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Abstract- The aim of the paper is to analyze the changing geography of poverty in the context
of the city of Greater London. The advent of gentrification, decreasing welfare support by the
government and housing crises has created a vast amount of literature regarding this theory
focusing on the concept of poverty shifting from Inner London to Outer London and hence an
increase of depravity being seen in these areas. This phenomenon was studied using Index of
Multiple Deprivation score (IMD). Outliers were identified and the concentration of depravity
for each borough of London was checked using Location Quotient. The results showed that

during the period of study displacement of poverty has happened towards the outer boroughs.

Introduction

Place and poverty have had a long history of relationship. In the UK, one of the first published
works on this was by Seebohm Rowntree who in 1901 published his seminal work “Poverty —
A study of Town life”. (Dorling et al.,2007.).In this he studies the poverty pattern of the city of
York and presented it using a map shaded according to population characteristics. A century
later a lot has changed in term so the geography of poverty. The new maps, according to Vickers
.et al (2006), saw an increase in areas suffering from high depravity being shifted outwards and

many of them even being in the suburbs.

This phenomenon is not an uncommon sight. Poverty for long has been thought of as an urban
or a city problem (Robson ,1988). There have been signs, especially since the turn of the
century, in the geography of poverty, going through a gradual shift away from the urban areas
to the suburban areas. A phenomenon termed as the “suburbanization of poverty”. It has been
researched in many countries like USA(Cooke and Denton, 2015; Rutan et al., 2023)
,Netherlands((Hochstenbach and Musterd, 2018; Booi, 2024),and even in U.K (Bailey et al.,
2023; Bailey and Minton, 2018).The researchers have seen that there has been an historic
reversal in the poverty levels of the urban and suburban areas. Earlier, urban areas were thought

to be areas of high inequality, poverty and pollution while the suburbs were thought to be areas



where middle class families and affluent live to escape the troubles of city life is no longer the

casc.

Multiple explanations have been raised to explain this historic shift ranging from the changes
in the housing market with the markets becoming more liberal and privatized on the same hand
the dismantling of social housing and social protection systems which led to commodification
of the housing stock ((Bailey et al., 2023). It has also been blamed on globalization with job
losses and the changing composition of available jobs in the suburban community. Their having
been a disproportionate increase in low skill service sector jobs, as compared to, manufacturing
low skill jobs which have historically seen to be more secure and stable and hence, have led to
a decline in the wellbeing of poor due to macroeconomic conditions (Allard, 2017).Lastly it
has been blamed on the gentrification of neighborhoods and the subsequent displacement of

people from their neighborhoods as well as the role state play in all this (Banabak et al., 2024).

The role of this paper is then to look at displacement of poverty in the area of Greater London
using this theoretical framework of suburbanization of poverty. Greater London is the name of
metropolitan areas that we today colloquially call London. This city has been an extremely
unequal city for many centuries. Today, the city according to Bailey and Minton (2018)
“contains the second highest percentage of people in the richest tenth of the population (15%),
but also the highest percentage of people in the poorest tenth of the population nationally
(15%)”. Specifically, I'm going to be looking for a shift in poverty towards Outer London.
With 60% of the London’s population living in this area (Bailey and Minton,2018), it is bound
to happen that it will have pockets of high poverty concentration in each borough, with different
boroughs having different levels of depravity much of it due to its history of development. Still,
most of the post-war poverty concentrations and worst form of deprivation were found in Inner

London. Previous research has shown that this no longer seem to be the case (Hunter, 2019).

This paper aims to provide a clearer understanding of the evolving geography of poverty in
London. To achieve this, it will quantify the shift in poverty for each borough, focusing on the
Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) level, which represents a subdistrict or tract within a
borough This was calculated using the Index of Multiple Deprivation score (IMD) published
by Office of National Statistic(ONS), which is an aggregate deprivation score .

The structure of this paper is organized as follows: Research on the various aspects of the
suburbanization of poverty is reviewed in the next section. Existing theories on the drivers of
suburbanization are summarized, with an examination of the roles of housing, welfare reform,

gentrification, and displacement theory within the context of urban structures in other countries,



the UK, and specifically London. The case of recent reforms in the UK and London is also
introduced in this section, leading to the formulation of the specific research questions
addressed in this paper. The second section provides details on the data sources and methods
used. The results are presented in the third section, followed by the final section, which offers

conclusions, limitations and future research ideas. .

Literature Review

Urban centres of most developed cities have undergone a constant intellectual debate regarding
the nature and direction of its growth. Cities like New York, Amsterdam, Los Angele, London
have experienced massive changes since the beginning of post war period. Deindustrialisation
and the rise of neoliberal policies by Margaret Thatcher’s Thatcherism and Ronald Reagan
“Reganomics” in the 1980°s.led to the rise of neoliberalism. With this came the rise of *
business services and finance sector” and the “financialisaton” of the economy dividing the
economic, social and cultural centres of Global North into “dual cities”(Mollenkoff and
Kasteles,1991).A concept base on the post globalisation threat where the cities especially the
financial and cultural centres of the world like London becoming engines of growth and job
creation for high skilled and high paying tech, financial and business services jobs. This was
paralleled by growth in the low skilled, low paid service sector jobs but creating a squeezing
out effect on working class stable low skilled decent paying jobs. This has resulted in suburbs,
which where historically seen as the areas of affluence and better living standards where the
rich used to enjoy better living standards having been transformed to an image of the urban

region, especially inner ring/older suburbs, facing the highest burden of abject poverty.

In case of America, according to Scott W. Allard, 2017 in his book Places in Need: The
Changing Geography of Poverty the suburban poor of the 100 biggest metropolitan areas in the
USA have surpassed the urban poor of those metropolitan areas. The first time in its history.
While some researchers have looked at this change in a positive light as suburbs have
historically been known as an aspirational residential space for families due to lower crime

rates, better environmental quality, air quality and lower density ((Bailey and Minton, 2018).

More commonly this change has been seen in a negative light with inner cities families being
forced to relocate and forego their social, cultural , and historical ties ((Reades et al.,
2023).Question have been raised, whether the suburbs offer the same level of opportunities for
low-income people, as they do to more affluent ones. Services designed for low income
households may be underdeveloped in suburbs as the resource allocation has been

disproportionately invested in the urban centres due to conventional discourse around poverty



being an urban problem.(Almeida, 2021).Besides this, access to services and jobs can be vastly
reduced if the household doesn’t have a car especially if you are not living in the inner urban
areas .A paper by Mattioli (2017) , revealed that households living in detached location are
forced to maintain a car, diverting resources from other sources creating many welfare
problems. Some studies have provided indirect evidence that the low-income households will
find it difficult to enjoy the supposed benefits of suburban living enjoyed by the rich . Cooke
and Denton (2015) note their move to older, lower-quality inner suburbs, while Bailey and
Minton (2018) observe relocations to high-density areas in the UK. Bailey et al. (2020 ) found
mixed results in air and school quality improvements in rising suburban poverty areas. Zhang
and Pryce (2020) highlight reduced access to jobs and amenities for suburban low-income

households in the UK.

In London, the issue of economic disparity and the conditions of the impoverished have been
focal points of public discourse since at least the nineteenth century. Economists and social
researchers, including Henry Mayhew, Charles Booth, and Charles Dickens, employed
quantitative data, social science methodologies, and literary works to expose the severe living
conditions endured by a substantial segment of the population in what was then the world’s
wealthiest city. Charles Booth, writing about London south of the river in 1901 said that “the
population is found to be poorer ring by ring as the centre is approached”(Spicker, 2007).This
observation of his has seen a reversal with London’s poverty map in the 21* century turning
inside out. Analysing Booth’s 1889 Poverty Map alongside contemporary deprivation indices
indicates that many poverty patterns have remained consistent over time, despite various social
and economic regeneration efforts except for a change in geography of poverty .(Orford et al.,
2002).This capricious nature of the geography of poverty had many reasons for its formations.
Among them, an important one arguably has been “gentrification”. According to Ruth Glass
(1964),the sociologist who the coined the term, gentrification can be identified as complex
urban process involving property prices increase, rehabilitation of old housing stock ,shifting
of tenure from renting to owning and the displacement of working-class residents. Even though
this was the classic definition of gentrification , all these attributes can be seen in present day
London. Gentrification is not a new phenomenon in London .Initially, gentrified areas where
found in areas such as of Chelsea in the 1950’s ,which then got proliferated to areas of
Bransbury and Islington in the 1960’s and early 70s,rapidly spreading across the most of inner
northern and western London. By the 1990’s, it started mushrooming out to the last bastions of
working-class areas of southern and easter London: areas such as Hackney, Brixton and

Newington, spreading its tentacles across the whole of inner London. Theorist like Hamnet



(2003), suggested that this was the result of class replacement, with the labour force becoming
more “professionalised” as the occupational requirements of the labour market experienced an
upward shift, and the economy got shifted toa more service-based economy requiring more
white-collar workers then blue collar. Other theorist like Butler(2001), focused on the fact that
there was a shift in culture , working pattern among the middle class which made them prefer
settling in inner city then commuting from suburbia for work. This includes changing gender
relations especially the growing importance of dual working households. Gentrification is
usually seen as a two-sided sword(Bailey and Minton, 2018).Some look at it positively with it
bringing back the middle class, bettering the social mix and housing quality(Formoso, 2010),
while other more prominently have looked at it from the perspective of displacement of poor
households due to this process. Many critiques of gentrification induced displacement have also
argued that instead of displacement, working class got replaced with managerial and
administrative class(Slater, 2009). So instead of displacement , there was a replacement
between classes . This class then became increasingly concentrated in the public housing sector
and private rental sector .Whatever the case, the final output in both the cases was pushing out
of a certain class due to direct or indirect pressure from another class. Even though, the extent
of displacement by gentrification has been a subject of debate for a long time, by now extensive
literature has been collected supporting that if gentrification isn’t done properly , keeping in
mind the housing and resettlement requirement of the poor then, displacement is bound to
happen((Almeida, 2021) While some researchers have postulated that even if gentrification
doesn’t necessarily lead to out migration among low-income households(a proxy for
displacement)((Hochstenbach and Musterd, 2018) it may still exclude low income households
from moving in(Slater, 2009).0One of the first London based gentrification induced
displacement study was done by Atkinson(2000a,2000b) where using census data he found that
increase in gentrification (measured using change in the proportion of managers and
professionals in the ward) led to increase in displacement of all categories of household except
lone parents and the unemployed. Other more recent focusing on the gentrification of council
estates have also seen a displacement effect and found that low-income residents (often working
class) getting dislocated involuntarily to marginally more deprived areas either a long distance
away from their original community, estate, house or to moving over shorter distance to
marginally more deprived areas(Reades et al., 2023).This creates an overall a more segregated
geography of poverty within a borough as well. This helps in making sense to the finding that
the relative centrality of poverty is decreasing at a faster rate than the relative concentration of

poverty ,(see, Bailey and Minton, 2018).Another study by Almeida,( 2021) was done looking



at the changing face of London in 2010’s by calculating a between gentrification score zero
and one at the level of Lower layer Super Output Areas(LSOA) for all the boroughs of London.
They used housing prices, Index of Multiple deprivation score, population churn and other
variables to calculate this score. Their results showed that inner London has gone through

higher gentrification then outer London on average.

