factors combine in Newham. Poverty risks in

Newham are clearly greater than in Britain, even given comparable characteristics. Within

Newham itself, risks of poverty clearly vary with variation in characteristics – but what is the

contribution of the different factors and once some characteristics are taken into account do

they explain the differences across others?  Table 4.9 shows the probability of being poor for a

range of characteristics, controlling for the others. The figures show the dramatic impact of

family type on risks of poverty. However, they also show that even when controlling for

household type and tenure, ethnic group has an impact. Thus the Indian, Pakistani,

Bangladeshi and Other Asian groups all have significantly higher risks of poverty than the

White group (ranging from three times to nearly 5 times as great) even when they are being

compared across similar household types living in similar housing tenures.
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The net effect of these poverty risks can be shown by comparing, in Table 4.10, the

probabilities of poverty for individuals with certain household characteristics by selected

ethnic groups. The table shows the impact of ethnicity even among those households liable

to poverty and highlights the range of pensioner’s possible risks of poverty even within a poor

area, which is predicted at around a third for White pensioner households but at nearly three-

quarters of Bangladeshi pensioner households, with tenure held as owner occupation.
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Table 4.9: Odds Ratios of Effects of Ethnic Group, Household Type, and Housing Tenure on
an Individual’s Probability of Being in Poverty, Newham 2002
Household Odds

Ratio

Significance

Ethnic group (baseline = White British)

Indian 3.0 0.003

Pakistani 3.4 0.006

Bangladeshi 4.8 0.001

Other Asian 4.1 0.000

Caribbean 1.0 0.943
Black African 1.7 0.104
White Other 0.8 0.588
Other and Mixed 0.9 0.986

Household Type (baseline= working age adult(s) only,

at least one in employment)

Workless non-pensioners with children 26.5 0.000

Workless non-pensioner(s) without children 7.7 0.000

Lone parent households (working or not) 12.2 0.000

All pensioner adults (with or without children) 4.4 0.000

Other households including a pensioner 0.4 0.183
Other households including children 1.7 0.025

Tenure (baseline=owner occupation)

Council and Housing Association housing 2.0 0.002

Private rented housing 5.0 0.000

Note: The odds-ratio shown here are the ratios of the probability of experiencing poverty

compared with the baseline group.  Thus Indian households are 3 times a likely as White

British to experience poverty, controlling for other characteristics. Non-significant results

have been italicised.



Finally, we look at the relationship between income poverty and deprivation as measured in

Section 3, above. What is the overlap between poverty and deprivation and are there

individuals living in deprived households who are not poor and vice versa?  Table 4.11 shows

the different combinations of poverty and deprivation as they affect individuals in Newham.

It shows that while there is substantial overlap between poverty and deprivation of 60 per

cent of individuals there are also around 20 per cent of individuals who are deprived and not

income poor and a similar proportion who are income poor but are not living in a household

lacking any of the 8 items or experiences specified. If the definition of deprivation is set at

two or more items, the overlap increases; but the proportion of those poor but not deprived

also increases to over a quarter of individuals.

We can also look at the relationship between poverty and housing stress in a similar way. Table

4.12 shows that again while there is an overlap between individuals’ experience of poverty and

housing stress (defined as living in households with two or more housing problems) in over

half of cases, there are 17 per cent of households experiencing housing stress but not poverty

and a third of individuals experiencing income poverty but without housing problems.
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Table 4.10: Selected Individuals’ Predicted Probability of Poverty by Household
Characteristics, Newham 2002

White

British

Indian Pakistani Bangladeshi Other Asian

Workless with

children living in

social housing

.88 .96 .96 .97 .97

Workless no

children in owner

occupation

.51 .76 .78 .83 .81

Ditto in Private

Rented Housing

.84 .94 .95 .96 .95

Pensioners in

owner occupation

.37 .64 .67 .74 .71

Table 4.11: Percentages of Individuals Experiencing Poverty and/or Deprivation, Newham
2002

