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Welcome

Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion
Welcome to our annual report for the calendar year 2024. The report is full of interesting articles summarising  
a selection of research undertaken by CASE research staff, visitors, associates and PhD students.  
To highlight just three: 

1	 During her 2023/24 sabbatical spent in CASE, Visiting Professor Jane Waldfogel completed a major new 
forthcoming book Child Benefits: A Smart Investment for the United States. In her article she draws on material 
from this book to highlight how the US is the only OECD country without a child benefit that reaches all or 
nearly all families with children. She argues that child benefits are a smart investment as families spend child 
benefits on items and services for their children, and child benefits are very effective at reducing poverty and 
hardship and promoting longer-term health and well-being, without adversely affecting family fertility or 
employment. In addition, benefit-cost analyses shows that child benefits would yield as much as $15 in 
benefits for each $1 spent – an extremely good rate of return. 

2	 Tania Burchardt has been looking into the provision of caring and the limited protection offered by welfare 
states against the social risk of providing unpaid care. As she explains in her article, there are primary and 
secondary risks. The primary risk can be understood as being called upon to provide care and the secondary 
risks as the financial, health and social consequences of taking on intensive or prolonged caring. Both are 
highly unequally distributed across society. To reduce these inequalities and risks, she identifies the need for 
greater use of preventative policies, in-kind and cash support to insure against the social risk of caring. 

3	 Caring insecurity is one dimension of insecurity identified in a major new study led by Becky Tunstall. Insecure 
Lives involved researchers at CASE and five other UK universities who using mixed methods and an 
interdisciplinary perspective explored the prevalence, experience and effects of multiple insecurities in 
financial, work, food, housing, health and caring. The research found that the experience of multiple insecurity 
was quite common; for example, from 2009 to 2023 between 5 per cent and 8.5 per cent of the UK adult 
population experienced insecurity in financial, housing and health. And some groups were at much higher risk 
of experiencing multiple insecurities, such as single parents, the unemployed, people living in deprived areas 
and some ethnic minorities. People experiencing multiple insecurities said that their well-being was affected, 
and that insecurities affected their ability to support their children in school, and to seek training, work or 
better work. Articles from this study include contributions from Irene Bucelli (exploring the concept), Abigail 
McKnight (quantifying multiple insecurities), Laura Lane (qualitative research on how multiple insecurities 
affect life chances and wellbeing) and an overview of the project by Becky Tunstall.
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New readers may be interested to know a little more about the Centre and our history. The Centre for Analysis of Social 
Exclusion (CASE) was established in October 1997 at the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE).  
We are a multi-disciplinary research centre exploring social disadvantage and the role of social and public policies  
in preventing, mitigating or exacerbating it. Social disadvantage is taken to be multidimensional, and often best 
understood in a dynamic or lifecourse perspective, and with individual, family, local, national and international aspects. 

The work programme of the Centre includes monitoring social spending, policies and outcomes in the UK and 
analysis of welfare states more generally; research on multidimensional poverty, inequality and capabilities from 
both a national and international perspective, including analysing patterns of wealth inequality, between groups and 
over time, applications of the capability approach, including the development of a multidimensional inequality 
framework; social mobility and intergenerational transfers; as well as studies focused on particular groups and 
policy areas such as vulnerable children and early years education. CASE also incorporates the research and 
consultancy group LSE Housing and Communities, which investigates the impact of policies on social housing and 
other tenures with a particular focus on residents in disadvantaged areas. 

Regular seminars on significant contemporary empirical and theoretical issues related to our areas of research 
interest are held in the Centre. We also hold special events launching significant research outputs or publications. 
The majority of our seminars and events are hybrid so that people who are unable to join us in person can still 
attend. We publish a series of CASEpapers and CASEbriefs, discussing and summarising our research. Longer 
research reports and reports on special events can be found in our occasional CASEreports series. All of our 
publications, including this Annual Report, are free to download from our website, where you can also find links to 
the data underlying many of the charts and tables in our publications. 

CASE is part of the Suntory and Toyota International Centres for Economics and Related Disciplines (STICERD) and 
associated with the Department of Social Policy at the LSE. A number of postgraduate students are members of the 
Centre. CASE also hosts visitors from the UK and overseas, and members of LSE teaching staff on sabbatical or 
research leave.

CASE was established with funding from the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) and now receives 
funding from a range of organisations including national and international foundations and trusts (for example, 
Nuffield Foundation, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, the Leverhulme Trust, Itla Children’s Foundation), research 
councils and academies (for example, ESRC, British Academy), UK government departments (for example, the 
Department for Work and Pensions), and a number of other charities and organisations in the UK and abroad. 

Abigail McKnight
Director, Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion
17 March 2025



7  
Tribute

Tribute to Cheryl Conner
While we were preparing last year’s annual report, we 
learned of the sad news that our dear friend and 
colleague Cheryl Conner had died. Cheryl was our centre 
administrator for many years and was a highly valued 
member of the CASE family. She was thoughtful, kind, 
caring, funny and a skilled administrator. One of her 
many jobs was to assist with the CASE Annual Report. 
She was a blessing to the rotating pairs of editors with 
her knowledge and experience of producing the annual 
report over many years, her tactful skills in cajoling 
people to send their contributions in on time, collating 
the additional information which we include each year 
and editing and formatting the final text before our 
wonderful Design Unit turn the text into the finished 
output. Cheryl was also a great photographer, had a great eye for design and was full of creative 
ideas. Many of the photos of CASE events used in previous annual reports were taken by Cheryl 
and she contributed to the design of the covers. 

Cheryl, was CASE Administrator from 2010 to 2019, returning to the role in September 2022. She 
was a much-loved member of the team, who is greatly missed by all who knew her. Her job brought 
her into contact with so many people. She put them at ease, efficiently dealt with queries, was full 
of great ideas and solutions to any problems. Cheryl was a champion of CASE and the work we do. 
She believed passionately in helping people who were less advantaged, shining a light on 
inequalities and making the world a fairer place.

We have set up a dedicated webpage on the CASE website where people who knew Cheryl can 
leave tributes and share memories sticerd.lse.ac.uk/CASE/_new/who-we-are/cheryl-conner. 

https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/CASE/_new/who-we-are/cheryl-conner/
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CASE notes: nine insights from 2024
Polly Vizard

Determinants of the  
“social risks” of caring 
How equally are the social risks of caring 
distributed across the population? Tania 
Burchardt argues that while an important 
function of welfare states is to protect their 
residents against social risks, such as the 
consequences of ill health or unemployment, 
most welfare states offer only limited protection 
against the “social risk” of providing unpaid care. 
She finds that both primary risks (understood 
as being called upon to provide care) and 
secondary risks (including the financial, health 
and social consequences of taking on intensive 
or prolonged caring) are highly unequally 
distributed across society. To address this, 
welfare states should make greater use of 
preventative policies, in-kind and cash support 
to insure against the social risk of caring.

Family change and social welfare
Susan Harkness examines how the UK’s 
welfare and child maintenance system’s binary 
distinction between single and two-parent 
families no longer reflects the reality of 
children’s family lives. Failing to account for the 
rise in new family forms means children may 
not receive the financial support they need. 
Two areas of policy are in need of reform.  
First, the welfare system’s definition of the 
family (or “benefit unit”) should account for 
relationships between adults and children  
(not just between adults) if it is to recognise 
differences in biological and “step” parents’ 
obligations towards children. Second, children 
are increasingly living between households 
following parental separation. The welfare and 
child maintenance systems need updating to 
account for this change.

Multiple insecurities
What is meant by the term “multiple insecurity”, 
how have trends in multiple insecurity evolved 
over time, who is most at risk and what can 
policy do to help? Becky Tunstall introduces the 
themes of a project on insecure lives, while Irene 
Bucelli interprets the idea of “multiple insecurities” 
in terms of objective and subjective downside 
risks for people’s quality of life. Abigail McKnight 
finds that a substantial proportion of the UK adult 
population experience insecurities in financial, 
housing, work, health and caring dimensions as 
well as across multiple dimensions. Trends in 
insecurities between 2009 and 2023 were 
shaped by the wider economic context and key 
policy interventions, with risk varying across the 
lifecycle, while groups at particular risk of 
experiencing multiple insecurities include lone 
parents, unemployed and long-term sick or 
disabled people. Laura Lane finds that hyper-
local, trusted community-based organisations 
play a vital role in supporting people and 
mitigating the harms associated with insecurities.

https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/research/multiple-insecurities/
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Deep poverty 
Daniel Edmiston discusses findings from 
qualitative longitudinal ethnographic research 
undertaken with people living on a very low 
income in the UK. The project found that deep 
poverty not only represents an intensification 
of hardship but also exhibits distinctive 
dynamics. As a result of these differences, the 
experiences of those falling deeper into 
poverty can be harder to evidence in social 
research. Sustained and tailored efforts are 
therefore required to ensure the trajectories of 
the lowest-income individuals over time.

Child poverty in the UK’s  
asylum system
Interviews with children and parents undertaken 
by Ilona Pinter reveal that families receiving 
below-poverty level subsistence are unable to 
meet their essential living needs consistently. 
Families also report that children are missing 
out on important developmental, learning and 
integration opportunities while facing multiple 
intersecting disadvantages. The existence of a 
separate and intentionally unequal system of 
support leads to a “differentiated childhood”, 
leaving young people marginalised and 
excluded from social participation.

Benefit cap effects
Mixed methods findings reported by  
Kate Andersen, Mark Fransham, Ruth Patrick,  
Kitty Stewart and Aaron Reeves highlight that 
the benefit cap can place families in an 
impossible situation. Their quantitative and 
qualitative analysis shows that for most 
capped families there are no cheaper options. 
Rather, the cap means families are often 
trapped in expensive, poor-quality housing, 
unable to cover other essential needs once 
rent has been paid.
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A child benefit in the United States?
Jane Waldfogel presents evidence that child 
benefits are a smart investment. Families 
spend child benefits on items and services  
for their children, and child benefits are 
effective at reducing poverty and hardship and 
promoting longer-term health and well-being, 
without adversely affecting family fertility or 
employment. Benefit-cost analyses show that 
child benefits would yield as much as $15 in 
benefits for each $1 spent – an extremely 
good rate of return.

The persistence of poverty across 
generations: What explains the 
transmission of poverty risks?
Irene Bucelli and Abigail McKnight find that 
children living in poor families are more likely 
to be poor in later life. Their review finds 
convincing evidence supporting the idea that  
a number of mechanisms – centred around 
family resources, family stress, aspirations  
and a correlation of multiple disadvantages – 
interact and increase risks of poverty 
transmission. Other mechanisms do not  
stand up to scrutiny, despite popular policy 
narratives to the contrary. 

Sustainable Communities 
Findings from a study by Ellie Benton,  
Laura Lane and Jessica Horne Rowan  
suggest that residents have mixed views of 
economic regeneration in neighbourhoods. 
Some residents felt that private or owner-
occupier housing was aspirational for young 
people from the local area. Others were critical 
of new housing, especially where it was 
unaffordable for local families, and perceived 
that housing for new, higher-income residents 
had been prioritised over maintenance of  
their own, older homes.

Nine insights from 2024
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Family change and its implications for social 
welfare provision and child maintenance
Susan Harkness

Susan Harkness argues that the UK’s welfare and child maintenance system’s binary distinction 
between single and two-parent families no longer adequately reflects children’s family lives. 
Failing to account for the rise in new family forms means children may not receive the financial 
support they need. Two areas of policy are highlighted as in need of reform. First, the welfare 
system’s definition of the family (or “benefit unit”) should account for relationships between 
adults and children (not just between adults) if it is to recognise differences in biological and 
“step” parents’ obligations towards children. Second, children are increasingly living between 
households following parental separation. The welfare and child maintenance systems need 
updating to account for this change.