The state has significantly influenced the current housing landscape through state-led
gentrification. The New Labour of late 1990’s policies of ‘mixed communities’ & ‘Opportunity
Areas’; have exacerbated this phenomenon by redeveloping numerous housing estates , and
major brownfield sites in deprived areas. Research by Cooper et al. (2020), suggests a
consistent trend where the stock of council housing diminishes post-renewal, subsequently
being substituted by units categorized as ‘affordable’ for rental purposes, shared ownership
schemes, or private market transactions. This has led to the displacement of council residents.
With studies showing that property owners were often forced to leave London entirely (e.g.,
Lees and White, 2020). Property in the redeveloped areas or even nearby locations could not
be purchased with the compensation provided through compulsory purchase (known as

‘eminent domain’in the United States).

Further research (Almeida, 2021) has shown that neighbourhoods “within Opportunity Areas
were significantly more likely to gentrify and had higher rates of displacement”. Both previous
and current mayors of London, Boris Johnson and Sadiq Khan respectively, have promised to
and issued guidance to prevent displacement. Sadiq Khan’s administration insisted on
redevelopment occurring only after a resident vote and tenants being offered full “right to
return” (Greater London Authority, 2018). Despite these measures, displacements persist and

continue to require attention, even in the face of a global pandemic (Cooper et al., 2020).

It's not just gentrification which can be identified as a driver of suburbanisation. It’s also the
liberalisation of the housing policy which has been going on since the 80’s and has led to lack
of social housing especially in areas where the property and rental prices are spiralling out of
control.UK approach in terms of its labour market and housing market protection has been
labelled in the “Anglo group of countries” , a monicker coined for countries having liberalised
housing market with minimal level of state provisions(Banabak.et.al, 2024).This wasn’t always
the case. In 1980’s Private Rental Sector (PRS) was playing a marginal role due to regulations
inthe sector due to discouraging investment and fiscal aid given to social and home ownership
sector which served as an alternative(Kemp, 2015). This got completely changed under the

Thatcher government in the late 80’s which effectively presented itself as the popular force



promoting individual liberty over state welfare. The new common sense hence meant, greater
access to markets by dismantling the welfare system which according to the ideologues
promoted idealness(Hall, 1980). Housing policy was a major factor in promoting PRS. It meant
promoting urban investment by expanding the role of private sector in through reduction in

regulation (i.e. reduction of tenants right) and more support for mortgage lending.

A specific policy of the Thatcher government which has come under scrutiny for its
displacement effect has been the “Right to Buy” which had enabled households residing in
social housing to purchase their homes from the government at substantial discounts. However,
these policies have now contributed to increased pressure on social housing as the original
owners have long sold the properties to private landlords who “rent to (non-council) residents
at typically much higher rate than council rates”” (Murie, 2016). The shortage of high-quality,
affordable social housing has been exacerbated by the significant uptake of the “Right to Buy”
scheme. Hence communities with the highest uptake are experiencing most significant
displacement (Reades et al., 2023). So, this policy shift from 1980’s and 1990’s towards
recommodification especially using “Right to Buy” to sell social housing to tenants and
investment in private renting which had been vigorously promoted by deregulating tenancies

and lending institutions(Kemp, 2015) have led to the current state.

Consequently, the share of the private rented sector (PRS) has surged. In the 1990s, the PRS
accounted for 9% of the housing market, but by 2021, this figure had risen to 19% across the
UK and 29% in London even overtaking the mortgage homes sector(27%) as the largest tenure
category in the capital (Bailey, 2023) . Simultaneously, market rents and housing prices in
London have escalated dramatically. In the 1970s, house prices in London were 20% higher
than the UK average; today, they are double the national average (Reades .et.al,2023). Within
London, there is a stark contrast between inner and outer areas, with rental prices in inner
London averaging 30% higher than those in outer London(Hunter,2019).This dynamic
interplay of tenure shifts, and escalating house prices is contributing to a pronounced wealth
divide within the capital. Those able to purchase property in London are witnessing rapid asset
appreciation, while others find themselves increasingly excluded from the housing market and

being pushed further and further into deprivation.

In another research by Banabak et al., 2024 , they showed that for a housing system which is
highly regulated(their study was based on Vienna, Austria) there is less chance of the poor
being displaced to the outer boroughs due to monetary and regulatory barriers for

homeownership and social housing respectively .Hence, despite high gentrification happening



in this city since the early 2000’s , households are being displaced to areas near their previous
dwellings and are not being completely ousted from their neighbourhood .This isn’t the case
for “Anglo” economies and within these countries ,it is more prevalent in their advance service
based cities like New York, Chicago and London where shortage in housing for high risk

population in high density areas have led to massive displacement .(Cooke and Denton, 2015).

Another major reason for the suburbanization of poverty in the UK has been significantly driven
by changes in the welfare benefits scheme. Post-2008 Great Financial Crisis, the UK
implemented strong austerity measures to address the fiscal deficit, focusing on cutting welfare
benefits rather than increasing taxes. These cuts included substantial reductions in housing
allowances. The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) imposed stricter limits on rent
levels covered by Housing Benefits (HB), capped total annual benefits per household, and
reduced housing subsidies for younger adults. These measures aimed to make households more
cost-conscious and incentivize paid work. However, evaluations revealed that these changes
disproportionately pressured poorer households in high-cost areas like central London, causing
displacement to cheaper neighbourhoods. Consequently, poor households could have remained
in inner cities if adequate welfare benefits had been provided to prevent displacement to more

deprived housing locations.

Based on the literature review, two primary questions are to be examined in this paper: 1. Is
there evidence ofthe urban poor relocating in London from Inner London to Outer London?
And has the distribution of the urban poor shifted away from the urban core towards the
outskirts of cities ?

2. How do the factors defining the urban poor vary in their distribution throughout Inner

and Outer London and its different boroughs ?

Methodology

1 Introduction

In the preceding chapter, I conducted a comprehensive review of literature on the
suburbanisation of poverty and gentrification in Western cities globally and United Kingdom
in depth. The common thread among these studies was their focus on evolving urban

inequalities, though their methodological approaches varied significantly. My thesis zeroes in



on the spatial distribution and concentration of the urban poor and its subsequent displacement
away from the city centres. To quantify this, I begin by examining the available data,
specifically the Index of Multiple

Deprivation(IMD) which is derived from UK census data. The advantage of using this data, is
that this score is composite of 39 variables(ONS,2019) hence , giving me a holistic look at

deprivation. I identify and present the relevant census variables that define the urban poor. 2

Data

My analysis draws primarily from 2004, 2010 and 2011 Index of Multiple Deprivation data(I
hereafter refer to it as IMD). The earliest available census data starts from 1991 and takes place
every five years. My analysis primarily utilizes data from IMD provided by the Office for
National Statistics (ONS) for the years 2004, 2010, and 2019. The earliest IMD data available
dates to 2000, with subsequent releases occurring at irregular intervals: 2000, 2004, 2007, 2010,
2015, and 2019. These datasets use administrative data from various government institutions
for the latest year available pre analysis of report. They use the census data only when data
from other updated sources is not available. Hence, the 2004 and 2010 datasets have some
variables which are derived from the 2001 U.K. Census, while the 2019 dataset has some
variables based on the 2011 Census data. Hence as the latest dataset is going to be used for

each index, there is no consistent time point for all indicators.(Mclennan et al., 2019).

This geographical framework facilitates the incorporation of a diverse array of location-specific
data. The Output Area (OA) represents the smallest geographical unit for which the Office for
National Statistics (ONS) collects and analyses data, with an average population of
approximately

310 residents. Due to the limited data availability at the OA level, our analysis employs the
Lower Layer Super Output Area (LSOA) level. LSOAs encompass an average population of
1,500 individuals or 650 households, providing a more robust dataset. Notably, a substantial
amount of data, including the IMD data utilized in our analysis—the lowest geographical

boundary—is available at the LSOA level.

For our analysis, we will focus on the city of London, specifically examining the Lower Layer
Super Output Areas (LSOAs) within the administrative boundaries of Greater London, which
includes 32 boroughs and the City of London (Hunter, 2019 ). In the 2001 census, this area
comprised 4,765 LSOAs, which increased to 4,835, reflecting a growth of 70 LSOAs. This
represents an increase of less than 2%, ensuring that our analysis remains highly accurate and

comparable.



The boroughs of Greater London will serve as the second level of my analysis. Since the 1963
London Government Act (UKPGA, 1975), these boroughs have been categorized into Inner
and Outer

London. The Inner London area consists of 12 boroughs, along with the City of London, which

is generally treated as an inner borough for analytical purposes. Surrounding this inner urban

core are Inner the 20
QOuter
outer - boroughs
(Refer Map-1
and Table N -1)
Islington
Westminster HE?\“\NISES
Kensington
& Che%ea
amersmith Southwark Greenwich
lham
Wandsworth Lambeth Lewisham
Map-1 Inner and outer boroughs

Outer London Inner London

Barking and Dagenham | Camden

Barnet Greenwich

Bexley Hackney

Brent Hammersmith and Fulham
Bromley Islington

Croydon Kensington and Chelsea
Ealing Lambeth

Enfield Lewisham




Haringey Southwark

Harrow Tower Hamlets
Havering Wandsworth
Hillingdon Westminster
Hounslow City of London*

Kingston upon Thames

Merton

Newham

Redbridge

Richmond upon Thames

Sutton

Waltham Forest

Table-1 London’s boroughs

*City of London is not a borough and is governed by Corporation of London but is usually

classed in Inner London.