Deprived of

1 of 8 items

Deprived of

2 or more items

Not poor and not deprived 28.8 37.0

Poor and deprived 32.0 25.1

Deprived and not poor 20.2 12.3

Poor and not deprived 19 25.6

All combinations 100 100



It may be considered that these different measures relate to different aspects of people’s

experience and so cannot be expected to overlap more than they do. It may also be that

deprivation is more strongly related to longer term, rather than temporary poverty, an

hypothesis that it will be possible to explore with future waves of the panel. What we can say

at this stage, however, is that, by cross-tabulating income poverty, deprivation and housing

stress (not illustrated) we find only 23 per cent the Newham population who are not

experiencing any of these forms of deprivation and that 12 per cent are experiencing all three.
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Table 4.12: Percentages of Individuals Experiencing Poverty and/or Housing Stress,
Newham 2002
Not poor and no housing stress 36.2

Poor and with housing stress 17.5

Housing stress and not poor 13.1

Poor and no housing stress 33.3

All combinations 100



5. Reliance on State Benefits

In this section the distribution of benefit support across Newham and across sub-groups of

the population is considered. The focus is on families in receipt of the subsistence benefits

income support (which is taken to include the minimum income guarantee) and job seekers

allowance. It also shows some breakdowns of families in receipt of any means-tested benefit,

including the housing related benefits, housing benefit and council tax benefit.14 Eligibility

for these benefits is assessed at the level of what the Department for Work and Pensions

defines as the benefit unit or immediate family of the claimant (claimant plus partner, if any,

plus dependant children, if any). Eligibility for benefit is assessed on the basis of such benefit

units and payment is made to cover the needs of the benefit unit. It is the benefit unit, or

immediate family with which an individual lives (rather than the household, which was used

to determine income poverty) that determines whether or not they are counted as reliant on

state benefits. An ethnicity variable has been attributed to benefit units in the same way as to

households to adduce the variations in receipt according to ethnic group.

In this discussion, receipt of state benefits is not intended to be synonymous with poverty – it

is possible to be poor without being eligible for income support or income based job seeker’s

allowance (e.g. the working poor, students); on the other hand, the limits of eligibility for

housing or council tax benefit will not precisely map onto the poverty line as defined in the

previous section. Table 5.1 shows that while non/poverty and non/receipt overlap for 62 per

cent of benefit units, 31 per cent of benefit units are poor but not in receipt of income support

or income-based job seeker’s allowance and 7 per cent are in receipt of one of these benefits

but are not below the poverty line as it has been defined.15 In addition looking for the causes

of state benefit receipt as one might look for the causes of poverty tends to be tautological:

the principal means-tested benefits considered here – income support and job seeker’s

allowance – can only be claimed by those not in work, so worklessness is a necessary condition

of their receipt and would thus ‘explain’ it if causes were sought. Similarly, the income poverty

of recipient benefit units stems from the rates of benefits themselves. Instead, this discussion

is intended to provide an alternative indicator to the discussions of deprivation and income

poverty, to ascertain what the risks of receipt are and how they vary by contrast with Britain

and across the Newham population itself. The rates of deprivation measured according to

means-tested benefit receipt can also be compared with rates measured in the other ways.

This is particularly pertinent given that claimaint counts are often used to define the

deprivation of an area, for example in the Indices of Deprivation 2000, discussed in Section 2.

Table 5.1: Percentages of Benefit Units by Poverty Status and Receipt of Income Support /
Job Seeker’s Allowance, Newham 2002

Not on

benefit

On benefit Total

Not in poverty 45 7 52

In poverty 31 17 48

Total 76 24 100

Source: NHPS

14 The survey does not distinguish between income based and contributions based job seeker’s allowance, but the vast majority
of claims are for the income based version so all Newham job seeker’s allowance claims are assumed for the purposes of this
discussion to be for the income based version.
15 Note that the unit considered here is the benefit unit rather than the individual. Thus the poverty rate differs from the rate for
all individuals.
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This discussion also provides a crucial baseline for looking at dynamics – both movement in

and out of benefit and whether moves into or out of benefit also coincide with movements

into or out of poverty using alternative definitions. Furthermore it will provide the starting

point for a consideration of whether movements out of area by benefit recipients imply a

simultaneous move off benefit – an assumption that has been made in other British studies of

benefit dynamics but which has so far been untested.