Since the late 1990s, single parenthood has been recognised as a key risk factor for child poverty 
across countries. In the United Kingdom, around one-in-five children live with a single parent, one  
of the highest rates of single parenthood across OECD countries, although this share has barely 
changed over the last quarter of a century. While the number of children in single-parent families  
has remained broadly stable, family dynamics have, however, continued to evolve, with families’ 
living arrangements becoming more complex. Among children born in the UK in 2000, 44 percent 
experienced parental separation by age 17, and this share has been growing. Many children whose 
parents separate will spend some time living in a stepfamily while, as fathers’ have become 
increasingly involved in caring for children, the number of children whose parents share caring 
arrangements has grown. 

Growing family complexity has also coincided with a greater emphasis on “family” income in the 
welfare system, as means testing has expanded. Welfare policy is particularly likely to affect 
complex families but, in these families, the responsibilities of adults to one another, and to children, 
are often poorly defined. In 2024, 90 per cent of single parents received means-tested support, with 
these benefits accounting for, on average, one-half of single parents’ income. Re-partnering may 
lead to a significant fall in benefit entitlements and, therefore, in the individual income of those who 
re-partner. This may have significant consequences for children’s well-being as, although new 
partners may bring additional income into the home, evidence suggests it may not benefit 
stepchildren. Moreover, in the UK, as elsewhere in Europe, stepparents have no legal obligation to 
provide for stepchildren, while normative beliefs about the extent to which they should provide 
financial support vary widely. The welfare system’s assumption – that all those within the same 
household share the same standard of living – may, therefore, poorly reflect modern family life. Nor 
do the rules governing benefit receipt and child maintenance recognise “shared care”’ Instead, only 
one parent is assumed to be responsible for caring for children, while the parent without main 
responsibility for care has no entitlement to child-related benefits and child support obligations 
remain when care is equally shared. The implicit assumption that one parent is a ‘carer’ while the 
other takes the role of ‘provider’ is out of step with modern family life. 

This new project aims to show how family life has changed over recent decades, explore the 
consequences for parent and child wellbeing, and assess the implications of these changes for 
social welfare and child maintenance policy. Early findings, based on data from Understanding 
Society, show that most families where a stepparent is present are “blended” families (where both 

https://www.oecd.org/en/data/datasets/oecd-family-database.html
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0002716214531384
https://ifs.org.uk/inequality/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/IFS-Deaton-Review-Families-and-inequality-.pdf
https://www.demographic-research.org/articles/volume/37/35/
https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/226830
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/00027162221120758
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0297.00565
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0297.00565
https://www.jstor.org/stable/585530
https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/project/family-change-wellbeing-and-social-policy
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/
https://www.understandingsociety.ac.uk/
https://library.oapen.org/handle/20.500.12657/30531
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partners are biological or adoptive parents of at least one child, and at least one partner is a 
stepparent). These families have significantly lower incomes, and are much more likely to be drawn 
into means testing, than families where both biological or adoptive parents are present. They are 
also particularly likely to have more than two children and, therefore, affected by the two-child benefit 
cap. The findings also show that, while new partners bring additional earnings into the household, 
increasing children’s family income (after adjusting for family size), this comes at the expense of 
reduced benefit income and a decline in the receipt of child maintenance, leading to a sharp drop in 
the individual income of former single parents. In the next step of the project will be to be assess the 
implications of these changes for children’s and parents’ access to resources and well-being. 

The study suggests that the welfare and child maintenance system’s binary definition of family life –  
which assumes that children live in single or two-parent homes – poorly reflects the family lives of 
children today. Within the welfare system, the current definition of “family” income (or the “benefit 
unit”), which does not recognise different types of adult-child relationships, mean that children may 
not receive the financial support they need. Nor do the welfare and child maintenance systems 
recognise shared parenting; instead, when parents separate, one parent is assumed to be the “main 
care” and the other takes on the role of provider, even when care is shared. Reviewing international 
policy developments on the treatment of different family types in the social security and child 
maintenance systems, the study will be making recommendations for modernising the UK’s welfare 
system to ensure that children growing up in complex families have their needs met. 

Further information

Susan Harkness is a Visiting Professor at CASE. The project, “Family change, 
wellbeing and social policy,” is a collaborative project, funded by the Nuffield 
Foundation, between the University of Bristol, Essex University and Gingerbread. 
More details are available at: Family change, wellbeing and social policy – 
Nuffield Foundation.

https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/people/person.asp?id=10754
https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/project/family-change-wellbeing-and-social-policy
https://www.nuffieldfoundation.org/project/family-change-wellbeing-and-social-policy
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Determinants of the “social risk” of caring
Tania Burchardt

An important function of welfare states is to protect their residents against social risks, such 
as the consequences of ill health or unemployment, but most welfare states offer only limited 
protection against the “social risk” of providing unpaid care. The primary risk can be understood 
as being called upon to provide care and the secondary risks as the financial, health and social 
consequences of taking on intensive or prolonged caring. Both primary and secondary risks are 
highly unequally distributed across society and welfare states should make greater use of 
preventative policies, in-kind and cash support to insure against the social risk of caring.

We pay in during good times and receive financial and in-kind support in the bad times: that is the 
underlying logic of the insurance and lifecycle-smoothing functions of a welfare state1. Ill health, 
unemployment and old age were the principle risks recognised by the post-World War II welfare state 
in the UK and equivalents elsewhere. In the 1990s and early 2000s, scholars began to identify “new 
social risks” arising, among other things, from women’s increased participation in the labour market 
and changes in family structure. One such risk was that workers, especially women, would have to 
forego paid work in order to provide care for older or disabled relatives. Welfare states have responded 
in various ways – for example, increasing formal care services, introducing leave entitlements and 
increasing cash benefits for carers – but protection remains patchy and, arguably, inadequate2.

A more comprehensive response to the social risk of caring could be informed by a clearer 
understanding of its underlying determinants. A distinction can be made between the primary risk of 
being called upon to provide unpaid care, and the secondary risks that arise from undertaking the 
role – in particular, risks to the carer’s health, financial security and relationships. 
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The primary risk is shaped by three main factors: whose friends and relatives develop a need for 
care, which among them is expected to provide care when need arises, and whether there are 
alternative formal care services. The first of these is highly unequal: as extensively documented in 
work on the social determinants of health, health inequalities accumulate over a lifetime such that 
socio-economically disadvantaged people are much more likely to develop a need for care and at 
younger ages than people who have enjoyed safer and healthier living and working conditions. 

The second factor has been described in terms of a hierarchy of obligation governed by social and 
cultural norms, with spouses, daughters and daughters-in-law typically positioned towards the top, 
although there is much variation between families3. 

The third factor, the suitability, availability and affordability of formal care as a complement to, or 
substitute for, unpaid care, is the factor over which social policies can have the most direct influence. 

In relation to the secondary risks of providing unpaid care, it is important to note that many carers 
describe positive aspects of caring: they may undertake it as part of a loving relationship or through 
the bonds of friendship and find meaning and purpose in the role. Indeed, being able to provide care 
for loved ones often features in accounts of basic human needs and valuable capabilities. 

However, even carers in the most favourable circumstances also articulate challenges, and moreover 
many carers are not in favourable circumstances at all. Anxiety and depression, musculoskeletal 
injury and inability to attend to their own healthcare needs have all been associated with becoming a 
carer, especially at high intensities, and where the carer is not supported by a wider network or by 
formal services. Financially, caring is associated with lower earnings (through reduced hours and/or 
constrained job opportunities or having to forego paid work altogether) and higher costs, which 
bears particularly hard on families with lower incomes to start with. Health and financial constraints, 
combined with the activity of caring itself, can also result in disruption to the carer’s other 
relationships and increase the risk of social isolation. 

As this brief review has suggested, the primary and secondary risks of caring do not fall randomly 
but are systematically related to underlying social and economic inequalities. Welfare states can and 
should do more to collectivise these risks and spread the costs more evenly. Strategies to reduce 
primary risks include investing in preventative health and social care and increasing the supply and 
affordability of formal care services. Tools to mitigate secondary risks include enhancing carers 
rights at work, providing cash benefits for carers and better in-kind support, through public funding 
of voluntary organisations and public services themselves. 

References

1	 Hills, J. (2017). Good Times, Bad Times: the welfare myth of 
them and us. 2nd edition. Bristol: Policy Press.

2	 Spasova, S., Baeten, R., Coster, S., Ghailani, D., Peña-Casas, 
R., and Vanhercke, B. (2018). Challenges in Long-Term Care 
in Europe: a study of National policies 2018. Brussels: 
European Commission.

3	 Finch, J., and Mason, J. (1990). “Filial Obligations and Kin 
Support for Elderly People”, Ageing and Society, 10 
(2):151-175.

Further information

Tania Burchardt is an Associate Director of CASE and an 
Associate Professor in the Department of Social Policy at LSE.

“Determinants of the social risk of caring” by Tania Burchardt 
is forthcoming in a special issue of the International Journal of 
Care and Caring on “Care, poverty and inequalities”, guest-
edited by Dan Taylor, Jitka Vseteckova and Jodi Wainwright.



16  
Welfare states and policy evaluation

How does for-profit outsourcing impact healthcare 
quality? Unpacking the relationship between NHS 
privatisation and health outcomes in England
Ben Goodair

What happens when public services are provided by private sector providers? For decades, 
England’s NHS has been increasingly privatised through the for-profit delivery of health 
services. While existing evidence indicates a correlation between increased privatisation and 
higher mortality rates, the specific mechanisms underlying this phenomenon are poorly 
understood – a huge gap in our understanding of the for-profit provision of welfare state 
services. Ben Goodair sets out his new postdoctoral research project which is being undertaken 
in CASE. This addresses how privatisation is impacting on the quality of healthcare and will 
identify who is benefitting and suffering as a result.

There exists a major question in the provision of the welfare state which spans many academic 
disciplines and policy debates: “Does privatisation improve the quality of public services?” With 
different incentives and accountability mechanisms, competing arguments suggest that including 
private providers in the delivery of the welfare state will either improve or worsen the quality of 
services – depending on how these factors are theorised to impact the quality of services.

The outsourcing of NHS services has been increasing significantly in recent years. The number of 
treatments delivered by the private sector has tripled since 2011 (see Figure 1)1. Novel availability of 
open data in contracts, accounts, and healthcare data means that we can begin to evaluate the 
impacts of outsourcing using computational social scientific research.

Some of that work has been conducted already. Harmonising over 25,000 data sets, Rahal and 
Mohan linked reported expenditures of NHS commissioners and NHS Trusts to independent 
providers and their characteristics.3 This resource has enabled the first quantitative evaluations of 
the aggregate effects of NHS outsourcing on quality of healthcare – detailing the negative impacts 
on healthcare quality.4, 5 Goodair and Reeves estimate that the observed increases in NHS 
outsourcing corresponded with an additional 557 (95 per cent CI 153-961) treatable deaths 4, 6, 7. 
However, policymakers have continued to point to the private sector as the solution to waiting lists 
and capacity constraints within the NHS.
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Additional research is needed to ensure that the further use of the private sector does not continue to 
result in higher mortality rates. Unanswered questions remain around the mechanisms of 
outsourcing being linked to healthcare quality. Is it simply that for-profit providers are delivering 
worse healthcare? Are there system-level impacts on resources and patient allocation? Are there 
varying impacts according to the different kinds of NHS services, patients, and independent providers?

A new postdoctoral research project within CASE aims to evaluate the impacts of NHS outsourcing 
and will include distinct studies. The first will examine how patient selection impacts public hospital 
caseloads and healthcare quality. The second study will examine the relationship between profit 
extraction and healthcare quality, reduced public investment returns, and health outcomes. The third 
study explores how privatisation may have varied impacts on the health outcomes of different 
people, according to their healthcare needs.