In this part of the thesis, I detail the two geographic levels which have been utilized throughout

my research. 3.Variables

This section delves into the primary dependent variable of this analysis — the IMD deprivation
score, an aggregate measure derived from census data. Here, I will dissect the components that
form the IMD deprivation score. Socioeconomic deprivation is a concept that focuses on the
relative lack of material conditions, emphasizing that people have various needs—material,
social, cultural, and spiritual—linked to societal norms. Deprivation is defined as a noticeable
disadvantage compared to the local community or broader society (Townsend, 1987).
Townsend, in his 1979 account of Poverty in the United Kingdom differentiates deprivation
from poverty by stating that poverty is about lacking resources, while deprivation is about the
conditions people experience and the unmet needs of individuals, The Index of Multiple
Deprivation framework, inspired by Townsend, adopts a broad definition of deprivation,
encompassing various dimensions of an individual’s living conditions. Therefore, being in
poverty means lacking the resources to avoid deprivation. However, one can experience

deprivation without being in poverty if they have the resources but choose not to use them.



The deprivation score is a composite measure created by combining various individual
variables from the census data, which is then applied to specific geographic regions. Till now
5 IMD indexes have been released starting from 2000 which suffered from question on its
accuracy which led to the 2004 IMD index shifting from ward level analysis to LSOA’s as the
smallest geographical level of analysis. The 2000 IMD index also only had six domains(did not
have crime domain) instead of seven which are there since 2004 . Hence our analysis for
suburbanisation of poverty has started from this index as this is the easily and accurately
comparable with others. This will also give us the spatial distribution of poverty in London
pre—Global Financial Crises (GFC) of 2008.Then 2010 index for giving us the spatial
distribution post GFC and austerity measures implemented by the government of UK. Finally,
we’ll be looking at the latest index from 2019 which was renamed to - Indices of

Deprivation(IOD) 2019.

The IMD shows that deprivation is multi-dimensional, affecting various distinct areas. Each
domain is a separate aspect of deprivation, even though they can overlap and have cumulative
effects (Noble et al., 2008).There are in total seven domains which are being used since 2004

IMD index. They all also have separate weights which have also remain unchanged since 2004

They are :
Domain Weights

1. Income Deprivation 22.5%
2. Employment Deprivation 22.5%
3. Health Deprivation and Disability 13.5%
4. Education, Skills and Training Deprivation 13.5%
5. Crime - 9.3%
6. Barriers to Housing and  Services 9.3 %
7. Living Environment Deprivation 9.3%

For each domain various indicators or variables have been used to calculate a score for each
domain. There are 39 indicators split between the seven domains in the IOD 2019, 38 indictors

in the 2010 IMD as well as the 2004 IMD.(McLennan, 2019).Table-2 below summarises the

indicators for each of the domains of 2019 IOD along with the respective weights.



Adults and children in Income Support families
Adults and children in income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance families

22.5%

Income Adults and chi ini based Employ and Support
Deprivation Adults and children in Pension Credit (Guarantee) families
22.5% Aduits and children in Working Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit families, below 60% median income not already counted
Asylum seekers in England in receipt of i support, ion support, or both
Adults and children in Universal Credit families where no adult is in "Working - no requirements’ conditionality regime ++
Clai of Job s All , aged 18-59/64 ‘
Employment [ of Empl and Support Al , aged 18-59/64
[AYSSRBRNN  Ciaimants of Incapacity Benefi. aged 18-50/64 ‘
Clai of Severe Disabls A , aged 18-59/64

Claimants of Carer’s Allowance, aged 18-59/64
Claimants of Universal Credit in the ‘Searching for work' and "No work requirements’ conditionality groups ++
Key Stage 2 attainment: scaled scores :
Key Stage 4 attainment: average capped points score
Skills Secondary school absence Children & Young People
& Training Staying on in education post 16
Deprivation Entry to higher education
13.5% Adults with no or low quahﬁcalpns, aged 25-59/64 ! } Adult Skills
Adults who cannot speak English or cannot speak English well, aged 25-59/64

Education,

Health Years of potential life lost
Deprivation Comparative illness and disability ratio **
& Disability Acute morbidity

13.5% Mood and anxiety disorders **

Recorded crime rates for:

Crime sViowanos
9.3 Sulery
* Theft
+ Criminal damage

Road distance to a:
+ Post office

Barriers to « Primary school ~ Geographical Barriers
Housing + General store or supermarket
& Services * GP surgery ~
9.3% Household overcrowding
Homelessness Wider Barriers
Housing affordability
Living Houses without central heating }- Indoors Living Environment
Environment Housing in poor condition
Deprivation Air quality } Outd: Living Envi "
9.3% Road traffic accidents
++ New indicators
** Modified indicators

% illustrates the weight of each domain in the Indices of Deprivation

Table 2- Domains and indicators for the Indices of Deprivation 2019

The IMD score once calculated based on these indictors is then split into deciles with regions
being in 1°! decile being the most deprived and regions being in the 10" decile least deprived.
With IMD score, the calculation is flipped with higher the score meaning higher deprivation

and vice versa.

An important thing to note about deprivation using IMD is that this method isn’t suitable for
pinpointing deprived groups as it’s inaccurate to assume that everyone in a deprived area is
relatively deprived. Typically, areas contain both deprived and affluent districts and residents.
Therefore, the IMD is effective for identifying deprivation across space but not for

distinguishing amongst populations the individual effect of deprivation on each household.

4.Previous Studies

There are various methods to assess and measure changes in the geographic distribution of

deprivation. The first method, known as the ‘place-based approach,”’ involves examining fixed



geographic units to see if the number of areas considered deprived, based on specific metrics,
has changed. The second method, termed the ‘people-based approach,’ focuses on tracking the
movements of low-income individuals or households to identify the areas they relocate to. For
this thesis, given the available data and the research questions posed, the place-based approach

has been chosen.

Randolph and Tice conducted a study in 2014, They employed a place-based approach, utilizing
data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ censuses for the years 1986 and 2011. Their
research focused on socio-economic disadvantage in the Australian cities of Adelaide,
Brisbane, Melbourne, Perth, and Sydney. The researchers developed an index of disadvantage,
derived from 16 different census variables, to measure economic disadvantage at the collector
district (CD) and suburbs levels.(equivalent to LSOA and MSOA levels of UK respectively ).

This index is comparable to the IMD deprivation score discussed earlier in this chapter.

They first identified ‘collector districts’ (CDs) with disadvantage levels at or below one
standard deviation of their index which were labelled “deprived”. Next, they pinpointed
suburbs containing at least one such CD. They also distributed the suburbs in 10km concentric
circular bands from the city centre. Finally, they compared the changes in disadvantaged areas
from 1986 to 2011.All the five cities saw a decrease for area units labelled as deprived in the

distance band closest to the centre

Another paper which use a very similar methodology is a paper by Roche (2019) who used a
similar method to Randolph and Tice to identify deprived areas using the deprivation score for
the cities of Aukland and Wellington in New Zealand using the StatNZ deprivation score
index(IMD equivalent).They then distributed their mesh blocks(equivalent to LSOA) in
distance bands of 10km.Mesh blocks were classified as “highly deprived” if their deprivation
scores were significantly higher than the average, specifically one standard deviation above the
mean. They found a mixed result with Adelaide showing similar results to Sydney and other
Australian cities while Wellington showed the opposite. But overall, the author concluded that

poverty is suburbanising in New Zealand(Roche,2019)

5.Methods

My analysis is divided into two sections and employs two primary methods. The first method
involves identifying the highly deprived Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) by flagging those
that are at or above one standard deviation from the mean. This technique is consistent with the

placebased studies referenced earlier. After identification, these LSOAs are organized into their



respective boroughs, which are categorized as either inner or outer boroughs. This is done in
order to analyse the changing geography of deprivation and its hypothesized shift from Inner

London to Outer London.

The second method I employ is derived from Roch’s (2019) analysis, which utilizes Location
Quotients( LQ) to identify the proportion of the population in highly deprived mesh block
across various 10km distance bands. For the first section of my analysis which is of the
aggregate IMD score, I will adopt this method but apply it at the geographic level of boroughs,
divided into inner and outer boroughs. LQ is a tool used to measure how a specific variable’s
concentration in a smaller geographic area compares to its concentration in a larger reference
area. This concept is illustrated in Equation 1 below. Imagine (X) represents the number of
individuals with a particular characteristic in each area (for example, the population in highly
deprived LSOA within a borough), and (Y) is the total population of that area. The ratio (X/Y)
indicates the concentration of that characteristic within the area. For a broader reference region
(the area of Greater London, in my case), let (X”) and (Y”) denote the same variables. The LQ,
which shows the relative concentration of the characteristic in the smaller area compared to the
larger region, is calculated as (X/Y) / (X’/Y’).All values above ‘1’ shows overconcentration

and vice versa.

LQ =

(X/Y)borough level

(*'/Y") Greater London region
Equation —(1)

After the analysis of the aggregate IMD score, in the second section of my analysis, I will
examine each of the seven domains separately using the two methods . The purpose of
employing this approach is to determine whether individuals with deprived characteristics are
increasingly concentrated in highly deprived areas. Additionally, it can help explain the
changing spatial distributions of highly deprived LSOAs. In the next section I’m going to be
discussing the results from my analyses. A side note I have used areas and LSOA’s

interchangeably from the following sections. Results

1. Section 1

In the first section, we will examine the aggregate IMD score, which is derived by summing

the seven domain-level scores. We will first, focus on the population growth in London from



2004 to 2019, as well as the changes in the population residing in highly deprived LSOAs, as
illustrated in Figure 1.

TOTAL POPULATION AND HIGHLY
DEPRIVED POPULATION OF LONDON

¢ Deprived population Total population
12,000,000.00 8,961,989.00
8,204,407.00
_ 10,000,000.00 7,305790.00
O 8,000,000.00
[
>  6,000,000.00
o
€ 4,000,000.00
1,556,383.00 1,642,689.00
2,000,000.00 1,319g60.00 —— 28
2004 2010 2019
IMD YEAR

Figure-1 Total Population and Highly Deprived Population of London

From 2004 to 2019, London’s population increased steadily from approximately 7.30 million
to nearly 9 million, representing a growth of 22.7%. Concurrently, the population living in
highly deprived areas also grew, rising by 24.4% from 1.3 million to 1.64 million during the

same period.

Despite the overall population growth in London, the proportion of the population living in
highly deprived areas experienced only minor fluctuations over the years. In 2004, this
proportion was 18.07%. By 2010, it had increased slightly to 18.97%, indicating a marginal
rise in the relative number of people living in deprivation. However, by 2019, this proportion
had decreased slightly to 18.33%, suggesting a small improvement in the relative distribution

of the deprived population (refer to Appendix Table-A1).