We know from national surveys that approximately 1 in 10 benefit units are in receipt of

Income Support or the Minimum Income Guarantee (for people of pension age). A further 3

per cent are in receipt of Job Seeker’s Allowance. Over a fifth of the population are in receipt

of at least one income related benefit (Family Resources Survey 2000-2001). These rates vary,

however, by family type, economic status and ethnicity such that, for example, half of lone

parents are in receipt of income support and nearly two-thirds of them are supported by a

means-tested benefits; and the rates for benefit units where the head or spouse is sick or

disabled are well over half and nearly three-quarters respectively. Housing tenure is also

heavily associated with means-tested benefit receipt: 31 per cent of benefit units occupying

council housing are supported by income support with 58 per cent on any income-related

benefit. These national rates are summarised in Table 5.2. If we compare ethnic groups,

Pakistanis or Bangladeshis have the highest risk of means-tested support with a fifth in

receipt of income support/MIG and over a third in receipt of any means-tested benefits.

If we turn to Newham we find that a fifth of the benefit units in the survey are in receipt of

income support – double the national rate according to the FRS; and 30 per cent are in receipt

of any means-tested benefit (approximately one-and-a-half times the national rate, according

to the FRS). If we look at children’s experience of means-tested benefit support we find that in

Newham 37 per cent of children are living in a benefit unit in receipt of income support, while

the national rate is 13 per cent (DWP/ National Statistics 2002). To what extent can the risk of

being in receipt of means-tested benefits be accounted for by the distribution of family type,

economic status, ethnicity and so on?  What are the relative contributions of these factors?

We have already discussed how Newham has a higher proportion of lone parents, and Figure

5.1 compares the shares in Britain, Newham and London of three vulnerable groups identified

as at risk of means-tested support in Table 5.2. The figure shows that the British and London

distributions of these three groups are very similar but that in Newham is distinctive by

comparison with both – though it would not necessarily imply the very high rates of means-

tested support we see.
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Table 5.2: Percentage of Benefit Units in Receipt of Means-tested Benefit by Selected
Characteristics, Britain 2000/01

In receipt of Income

Support / Minimum

Income Guarantee

In receipt of any Income

Related Benefit

Lone parents 51 64

Head or spouse sick or disabled 56 73

Living in council housing 31 58

Single Female Pensioner 25 46

All benefit units 10 21

Source: DWP Family Resources Survey, 2000/01



Figure 5.1: Percentage of Benefit Units with Characteristics most Vulnerable to Means-Tested
Benefit Receipt, Britain 2001 and Newham 2002

Source: DWP Family Resources Survey 2000/01 and NHPS

So if the characteristics of Newham do not immediately suggest high rates of benefit receipt

it must be that risks across the population or sections of the population are greater.

Tables 5.3 and 5.4 explore the rates of receipt of income support or job seeker’s allowance and

of any means-tested benefit by family types as given in the FRS, comparing and contrasting

Britain and Newham. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 do indeed show that for every family type probability

of benefit receipt is higher for benefit units in Newham than in Britain. Particularly noticeable

is both the total rates for the more vulnerable groups, but also the huge difference

experienced by those whose rates in Britain are low. Thus we see that 22 per cent of pensioner

couples and couples with children are supported by income support/ MIG or job seeker’s

allowance compared to 5 or 6 per cent in Britain. The same pattern broadly prevails for receipt

of any income related benefit.
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What we are seeing is that levels of worklessness which is a condition for receipt of income

support and job seeker’s allowance, are producing higher rates across the borough. However,

this is not to say that risks of benefit receipt are equal across groups even when comparing

family types. Just as risks of worklessness vary, so some sub-groups are more likely to be in

receipt of income support or job seeker’s allowance. Table 5.5 goes on to show the comparative

rates of income support and of any means-tested benefit receipt for Newham’s ethnic groups.