Figure 1. Percentage of NHS consultant-led treatments conducted in the private sector in England (2011-2022)

Caption Data Source: NHS England – Referral to Treatment Time Data 8

Note: Treatments refer to consultant-led services and will include any form of “definitive treatment” as defined in the NHS’ RTT data.2
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Insecure lives and the policy disconnect:  
How multiple insecurities affect life chances and 
wellbeing, and what joined-up policy can do to help

Introduction and overview
Becky Tunstall

Insecure Lives was an ESRC research project exploring the prevalence, experience and effects 
of combinations of income, work, food, housing, health and care insecurities in the UK, 
involving CASE and five other universities over 10 months in 2024/25. The project found that in 
2023, 8.5 per cent of the UK adult population, or 5.2m people, were experiencing combined 
financial, housing and heath insecurity. People experiencing multiple insecurities said that their 
well-being was affected, and that insecurities affected their ability to support their children in 
school, and to seek training, work or better work. The project also derived and tested ideas for 
potential preventative and mitigating policy.

Millions of UK residents are worrying about and trying to manage multiple insecurities, relating to 
money, work, housing, health and caring responsibilities (see the image of “Glenda”). How do 
multiple insecurities affect their wellbeing, their ability to support their children in school, and to 
advance their own training and employment? 

Insecurity, based on the actual or perceived potential for change, or on the certainty of fluctuation, 
for example in work status or income, appears likely to have different prevalence, incidence and 
impacts to deprivation of work or income, which has been the traditional focus of inquiry. Individual 
insecurities appear likely to harm wellbeing and might prevent people making use of opportunities to 
invest the time, effort or money to develop their education, skills and working careers. Multiple 
insecurities may have cumulative and additional effects. The effects of multiple insecurities may 
provide a new, additional, albeit partial, explanation for spatially uneven productivity and growth. 

As a relatively short investigation of a new concept, Insecure Lives aimed to explore the idea of 
multiple insecurities from multiple angles and through mixed methods, with a view to developing the 
work further in future. The project focussed on six insecurities, relating to income, work, food, 
housing, health, and care receipt or caregiving responsibilities. The outcomes it focussed on were 
making the most of primary education, adult progression in training and employment, and wellbeing. 
Jonathan Webb and Irena Grugulis held discussions with policymakers about multiple insecurities, 
and what they knew and wanted to learn about them. Irene Bucelli and Stuart Henderson reviewed 
evidence on individual and multiple insecurities, and their prevalence and impacts. Abigail McKnight 
and Jonathan Webb used Understanding Society to explore the prevalence and incidence of multiple 
insecurities in the UK over 2009-2023. Laura Lane, working with Helen Lomax and Sally Pearse, 
interviewed people experiencing multiple insecurities in Sheffield, Milton Keynes and East Lindsey 
about their experiences, the effects of insecurities, and their ideas about who or what might be able 
to help. Irene Bucelli and Anita Mangan work developed promising approaches to addressing 
insecurities, and Irena Grigulis and Jonathan Webb tested them with policymakers and practitioners 
identified as potential “risk influencer”’.
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Figure 1

An illustration of the experience of multiple insecurities by project artist Laura Sorvala, used as part of the bidding process. 
Further images were created as part of the project, to elicit and to illustrate the experiences of project participants.

Credit: © Laura Sorvala
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Insecure lives and the policy disconnect:  
How multiple insecurities affect life chances and 
wellbeing, and what joined-up policy can do to help

What are Multiple Insecurities?
Irene Bucelli

The concept of “multiple insecurities” has not been consistently defined. In this article, Irene 
Bucelli clarifies the commonalities and differences between the concept of insecurity and 
related concepts, such as vulnerability, precarity, disadvantage. She presents the idea of 
“multiple insecurities” as objective and subjective downside risks for people’s quality of life and 
outlines a framework to understand the different dimensions of insecurity.

People worry about multiple issues in their everyday lives – money, housing, health, care. This idea is 
intuitive, but the concept of ‘multiple insecurities’ has not been consistently or thoroughly defined. 
Comparing the concept to others more widely discussed in the social policy literature can help us 
define what is distinctive about insecurity. We can then better understand what the different 
dimensions relevant to “multiple insecurities” are.

Insecurity, as the project understands it, is a downside risk for people’s quality of life. This helps us 
distinguish insecurity from other types of uncertainty: if we are given a lottery ticket, we will be 
uncertain about whether or not we will win money, but we would not be “financially insecure”. 
Moreover, insecurity encompasses both objective and subjective aspects: for instance, financial 
insecurity can refer both to an objective risk of economic hardship and lack of financial stability but 
also to the subjective experience and perception of these risks.

Insecurity may seem closely connected to vulnerability. Vulnerability is a more widely used concept 
in the literature but remains contested. It generally refers to a process, which can remain invisible if 
no shock appears, encompassing both the risk of exposure to events which would trigger negative 
consequences and the inability to cope or recover effectively from shocks.1 Exposure to negative 
shocks and lack of resilience to such shocks also matter to insecurity. However, unlike insecurity, 
vulnerability can refer not just to individual agents, but to systems – for example, economic systems, 
climate systems. Moreover, vulnerability entails ideas of defencelessness and weakness that can 
have pathologising or stigmatising implications for those people or groups labelled as “vulnerable”.2 

Insecurity is not so closely linked to these ideas.

The concept of precarity is also related to insecurity. Indeed, talking of precarious work or insecure 
work would seem synonymous. However, insecurity does not have, in general, the same close 
connection to labour market dynamics that precarity typically has, nor the implicit link to the 
economic, social, political transformations of capitalism. Some scholars do define precarity in 
broader terms, less tied to labour market processes: for instance as a lack of stability, prospects and 
control over outcomes across different aspects of life, from both an objective and subjective 
perspective.3 While this definition does seem close to the idea of insecurity, precarity is also often 
understood as inherently normative, conceived as a harm: precarity frames the lack of security as 
the condition of being vulnerable to exploitation.
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Another important question is whether the idea of “multiple insecurities” is in fact just referring to 
“multiple disadvantages”. There is a vast literature pointing to the multiple dimensions of disadvantage, 
and to how disadvantages tend to cluster and accumulate across dimensions of people’s lives. It may 
well be that those who are experiencing multiple disadvantages are in fact also facing multiple insecurities, 
but from a conceptual standpoint, there are differences between disadvantage and insecurity. Firstly, 
unlike insecurity, disadvantage is a relational notion that places people relative to others. Moreover, 
unlike insecurity, disadvantage is also often conceived normatively: several policy debates revolve 
around which disadvantages should be mitigated and how can the position of the worst off be improved. 
Nevertheless, the relationship between insecurity and disadvantage is an important one. Insecurity can be 
constitutive of disadvantage.4 A pervasive aspect of disadvantage is that often disadvantaged people 
are exposed to risks or are forced to take risks which they would not have taken had a reasonable 
alternative existed. These risks are greater (than for those who are not disadvantaged) in terms of their 
probability to occur and their negative consequences or may be linked to further future risks. 
Moreover, insecurities can constitute disadvantage inasmuch as they systematically affect some 
people more than others, in a social pattern that sees them accruing and clustering.

Multiple insecurities are also connected to poverty, deprivation and social exclusion. Insecurities  
can both be caused and contribute to these phenomena. At the same time, multiple insecurities are 
experienced by a broader group within the population – namely, by those who are not presently poor, 
deprived or socially excluded but who are (and/or experience being) at risk of falling into poverty, becoming 
deprived or socially excluded in different dimensions. Moreover, people do not cease being insecure 
when they can be classified, say, as poor. On the one hand, they may be poor under one definition 
(such as income) but not yet under another (for instance, consumption). They may also experience 
risks of falling into deeper hardship, or risks of remaining persistently in hardship over longer periods. 
Finally, the “fact” of facing hardship in one dimension may bear on further insecurities across others.

So, what are “multiple insecurities”? As both objective or subjective downside risks for people’s  
quality of life, we can draw lessons to identify possible dimensions of insecurity from instruments 
that have been developed to understand the multidimensionality of the quality of people’s lives.  
The Multidimensional Inequality Framework (MIF)5 can help us capture these multiple aspects  
which overall shape people’s quality of life. 

Figure 1. Shows how different insecurities relate to the MIF life domains 
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Some insecurities are more clearly defined than others. For example, a widely recognised and 
applied framework exists to understand food insecurity, and it is used consistently in both policy and 
research. Others forms of insecurity are not equally developed in the literature, both in terms of how 
they are defined and measured. This is the case for health insecurity, which can be conflated with 
poor health; or care insecurity, which can be broadly understood as insecurity around meeting care 
needs, but is in practice is often studied with a narrower focus, for instance on struggles in 
reconciling work and care. In further developing the concept of multiple insecurities, clarifying and 
operationalising the main forms of insecurity is a priority, if we are to measure and understand the 
relationships between different dimensions.
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Insecure lives and the policy disconnect:  
How multiple insecurities affect life chances and 
wellbeing, and what joined-up policy can do to help

Quantifying Multiple Insecurities
Abigail McKnight

Significant shares of the UK adult population are found to experience insecurities in financial, 
housing, work, health/disability and caring dimensions as well as across multiple dimensions. 
Trends in insecurities between 2009 and 2023 are found to be shaped by the wider economic 
context and key policy interventions. The research highlights how some groups are particularly at 
risk of experiencing multiple insecurities (lone parents, unemployed and long-term sick or disabled 
people), how risk vary across the lifecycle and the importance of policy for reducing insecurities.

Research on socio-economic insecurities has tended to focus on establishing the prevalence of 
insecurity in single dimensions such as work insecurity or financial insecurity. This project sought to 
operationalise the concept of multiple insecurity and quantify the experience of multiple insecurity in 
the UK adult population. It examines how trends evolved over time and how risks vary between 
different groups of individuals. The rationale was that if people were experiencing insecurity in a 
single dimension, there was potentially an increased risk of experiencing insecurity in other 
dimensions. This would mean that looking at insecurity in a single dimension would only provide a 
partial picture of the insecurities people face.

Quantifying multiple insecurities poses a number of challenges. Firstly, it is necessary to operationalise 
the concept of multiple insecurity, a concept, which Irene Bucelli explains in her article, has not been 
consistently defined in the literature. Secondly, if the goal is to quantify individuals’ experiences of 
multiple insecurities it is necessary to identify a nationally representative dataset which collects 
information across the key dimensions of interest. Thirdly, the dataset needs to collect consistent 
information on aspects insecurity over a period of time as documenting trends is important. Finally, 
the data source needs to be longitudinal where the dynamics of insecurity is of interest. 
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Understanding Society was selected as the data source1. This survey collects information from a large 
nationally representative sample of households with information currently available for  
14 waves (2009-2023), and information is collected each year from the same individuals about 
multiple dimensions of their lives. 

For the operationalisation and analysis of multiple insecurities, and given the data available, five 
dimensions were identified covering the following aspects:

Financial insecurity: household income below the relative income poverty line; being behind with one 
or more household bill; finding it difficult to manage financially; expecting to be worse off next year.

Housing insecurity: living in a private rented property; being behind with housing costs last year; 
housing costs accounting for 30 per cent or more of household income.

Work insecurity: an individual’s main job is temporary; an individual’s main job is low paid; 
unemployed or has an ‘inactive’ employment status; self-employed with no employees. 

Health insecurity: has a longstanding illness or disability; self-reported poor general health; self-
reported low subjective wellbeing (psychological distress).

Caring insecurity: provides informal social care (for older people and/or children with special needs); 
provides informal social care for 20+ hours per week.

Given the requirement that consistent information needed to be collected across the entire period of the 
study, it was inevitable that some compromises had to be made in the selection of variables. For example, 
ideally caring insecurities would cover unmet need for care in addition to the provision of informal care 
but this information is only available for a limited number of waves. The full report includes further 
analysis for each dimension which covers additional variables which don’t meet the strict selection criteria 
used for the analysis of multiple insecurities. This provides a detailed study of insecurities within each 
dimension. The full report also looks at trends in all constituent components for each dimension of 
insecurity, as well as breakdowns by individual and household characteristics (sex, age, ethnicity, 
economic status, household type, government office region and local area deprivation), to assess 
variations in risks. At this stage, the research focuses on prevalence of single and multiple insecurities, 
not on intensity of risk within dimensions or the accumulation of risk. Here, an individual is defined as 
insecure in a single dimension if they are classified as insecure in any of the aspects identified above. 