Overall, while both the highly deprived and total populations grew at similar rates, the
percentage of the population living in deprivation remained relatively stable, with only slight
variations over the 15-year period. This indicates that the growth in the deprived population
was largely in line with the overall population growth, maintaining a consistent proportion of

the total population.



When we look at each year of analysis in depth , the pattern of displacement becomes clearer.
In Table-3, we see that there are 567 inner LSOA’s which are highly deprived(at or above 1
standard deviation of mean) out a total of 1682 inner borough LSOA’s in 2004. Similarly in
Outer boroughs, there are 294 such LSOA’s out of a total of 3083 LSOA’s. In percentage terms
, 33.71 % area of the inner boroughs come in the highly deprived category while only 9.54%
area of outer boroughs is highly deprived. Out of 4765 total LSOAs according to 2004 IMD ,
861 are highly deprived while 3904 are not highly deprived.

2004 IMD INNER OUTER Total % deprived
DEPRIVED 567 294 861 18.07%
NOT DEPRIVED 1115 2789 3904 81.93%
Total 1682 3083 4765

% deprived 33.71% 9.54%

Table-3 2004 IMD LSOA Results

Table 4 presents the distribution of LSOAs based on the 2010 IMD score. It reveals that 460
inner borough LSOAs are classified as deprived (at or above one standard deviation from the
mean) out of a total of 1,737 inner borough LSOAs. In contrast, the outer boroughs contain 420

such LSOAs out of a total of 3,098.

In percentage terms, 26.48% of the inner boroughs were identified as highly deprived,
compared to 13.56% of the outer boroughs. This indicates a decrease in both the absolute
number and percentage of highly deprived LSOAs in the inner boroughs, while the outer

boroughs experienced an increase in both metrics.

It is important to note that the aggregate IMD score analysis utilizes the LSOA classification
from the 2011 UK Census. However, the subsequent analysis of the 2010 IMD domain-level
data employs the 2001 UK Census classification of LSOAs. This approach facilitates direct
comparison with the latest 2019 IMD aggregate scores.

2010 IMD INNER OUTER Total % deprived
NOT DEPRIVED|1277 2678 3955 81.80%
DEPRIVED 460 420 880 18.20%

Total 1737 3098 4835




% deprived 26.48% |13.56% ‘

Table 4- 2010 IMD LSOA Results

The data for the seven domain-level scores could not be reproduced using the 2011 census.

Therefore, the original 2001 census LSOA classification is used instead.

Table 5 similarly, shows LSOA split according to 2019 IMD score. We see here that there are

424 mner LSOA’s which are highly deprived (at or above 1 standard deviation of mean) out a

total of
2019 IMD INNER OUTER % deprived Total
NOT DEPRIVED 1313 2646 81.88% 3959
DEPRIVED 424 452 18.12% 876
% deprived 24.41% 14.59%
Total 1737 3098 4835

Table 5- 2019 IMD LSOA Results

1737 inner borough LSOA’s . In the outer boroughs, there are 452 LSOAs classified as highly
deprived out of a total of 3,098 LSOAs. This marks the first instance where the number of
highly deprived LSOAs in the outer boroughs surpasses that in the inner boroughs in absolute

terms.

When examining the data in percentage terms, 24.41% of the inner borough area was identified
as highly deprived, whereas approximately 14.50% of the outer borough area was labelled as
such. These results give further proof to the notable shift of inner boroughs experiencing a
decrease in the percentage of highly deprived LSOAs, while the outer boroughs seeing an

increase.

This trend highlights a redistribution of deprivation, with a growing proportion of highly
deprived areas emerging in the outer boroughs, contrasting with the declining proportion in the

inner boroughs. This shift underscores the changing landscape of deprivation within the city.

Next, we are going to take look at the LQ scores for each year of 2004,2010 and 2019 and for

each borough split between inner and outer boroughs.



A location quotient (LQ) is a metric used to compare the concentration of a particular variable
within a specific geographic area to its concentration within a larger geographic context. For a
detailed explanation, please refer to the previous chapter. The formula for calculating the LQ

in our analysis is :

LQ: (X/ Y)Borough

(X°/Y’)Greater London

Here, (X) and (Y) represent the variable - highly deprived population - and the total population
in the borough respectively, while (X’) and (Y’) represent the same in the larger region of

Greater London.

Tables 6 & Figure 2 provide the results of the LQ analysis for the inner boroughs. The key
finding from this analysis is that the average LQ ratio for inner boroughs, including the City of

London, declined from 1.76 in 2004 to 1.33 in 2010 and continued to decrease to reach 1.25 in

2019. This downward trend persists even when excluding the City of London from the analysis.

Inner Boroughs 2004 2010 209

Camden 2.08 0.55 0.99
Greenwich 1.39 1.79 1.27
Hackney 4.07 3.77 2.76
Hammersmith and Fulham 0.85 0.85 1.00
Islington 3.60 1.95 1.55
Kensington and Chelsea 0.62 0.91 1.32
Lambeth 1.69 1.01 1.31
Lewisham 0.42 1.04 1.64
Southwark 2.35 1.06 1.35
Tower Hamlets 4.27 3.08 1.91
Wandsworth 0.14 0.29 0.27
Westminster 1.41 0.95 0.86
city of london 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average 1.91 1.44 1.35




Average with city of london 1.76 1.33 1.25

Table 6 - Inner Borough LQ Ratios

Along with this , major fall in the proportion of population living in highly deprived LSOAs
can be seen in the borough of Camden which saw its ratio decrease from twice(2.08) the ratio
to around half{0.55) the proportion in 2010, then increased again in 2019 IMD results to reach
around equal(0.99) to Greater London’s proportion of population in highly deprived LSOA’s

Hackney , Islington ,Southwark, Tower Hamlets and Westminster, all saw substantial decrease

in their boroughs proportion of population living in highly deprived LSOA’s. In case of

Hackney and
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Figure 2 Inner Boroughs LQ Ratio Chart

Islington ,they saw their LQ ratio being half in 2019 to what it had been in 2004 IMD year.

On the other hand, their where three inner boroughs which saw an increase in its proportion of
population living in highly deprived areas. They where Hammersmith and Fulham which saw
an increase from 0.85 in 2004 to a perfect balance proportion of 1.00. Second was Kensington
and Chelsea where the proportion of population living in highly deprived areas increased to

1.32 in 2019 from a low of 0.62 in 2004. Lastly , there was Wandsworth which starting from



an extremely low proportion of 0.14 in 2004 increase to 0.29 in 2010 and then had a slight dip
to 0.29 in 2019.

Tables 7 and Figure 3 present the outer borough LQ Ratio, with the average LQ ratio serving as

a critical metric. This ratio has exhibited an upward trajectory, rising from 0.52 in 2004 to

0.72 in 2010, and further to 0.78 in 2019, marking a 26-basis point increase over the period.

Barking and Dagenham recorded the most pronounced increase in the proportion of its
population residing in highly deprived LSOAs, escalating from approximately 0.88 in 2004 to
3.13 in 2019—an increment of nearly 300 basis points. Similarly, Brent, Croydon, Ealing, and
Enfield experienced significant growth in their respective populations living in highly deprived

areas.

Conversely, certain outer boroughs demonstrated a decline in their LQ ratios, with Newham
showing the most notable improvement in reducing the proportion of its population in deprived

LSOA:s.

Outer Boroughs 2004 201D 2019

Barking and Dagenham 0.88 1.40 3.13
Barnet 0.11 0.07 0.28
Bexley 0.07 0.26 0.33
Brent 0.83 1.11 1.11
Bromley 0.08 0.30 0.42
Croydon 0.29 0.54 1.03
Ealing 0.64 0.71 1.08
Enfield 0.46 1.03 1.68
Haringey 2.59 2.60 1.93
Harrow 0.04 0.07 0.16
Havering 0.04 0.26 0.41
Hillingdon 0.03 0.16 0.25
Hounslow 0.32 0.23 0.54
Kingston upon Thames 0.06 0.00 0.05




Merton 0.00 0.00 0.18
Newham 2.96 3.40 1.53
Redbridge 0.10 0.15 0.17
Richmond upon Thames 0.00 0.00 0.04
Sutton 0.09 0.16 0.31
Waltham Forest 0.88 1.87 0.94
Average 0.52 0.72 0.78

Table 7 - Outer Boroughs LQ Ratios
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Figure 3 — Outer Boroughs LQ Ratio Chart

Initially, the LQ ratio was nearly three times the average for Greater London (2.96). This ratio
surged to 3.40 in 2010 before plummeting to 1.53 by 2019. Waltham Forest exhibited a similar
pattern, with its LQ ratio rising from 0.88 in 2004 to 1.87 in 2010, then declining to 0.94 by
2019, still above its 2004 level.

Richmond upon Thames, traditionally one of London’s wealthiest boroughs, recorded its first

highly deprived Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) in 2019. Similarly, Merton and Kingston



upon Thames also reported highly deprived LSOAs for the first time in 2019, indicating a

notable shift in socioeconomic conditions within these areas. For detailed figures, refer to
Appendix Table A-2.
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Map-2 LQ ratio change between 2004 & 2019 IMD score

Map 2 illustrates the change in the Location Quotient (LQ) ratio between the Index of Multiple
Deprivation (IMD) years 2004 and 2019. The data reveals that, with a few exceptions, most
outer boroughs have experienced an increase in the proportion of their populations living in

highly deprived areas. Notably, Kingston saw a marginal decrease of -0.01, Haringey decreased



by -0.66, and Newham decreased by -1.43. In 2004, Newham had the highest LQ ratio among

all outer boroughs, starting at 2.96.

Conversely, several inner boroughs, including Hammersmith and Fulham (0.15), Kensington
& Chelsea (0.71), Lewisham (1.22), and Wandsworth (0.13), saw an increase in their LQ ratios.
However, majority of inner boroughs experienced decreases, ranging from -0.12 in Greenwich

to 2.35 in Tower Hamlets.