Table 5.5 shows the risks of benefit receipt by ethnic group of benefit unit before family type

has been taken into account. Those figures which have been highlighted in bold indicate rates

of benefit receipt that are above the Newham average. The only group with rates below the

British average is the White Other group where its rates of receipt of any income-related

benefit are 14 per cent compared with the national average of 21 per cent.
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Table 5.3: Benefit Units in Receipt of Income Support or Job Seeker’s Allowance by Family
Type, Britain 2000/01 and Newham 2002

Britain Newham

Pensioner couple 5 22

Single male pensioner 13 22

Single female pensioner 25 33

Couple with children 6 22

Couple without children 5 12

Single with children 52 64

Single male without children 13 15

Single female without children 12 18

All benefit units 10 24

Source: DWP Family Resources Survey 2000/01 and NHPS

Table 5.4: Benefit Units in Receipt of Any Income Related Benefit by Family Type, Britain
2000/01 and Newham 2002

Britain Newham

Pensioner couple 18 31

Single male pensioner 36 45

Single female pensioner 46 53

Couple with children 10 27

Couple without children 7 12

Single with children 64 68

Single male without children 18 18

Single female without children 17 21

All benefit units 21 30



We then go on to control for tenure (which, as was noted is strongly associated with means-

tested benefit receipt) and family type to explore the heightened risks for particular ethnic

groups once like is compared with like. By controlling for these factors we find that ethnic

group can be found to be related to the probability of income support or job seeker’s

allowance receipt. Bangladeshi benefit units are twice as likely as their White British

counterparts from a similar tenure and family type to be in receipt of Income Support / Job

Seeker’s Allowance; and White Other and Black African benefit units are half as likely. In fact,

apart from lone parents having a statistically much higher probability of receipt, different

family types do not explain much of the difference in probability of receipt once ethnic group

and tenure are controlled for. It would appear that it is factors associated with family type,

which are also associated with ethnic group and tenure, such as worklessness / lack of earners,

which predominantly explain the differences in receipt according to family type that we saw

in Table 5.4. Table 5.6 illustrates some predicted probabilities of benefit receipt that are

implied by different combinations of characteristics. They are broken down by two tenures

given the very different probabilities that prevail for those in owner occupied as opposed to

council or housing association tenure (private rented accommodation also carries a much

higher probability of receipt than owner occupation but it falls between the two other tenures

and so has been excluded for clarity). The combinations of characteristics have been selected

with regard both to those characteristics which were found to be statistically significant and

those combinations which are actually found in the data. The results emphasise high rates of

receipt among Bangladeshi benefit units of different types and the relatively low rates of

receipt among benefit units classified as White Other and among Black Africans.
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Table 5.5: Benefit Units in Receipt of Income Support or Job Seeker’s Allowance and of Any
Income-Related Benefit by Ethnic Group of Unit, Newham 2002

Income Support or

Job Seeker’s Allowance

Any income-related

benefit

White British 25.8 34.5
Indian 16.7 21.8

Pakistani 21.1 26.8

Bangladeshi 34.8 39.2
Other Asian 21.3 23.5

Caribbean 31.4 37.4
Black African 24.1 27.6

White Other 13.4 14.2

Other and Mixed 24.9 29.6
All benefit units 24 30
Source: NHPS
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Table 5.6: Predicted Probability of Receipt of Income Support or Income Based Job Seeker’s
Allowance for a Selection of Families (benefit units) with specified Characteristics,
Newham 2002

In owner

occupation

In social

housing

White British single man or woman, no children .06 .35

Bangladeshi single man or woman, no children .11 .52

Black African single man or woman, no children .03 .21

White Other single man or woman, no children .03 .21

White British couple with children .08 .43

Bangladeshi couple with children .16 .61

White British lone parent .33 .80

Black African lone parent .19 .66

Source: NHPS



6. Household and Individual Debt

Getting into debt can be one way of managing periods of low income or engaging in

significant activities – such as visits overseas – which would otherwise be unaffordable.