Figure 1 presents trends in insecurity for each dimension, showing how insecurity incidence and trends 
vary between the dimensions. The highest rates of insecurity are estimated for health insecurity with 
around 45 per cent (ranging from 44 per cent to 49 per cent) of adults in the UK population classified as 
insecure in this dimension. There are also high rates of work insecurity among the working age 
population with 42 per cent experiencing insecurity in this dimension at the start of the period. There is a 
distinct downward trend in work insecurity which was found to be shaped by falling rates of low paid 
work (aided by the introduction of the National Living Wage in 2016) and a reduction in the share of 
working age women who were unemployed/inactive. There are also high rates of financial insecurity 
with the time trend following a distinct U-shaped pattern; higher at the start and end of the period 
than in the middle. This highlights how the wider economic context impacts insecurities. Higher rates 
at the start of the period reflect the protracted impact of the 2007/08 financial crisis on financial 
insecurity. The higher rates at the end of the period reflect the negative impact of the cost-of-living 
crisis but also the importance of protective policy initiatives during the first year of the COVID-19 
pandemic and the energy price shock in 2022 (the Job Retention Scheme, the temporary Universal 
Credit uplift and the Energy Bill Support Scheme). As these were withdrawn, and despite financial 

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-9152/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8999/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/cbp-8999/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-price-guarantee-scheme-documents
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support for the least well-off through Cost of Living Payments, high rates of inflation in consumer and 
housing prices, and soaring energy prices is reflected in the higher rates of financial insecurity in 2022/23.

In addition to high rates of health work and financial insecurity, it is estimated that over a fifth of the 
population are housing insecure. Housing insecurity rates declined before increasing in the last 
couple of years, these aggregate trends were largely shaped by trends in being behind with housing 
costs and housing costs accounting for 30 per cent+ of household income, particularly marked for 
25-34 year olds, the unemployed and single headed households. The lowest rates are found for caring 
insecurities but as noted above this doesn’t cover key aspects of care insecurities such as unmet 
need for care.

Figure 2 shows the prevalence of experiencing insecurities in financial, housing and health dimensions 
by household type. Multiple insecurity rates are lower than for single dimensions with 5-8.5 per cent 
of the UK adult population estimated to experience insecurity in all three dimensions over this period. 
However, rates are much higher for some groups such as single working age (WA) men and women 
and highest among single parents (fluctuating between 18 per cent and 28 per cent). The lowest rates 
are found among retired couples without any dependent children (1-2 per cent).

This project has revealed new insights into the prevalence of multiple insecurities and the groups 
most likely to experience insecurity in more than one dimension. The next steps need to take this 
information to consider how policy can best improve wellbeing by limiting the experience of multiple 
insecurities and bring an end to what Rachel Reeves and others have called the “age of insecurity”.

Figure 1. Trends in single dimension insecurities
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Figure 2. Trends in multiple insecurities (insecure in financial, health and housing) by household type
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Insecure lives and the policy disconnect:  
How multiple insecurities affect life chances and 
wellbeing, and what joined-up policy can do to help

Qualitative Research
Laura Lane 

Using artwork produced by artist Laura Sorvala, the Insecure Lives team have explored the role 
of insecurities for residents across four neighbourhoods in three case study areas: Sheffield, 
Milton Keynes, and East Lindsey in Lincolnshire. Evidence collected from 36 participants 
highlights how the different insecurities impact upon wellbeing, supporting children in school, 
adult education and skills training, and entry into and progression in work.  The most commonly 
selected insecurities, affecting over 75 per cent of participants were: health insecurity and 
economic insecurity followed by caring insecurity; housing insecurity and physical and 
environmental insecurity. Hyper-local, trusted community-based organisations play a vital  
role in supporting people and mitigating the harms of these insecurities.

Millions of UK residents are worrying about multiple insecurities related to money, work, housing, 
health and caring responsibilities. These insecurities may accumulate and combine to prevent 
households from using their opportunities, including primary education, adult skills training and work 
opportunities, they may harm well-being, and limit human capital development and productivity.

The research explores how many people experience multiple insecurities, in what combinations, what 
this feels like for those experiencing them and what policies would help.

The qualitative strand of this research programme involved case study explorations in three areas of 
England (two neighbourhoods in Sheffield, one in Milton Keynes, and the town of Mablethorpe in East 
Lindsey). Across these three areas, researchers spoke to 36 people either in small focus groups or 
individual interviews.

As part of the engagement, visual story telling methods were introduced to help people to talk about 
their experiences of insecurities, their aspirations for themselves and their families, what makes 
things worse and what they think would make things better.  In addition to the research team talking 
to people about these experiences following a semi structured questionnaire, visual representations 
were also created with the artist, Laura Sorvala. Following initial framing work from the research 
team, Laura Sorvala produced eight images (Figure 1) detailing experiences of different insecurities:  
economic insecurity; caring insecurity; health insecurity; housing insecurity; legal insecurity; physical 
and environmental insecurity; relationship insecurity; work insecurity.

Participants were asked to select the images which felt most pertinent to them and to share their 
experiences on these aspects of their lives. The number of images selected varied greatly and 
participants were able to identify in many cases how the different aspects of insecurity overlapped 
and interacted with one another.
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Figure 1. Artworks used in the qualitative fieldwork

Credit: © Laura Sorvala

One participant in Sheffield summarised the overwhelming nature of the interconnected insecurities:

  To be honest, most of them is like we have to deal every single day. They all come 
together, but it’s like sometimes they come together in a very bad way. Like, for example, 
you start thinking ‘Oh okay, I’m not happy at work but I might be better to work/not to 
work’ and then you worry about ‘Oh, not to work is even worse’ and you’re scared about 
if you’re going to lose that job. You are always thinking I’m in a bad situation, but I never 
look at it that bad, because I look at the worst things.    Adam, Sheffield

Participants highlighted a range of issues that exacerbated their experience of living with multiple 
insecurities such as the often dehumanising nature of accessing welfare support; the lack of joined-
up support from statutory services and agencies; not being able to access legal and benefit advice; 
and the stigma attached to living in their neighbourhoods.

The interviews and focus groups were held in trusted community-based organisations in each of the 
neighbourhoods. It was clear for the vast majority of participants across the different areas that 
local community-based provision of support from these (and other) trusted organisations played a 
big role in helping people and mitigating the harms from these multiple challenges:

  Like you have all of these things but you know if you have somewhere to go, it just 
lessens – It means you know you have to deal with all of this but you know that there is 
someone somewhere that you can go and talk about this stuff and you know that it kind 
of just makes you feel that you can be okay, rather than that it’s going to take you over 
the edge.   Clara-Louise
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In terms of what helps people, in addition to hyper-local, trusted sources of support, participants 
also shared the role that flexible and meaningful employment and volunteering could play in 
enhancing wellbeing and providing a sense of stability. 

Suggestions for policy interventions centred around improvements to public services including 
health and social care, education and housing; as well as more accessible and flexible employment 
and training opportunities. 

Further information

Laura Lane is Policy Fellow at LSE Housing and Communities within CASE. 

Helen Lomax, Professor of Childhood and Children’s Participation, Institute of 
Education, Sheffield Hallam University.

Sally Pearse, Strategic Lead for Early Years and Director of the Early Years 
Community Research Centre, Sheffield Hallam University. 
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Fading Away: capturing deepening poverty over time
Daniel Edmiston

In this article, Daniel Edmiston discusses findings from qualitative longitudinal ethnographic 
research undertaken with people living on a very low income in the UK. The project found that 
deep poverty not only represents an intensification of hardship but also exhibits distinctive 
dynamics. As a result of these differences, the experiences of those falling deeper can often 
be much harder to evidence in social research. The findings highlight why sustained and 
tailored efforts are needed to ensure the trajectories of the lowest-income individuals are 
better captured over time.

Poverty research often struggles to fully capture the experiences of those who fall deeper into 
financial hardship. In great part, this is due to the nature of poverty itself. Declining living standards 
often precipitate considerable disruption and complication in the lives of people managing on a low 
income. Those affected can lose their homes, possessions and contact with local networks or 
services. When people fall deeper into poverty, their presence within shared civic space can also 
become increasingly provisional. This presents a particular challenge for poverty researchers and 
their capacity to maintain contact with those worst affected by social, economic or personal shocks.

Qualitative research routinely examines lived experiences of poverty via sampling and recruitment 
strategies that either foreground or exclusively capture the experiences of those (who remain) in 
touch with welfare systems, charitable aid and support services, and mainly those who speak 
English. The result is that those experiencing the most acute forms of social exclusion, insecure 
housing, or migration-related destitution are more likely to fall outside the sampling frame.

Despite this, the experiences of those conventionally sampled in poverty research are often recorded 
and treated as indicative of the costs of socio-economic change, shaping academic and applied 
understanding of disadvantage. However, the circulation of these experiences and their wider 
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treatment runs several risks if the accounts in circulation do not always sufficiently account for 
differences between those experiencing shallower and deeper forms of poverty.1 When the former is 
centred and circulated as capturing the nature and extent of poverty within a given context, it risks 
obscuring the latter along with some of the worst consequences of labour market change, welfare 
reform and inflation spikes, in both academic research and wider public understanding.

To address this, the deep poverty project adopted a more inclusive sampling, recruitment and 
retention strategy. Efforts were made to engage individuals from a range of backgrounds, including 
those in precarious living situations, people who don’t speak English, undocumented migrants, and 
people without access to mainstream welfare support. Additionally, tailored strategies were 
developed to minimise attrition over time, including multiple modes of communication and outreach 
through both formal organisations, informal social networks and regular contact.

The research found that as people fell deeper into poverty, the degree and form of agency they 
enacted also changed – increasingly focused on defensive strategies of survival. Those experiencing 
the most extreme hardships often experienced severe social isolation, cut off from networks of 
support and civic life. As a result, it became increasingly difficult to keep in contact with those 
struggling most through the course of fieldwork. The study highlights the challenges of tracking the 
lowest-income individuals over time without sustained and intentional efforts to capture their voices. 
The findings of the research prompt questions about the decisions we tend to make in poverty 
research and the corpus of experience we tend to centre and the corpus of experience that is “left 
behind” in the process. 
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Capped and Trapped (in the UK’s Housing Market): 
how the benefit cap makes it almost impossible  
to find affordable housing
Kitty Stewart, Kate Andersen, Mark Fransham, Ruth Patrick and Aaron Reeves

The UK’s “benefit cap” is partly justified as incentivising recipient families to move to cheaper 
accommodation, thus saving the taxpayer money. In this study, Kate Andersen, Mark Fransham, 
Ruth Patrick, Kitty Stewart and Aaron Reeves ask whether this is happening. Their mixed 
methods findings highlight the impossible situation the cap places families in in practice. Both 
quantitative and qualitative analysis shows that for the vast majority of capped families there 
simply are no cheaper options. Instead, the cap means families are often trapped in expensive, 
poor-quality housing, unable to cover other essential needs once the rent has been paid.

While the “two child limit” has received considerable attention in UK policy debate, another very 
similar policy has tended to go under the radar: the “benefit cap”, which limits the total income a 
household can receive in social security benefits if no-one in the household is working. Specifically, a 
household needs to include one person earning at least the equivalent of 16 hours per week at 
minimum wage to escape the cap. There are exemptions for households where someone receives 
disability benefits but not for those with caring responsibilities for young children. In practice, 90 per 
cent of capped households have children and around two-thirds are lone parents, half with a child 
under five.

The benefit cap has only risen once with inflation since it was introduced in 2013 and was actually 
lowered in 2016; the current cap levels – £22,020 outside London and £25,323 inside – are lower in 
nominal terms than when the policy was first introduced. Crucially, housing support counts towards 
the total, and for the vast majority of capped households it is high rent that means they are affected. 
Once rent is paid, families can find themselves with very little income to meet their other needs. 