These findings suggest a trend of suburbanization of poverty within the metropolitan area of

Greater London.
2. Section 2

Deprived areas typically have a high concentration of deprived individuals. However, not
everyone living in these areas is deprived. Similarly, not all deprived individuals reside in
deprived areas. Along with this, it is possible that not all households suffer from all the different
domains of deprivation. Hence, this chapter will break down the deprivation score into its
seven individual domains/components. By examining these components, I will analyse the
distributions and their differences. These insights will help understand the locations of different
deprived population groups and any changes in these distributions over time. The seven

domains that make up the aggregate IMD score are -:

1. Income Deprivation

2. Employment Deprivation

3. Health Deprivation and Disability

4. Education, Skills and Training Deprivation
5. Crime

6. Barriers to Housing and Services

7. Living Environment Deprivation

A reminder that inner London’s LSOAs according to UK 2001 census is 1682 which got
increased to 1737 in 2011 census.2004 IMD AND 2010 IMD has used thee earlier census while
2019 IMD has used the later census. Similarly for outer London ,according to 2001 census data

there are 3083 LSOAs while according to 2011 census data there are 3098 such LSOAs.

2.1 Income Deprivation



This domain is mostly made up of different supports and mean tested benefits that government
give to adult and children of families receiving these (income support, job seekers allowance

etc).

In Table 8 given below shows the LSOA classified in the category of highly deprived in income

domain (at or above one standard deviation from the mean) for each year of analysis. 2004 had

503 LSOA being classified as highly deprived while it was 379 LSOAs for the outer

IMD YEAR INNER  OUTER total

2004 503 379 882
% . 29.9% 12.3%

2010 381 436 817
% . 22.7%  14.1%

2019 455 414 869
% 26.2% 13.4%

Table 8 — Income Deprived LSOAs

boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly deprived LSOA decreased to 381 and then increased
to 455 in the year 2019.This was out of 1737 total inner LSOAs in 2019 IMD. While the outer
London’s LSOAs where 436 in 2010 and then decreased slightly to 414 LSOAs. In percentage
terms their was decrease in the percentage of highly deprived LSOAs in the inner London in
2010(22.7%) from 2004(29.9%) but it increased again in 2019(26.2%).Still , it was lower than
2004 IMD. Subsequently we see percentages increase in outer boroughs from 12.3% in 2004
to 14.1 % in 2010 to again a slight decrease in 2019 to 13.4%.Again lower then 2010 IMD but
higher than 2004 IMD.

Table 9 & Figure 4 shows the Income deprived Inner Borough LQ ratios. The average of income

deprived LQ Ratio doesn’t follow a smooth trend downwards like the aggregate IMD score’s

Inner Borough

Camden 1.51 1.06 1.20

Greenwich 1.47 1.241.20



Hackney 3.35 3.31 2.18
Hammersmith and Fulham 0.82 0.901.01
Islington 2.30 1.81 1.88
Kensington and Chelsea 0.80 0.781.24
Lambeth 1.35 0.80 1.44
Lewisham 0.85 0.811.60
Southwark 1.79 0.67 1.46
Tower Hamlets 3.92 3.622.54
Wandsworth 0.47 0.41 0.53
Westminster 1.02 0.941.25
City of london 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average 1.51 1.261.35

Table 9- Income Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratios
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Figure 4 - Income Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratios Chart

downward trend for Inner Boroughs in Section 1. The ratio was 1.51 in 2004. It got decreased
to 1.26 in 2010 and then increased to 1.35 in 2019. Lower than 2004 ratio level but doesn’t

follow a linear trend downward.

Notable decreases in LQ ratio happened in Tower Hamlets and Hackney. Tower Hamlets
decreasing from 3.92 in 2004 to 2.54 in 2019. While in Hackney , the ratio decreased from 3.35
in 2004 to 2.18 in 2019.Camden, Greenwich , Islington and Southwark had gradual decreases
as well. On the other hand, places like Hammersmith & Fulham , Kensington & Chelsea ,

Lambeth , Lewisham , Wandsworth and Westminster all saw gradual increases.

Table 10 & Figure 5 shows the Income deprived Outer Borough LQ ratios. The average of
income deprived LQ Ratio doesn’t follow a smooth trend upwards like the aggregate IMD
score’s upward trend for Outer Boroughs in Section 1. The ratio was 0.64 in 2004. It got
increased to 0.82 in 2010 and then decreased gradually to 0.72. Again, lower than 2004 ratio

level but doesn’t follow a linear trend upwards.

Notable increases happened in Barking & Dagenham and Enfield. Barking & Dagenham
increasing from 0.86 in 2004 to 2.02 in 2019. While in Enfield , the ratio increased from 0.99
in 2004 to 1.92 in 2019.Bexley, Bromley, Havering, and Hillingdon had gradual increases as
well. On the other hand, the borough of Newham had an extreme decrease in its ratio from
having the highest proportion of its population living in income deprived LSOAS for an outer
borough in 2004(3.05) to getting it decreased to 0.95. Interestingly, this drop has majorly
happened between the period 2010 and 2019

Barking and Dagenham 0.86 1.47 2.02
0.37

Barnet 0.43 0.41

Bexley 0.26 0.24 0.61

Brent 0.90  1.320.96

Bromley 0.28 0.33 0.49




Croydon 0.55 0.530.85
Ealing 0.72 0.77 0.91
Enfield 0.99 2.041.92
Haringey 2.59 2.60 1.70
Harrow 0.27 0.280.32
Havering 0.15 0.20 0.44
Hillingdon 0.10 0.330.20
Hounslow 0.42 0.37 0.58
Kingston upon Thames 0.06 0.07 0.10
Merton 0.16 0.12 0.42
Newham 3.05 3.500.95
Redbridge 0.20 0.51 0.21
Richmond upon Thames 0.00 0.000.04
Sutton 0.23 0.10 0.38
Waltham Forest 0.73 1.080.86
Average 0.64 0.82 0.72

Table 10- Income Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratios
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Figure 5 — Income Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

as in 2010 the ratio was still a high value of 3.50 or 250% higher than Greater London’s
average .Besides this, other noticeable decrease happened in Haringey from 2.59 in 2004 to

1.70 in 2019.

2.2 Employment Deprivation

This domain is made up of claimants of different types of supports and men tested benefits (see
Table 2 for more information). 7able 11 given below, shows the LSOA classified in the category
of highly deprived for employment deprivation domain (at or above one standard deviation
from the mean) for each year of analysis. 2004 had 532 LSOA being classified as highly
deprived while it was 293 LSOAs for the outer boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly
deprived LSOA decreased to 409 and then decreased gradually to 405 LSOAs in the year 2019.
While the outer London’s LSOAs where 395 in 2010 and then decreased slightly to 375 LSOAs
in 2019’s employment deprivation analysis . In percentage terms there was decrease in the
percentage of highly deprived LSOAs in the inner London in 2010(24.3%) from 2004(31.6%)
and it decreased again in 2019(23.3%). Subsequently we see percentages increase in outer
boroughs from 9.5% in 2004 to 12.8 % in 2010 to again a slight decrease in 2019 to 12.1%.
Lower than 2010 IMD but higher than 2004 IMD. Even the total employment deprived LSOAs



went down to 780 in 2019 indicating improvement in this domain from previous years for

both inner and outer boroughs.

IMD YEAR INNER OUTER TOTAL
2004 532 293 825

% . 31.6% 9.5%

2010 409 395 804

% . 24.3% 12.8%

2019 405 375 780

% 23.3% 12.1%

Table 11 — Employment Deprived LSOAs

Table 12 & Figure 6 give below shows Employment Deprived Inner Borough LQ ratios. The
average of income deprived LQ Ratio doesn’t follow a smooth trend downwards like the
aggregate IMD score in Section 1 .The LQ ratio for Employment deprivation was 1.79 in 2004,
then went down to 1.38 in 2010 and made a slight increase e in 2019 to 1.41.

We can see massive linear decrease in LQ ratio happening in Tower Hamlets , Hackney, and
Islington. Tower Hamlets decreasing from 3.51 in 2004 to 1.56 in 2019. In Hackney , the ratio
decreased from 3.48 in 2004 to 2.07 in 2019. Finally , Islington’s ratio decreased from 3.05 in
2004 to 1.91 in 2019. Camden and Southwark had big decrease in their ratio as well, but it
wasn’t linear (2010 had a higher ratio then 2019) . On the other hand, places like, Lambeth ,
Hammersmith & Fulham ,Kensington & Chelsea , Lewisham , all saw linear increases in their
ratio. This is unlike Greenwich and Westminster which had nonlinear increases with

Westminster’s ratio first going down to 0.98 in 2010 then increasing to 1.72 in 2019 while the

opposite happened with Greenwich.

Inner Borough 2004 2010 2019

Camden 2.13 1.22 1.36
Greenwich 1.46 1.92 1.51
Hackney 3.48 3.07 2.07




Hammersmith and Fulham 0.93 1.31 1.45
Islington 3.05 2.16 1.91
Kensington and Chelsea 1.26 1.32 1.36
Lambeth 1.66 1.41 2.07
Lewisham 0.95 1.02 1.60
Southwark 2.32 1.00 1.34
Tower Hamlets 3.51 2.11 1.56
Wandsworth 0.28 0.36 0.33
Westminster 1.34 0.98 1.72
city of london 0.86 0.00 0.00
Average 1.79 1.38 1.41

Table 12 - Employment Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratio
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Figure 6 - Employment Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Table 13 & Figure 7 shows the Employment deprived Outer Borough LQ ratios. The average
of'this domains’ LQ ratio doesn’t follow a linear trend upwards like the aggregate IMD score’s

upward trend for Outer Boroughs in Section 1. The ratio was 0.54 in 2004. It got increased to



0.75 in 2010 and then saw a gradual decline to 0.72 in 2019. Again, higher than 2004 ratio level
but doesn’t follow a linear trend upwards. Notable increases happened in Croydon and Enfield.

Croydon increasing from

Outer Boroughs 2004 2010 2019

Barking and Dagenham 1.17 1.63 1.56
Barnet 0.28 0.47 0.44
Bexley 0.20 0.41 0.63
Brent 0.97 1.37 1.01
Bromley 0.26 0.51 0.58
Croydon 0.32 0.80 1.07
Ealing 0.51 0.79 0.96
Enfield 0.63 1.40 1.69
Haringey 2.43 2.31 1.75
Harrow 0.14 0.16 0.23
Havering 0.27 0.40 0.59
Hillingdon 0.04 0.11 0.22
Hounslow 0.29 0.41 0.57
Kingston upon Thames 0.06 0.07 0.06
Merton 0.13 0.13 0.42
Newham 2.29 1.86 0.64
Redbridge 0.17 0.31 0.31
Richmond upon Thames 0.00 0.10 0.21
Sutton 0.15 0.30 0.51
Waltham Forest 0.59 1.47 0.98
Average 0.54 0.75 0.72




Table 13 - Employment Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio

0.32 in 2004 to 1.07 in 2019. While in Enfield , the ratio increased from 0.63 in 2004 to 1.69
in 2019. Bexley, Bromley, Ealing Hounslow, Redbridge, Sutton and Merton had gradual
increases as well. On the other hand, the borough of Newham had a steep decline in its ratio
from having twice the concentration of employment deprived areas then the Greater London

average (2.29) to getting it decreased to 0.64 by 2019 .