However, debt can then result in a reduction of welfare, reducing disposable incomes through

repayment and creating anxiety. This section explores the extent of debt within the Newham

population looking at how far debt is perceived as a burden on the household, at difficulties in

rent or mortgage payments and at the means people use to manage extra expenses. It

compares the experience of household debt in Newham with that in the country as a whole,

using the BHPS; and it describes the way debt, and forms of debt, vary with income.

First looking at households and loans for hire purchase or other forms of loan, Table 6.1

compares the proportions of households with such a loan in Britain and Newham and the

shares of those households with a loan where it represents a burden on the household. As the

table shows, households in Newham are less likely to have taken on a loan, but those which do

are more likely to experience it as a burden.

A major source of financial pressure and debt are housing costs, whether rent payments or

mortgages. Table 6.2 compares the proportions across Britain and Newham of those

households with a mortgage or paying rent experiencing difficulties with these payments.

Here we see that the percentage of those experiencing problems is far higher in Newham

than in Britain. There is no clear pattern, however, in terms of the experience of those

experiencing problems, once Britain and Newham are compared.
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Table 6.1: Percentage of Households with a Loan, and Share of those with a Loan
for which it is a Burden, Britain 2001 and Newham 2002

Britain

%

Newham

%

Households with a loan 25.0 16.4

Households for which loan is a burden 35.8 54.5

Source: NHPS and BHPS

Table 6.2: Rent/mortgage paying households experiencing problems with housing
costs over past year, and consequences

Britain

%

Newham

%

Households experiencing problems 7.4 18.0

of which

Have needed to borrow 25 31*

Have needed to cut back 75 72*

Have been 2 or more months late with

payment

20 33

Note: *Not all households with problems responded to these subsidiary questions.

These proportions have been based on the assumption that non-respondents did

not borrow or cut back. If the proportions are based simply on those who

responded they rise to 47% and 83% respectively.

Source: NHPS and BHPS



It is likely that patterns of borrowing and debt and the burden of the loan will vary with

income and poverty. Exploring the relationship between income poverty as discussed in

section 4, above, and forms of household debt showed that, in Britain, those households in

poverty were significantly less likely to have a loan, but if they did they were significantly more

likely to find it a burden. Households below the poverty line were also significantly more likely

to have experienced problems in paying for their housing, despite the fact that a  number of

the poorer households receive 100 per cent housing benefit. The same correspondences can be

found in Newham, though the relationship between poverty and the burdensomeness of a

loan is not statistically significant. 16

Further experiences of financial pressures and recourse to debt can be found at the level of

individual respondents. Newham respondents were asked if there were periods where they

had additional expenses, such as Eid or Christmas. They were then asked how they dealt with

such additional expenses. Nearly three-quarters of respondents (74 per cent), said that they

did have such additional expenses and Figure 6.1 shows the range of ways they dealt with

these additional expenses and the proportions using each method.

Figure 6.1: Respondents Methods of Dealing with Times of Additional Expense, Newham 2002

Note: Respondents could identify as many as applied so proportions sum to over 100.

Source: NHPS

As the chart shows, the majority used their current income to pay at least in part for such times;

and a large proportion (also) dug into savings to cover the costs. The remaining methods can be

divided into forms of borrowing and other forms of covering the additional costs that do not

involve getting into debt. If we distinguish those who only used current income or savings from

those who used some form of borrowing and those who used other 

means, we find that two-thirds of respondents used only existing resources, while, of the

remaining third, 61 per cent relied on borrowing, 35 per cent used other means and 4 per cent used

both. These different responses to dealing with additional expenses are illustrated in Figure 6.2
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16 See Appendix 3 for the tables describing these relationships.