In justifying the policy, the former Conservative Government argued that the cap would incentivise 
people to either work more or move to cheaper accommodation, thereby saving the taxpayer money. 
Our mixed methods study of the impacts of the policy has examined both these supposed options. 
In relation to work, we found that capped families face multiple barriers to employment which mean 
that, while work may be an option for some, for others the cap may actually push them further away 
from the labour market.1, 2 In this article we explore the other apparent way to escape the cap: 
moving to cheaper housing.

Between 2020 and 2024 we walked alongside 25 capped families, interviewing them up to four 
times to better understand how the cap affects their lives and the efforts they have taken to try and 
improve their circumstances. Our sample was concentrated in areas of London (Tower Hamlets and 
Hackney) and Yorkshire (Leeds, York and Bradford) and included both single parent and coupled families. 

During our fieldwork, not a single participant escaped or reduced the impact of the cap by moving  
to cheaper housing. Six families did move – sometimes after being evicted, sometimes out of a  
choice – but often ended up capped by more rather than less as a result. When we asked them 
about the possibility of moving, their answers were unequivocal: there simply were no cheaper 
options. As Laura, a single mum with three children, told us:

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1111/ijsw.12651
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  I can say that is absolute gospel, I would not find cheaper private accommodation 
than the accommodation I’m in right now, and what am I supposed to do, call up the 
council and say to them, can you move me because it’s too expensive? You can’t get 
moved when you’re overcrowded, you can’t get moved when you’ve got damp all over 
your flat, let alone because you’re fed up of the bill. You think they’re gonna move you? 
That’s ridiculous.    Laura

Struck by how universal this response was, but aware of the small size of our qualitative sample, we 
turned to large-scale data to examine the national picture. We undertook an analysis of 1.6 million 
private rental Zoopla listings for the 2022 calendar year, asking whether and where housing that was 
affordable under the benefit cap was available. This analysis underlined our qualitative findings: 
across most of the country, such housing simply does not exist. 

The Zoopla analysis showed that families affected by the benefit cap have a budget for housing that 
falls well short of market rents. We focused on a hypothetical lone parent family with three children, 
who would in theory be entitled to social security towards the rent for a three-bed property. We found 
that nearly three-quarters of capped families live in areas where there is fewer than one affordable 
three-bedroom property for every ten capped families. Furthermore, there were only 4,400 affordable 
rental properties in the whole UK, compared to over 28,000 capped single parent three-child 
families. The vast majority of two-bed properties – which would entail considerable over-crowding 
for a lone parent with three children – are also unaffordable. 

In sum, even if families were prepared to move anywhere in the country to find cheaper accommodation, 
away from schools, existing social networks and job opportunities, in 2022 there were still only 
enough suitable properties to house one in six of all capped families. 

The consequence of social security payments not covering the rent is that the living standards of 
affected families can be pushed to very low levels. Even were capped families to move to the 
cheapest available properties in their area, we calculate that 44 per cent of them would have living 
standards pushed below a standard definition of destitution - unable to meet their basic needs for 
food and clothing. In much of London and the South East, families would be left living on less than 
£4 per person per day after paying the rent. 

The impact of the cap on living standards also came out very clearly from our qualitative interviews. 
We found families routinely economising on food, milk, heating, clothing and other basic essentials, 
while relying on wider family and charitable provision to get by.
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On top of the material hardship created by the cap, our interviews also highlighted forcefully the very 
poor quality of the housing many capped families are living in. Their accommodation was frequently 
not just expensive, but also deeply inadequate for their needs and often unsafe: damp, mould, pest 
infestation and overcrowding were common. 

Kalima is a mother of five who was first subject to the benefit cap when she separated from her 
abusive husband. When we first met her, Kalima was paying £1250 to rent a Housing Association 
property, leaving her capped by £440 a month. In other words, the family had about £100 a week less 
to live on than what the social security system assesses they need as a basic minimum. 

While Kalima wanted to find a way to escape the cap, the house she was renting was already too 
small– a three-bed for her and her five children. She told us: 

  I couldn’t downsize… it’s affecting the kids being in a small three bedroom anyway,  
so I couldn’t downsize, so that’s like not an option. 

Between our third and our fourth interview, the block of flats she had been living in was demolished 
and Kalima was moved into a bigger house. With an extra bedroom, the new house was more 
suitable for her family so in some ways this was an improvement: the children enjoyed the extra 
space, found it easier to study and could invite friends round. But the rent was even more expensive, 
leaving Kalima facing an increased cap of almost £700 a month. As the cap pushed her deeper into 
destitution, Kalima told us that her mental health was being affected. She explained: 

  With the financial stress, my blood pressure has been – as well my mood, it’s been 
up and down…I’m on antidepressants. 

Policy defences of the benefit cap have used a lens of choice to suggest that families simply have to 
make different decisions about how they live in order to escape the cap. But this rhetoric ignores the 
reality of the options available. In practice, families find themselves with no real choice to make: they 
are capped and trapped in expensive, over-crowded and often unsuitable housing – and left with 
inadequate income to meet their essential needs as a result.
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Making the case for a child benefit in the United States
Jane Waldfogel

The US is the only OECD country without a child benefit that reaches all or nearly all families 
with children. In this article, Jane Waldfogel reviews evidence from her forthcoming book which 
shows that child benefits are a smart investment. Families spend child benefits on items and 
services for their children, and child benefits are very effective at reducing poverty and hardship 
and promoting longer-term health and well-being, without adversely affecting family fertility or 
employment. Benefit-cost analyses show that child benefits would yield as much as $15 in 
benefits for each $1 spent – an extremely good rate of return.

The United States has one of the highest child poverty rates among wealthy countries. It also stands 
out among its peers as the only one that does not offer a child benefit that provides regular 
payments from the government to most or all families with children, not conditioned on parental 
employment. The temporary expansion of the Child Tax Credit (CTC) in 2021, in which the CTC 
functioned as a child benefit for six months, reduced the child poverty rate by a remarkable 44 
percent. But the CTC expansion was not permanent. 

As policymakers in the US debate extending the CTC and establishing a child benefit, it is important 
to know what the evidence shows. In her forthcoming book Child Benefits, Jane Waldfogel details 
the history and origins of child benefits around the world and reviews the evidence on how child 
benefits affect key outcomes including family spending, fertility, parental employment, child poverty, 
and child wellbeing. 

Drawing on research from the 38 nations in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, Waldfogel shows that child benefits are very effective at preventing poverty and 
hardship and protecting children from deep poverty and income instability. The research is clear that 
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families spend the money from child benefits on food, clothing, and other items for children and that 
child benefits do not have large negative impacts on parental employment or family decisions about 
fertility. The research is also clear that child benefits promote short- and longer-term child and family 
wellbeing. Child benefits enhance opportunity and benefit society through healthier and better-
educated young adults and stronger and more stable families. As a result, rigorous benefit-cost 
analyses indicate that child benefits, while costly, more than pay for themselves, yielding large 
returns on investment.

As the US considers reforms to its Child Tax Credit as part of its discussions about tax reforms, 
Waldfogel evaluates current proposals for a child benefit in the US and provides recommendations 
for a policy that would deliver the best outcomes for children and families and the best return on 
investment. She argues that such a policy should not be tied to parental employment or earnings 
and should be more generous, available to all parents but phased out for higher-income families, 
delivered in monthly payments through the tax system, and provided in addition to existing programs. 

While her policy recommendations are primarily focused on the US, the evidence in her book is also 
relevant for other countries, particularly the UK. Indeed, some of the strongest evidence for the 
positive impacts of cash benefits for families with children, and the harmful effects of cutbacks in 
such benefits, derives from the UK, including research conducted by CASE researchers such as Kitty 
Stewart.  Thus, Child Benefits issues not just a call to action for the establishment of a child benefit 
in the United States but also a call to action for the reversal of harmful cutbacks in cash benefits for 
families with children in the UK.
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Living a differentiated childhood:  
Child poverty in the UK’s asylum system
Ilona Pinter

Among those experiencing very deep and persistent poverty in the UK are children claiming 
asylum with their families. Without access to employment or mainstream benefits, families 
rely on Asylum Support provided via the Home Office. However, interviews with children and 
parents reveal that families receiving below-poverty level subsistence are unable to meet 
their essential living needs consistently. Families also report that children are missing out  
on important developmental, learning and integration opportunities while facing multiple 
intersecting disadvantages. The existence of a separate and intentionally unequal system  
of support leads to a “differentiated childhood”, leaving young people marginalised and 
excluded from social participation.

In July 2024, the new Labour Government began work on its cross-departmental ten-year strategy to 
tackle child poverty in the UK – a manifesto commitment. During its development, the Government 
emphasised that its strategy would consider all children living in poverty. Ministers also 
acknowledged ‘the distinct challenges faced by migrant children’ living in the UK and said they were 
exploring “all available levers in response” 1. 

Among those experiencing very deep and persistent poverty in the UK are children in asylum-seeking 
families fleeing war, persecution and human rights abuses. Debates around asylum policy in recent 
years have centred on the increasing number of arrivals, particularly via small boats across the 
English Channel, and policies centred on deterrence aimed at reducing numbers. However, the 
perspectives of children and parents and the effects of new and existing asylum policies on families 
have remained largely absent. Yet while going through the asylum process, families do experience 
deep poverty and material deprivation as parents are legally prevented from earning an income 
through employment – an important form of protection from, and route out of, poverty for other 
families. Families in this situation have “no recourse to public funds”, which means that they are 
excluded from accessing most mainstream social security benefits and housing provision2. 
Therefore, if they are destitute, they can apply for accommodation and weekly subsistence payments 
provided through the Home Office. A nationalised Asylum Support system was introduced in 1999 
under a previous Labour government, around the same time as their child poverty strategy.

While successive governments have maintained tight restrictions on employment for asylum 
seekers, subsistence payments under the support system have deteriorated significantly since 2008. 
This has been due to both a lack of adequate uprating in line with inflation and targeted cuts to support 
provided to children and families. These cuts included the introduction of a “flat rate” in 2015, which 
saw weekly support for children cut by 30 per cent, pushing families deeper into poverty over time. 
Yet, thus far, children’s experiences of poverty and material deprivation resulting from these policies 
have not been investigated. We know that between 2014 and 2023, 78,179 children claimed asylum 
with their families in the UK, making up 15.6 per cent of all asylum seekers and dependents 
(510,006) during this time. While many of these will likely have a need for Asylum Support, there has 
been no published data on how many of those receiving support are children and family members. 
There has also been no monitoring of the consequences of low levels of support on children’s 
outcomes. This study attempts to provide new insights into this population of children, making 
visible their experiences, which have hitherto remained hidden.
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To explore children and families’ experiences of receiving financial support under the Asylum 
Support system, and the effects of asylum employment restrictions on children and young people, 
this study used primarily qualitative interviews with 13 children and young people and 29 parents and 
carers, in 26 families between 2020-23. Of these, 17 families participated in a longitudinal 
component of the study consisting of repeat interviews over a one-year period. The research also 
collected and analysed new administrative data from the Home Office to provide insights into the 
population of children and families receiving Asylum Support.

The findings show that Asylum Support exposes children and young people to a “survival-only” 
regime, resulting in persistent low income and severe material deprivation. At the end of 2022, there 
were 15,513 children receiving Asylum Support. At the end of 2022, families with children receiving 
Section 95 support – the main form of Asylum Support – had spent on average three years and 
three months (3.24 years) receiving this support, and a fifth (20 per cent) of families had been on this 
support for five years or more. The length of time that families with children had spent on this 
support had increased by 11 months from the end of 20173. A family of four with two children would 
have received £163.40 in 2022, based on a ‘flat rate’ of £40.85 per person per week. This is the 
equivalent of 19 per cent of median income for a family of that size at that time. 

Families staying in asylum accommodation usually have utility bills covered and furniture provided, 
giving critical protections and resources to newly arrived families. Nevertheless, as families usually 
arrive with very few personal belongings and have no way of earning, these levels of subsistence 
place families well below the poverty threshold; a family of four in 2022 would have been £366.41 
below the relative poverty threshold. 