Employment Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio
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Figure 7 - Employment Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Besides this, other noticeable decrease happened in Haringey from 2.43 in 2004 to 1.75 in
2019.

2.3 Health Deprivation and Disability

This domain has 4 indicators ranging from physical to psychological illnesses and health

problems (see Table 2 for more information).

Table 14 given below, shows the LSOA classified in the category of highly deprived for Health
Deprivation and Disability domain(at or above one standard deviation from the mean) for each
year of analysis. 2004 had 529 LSOA being classified as highly deprived while it was 245
LSOAs for the outer boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly deprived LSOA decreased
marginally to 526 and then decreased by 1 LSOA to 525 in the year 2019. Hence, a decrease
ofonly 4 highly deprived LSOA during the period of analysis. While for outer London, LSOAs
where 208 in 2010 and then increased slightly to 250 LSOAs in 2019°s IMD analysis . In

percentage terms there was decrease of around 10 base points in 2010(31.3%) from



2004(31.6%). It decreased again, gradually, in 2019(23.3%). Subsequently we see nonlinear
percentage increase in outer borough during our period of analysis .It first decreasing from

7.9 % in 2004 to 6.7% in 2010 and then a rise of approx. 140

IMD YEARINNER OUTER TOTAL

2004 529 245 774
% . 31.5%  7.9%

2010 526 208 734
% . 31.3%  6.7%

2019 525 250 775
% 30.2% 8.1%

Table 14 — Health Deprived LSOAs

basis points to 8.1 % in 2019. Hence, health deprivation domain has gone through little

displacement and change.

Table 15 & Figure 8 give below shows Health Deprived Inner Borough LQ ratios. Just like with
income, employment deprived LQ Ratios, Health Deprived LQ Ratios also doesn’t follow a
smooth trend downwards like the aggregate IMD scores. The LQ ratio for Health deprivation
was 1.85 in 2004, then increased to 1.91 in 2010 and made a strong decrease in 2019 to 1.72.

Hence, going marginally lower than 2004 s ratio.

We can see massive linear decrease in LQ ratio happening in Camden, Tower Hamlets and
Westminster . Tower Hamlets decreasing from 4.82 in 2004 to 2.65 in 2019. In Camden , the
ratio decreased from 2.83 in 2004 to 0.83 in 2019. Finally , Westminster’s ratio decreased from
1.78 in 2004 to 0.53 in 2019.Islington saw a decrease too but after its ratio got increased from
4.30(2004) to 5.06(2010) and then declined to 3.41 in 2019 . On the other hand, places like,
Hammersmith & Fulham , Lewisham , and Wandsworth, all saw linear increases in their ratio.
This is unlike Greenwich had nonlinear increases with ratio first going up to 3.06 in 2010 from

1.24 in 2004 and then decreasing to 1.79 in 2019, higher than the starting point.

Inner Borough 2004 2010 2019



Camden 2.83 2.16 0.83
Greenwich 1.24 3.06 1.79
Hackney 4.36 3.34 3.64
Hammersmith and

Fulham 0.45 1.18 1.98
Islington 4.30 5.06 3.41
Kensington and 0.46 0.18 0.79
Chelsea

Lambeth 1.51 1.52 2.45
Lewisham 0.44 1.32 1.82
Southwark 1.35 1.10 1.93
Tower Hamlets 4.82 4.03 2.65
Wandsworth 0.49 1.22 0.54
Westminster 1.78 0.67 0.53
City of London 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average 1.85 1.91 1.72

Table 15 — Health Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratio
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Figure 8 - Employment Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Table 16 & Figure 9 shows the health deprived Outer Borough LQ ratios. The average of this
domains’ LQ ratio saw a decline but a nonlinear one with the ratio being 0.51 in 2004. It got
decreased to 0.44 in 2010 and then saw a gradual climb to 0.49 in 2019. So overall, lower then
2004’s ratio by approx. 5 basis points. Notable increases happened in Croydon . This borough
increasing from 0.11 in 2004 to 1.14 in 2019. Bexley, Bromley, Sutton and Merton had gradual
increases as well. On the other hand, the borough of Newham again had a steep decline in its
ratio from having the highest proportion of its population living in health deprived areas in the
whole of Greater London (4.13) to getting it decreased to 1.02 by 2019 . Besides this, other
noticeable decrease happened in Haringey from 1.79 in 2004 to 0.70 in 2019.

Outer Boroughs 2004

2010
Barking and Dagenham 1.86 1.22 2.32
Barnet 0.00 0.06 0.05
Bexley 0.00 0.00 0.32
Brent 0.33 0.770.30
Bromley 0.03 0.17 0.28
Croydon 0.11 0.381.14
Ealing 0.46 0.41 0.61

0.12 0.26

Enfield 0.07




Haringey 1.79 1.20 0.70

Harrow 0.05 0.050.00
Havering 0.04 0.05 0.28
Hillingdon 0.00 0.240.32
Hounslow 0.22 0.00 0.54
Kingston upon Thames 0.00 0.00 0.11
Merton 0.00 0.00 0.24
2.931.02
INewham 4.13
Redbridge 0.12 0.05 0.15
Richmond upon Thames 0.00 0.000.10
Sutton 0.05 0.16 0.38
Waltham Forest 0.90 0.980.76
Average 0.51 0.44 0.49

Table 16 — Health Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio

Health Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio
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Figure 9 - Employment Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

2.4 Education, Skills and Training Deprivation



This domain includes both educational attainment and non-attainment indicators for both
children and adults(For more information look at Figure 2). Table 17 given below, shows the
LSOA classified in the category of highly deprived for Education Skills and Training
Deprivation domain (at or above one standard deviation from the mean) for each year of
analysis. 2004 had 277 LSOA being classified as highly deprived while it was 448 LSOAs for
the outer boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly deprived LSOA decreased to 207 and then
decreased to 177 LSOAs in the year 2019. While the outer London’s LSOAs where 498 in
2010 and then increased exponentially to 604 LSOAs in 2019’s IMD analysis . In percentage
terms there was decrease in the percentage of highly deprived LSOAs in the inner London in
2010(12.3%) from 2004(16.5%) and it decreased again in 2019(10.2%). Subsequently, we see
percentages increase in outer boroughs from 14.5% in 2004 to 16.2 % in 2010 and increasing
further to 19.5%.Hence, the highly deprived LSOA’s of this domain are linearly decreasing in

the Inner Boroughs while linearly increasing in the Outer Boroughs.

IMD

YEAR INNER OUTER TOTAL

2004 277 448 725

% . 16.5%  14.5%

2010 207 498 705

% . 12.3%  16.2%

2019 177 604 781

% 10.2%  19.5%
Table 17 - Education Deprived LSOAs

Table 18 & Figure 10 give below shows Education Deprived Inner Borough LQ ratios. The
average LQ ratios follow a linear decline during the three years of analyses. It was 1.00 in

2004, then decreased to 0.78 in 2010 and made a further dip in 2019 to 0.58 .

We can see massive linear decreases in LQ ratio happening in Greenwich, Southwark and
Tower Hamlets. Hackney also saw major dip, but it was nonlinear. Besides this, Islington,
Lambeth, and Wandsworth also got lower LQ ratio in 2019 than in 2004 .On the other hand,
boroughs of Westminster and Camden saw their ratios higher in 2019 in comparison to

2004 .



Inner Borough 2004 2010 2019
Camden 0.26 0.22 0.70
Greenwich 2.98 2.20 1.13
Hackney 2.43 0.93 1.16
Hammersmith and Fulham 0.31 0.13 0.22
Islington 0.89 0.81 0.77
Kensington and Chelsea  0.06 0.00 0.12
Lambeth 0.48 0.31 0.35
Lewisham 0.98 1.23 0.98
Southwark 1.06 0.74 0.23
Tower Hamlets 3.18 2.96 1.49
Wandsworth 0.19 0.20 0.14
Westminster 0.16 0.06 0.21
city of london 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average 1.00 0.75 0.58

Table 18 — Education Deprived Inner Borough LQO Ratio

Education Deprived Inner Boroughs LQ Ratio
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Figure 10 - Education Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Table 19 & Figure 11 shows the education deprived Outer Borough LQ ratios. The average

of this domains’ LQ ratio saw a linear increase from 1.02 in 2004 to 1.17 in 2010 ,



increasing further to 1.20 in 2019. Notable increases happened in Havering , Haringey,
Enfield and Brent. Bexley, Barnet, Bromley, Ealing , Hillingdon, Redbridge and Waltham
Forest had gradual increases as well. On the other hand, the boroughs of Barking &
Dagenham saw massive from 5.34 in 2004 to 3.76 in 2019. Similarly, Merton, Richmond

upon Thames and Sutton also saw decline in their ratios from the 2004 level. (For map

analysis see Appendix M-4)
QOuter Boroughs 2004

2010

Barking and Dagenham 5.34 5.40 3.76
Barnet 0.07 0.290.37
Bexley 1.34 1.87 1.51
Brent 0.08 0.131.12
Bromley 0.57 1.00 0.88
Croydon 0.94 1.020.97
Ealing 0.42 0.53 0.89
Enfield 1.73 2.092.77
Haringey 1.50 1.08 2.10
Harrow 0.00 0.080.12
Havering 1.52 2.39 2.69
Hillingdon 1.23 1.511.52
Hounslow 1.40 1.44 1.22
Kingston upon Thames 0.00

0.28 0.12
Merton 0.94 0.56 0.37
Newham 1.19 1.331.23
Redbridge 0.20 0.30 0.34
Richmond  upon 0.12 0.120.04
Thames
Sutton 0.90 0.95 0.79
Waltham Forest 0.95 0.941.13
Average 1.02 1.17 1.20




Table 19 — Education Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio

Education Deprived Outer Boroughs LQ Ratio
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Figure 11— Education Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

2.5 Crime Deprivation

This domain includes crime rates related to burglary, violence, theft etc.(For more information
look at Figure 2). Table 20 given below, shows the LSOA classified in the category of highly
deprived for Crime Deprivation domain (at or above one standard deviation from the mean) for
each year of analysis. 2004 had 448 LSOA being classified as highly deprived while it was
310 LSOAs for the outer boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly deprived LSOA decreased
to 319 and then increased to 361 LSOAs in the year 2019 still lower than 2004 number. While
the outer London’s LSOAs where 419 in 2010 and then decreased to 392 LSOAs in 2019°s
IMD analysis . In percentage terms there was decrease in the percentage of highly deprived

LSOAs in the inner London in 2010(19.0%) from 2004(26.6%) .It then increased a gradual

amount in 2019(10.2%).
IMD YEARINNEROUTERTOTAL

2004 448 310 758

% . 26.6% 10.1%

2010 319 419 738

% . 19.0% 13.6%

2019 361 392 753

% 20.8%  12.7%




Table 20 — Crime Deprivation LSOAs

Subsequently, we see percentages increase in outer boroughs from 10.1 % in 2004 to 13.6 %

in 2010 and then dipped a bit to 12.7%.