Figure 6.2: Percentage of Types of Methods of Dealing with Times of Additional Expense,
Newham 2002

Source: NHPS

Poverty was not found to be significantly associated with using resources other than current

income to cover debt, however, it was found to be associated with drawing on friends and

family (as opposed to other forms of borrowing). Drawing on friends and family was also

significantly associated with economic status: those who were unemployed, students or

otherwise inactive were much more likely to use this method of covering expenses than those

in work or retired. The behaviour of the retired mimicked that of those in work in terms of the

ways they dealt with additional expenses, except that they were less likely to borrow at all

than those in work.17

There were also variations in response to dealing with additional expenses by ethnic group.

Figure 6.3 illustrates these differences. It shows that Bangladeshis, Caribbeans and Black

Africans were less likely to use current resources as a way of dealing with such expenses, but

that Bangladeshis were more likely to use borrowing than Caribbeans who made more use of

alternative methods than any other group.

17 See Appendix 1 and Appendix 2 for further details of the relationships between economic status and methods of covering
additional expenses.
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Figure 6.3: Methods of Dealing with Times of Additional Expense by Ethnic Group, Newham
2002

Source: NHPS
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7. Subjective Views on Financial Situation and Prospects

This section briefly reviews Newham individuals’ own perspective on their financial situation

and their perception of their situation relative to the past. It looks at their estimate of their

financial trajectory and includes consideration of the extent to which their priorities for the

future include improvements in income. It sets these perspectives in national context through

comparison with the BHPS and also analyses the extent to which optimistic trajectories vary

with age and ethnicity.

Given the much greater levels of poverty that we have seen in Newham compared with the

levels in Britain as a whole, it comes as no surprise that a higher proportion of people in

Newham compared to Britain regard themselves as struggling financially. This point is

illustrated in Figure 7.1, which identifies how respondents perceive themselves as managing.

Figure 7.1: How Well Respondents are Managing Financially, Newham 2002 and Britain 2001

Source: BHPS and NHPS

Given that half the Newham respondents see themselves as only just getting by, or worse, it

might also be expected that more of them expect to be better off than they are in years to

come on the basis that "things can only get better". We do indeed see, as Figure 7.2 illustrates,

that there is greater financial optimism for the future in Newham than there is in Britain as a

whole. However, if we look at how this breaks down by current subjective status (Figure 7.3,

we find that it is in fact those Newham residents who see themselves as comfortably off

currently who are most optimistic about the future, whether compared with their less well off

Newham counterparts or their British counterparts overall.
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Figure 7.2: Respondents’ Financial Expectations for the Year Ahead, Newham 2002 and Britain
2001

Source: BHPS and NHPS

Figure 7.3: Respondents’ Expectations for the Future by Current Financial Situation, Britain
2001 and Newham 2002

Source: BHPS and NHPS
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To what extent is this a Newham effect? Or to what extent can it be explained by factors such

as age and ethnic composition of the borough?  Further exploration of the relatively high

levels of financial optimism about the future were carried out using regression analysis and

testing for ethnicity, sex, age and views of current financial status. The results are provided in

Appendix 4. In summary they show that, when controlling for other factors: men are more

financially optimistic than women; age decreases financial optimism; people of Caribbean,

Black African, or White Other ethnicity are relatively optimistic compared to the White British

group, while Pakistanis are less positive. When controlling for the other factors, those who

declared themselves to be well-off or doing alright are more optimistic than those who

perceived themselves as doing less well. All these differences were found to be statistically

significant. These results can be compared with the results based on a similar regression for

the BHPS. In the latter case, being currently comfortably off or doing alright was associated

with a less optimistic attitude towards the future, other things being equal. Moreover, a test

of whether this was a regional effect by including a control for inner London revealed that

living in inner London did increase the likelihood of financial optimism, other things being

equal, but did not substantially alter the other effects. Some examples of the predicted rate of

financial optimism within groups with particular characteristics can be seen in Table 7.1.