Through 74 interviews, family participants spoke in detail about how they were unable to consistently 
meet their essential living needs and the needs that both young people and parents think are 
important for children’s development, education, integration and social participation. Children’s ability 
to participate in education and socialise with their peers was particularly affected. In addition to deep 
poverty, family participants spoke about the multiple disadvantages they faced as asylum seekers. 
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This included being barred from holding bank accounts, unable to access disability-related support 
and other passported benefits aimed at low-income households, and facing language and cultural 
barriers. Some also experienced racist abuse, bullying and violence within schools, in their 
accommodation and in the community as well as racist treatment from professionals 

Employment restrictions targeting asylum-seeking adults, nonetheless, affect young people by 
limiting household resources, damaging parental mental health, and restricting training and 
employment for young people themselves. Over time, families find constructive ways to adapt to 
their circumstances but also experience accumulating harm from prolonged poverty, severe 
deprivation and asylum liminality. While poverty is debilitating for anyone, it is particularly damaging 
during childhood – a formative period when children gain a sense of self and of their place in the 
world, alongside important skills. 

The study argues that this inequality, which was created through the separation of support 
infrastructure and developed over time to be intentionally unequal, leads to an experience of a 
“differentiated childhood” 4. By continuing to exclude families from mainstream mechanisms aimed 
at tackling poverty and closing disadvantage gaps, immigration and asylum policies override 
children’s welfare rights in the name of deterrence and political positioning. This leaves young 
people, many of whom ultimately settle and remain in the UK in the long run, marginalised, 
stigmatised, unequal to their peers, excluded from social participation and vital developmental 
opportunities, with grave consequences for their emotional and relational wellbeing as well as their 
future life chances. 
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The persistence of poverty across generations: 
What explains the transmission of poverty risks?
Irene Bucelli and Abigail McKnight

Children living in poor families are more likely to be poor in later life. In this article, Irene Bucelli 
and Abigail McKnight present insights from their recent review of the mechanisms underpinning 
the intergenerational transmission of poverty. They find convincing evidence supporting the 
idea that a number of mechanisms – centred around family resources, family stress, aspirations 
and a correlation of multiple disadvantages – interact and increase risks of poverty 
transmission, while others – despite popular policy narratives – do not stand up to scrutiny.

Children living in poor families are more likely to be poor in later life. Even in countries with low 
poverty rates, such as Nordic countries, poverty risks persist across generations1. In the UK, there is 
evidence that the link between child poverty and adult poverty strengthened across generations as 
inequality and poverty rates increased 2, as did the penalties associated with child poverty such as 
risks of unemployment and low pay.3 Breaking intergenerational cycles of poverty is a challenge for 
all countries striving to eradicate poverty. Recent trends make the need to understand and tackle the 
intergenerational transmission of poverty most pressing, including the recent cost-of-living crisis 
which has exacerbated poverty risks among families with children, who have higher consumption 
needs and spend a greater proportion of income on essentials.4

The review of the literature on the intergenerational transmission of poverty identified seven key 
mechanisms falling within five broad models. Table 1 summarises the findings for each mechanism 
based on an assessment of the evidence base.

Table 1

MECHANISM EVIDENCE ASSESSMENT

Certainty Strength Coverage

Family investment model High High High/Medium

Family stress model High High High/Medium

Correlated disadvantages model High/Medium High High

Socio-cultural 
models

Culture of poverty Low Low Low

Aspiration traps High Medium High

Genetic and 
biological models

Inherited natural differences Low Low/Medium High

Epigenetic transmission Low/Medium Low/Medium High
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1  High levels of certainty and strong, widespread effects 
The family investment model and the family stress model are the two most widely recognised 
mechanisms in the intergenerational transmission of poverty literature and rest on a strong evidence 
base. The first refers to the lack of resources such as time and money that limit parents’ opportunities 
to invest in goods and activities that children need in order to thrive; the second refers to the 
psychological distress resulting from poverty and economic hardship that negatively impacts both 
parents and children. Both mechanisms are shown to impact particularly cognitive and non-
cognitive skills development, physical and mental health and educational attainment. There is good 
evidence that the impact of family financial resources on children’s outcomes is likely to be causal, 
while the family stress model affects parenting behaviours as well as children’s own behaviour, 
including during adolescence, but also later, influencing future parenting behaviour. 

2  High levels of certainty and significant, complementary effects 
An extensive literature in psychology, sociology and economics supports the idea that poverty can 
affect children’s motivations, aspirations, attitudes and behaviours and this can result in ‘aspiration 
traps’ that can in turn contribute to poverty persistence. This mechanism is distinct and 
complementary to the others explored, as aspirations are not the sole determinant of people’s 
outcomes and perverse effects can emerge if aspirations do not match effective opportunities.

3  Convincing evidence and strong effects, especially among some  
    particularly disadvantaged groups 
The correlated disadvantages model refers to the idea that individuals experiencing economic 
hardship are also more likely to face disadvantages across a number of other dimensions (such as 
health, education, living environment, social capital), and that the interplay and accumulation of these 
different disadvantages explains why risks of poverty persist across generations. Certain groups of 
children (such as Roma, Gypsy and Traveller children and young carers) are more likely to experience 
a greater number of overlapping disadvantages, augmenting risks of poverty persistence and 
transmission. However, it can be difficult in practice to identify and measure the effects of all potential 
correlated disadvantages in relation to the intergenerational transmission of poverty and the literature 
displays some lack of clarity about how this phenomenon should be understood and measured.

4  Emerging evidence, suggestive of a specific complementary role 
Recent years have witnessed a growing body of research exploring epigenetic transmission, which 
envisages a biological pathway by which environmental risk factors and adverse experiences 
(including poverty) may impact not just the individual and the individual’s children but also their children’s 
children. This process can entrench health disparities which in turn can affect prospects for future 
generations. Evidence on the relationship between epigenetics and poverty dynamics is not conclusive 
but points to the interaction of a biological component, not isolated but actually deeply related to the 
environment, with other mechanisms of the intergenerational transmission of poverty. 

5  Weak evidence, despite influential narratives 
Weak evidence was found supporting two explanations that historically have had great resonance  
in the policy discourse. One is the idea that inherited natural differences – such as intelligence or 
personality traits – shape life-chances and hence poverty risks. Influential since the end of the  
19th century, this idea was revived by research on cognitive abilities at the end of the 1990s and the 
beginning of the 2000s. It is hard to establish causation and the interplay with the environment,  
while some evidence suggests that returns to genetic endowments may be stronger in more advantaged 
households rather than in disadvantaged ones. The review also found weak support for what is a 
dominant policy narrative in Anglophone countries, that of a culture of poverty or welfare dependency. 
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Evidence supporting the theory is weak, and the idea of a disconnection from mainstream societal 
values among the poor widely dismissed as a myth. In fact, there is evidence that phenomena 
central to this type of explanation, such as intergenerational worklessness, are less prevalent in 
countries with more generous welfare states.

Overall, the picture that results from this review is one that identifies a number of key mechanisms 
underpinning the integenerational transmission of poverty but also underscores their complexity.  
A number of the mechanisms may interact or work simultaneously in shaping children’s outcomes, 
and there is evidence that some mechanisms may be most relevant at different life stages and bear 
on different outcomes. The review also emphasised that these relationships are not deterministic; 
risks are elevated but by no means do all children growing up in poverty experience poverty in their 
adult lives and this also holds for the individual mechanisms. 

Ultimately, the actual “mix” of the most relevant mechanisms explaining the intergenerational 
transmission of poverty in a given country is likely to vary.  At the same time, the saliency of the 
different mechanisms can change across time. Ultimately, what this shows is that policy matters 
and that the policy context shapes the vulnerability to different mechanisms underpinning the 
intergenerational transmission of poverty. Eradicating (or at least reducing) poverty remains the key 
policy priority relevant to all the mechanisms.
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LSE Housing and Communities 2024 Overview
Anne Power, Bert Provan, Ellie Benton, Laura Lane and Jessica Horne Rowan

In 2024, LSE Housing and Communities continued to carry out research highlighting the 
experiences of low-income and marginalised communities. Research projects have explored 
overcrowding; sustainability; and cooperative approaches to tenant-landlord relationships. The 
team have published research into underoccupation in London and young people’s experiences 
of local authority homelessness services.

Mitigating the harms of overcrowding in Newham

Since 2023, LSE Housing and Communities (LSE Housing) has been working with Newham Council 
on research into overcrowding in the London Borough (LB), and how the worst harms of 
overcrowding can be mitigated. This research largely focuses on the experiences of families with 
dependent children living in overcrowded homes. Through qualitative research with 17 overcrowded 
households; a policy review of existing LB of Newham programmes and activities; and an 
examination of wider research, LSE Housing was able to develop recommendations for how the 
Council can best target its mitigation efforts, to reduce the educational, social, and health harms of 
overcrowding. These options were developed further in a coproduction workshop with key Council 
departments and community stakeholders, to ensure their viability and practicality. The report and 
recommended mitigation actions was published in early 2025. 

Young people’s experiences of homelessness services in London

In April 2024, LSE Housing published a report into young people’s experiences of local authority 
homelessness services in London. To carry out this research, LSE Housing partnered with the New 
Horizon Youth Centre, a youth homelessness charity based in Kings Cross. A number of young 
people using New Horizon’s services were interviewed to understand their experiences of engaging 
with local authority homeless services. The research uncovered evidence that many young people 
did not feel listened to when approaching local authorities for help; they were often asked to provide 
impossible “proof” of their situation to receive help; and that support, when offered, was inconsistent 
and could vary massively. A key finding was that many young people were disappointed and 
frustrated that formal support designed to help children ended, often overnight, when they turned 18 
years old, and they were then expected to navigate confusing adult services without support. 

https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport156.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/CASE/_NEW/PUBLICATIONS/abstract/?index=10830
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/CASE/_NEW/PUBLICATIONS/abstract/?index=10830
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LSE Housing developed a series of recommendations alongside the research, including for a specific 
chapter on youth homelessness to be added to the Homeless Code of Guidance; the development of a 
pan-London website for young people, setting out the rights and the options available to them if they 
become, or are threatened with, homelessness; and for more age-appropriate accommodation for 
young people. Building on the research, the team organised a panel event at the LSE in November 
2024 as part of the ESRC Festival of Social Science, bringing together expert speakers to explore the 
specific contexts of youth homelessness and discuss potential solutions. 

Underoccupation in London

In 2024, LSE Housing was awarded funding from STICERD to carry out initial data analysis of 
underoccupation in London. London faces a housing crisis, with one in 50 households in London 
living in temporary accommodation, including over 75,000 children; a 19 per cent rise in rough 
sleeping in 2023/24 compared to the previous year; and the price of private housing, either for sale 
or rent, out of reach for many people. On the other hand, London also has a huge amount of 
underoccupation. This study focuses primarily on households with 2 or more spare bedrooms. 
Using this metric, we found that 49 per cent of outright owners were underoccupying their homes, 
as were 29 per cent of households with a mortgage. The research identifies which geographic areas, 
tenures, household types and ethnic groups are most likely to under-occupy in the capital: 

•	 Over one-third of all White households in London are underoccupying by two or more spare 
bedrooms, compared to just 12 per cent of Black households; 

•	 Age is a significant contributing factor to underoccupation, 57 per cent of households where 
everyone is aged over 66 are underoccupying in London; 

•	 Lone parent families with dependent children are the least common household type to be 
underoccupying their homes, just 8 per cent; 

•	 Underoccupation is more common in outer London boroughs. Bromley and Bexley have the 
highest rates of under-occupation in the capital (48 per cent and 46 per cent); whilst Tower 
Hamlets has the lowest rate (9 per cent).

https://www.lse.ac.uk/lse-player?id=0ed036dc-7f23-442d-912e-9fdc6c665108
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/publications/abstract/?index=11233#:~:text=Ellie%20Benton&text=This%20research%20aims%20to%20act,most%20likely%20to%20under%2Doccupy.
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Ellie Benton’s report also looked at possible reasons for underoccupancy of homes, including the 
increase in second homes; the financialisation of housing, wherein investors buy property in London 
to sit empty for a number of years while it appreciates value, to be sold again as an investment 
several years later. The report also highlights the lack of suitable housing in local areas for older 
people to downsize to, close to family and essential services, as well as the burden on time and 
capacity for people to find a suitable home, deal with solicitors, organise their possessions, arrange 
the move, etc. In addition, the paper considers some possible solutions, including changes to pricing 
and taxation on space use; regulation on second homes; and a shift to more effective, space-saving 
housing tenures. 