Table 21 & Figure 12 given below shows Crime Deprivation Inner Borough LQ ratios. The
average LQ ratios follow a nonlinear decline during the three years of analyses. It was 1.53 in

2004, then decreased to 1.11 in 2010 and then turned around to increase to 1.25 in 2019 .

We can see massive linear decreases in LQ ratio happening only in Southwark. Massive falls
happened in Greenwich ,Hackney and Lambeth but where nonlinear. Besides these boroughs,
Islington, Tower Hamlets , Wandsworth and Westminster also got lower LQ ratio in 2019 than

in 2004 .Interestingly, no boroughs saw their ratios higher in 2019 in comparison to 2004 .

Inner Borough 2004 2010 2019 ‘
Camden 1.66 0.46 1.04
Greenwich 1.18 3.151.09
Hackney 2.95 1.82 2.40
Hammersmith and 1.03 0.480.68
Fulham

Islington 2.82 1.69 2.20
Kensington and Chelsea 0.61 0.501.02
Lambeth 2.69 1.19 1.51
Lewisham 0.85 1.990.96
Southwark 2.06 1.65 1.60
Tower Hamlets 2.55 0.932.43
Wandsworth 0.51 0.16 0.44
Westminster 0.40 0.84

0.99

city of london 0.00 0.00 0.00
Average 1.53 1.111.25

Table 21 — Crime Deprivation Inner Borough LQ Ratio
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Figure 12 — Crime Deprivation Inner Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Table 22 & Figure 13 shows the crime deprivation Outer Borough LQ ratios. The average of
this domains’ LQ ratio saw a nonlinear increase from 0.61 in 2004 to 0.89 in 2010 , then
decreasing to 0.78 in 2019. Notable increases happened in Barking & Dagenham, Brent, and
Haringey. Barnet, Bromley, Croydon , Havering, Hillingdon, and Kingston upon Thames had
gradual increases as well. On the other hand, the boroughs of Newham saw massive decline

from 3.31 in 2010 to 1.53 in 2019.

Similarly, Waltham Forest, Ealing and Bexley also saw decline in their ratios from the 2004

level.

Outer Boroughs 2004 2010 2019
Barking and Dagenham 0.53 2.08 1.64
Barnet 0.33 0.29 0.38
Bexley 0.26 0.66 0.18
Brent 0.79 1.11 1.52
Bromley 0.38 0.80 0.75
Croydon 0.39 0.45 0.86
Ealing 1.05 0.95 0.80
Enfield 0.63 0.93 0.60




Haringey 1.78 2.63 2.68
Harrow 0.09 0.05 0.04
Havering 0.24 0.24 0.60
Hillingdon 0.36 0.72 0.85
Hounslow 0.97 0.55 1.05
Kingston upon Thames  0.00 0.07 0.19
Merton 0.04 0.00 0.23
Newham 2.21 3.31 1.56
Redbridge 0.59 0.69 0.56
Richmond upon Thames 0.11 0.00 0.06
Sutton 0.06 0.05 0.13
Waltham Forest 1.40 2.20 0.95
Average 0.61 0.89 0.78

Table 22 —Crime Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio

4.00
O -
i 3.00
= 2.00 H H
d 1.00 |‘| U H U
'\L\{\% '\{\é\ Q/%Qj\ Q)&(\K Q\Qj\ Aboo 6\\0% "\\éb (\agj\ (KO@ Q:;\Q\‘jo %600 (.}@:\ & & K@i\ \W’C‘@ (\(\}Qg \o\mbl \\r\’,@o \\_(3‘@‘ (5’1’5'
3 < e i -
¥ T QS‘O OO L \?(b“\ R \)\fé_\ .\\i\“\ O‘)\ \L-\Qo @‘6 %‘f\ @b{’ .\(,\ = \§\‘% v:@
AR E &
BOROUGH
B 2004 2010 @2019

Crime Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio

Figure 13— Crime Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

2.6 Barriers to Housing and Services

This domain includes indicators related to geographical barriers like distance to essential
services as well as household barriers like household affordability etc(for more information see
Figure 2). Table 23 given below, shows the LSOA classified in the category of highly deprived
for Barriers to Housing and Services domain (at or above one standard deviation from the mean)
for each year of analysis. 2004 had 607 LSOA being classified as highly deprived while it was
236 LSOAs for the outer boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly deprived LSOA decreased



to 332 and then decreased to 180 LSOAs in the year 2019. While the outer London’s LSOAs
where 489 in 2010 and then increased exponentially to 658 LSOAs in 2019’s IMD analysis .
Subsequently, in percentage term as well the Inner Boroughs LSOAs got decreased linearly

while there was a subsequent smooth increase in the Outer Boroughs within the period of study.

IMD YEARINNEROUTERTOTAL

2004 607 236 843
% . 36.1%  7.7%

2010 332 489 821
% . 19.7%  15.9%

2019 180 658 838
% 10.4%  21.2%

Table 23 — Housing Deprivation LSOAs

Table 24 & Figure 14 given below shows Housing Deprivation Inner Borough LQ ratios. The
average LQ ratios follow a linear decline during the three years of analyses. It was a high of

2.01 in 2004, then decreased to 1.15 in 2010 and then decreased further to 0.64 in 2019 .

Camden and Westminster got the biggest decline with their ratio falling to zero in 2019 from a
high in 2004 of 3.75 and 5.57 respectively . Massive falls also happened in Islington
,Southwark and Tower Hamlets. Alternatively, Greenwich, Lewisham , Kensington & Chelsea

and even City of London saw their ratios higher in 2019 in comparison to 2004.

Inner Borough 2004 2010 2019
Camden 3.75 0.00 0.00
Greenwich 0.700.12 0.78
Hackney 2.32 5.72 4.00
Hammersmith and 0.41 0.00 0.10

Fulham

Islington 5.22 0.00 0.06
Kensington and Chelsea 0.002.88 1.19
Lambeth 0.16 0.18 0.00
Lewisham 0.240.30 0.74
Southwark 2.64 1.08 0.18




Tower Hamlets 5.182.14 0.14
Wandsworth 0.00 0.19 0.14
Westminster 5.572.28 0.00
city of london 0.00 0.00 1.01
Average 2.011.15 0.64

Table 24 — Housing Deprivation Inner Borough LQ Ratio

Housing Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratios
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Figure 14 — Housing Deprived Inner Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Table 25 & Figure 15 shows the Housing deprivation Outer Borough LQ ratios. The average of
this domains’ LQ ratio saw a linear increase from 0.44 in 2004 to 0.92 in 2010 , increasing
further to 1.17 in 2019. Notable increases happened in Barking & Dagenham ,Brent, Ealing,
Enfield , Newham and Waltham Forest . Barnet, Bexley, Croydon , and Harrow also saw
gradual increases as well. On the other hand, the boroughs of Haringey saw massive decline
from 3.54 in 2004 to 0.79 in 2019. Interestingly, Haringey had the highest ratio in 2004 housing

deprivation analysis.

Outer Boroughs 2019

Barking and Dagenham 0.10 4.61
0.09

Barnet 0.19 0.110.65

Bexley 0.04 0.04 0.34

Brent 0.65 2.102.86

Bromley 0.03 0.03 0.24




LQ RATIO

Croydon 0.18 0.230.75
Ealing 0.43 0.94 1.47
Enfield 0.29 0.392.39
Haringey 3.54 3.94 0.79
Harrow 0.00 0.120.71
Havering 0.00 0.00 0.07
Hillingdon 0.47 0.730.51
Hounslow 0.65 0.50 0.93
Kingston upon Thames 0.49 0.23 0.00
Merton 0.00 0.00 0.10
Newham 1.08 4.045.52
Redbridge 0.00 0.04 0.14
Richmond  upon  0.00 0.000.00
Thames

Sutton 0.05 0.15 0.00
Waltham Forest 0.54 4.661.27
Average 0.44 0.92 1.17

Table 25 —Housing Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio

Housing Deprived Outer Borough LQ Ratios
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Figure 15 — Housing Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

2.7 Living Environment Deprivation



This domain includes indicators related to inner living conditions like the quality of housing
along with outdoor living conditions like the air quality of the area.(for more information see
Figure 2). Table 26 given below, shows the LSOA classified in the category of highly deprived
for Living Environment Deprivation domain (at or above one standard deviation from the
mean) for each year of analysis. 2004 had 616 LSOA being classified as highly deprived while
it was 210 LSOAs for the outer boroughs. In 2010, inner London’s highly deprived LSOA
decreased to 570 and then decreased further to 510 LSOAs in the year 2019. While the outer
London’s LSOAs where 264 in 2010 and then decreased sizeably to 191 LSOAs in 2019.
Subsequently, in percentage term the Inner Boroughs LSOAs got decreased linearly while there
was nonlinear decrease in the Outer Boroughs with percentage first going up in 2010 and then

decreasing below 2004 value.

IMD YEARINNER OUTER TOTAL

2004 618 210 828
% . 36.7%  6.8%

2010 570 264 834
% . 33.9% 8.6%

2019 510 191 701
% 29.4%  6.2%

Table 26 Living Environment Deprivation LSOAs

Table 27 & Figure 16 given below shows Living Environment Deprivation Inner Borough LQ
ratios. The average LQ ratios kept on fluctuating during the three years of analyses. It 2.14 in
2004, then decreased to 1.86 in 2010 and then increased to 2.13 in 2019 . Approximately, equal
to the 2004 values. Camden , Islington and Hackney got the biggest decline in 2019 from their
ratio values in 2004.