There are two ways of thinking about this finding: one is to celebrate the optimism of many

Newham residents who do not see living in Newham as impacting on their current or future

financial status. The other side of this coin is, however, that the less well-off, who make up a

substantial share of the Newham population are more pessimistic about their future than

their British counterparts who see themselves as currently badly off. This means that overall

the Borough has a lower proportion of those who are optimistic about their financial futures

given their characteristics than you would expect if the influence of the contributing factors

was the same in Newham as it is in Britain, as Table 7.2 shows.
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Table 7.1: Predicted Percentages of Respondents with Specified Characteristics who are
Optimistic about their Financial Futures1

Currently Comfortably Off or OK Currently Badly Off

White* Caribbean Pakistani White* Caribbean Pakistani

Newham-Men

aged 35

43 58 31 30 44 20

Britain- Men

aged 35

47 53 28 55 61 34

Newham-

Women aged 35

36 51 25 24 37 16

Britain- Women

aged 35

36 43 20 44 50 25

Note: For Britain this includes all White groups – for Newham it is simply the White British,

this means that the results for Britain and Newham are not directly comparable here.
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Table 7.2:  Effect of Coefficients British / Newham Coefficients on Predictions of Financial
Optimism

Percentage

Optimistic about the

Future – raw data

(weighted)

Predicted Percentage

Optimistic about the

Future based on

Newham coefficients

Predicted Percentage

Optimistic about the

Future based on

BHPS coefficients

Newham 33 32 41

Britain 26 30 28



8. Conclusion

This Report has shown the extent and range of poverty and deprivation in Newham that the

NHPS reveals. While deprivation in Newham overall was evidenced from a number of sources,

its particular nature and the way it varied across the Newham population was not directly

known. This report has demonstrated the experience of poverty and deprivation across

Newham according to a range of indicators. On all measures and across subgroups poverty is

more intense in Newham than it is in Britain. There is also, though, great variation across

Newham with different degrees of poverty experienced by different subgroups of the

population. Approaches to poverty therefore have to contend with both the generally high

levels of poverty and deprivation and also be sufficiently sensitive to differences within the

population to take account of the extreme situation of, for example, lone parents.

Prescriptions for poverty amelioration are unlikely to be found in the discussion contained

here itself, but are more likely to stem from attention to training and employment (Report C),

the physical condition of residents (Report D), or even on making Newham a place where

people who can afford to move nevertheless wish to stay. Nevertheless there are aspects of

the experience of poverty in terms of such issues as housing conditions, debt and the poorer

quality of life that often accompanies poverty, where specific interventions may be

appropriate.

There are also the 49 per cent who are not poor or the 23 per cent who are neither deprived,

nor poor nor with housing problems to be considered. While they have not been the focus of

this report, exploring the experience of those who live in Newham and are doing alright or

even well could provide further lessons for an anti-poverty strategy. Furthermore the nature of

the panel will be able to illuminate to what extent there is movement between these two

types of experience and how they interact with geographical mobility.
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Appendices

The follow supplementary supporting tables as referred to in the main text and the footnotes.

Appendix 1:
Tests of Association Between Poverty and Forms of Debt or Financial Pressure

48

A) Poverty and making loan repayments, row percentages, BHPS 2001
Making loan

repayments

Not making loan

repayments

Not in Poverty 32 68

In Poverty 19 81

Total 29 71

Chi2=60  for 1df, p=0.000

B) Poverty and loan experienced as a burden, row percentages, BHPS 2001
Loan not a

burden

Loan a

burden

Not in Poverty 66 34

In Poverty 51 49

Total 64 36

Chi2= 16 for 1df, p=0.000

C) Poverty and problems paying for housing over year, row percentages, BHPS 2001
No problems paying

for housing

Problems paying

for housing

Not in Poverty 94 6

In Poverty 84 16

Total 92 8

Chi2=65  for 1df, p=0.000

D) Poverty and making loan repayments, row percentages, NHPS 2002
Making loan

repayments

Not making loan

repayments

Not in Poverty 21 79

In Poverty 14 86

Total 18 82

Chi2= 5.5 for 1df, p=0.02



Appendix 2:
Economic Status and Methods of Covering Additional Expenses
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D) Poverty and making loan repayments, row percentages, NHPS 2002
Making loan