Cooperation in Social Housing Commission 

In 2024, LSE Housing were chosen as the research partner for the Co-operation in Social Housing 
Commission. The Commission is exploring what happens when both residents and social housing 
providers work together to run their homes and communities. The Commission seeks to 
demonstrate new ways for providers and residents to work together that are transformative, 
welcoming, supportive and capable of addressing critical issues for the sector. It will assess how 
cooperative principles and power-sharing can be embedded into traditional social housing 
structures, and support five pilot projects to test different models of co-operation over the next year.  

LSE Housing are evaluating the work of the Commission. In Phase 1, from September to December 
2024, this involved carrying out a literature and policy review about co-operation in social housing 
and identifying case studies to demonstrate the principles and practices that underpin this approach. 
The LSE Housing team interviewed key stakeholders working across the housing sector to 
understand the value and challenges of sharing power with residents, the different forms it can take, 
and the benefits and hurdles of working more cooperatively. The first report will set out key lessons 
and recommendations for the pilot projects and explore how these can apply to social housing more 
generally. It will be published in early March 2025, at the Commission’s launch event. Across 2025, 
the team will be evaluating the pilot projects, to understand how their approaches to power sharing 
and co-operation with residents works on the ground. 

Housing Plus Academy 

LSE Housing also continued to run the successful Housing Plus Academy programme in 2024. This 
included a one-day workshop held at the LSE for social housing residents, to explore the stigma of 
social housing; and a follow-up skills building workshop at Trafford Hall, home of the National 
Communities Resource Centre. Both events were supported by the Chartered Institute of Housing, 
and participants received a CPD certificate for attending and taking part in all activities. In September 
2024, LSE Housing partnered with the Carbon Coop to run a two-day Think Tank, bringing together 
retrofit practitioners, housing providers, contractors, and policymakers, to explore experiences of 
people-centred retrofit. The LSE Housing team will work with the Carbon Coop over the next year on 
further knowledge-exchange events as part of their Retrofit for All research programme. 

Further information

Anne Power is Head of LSE Housing and Communities and Emeritus Professor of Social Policy. 

Bert Provan is Senior Policy Fellow at the Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion. 

Laura Lane is a Policy Fellow.

Ellie Benton a Research Officer, and Jessica Horne Rowan the Research Manager for LSE Housing and Communities. 

https://www.traffordhall.com/housing-plus-academy/
https://carbon.coop/2024/10/housing-plus-academy-putting-people-at-the-heart-of-retrofit-approaches-in-social-housing/
https://carbon.coop/2024/10/housing-plus-academy-putting-people-at-the-heart-of-retrofit-approaches-in-social-housing/
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/publications/abstract/?index=11233#:~:text=Ellie%20Benton&text=This%20research%20aims%20to%20act,most%20likely%20to%20under%2Doccupy.
https://www.communityledhousing.london/cish-commission/#:~:text=The%20Co%2Doperation%20in%20Social,the%20sector%20is%20currently%20facing.
https://www.communityledhousing.london/cish-commission/#:~:text=The%20Co%2Doperation%20in%20Social,the%20sector%20is%20currently%20facing.
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Sustainable communities: Understanding economic, 
social, and environmental sustainability in  
low-income communities
Ellie Benton, Laura Lane and Jessica Horne Rowan

Sustainable Communities explores the impact of policies, interventions, and initiatives on the 
sustainability of low-income neighbourhoods in England. The research includes over 175 
in-depth interviews with residents and stakeholders, as well as quantitative data analysis, to 
understand changes in the neighbourhoods over time. Many of the areas had experienced 
regeneration in the last 10 years, with a shift towards private housing developments areas that 
were previously dominated by social housing. Residents have mixed views of economic 
regeneration in the neighbourhoods: some residents felt that private or owner-occupier housing 
was aspirational for young people from the local area; while others were critical of new housing, 
especially where it was unaffordable for local families, and perceived that housing for new, 
higher-income residents had been prioritised over maintenance of their own, older homes.

Since 2022, LSE Housing and Communities have been carrying out research in 10 low-income 
neighbourhoods across England, to uncover the characteristics, policies, and initiatives that help or 
hinder their economic, social and environmental sustainability. The research, the first phase of which 
is due to finish in May 2025, has involved interviewing over 175 residents and stakeholders living and 
working in the neighbourhoods, as well as a wider evidence and literature review, and an exploration 
of deprivation measures through the Index of Multiple Deprivation and Census data analysis. We 
wanted to find out how the areas have changed since an earlier CASE study of the areas that took 
place between 1998 and 2008; how they have responded to austerity and funding cuts; and what 
residents and stakeholders see as the main challenges and opportunities for the neighbourhoods. 

The neighbourhoods are in a mix of inner-city; outer city; and town/other areas, covering Margate; 
London; Birmingham; Nottingham; Sheffield; Leeds; Blackburn; Knowsley; Newcastle; and Redcar. 
The neighbourhoods themselves have been given pseudonyms, but are defined geographical 
locations within these wider areas, with natural or clear boundaries marking them out, such as 
roads, parks, or housing estates. 

Throughout 2024, the research team have carried out visits to the neighbourhoods, spending time 
with local residents and organisations, including food banks, community centres, arts organisations, 
housing associations, sports clubs, and play spaces, and familiarising themselves with the 
neighbourhoods. Semi-structured interviews asked residents and stakeholders to reflect on 
community assets and services, changes to the neighbourhood, the impact of Covid-19, 
regeneration, housing quality, employment and training, and opportunities for children and young 
people, amongst other topics. The team thematically analysed the findings from the interviews with 
residents and stakeholders, and will use these findings to inform a framework of ‘sustainability’ in 
low-income neighbourhoods. 

Here we reflect on how residents and stakeholders perceived new housing developments and 
regeneration of their neighbourhoods. 
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New Housing and Regeneration 

There has been significant housebuilding in all the “outer” neighbourhoods (Newcastle, Knowsley, 
Leeds) as well as one inner-city area (Newham) and one ‘town’ area (Blackburn), with a shift towards 
private housing developments in the neighbourhoods, in areas that were previously council-owned 
estates. Stakeholders and residents had mixed views about whether private housing developments 
had improved these areas. Some stakeholders saw the new housing as a positive change, creating 
mixed communities with more diverse populations, improving the appearance of the area, and 
boosting demand for local shops and businesses, increasing the long-term sustainability of the area. 
Some residents felt that the new, private or owner-occupier housing was aspirational for young 
people from the neighbourhood. 

  I think they’re probably putting more professionals in cause there’s a lot of shared 
ownership and mortgage houses going in, so hopefully that increases the aspirations of 
children and the funding and all sorts.   Resident, Leeds

  The new housing is good, because I hope lots of new things will come, like new 
businesses open here, and there are new jobs and opportunities for my children. I am 
very happy [neighbourhood] is improving.   Resident, Newham

However, others were critical, particularly where there was high demand for housing for local 
families and new housing was seen as unaffordable for local people. Some residents felt that new 
housing had been prioritised over maintenance of existing homes: 

  The new houses are [housing association] and people in the old ones are getting a 
bit naffed off because they are putting all this money into the new ones without 
maintaining the old ones. So that’s causing a friction.   Resident, Blackburn 

  I feel like the new housing breaks the community up a bit because it’s bringing new 
people in, but it’s also creating opportunities I suppose. But if they are building houses 
people can’t afford, are they for us or are they for other people?   Resident, Knowsley

Residents also raised concerns about a lack of necessary infrastructure to support the new 
population and increased demand on existing, strained services such as GPs and dentists. Many 
residents and stakeholders worried about the lack of opportunities and spaces for new residents to 
engage with the existing community. One stakeholder felt that gentrification of the low-income 
neighbourhood in Newham had led to a loosening of community cohesion and integration: 
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  That’s a big thing that happened, the tube opened in [neighbourhood], then land 
value grew, and that’s what led to the demolition of 1000 social homes and their 
replacement by tower blocks. The new people in the tower blocks are not low wage. 
They exist on the western fringe and their only communication with Newham is walking 
to the tube. They don’t integrate at all. That’s been within the last 10 years and the 
impact is yet to be seen.   Community Renewal Project Worker, Newham

In Redcar, large areas of housing were demolished in the late 2000s, but houses were never rebuilt 
due to the 2008 financial crash, leaving vast areas of empty space across the neighbourhood. One 
stakeholder told us that this has led to distrust and resentment from the local community: 

  I think the promise of regeneration was again… you know where a lot of maybe  
that resentment for authorities come in…  because regeneration was promised back in 
2006, 2007 and… it was just really pure timing, that it just didn’t happen because then, 
financially… it all kind of collapsed and then I feel like [neighbourhood] have almost been 
trying to claw their way back to just some level, but without any investment, without  
any regeneration. It’s been really difficult for communities. It’s almost like they’ve just 
been left.    Community Development Officer, Redcar 

A local housing association is now taking a different approach to regenerating one of the estates in 
the neighbourhood, renovating existing properties, and building new infill housing in empty spaces 
on the estate. The plans also include additional community and green spaces. Stakeholders and 
residents were positive about the planned regeneration, and hope this work will strengthen the 
existing community by providing more opportunities for them to come together, repopulating areas 
of the estate, and reducing vandalism and antisocial behaviour. 

Next Steps

This project gives a unique, and vast, range of information and data on the 10 areas. LSE Housing and 
Communities have been awarded additional funding to add two extra neighbourhoods to our study, 
bringing the total to 12, and to extend planned outputs. By May 2025, the team plan to produce two 
thematic reports, one from the stakeholder interviews, and another from the resident interviews, 
relating to the lived experience of low-income communities. By the end of 2025, the team will have 
written up our detailed findings for each neighbourhood, pulling together the qualitative research, 
quantitative data, historical and geographical contexts, and wider literature, as a series of Area Reports. 

Further information

LSE Housing and Communities have been working on the Sustainable 
Communities study since 2022, exploring the impact of policies, 
interventions, and initiatives on the sustainability of low-income 
neighbourhoods. LSE Housing researchers have carried out over 175 
in-depth interviews with residents and stakeholders, as well as quantitative 
data analysis, to understand changes in the neighbourhoods over time. 

The Sustainable Communities project was generously funded by LSE 
alumna, Maggie Mills. We want to thank Ruby Russell, who worked as the 
primary Research Assistant on the project from 2022-2024, for her 
invaluable contributions to the research. 

Ellie Benton is a Research Officer at LSE Housing and Communities. 

Laura Lane is a Policy Fellow at LSE Housing and Communities.

Jessica Horne Rowan is the LSE Housing and Communities  
Research Manager. 
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Experience of Working as a Paid Intern in CASE
Margaret Kayitale

Between April and July 2024, Margaret worked as a Graduate 
Intern: Policy Research Assistant. Here she describes some of 
the work she was involved in and her overall experience of 
working in CASE.

When I started my position at CASE in April 2024, I initially 
experienced apprehension about entering the professional sphere 
of academia and collaborating with specialists. Prior to this, I had 
been engaged in academic pursuits at the university level, having 
recently completed my BSc in Social Anthropology and MSc in 
International Social and Public Policy at the LSE. I was eager to 
secure a role that would enable me to apply the knowledge and skills acquired from my studies. 
However, this initial trepidation soon turned into excitement due to the exceptional research 
conducted at CASE, making it the perfect environment to achieve my objective of working towards 
well-informed solutions to address global matters.