Massive falls also happened in Hammersmith & Fulham and Westminster. Alternatively,
Lambeth, Lewisham , Southwark , Tower Hamlets and City of London saw their ratios higher
in 2019 in comparison to 2004.

2004 2010

2019

Inner Borough

Camden 1.50 1.28




Greenwich 0.28 0.660.26
Hackney 3.31 3.16  1.45
Hammersmith and2.37 2.581.44
Fulham

Islington 3.35 2.00 1.56
Kensington and 3.97 3.353.89
Chelsea

Lambeth 3.09 2.70  4.20
Lewisham 0.66 1.212.17
Southwark 1.32 1.73  2.07
Tower Hamlets 0.65 0.691.57
Wandsworth 1.33 1.17  1.25
Westminster 3.98 2.923.10
city of london 1.20 0.00  3.49
Average 2.14 1.822.13

Table 27 — Living Environment Deprivation Inner Borough LQ Ratio

Living Enviorment Inner Borough LQ Ratios
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Figure 16 — Living Environment Deprivation Inner Borough LQ Ratio Chart



Table 28 & Figure 17 shows the Living Environment Deprivation Outer Borough LQ ratios.
The average of this domains’ LQ ratio was fluctuating with no clear pattern from 0.39 in 2004
to 0.48 in 2010 , then declining to 0.41 in 2019. Notable increases happened in Barking &
Dagenham , Enfield, Croydon and Hounslow. Barnet, and Ealing also saw gradual increases

as well. On the other hand, the boroughs of Newham, Brent, and Haringey saw massive decline.

Outer Boroughs 2004 2010 2019
Barking and Dagenham 0.05 0.31 0.38
Barnet 0.08 0.08 0.18
Bexley 0.00 0.00 0.00
Brent 0.84 1.08 0.38
Bromley 0.00 0.12 0.08
Croydon 0.28 0.75 0.74
Ealing 0.45 0.63 0.54
Enfield 0.12 0.28 0.33
Haringey 1.68 1.02 1.14
Harrow 0.00 0.00 0.00
Havering 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hillingdon 0.00 0.00 0.05
Hounslow 0.08 0.00 0.58
Kingston upon Thames 0.35 0.36 0.22
Merton 0.41 0.65 0.51
Newham 1.43 1.55 1.09
Redbridge 0.22 0.24 0.25
Richmond upon Thames  0.21 0.00 0.06
Sutton 0.00 0.15 0.07
Waltham Forest 1.63 2.43 1.64
Average 0.39 0.48 0.41




Table 28 —Living Environment Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio

Living Enviorment Outer Borough LQ Ratios
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Figure 17 — Living Environment Deprivation Outer Borough LQ Ratio Chart

Conclusion

Researchers observed a trend of suburbanization among the poor in urban geography naming
this concept to be, ‘Suburbanization of Poverty’. By examining, the geographic locations and
concentration of deprived attributes within them , they aim to guide social policy towards
equitable distribution of society’s resources and not letting aid getting invested in wrong places.
This thesis helps in doing this by investigating whether, and how, the spatial distribution and

concentration of the ‘urban poor’ in Greater London has changed between 2004 to 2019.

The study is motivated by three key ideas from the literature. First, income polarization due to
neoliberalism and gradual “professionalisation” of workforce ,which has increased income
inequality, and these inequalities being reflected on the choice of space these different types of
urban citizens tend to settle in . Second, gentrification has accelerated redevelopment of
accessible locations, often near city centres, leading to higher living costs and displacement of
previous residents. This has become a significant focus for urban scholars. Third, media
coverage and a large body of research highlighting a ‘rental crisis’ with London consistently

ranking high in housing unaffordability compared to other developed cities. Fourth, the



decreasing flow of housing support by the government in terms of subsidies and allowances

due to austerity since the Global Financial Crises 2008 .

My primary research question focused on the spatial distribution of the urban poor. Specifically,
the aim was to determine whether the urban poor have shifted from city centres to suburban or
peripheral areas. This inquiry is central to my thesis. This question was asked to determine the
effects of suburbanisation of poverty in Greater London. The analysis period spans from 2004

,the earliest reliable data to 2019, the latest available data.

Two key variables were investigated: the Index of Multiple Deprivation score (IMD) made up
of seven key domains. The second variable was whether that area came under Inner Borough
or Outer Borough. LSOA , the smallest geographic unit averaging a population of 1,500
individuals or 650 households , were used for the analysis. LSOAs were classified as “highly
deprived” if their IMD score was at least one standard deviation above the mean. Finally, for
all the “highly deprived” LSOA of each borough, the concentration of the deprived was check

against the concentration among the whole population using LQ ratio.

My analysis showed a linear decline for the highly deprived LSOAs in the Inner London while
a subsequent increase in the highly deprived LSOAs in Outer London overall ,over the 15-year
period between 2004 and 2019.The analyses also showed a decrease in the concentration of
population in Inner London over time, compared to the proportionate population of Greater
London. This was followed by a simultaneous increase in the concentration of deprived
population in Outer London. Hence , this evidence gave proof that the metropolitan area of

Greeter London was experience “suburbanisation of poverty”.

The second research question I aimed to address focused on the specific domains of
disadvantage that constitute the urban poor population. In my initial research question, I utilized
the aggregate variable, the IMD score, which encompasses seven domains designed to measure
various facets of disadvantage and urban poverty. My objective was to examine whether and
how these variables exhibit differing concentrations across Greater London. To achieve this, I
employed a similar methodology to first question by initially identifying outlier LSOAs for

each domain and subsequently assessing their concentration of deprived using the LQ ratio.

The findings showcased that seven out of seven domains saw decrease in the concentration of
population living in deprived areas in inner boroughs between the years 2004 and 2019. In this
period two domains — namely Education and Housing saw linear declines in all the years of
analysis. While the other domains had a nonlinear decline( increase in the ratio value either

between 2004-2010 period or between 2010 - 2019 period).For outer boroughs , the opposite



happened with an increase in the ratio value between 2004 and 2019 for six out of seven
domains. The one domain which did not saw an increase was health domain albeit, by a very
small margin. In this as well Education and Housing domain saw linear increases providing
evidence to the theory of gentrification having a big role in this suburbanisation of poverty

phenomena.

Based on these findings, several police suggestions cab be emerged . First, housing should be
developed closer to the city and the current housing stocks should be intensified. Increasing the
housing supply and population density near the city centre not only benefits the environment
but also improves housing affordability. Second, providing cheaper housing in these areas,
whether for owner-occupiers or renters, can help mitigate the displacement of the urban poor
from the city centre. Third, increasing housing density near employment centres and transport
nodes can enhance public transport and lower house prices in central areas. This makes housing
more affordable, reducing household consumption costs and allowing savings to be spent
elsewhere, thereby alleviating disadvantage. Populations often concentrate in deprived areas
due to cheaper housing. By developing these areas, some aspects of deprivation can be

mitigated.

There are also some limitations of the study. The first issue arises because no single
socioeconomic indicator can fully capture the complexity of a population’s social situation.
When using deprivation scores, which are assigned to areas based on their residents, they fail
to capture the deprivation of an individual. They capture the deprivation of that whole area and
is a place-based approach. Hence future research should use some combination of people and
place-based approach to look at this problem. Second issue is of not being able to capture the
effects of COVID 19 on this phenomenon of changing geography of poverty, as the latest IMD
data was published in 2019 before the arrival of the infectious disease in 2020.The dreadful
impact that covid had on productivity of companies and income of people would have had a
noticeable effect displacement of urban poor. Future research should expand their period of
study to include the period after Covid -19 whenever the new IMD research report gets
published .Third issue is of the risk that come with survey ,census and other forms of population
data collection techniques. There is possibility that the data filled in these surveys may be false
. As the IMD score is based on these different datasets , there is always a possibility of wrong

estimation.

Future research should focus on the social welfare consequences of suburbanization,

particularly the subjective experiences of the displaced. It should also address the welfare and



opportunities question for low-income households in increasingly concentrated areas. These
trade-offs are complex, involving improved air quality and access to green spaces against
reduced access to public transport and employment opportunities. Recording the extent and
characteristics of these transformations, as demonstrated by this study, is an important initial

step.
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Appendix

Al — Population and deprived population change between 2004 and 2019



Population type 2004 2010 2019 diff.(2019-2004)% diff.

Columnl
Deprived 1,556,383.00 population 1,319,960.00 22.7%
1,642,689.00 1,656,199.00
Total population 8,204,407.00 24.4%
7,305,790.00 8,961,989.00 322,729.00
%(dep. Pop./total 18.1% 19.0% pop. 18.3%

A2 - Inner and Outer Borough LQ Ratio Change table (2019 - 2004)

Inner Boroughs 2004

2019
Camden 2.08 0.99 -1.09
Greenwich 1.39 1.27-0.12
Hackney 4.07 2.76 -1.31

Hammersmith anda 0.85 1.000.15
Fulh

Islington 3.60 1.55 -2.05

Kensington anda 0.62 1.320.71

Chelse

Lambeth 1.69 1.31 -0.38
Lewisham 0.42 1.641.22
Southwark 2.35 1.35 -1.00
Tower Hamlets 4.27 1.91-2.35

Wandsworth 0.14 0.27 0.13




Westminster 1.41 0.86-0.55

city of london 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average 1.91 1.35-0.56

Inner Borough LQ ratio change table

Outer Boroughs 2004 2019 Change

Barking and Dagenham 0.88 3.13 2.26
Barnet 0.11 0.280.17

Bexley 0.07 0.33 0.26
Brent 0.83 1.110.28

Bromley 0.08 0.42 0.33
Croydon 0.29 1.030.74

Ealing 0.64 1.08 0.43
Enfield 0.46 1.681.23

Haringey 2.59 1.93 -0.66
Harrow 0.04 0.160.12

Havering 0.04 0.41 0.37
Hillingdon 0.03 0.250.22
Hounslow 0.32 0.54 0.22
Kingston upon Thames 0.06 0.05-0.01

Merton 0.00 0.18 0.18
Newham 2.96 1.53-1.43
Redbridge 0.10 0.17 0.06




Richmond upon Thame s 0.00 0.040.04
Sutton 0.09 0.31 0.21
Waltham Forest 0.88 0.940.06
Average 0.52 0.78 0.26

Outer Borough LQ ratio change table
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