repayments

Not making loan

repayments

Not in Poverty 21 79

In Poverty 14 86

Total 18 82

Chi2= 5.5 for 1df, p=0.02

E) Poverty and loan experienced as a burden, row percentages, NHPS 2002
Loan not a

burden

Loan a

burden

Not in Poverty 50 50

In Poverty 38 62

Total 45 55

Chi2= 2 for 1df, p=0.14

F) Poverty and problems paying for housing over year, row percentages, NHPS 2002
No problems with

housing

Problems paying for

housing

Not in Poverty 86 14

In Poverty 71 29

Total 79 21

Chi2= 25 for 1df, p=0.000

A) Uses borrowing to cover times of additional expense by economic status, row
percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use

borrowing

Does use

borrowing

In work 79 21

Unemployed 70 30

Retired 91 9

Student 71 29

Other inactive 76 24

Total 78 22

Chi2=28 for 4df, p=0.000
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B) Uses methods other than borrowing (but not current resources) to cover times of
additional expense by economic status, row percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use other

methods

Does use other

methods

In work 92 8

Unemployed 84 16

Retired 91 9

Student 80 20

Other inactive 78 22

Total 87 13

Chi2=25 for 4df, p=0.000

C) Uses only current resources to cover times of additional expense by economic status,
row percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use current

resources

Does use current resources

In work 28 72

Unemployed 45 55

Retired 18 82

Student 46 54

Other inactive 45 55

Total 34 66

Chi2=58 for 4df, p=0.000

D) Uses borrowing from friends and family to cover times of additional expense by
economic status, row percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use borrowing from

friends and family

Does use borrowing from

friends and family

In work 96 4

Unemployed 81 19

Retired 96 4

Student 76 24

Other inactive 86 14

Total 90 10

Chi2=80 for 4df, p=0.000



Appendix 3
Poverty and Methods of Covering Additional Expenses
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A) Uses borrowing to cover times of additional expense by whether in poverty, row
percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use borrowing Does use borrowing

Not in poverty 80 20

In poverty 77 23

Total 78 22

Chi2=1 for 1df, p=0.3

B) Uses other methods (and not current resources) to cover times of additional expense
by economic status, row percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use other methods Does use other methods

Not in poverty 86 14

In poverty 86 14

Total 86 14

Chi2=0.02 for 1df, p=0.9

C) Uses current resources only to cover times of additional expense by economic status,
row percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use current

resources

Does use current resources

Not in poverty 32 68

In poverty 36 64

Total 34 66

Chi2=1.8 for 1df, p=0.2

D) Uses borrowing from friends and family to cover times of additional expense by
economic status, row percentages, NHPS 2002

Doesn’t use borrowing from

family and friends

Does use borrowing from

family and friends

Not in poverty 94 6

In poverty 86 14

Total 90 10

Chi2=22 for 1df, p=0.000



Appendix 4

Odds Ratios from logistic regression testing for the effects of ethnic group, current financial
situation, age and sex on probabilities of financial optimism, Newham 2002 and Britain 2001

52

Independent Variables NHPS Coefficients BHPS Coefficients

Ethnic Group (baseline = White British

[NHPS], White [BHPS])

    Indian 1.24 0.86
    Pakistani 0.59* 0.43*

    Bangladeshi 0.67 0.92
    Other Asian 0.89 N/a

    Caribbean 1.87** 1.3
    Black African 1.82*** 2.28
    White Other 1.68* N/a

    Other and Mixed 1.3 Na

    Other N/a 1.15
Current financial position (baseline = just

getting by or worse)

    Comfortably off or OK 1.78*** 0.73***

Age 0.96*** 0.95***

Sex (baseline=male)

    Female 0.76*** 0.64***

Not inner London effect N/a 0.69*

N 1680 8417
Chi-square change (df) 213(11)*** 1330(10)***
Note: *=significant at the 95% level; **=significant at the 99% level; ***=significant at the

99.9% level. Italicisation indicates the result is not significant.