My position as a Policy Research Assistant provided me with the opportunity to deepen my 
understanding of policymaking by exploring the role of social and public policies in preventing, 
mitigating and/or exacerbating social disadvantage. I worked closely with Abigail McKnight and Irene 
Bucelli on revising the Poverty and Inequality Policy Toolkit (2020), an innovative resource for 
analysts, academics and policymakers interested in identifying and examining policies which have a 
potential “double dividend” (reducing both poverty and inequality) in the UK. The Policy Toolkit is 
organised around key mechanisms which drive the relationship between poverty and inequality and 
covers 31 policies. For each policy, the Toolkit includes a review of evidence on effectiveness; 
practical concerns for policymakers such as public and political support; and costs to government.

I was responsible for evaluating the existing evidence base on potential mechanisms that can 
influence the relationship between income inequality and poverty, as well as investigating possible 
policy solutions and delivering an assessment that reflects current public support for such solutions. 
My tasks included analysing scholarly papers, government reports, and public opinion to update the 
assessments of 31 policies featured in the Toolkit. I undertook desk-based analysis, conducted 
comprehensive literature reviews, synthesized policy and political documents, and evaluated 
qualitative and quantitative data. Additionally, I assisted in drafting policy updates by identifying 
knowledge gaps regarding policy effectiveness, ranging from “improving and equalising school 
quality” to “increasing new affordable homes and the quality of social housing” and “combining 
adequate social protection entitlement with effective active labour market programmes”. These 
additions increased the Toolkit’s potential to influence party manifestos.

The collaborative nature of this role demonstrated to me that change is determined by relationships 
that represent diverse voices that proceed to form new common ground, ensuring better policymaking. 
In updating the Toolkit, it also became clear to me that such a tool can have the ability to assist others 
in reaching equitable decision-making processes and can help to build trust between political bodies 
and the wider community, especially those that have been systematically disenfranchised. At CASE, I 
was immersed in a forward-thinking, dynamic and diverse community, ensuring that the insights and 
contributions from research speak to and wholly reflect the societies which the Centre seeks to improve.
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In reflecting on social issues such as Brexit, COVID-19, and the current cost of living crisis, I have 
gained valuable insights into cross-sector policies and their impact on individuals’ daily lives. 
Moreover, I have come to understand the importance of considering public views and perceptions in 
the policymaking process to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the realities faced by many 
citizens.  

As a Graduate Intern at the Centre, I was also able to significantly enhance my technical 
understanding of social policies across various dimensions. I had the privilege of attending the CASE 
“Social Exclusion Seminars,” which introduced me to profound and stimulating research. The 
knowledge gained from such seminars enabled me to expand my understanding on topics such as 
child poverty, household income inequality, and mental health outcomes for example. 

My time at CASE was both enriching and inspiring, due to the presence of distinguished experts 
addressing major social issues, along with the support of a team of dedicated colleagues. My line 
manager and mentors continue to provide professional and moral support as I advance in my 
academic and career pursuits. 
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CASE Researchers: summary of current research

Irene Bucelli
In 2024, Irene Bucelli carried out a new project with Abigail McKnight for the Itla 
Children Foundation in Finland, reviewing the mechanisms underlying the 
intergenerational transmission of poverty. The work was presented in Helsinki in 
October and in Switzerland in November. The Review of the UK Material 
Deprivation Measures for Department for Work and Pensions, on which she 

worked alongside Abigail McKnight, Tania Burchardt and Eleni Karagiannaki, was published in April. 
She also started on the ESRC funded, Insecure Lives and the Policy Disconnect project, collaborating 
with Stuart Henderson at Ulster University and Anita Mangan at Bristol University. In her role as 
coordinator of the LSE Public Policy Review programme, she organised a symposium on 
Multidisciplinary approaches and policy innovation in Gender Research and managed the publication 
of issues on Changing labour markets and the future of social protection and AI and Data Science in 
Public Policy.

Ellie Benton
Ellie Benton works as a Research Officer for LSE Housing and Communities. This 
year she has continued work on the Sustainable Communities Project which 
explores how areas can become socially, economically, and environmentally 
sustainable. This is a longitudinal study exploring ten low-income neighbourhoods 
in England and how they have changed since 2010, exploring which policies and 

actions have made the biggest difference. Eleanor recently completed a piece of research exploring 
the experiences of ethnically diverse house leaders, and what can be done to improve representation. 
Eleanor has also completed research for the Commission of Co-operation in Social Housing – a 
group set up to explore how power sharing structures between tenants and landlords can be 
embedded into social housing organisations. She recently completed the final stage of the evaluation 
of the Four Million Homes Programme, a government funded training programme aimed at 
empowering social housing tenants to be able to hold their landlords to account and take an active 
role in how their homes are managed. She is in the process of completing a piece of research, 
alongside Joe Usher, looking at the how universities can better understand the issue of student 
homelessness, and how students can best be supported. Alongside her work with LSE Housing, 
Eleanor is working with LSE London carrying out an evaluation of Lincoln County Councils “Good 
Homes” intervention, which supports people to make adaptations to their homes.

Tania Burchardt
Tania Burchardt continued work with Liz Mann, Kate Summers and Michael 
Vaughan on how members of the general public describe and evaluate income 
and wealth inequalities, testing the difference between the discourse in one-to-
one interviews and in focus groups with heterogeneous membership. With Polly 
Vizard and Sophie Kedzior, she worked on the Children’s Information project led by 

the Rees Centre in Oxford, including on a review of frameworks that aim to capture children’s needs 
and outcomes. She also thought and wrote about refocusing the adult social care debate through 
the lens of social determinants, from the perspective of carers and people with care needs.
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Tammy Campbell
In 2024, Tammy continued her positions as Director for Early Years, Inequalities 
and Wellbeing at the Education Policy Institute, and Senior Visiting Fellow at 
CASE. She published research indicating a lack of evidence for the previous 
government’s contentions that “the introduction of the phonics screening check 
[means] more children are reading confidently and reaching their potential”. With 

Kerris Cooper, she continued a project examining the extent to which the Free School Meals (FSM) 
measure in the National Pupil Database (NPD) usefully represents “disadvantaged” children. 
Publications included an evidence review (What’s Cooking? A review of evidence and discussion on 
the Free School Meals (FSM) measure in the National Pupil Database) and several blogs. Tammy 
and Kerris also blogged in 2024 about the “Two Child Limit” and the probability that public support 
for this policy is based on lack of knowledge about its detail. 

Kerris Cooper
In 2024 Kerris continued to work with Tammy Campell on their Nuffield 
Foundation funded project What has free school meals measured and what are 
the implications? They published an evidence review exploring the evolution of the 
free school meals policy and the strengths and weaknesses of using free school 
meal registration as a measure of disadvantage. Kerris also worked on the 

second strand of the project using FOI data and conducting surveys with local authorities and 
Multi-Academy Trusts to understand more about their approach to registering students for free 
school meals and the implications of this for using free school meals as a measure of 
disadvantage. For a separate project, Kerris published a report funded by the KPMG Foundation on 
how to reduce food poverty for under-fives, based on a series of evidence reviews and expert 
interviews. As part of this project Kerris also held a roundtable event with key organisations 
focused on child poverty, food insecurity, early years and nutrition as well as multiple government 
departments including DWP, DfE and DHSC and local government.

Jakob Dirksen
This year, Jakob worked on his doctoral research, exploring how multidimensional 
measures of well-being and inequality can be extended to incorporate people’s 
values. Much of this is based on original data collection in the form of online 
surveys in the US, for which Jakob recently received additional funding from an 
Oxford University Press John Fell Fund Award and a Horowitz Foundation Award. 

He also received a KEI Grant for his work around policy recommendations for the G7 and G20 and 
co-authored a G7 policy brief on well-being and just transition. In addition, Jakob published a 
chapter on concepts and measures of development in the Companion for Development Studies and 
worked on forthcoming, co-authored chapters on multidimensional poverty for the Handbook on 
Geography and Poverty, the Handbook on Human Resources, Population, and Labour Economics, 
and the Oxford Handbook on Income Distribution and Economic Growth, respectively. Additionally, 
he co-authored a paper on poverty measurement for tuberculosis research forthcoming in BMC 
Global and Public Health, and taught classes at Leuphana University of Lüneburg. For his work with 
OPHI at the University of Oxford, Jakob hosted an international workshop on human rights and 
multidimensional poverty, taught at the summer school on multidimensional poverty, presented at 
conferences and international expert meetings, and worked with governments and international 
organisations around the world on the development of multidimensional poverty indices as official 
statistics and policy tools.

https://epi.org.uk/publications-and-research/what-can-quantitative-analyses-tell-us-about-the-national-impact-of-the-phonics-screening-check/
https://epi.org.uk/publications-and-research/whats-cooking-a-review-of-evidence-and-discussion-on-the-free-school-meals-fsm-measure-in-the-national-pupil-database/
https://epi.org.uk/publications-and-research/whats-cooking-a-review-of-evidence-and-discussion-on-the-free-school-meals-fsm-measure-in-the-national-pupil-database/
https://www.bera.ac.uk/blog/exploring-the-free-school-meals-measure-in-the-english-national-pupil-database
https://epi.org.uk/publications-and-research/the-two-child-limit-ill-conceived-inefficient-and-misunderstood-2/
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Daniel Edmiston
Daniel Edmiston continued work as a British Academy Wolfson Fellow on a project 
investigating the determinants, dynamics, and policy implications of deep poverty 
in the UK. Drawing on Understanding Society panel data and qualitative longitudinal 
ethnographic research, he examined the distinctive effects and trajectories of deep 
poverty, with a particular focus on health and well-being outcomes and the extent to 

which these are made visible in social research over time. In 2024, Daniel also began WHOCOUNTS –  
a five-year European Research Council-funded project – to re-examine poverty across Europe. The  
project aims to address noncoverage error in official poverty statistics and develop new approaches 
to distributional analysis, to better understand the prevalence and causes of poverty. Alongside this, 
Daniel has collaborated on papers from the UKRI-funded Welfare at a (Social) Distance project, 
focusing on welfare attitudes, benefit conditionality, and the lived experiences of benefit claimants.  

Ben Goodair
Ben recently joined CASE as a British Academy Postdoctoral Fellow. He is 
currently working on understanding the impacts of outsourcing of social care 
services in England. Last year Ben published research identifying the quality 
differences between for-profit, non-profit and council owned care homes and 
children’s homes. His recent work identifies the behaviours of for-profit, 

investment-owned, and foreign-owned care companies in where they locate their services and who 
they serve – and whether for-profit outsourcing has induced care inequalities. Ben will be 
examining the impacts of outsourcing from England’s NHS as part of his fellowship at CASE.

Ian Gough
Ian Gough completed his research project for the Leverhulme Emeritus Professorship 
on Valuing what Matters: From efficiency to sufficiency. Its fundamental goal was to 
“develop a clear alternative concept of value based on universal human needs” and 
to “apply this theory to distinguish essential from inessential labour, necessities 
from luxuries, and to identify a riches line”. Charlotte Rogers provided excellent 

research assistance. In addition to the publications noted in previous CASE reports, a revised 
version of a CASE Paper, with Professor Tunstall and Stefan Horn, was been published in 
Ecological Economics: Meeting housing needs within planetary boundaries: A UK case study.

Gough’s most notable impact, in April 2024, was as lead presenter to a high-level workshop on ‘The 
Social-Ecological Dimension of the European Green Deal’ (organised by CSO, CEE, LIEPP, OFCE) at 
Sciences Po, Paris. His pioneering work in initiating the concept and application of eco-social policy 
was warmly appreciated. He also presented at the University of Strasbourg among other universities.

Ludovica Gambaro
Ludovica has continued to work on the project Refugees from Ukraine in Germany 
at the (German) Federal Institute for Population Research, including the collection 
of new waves of data. In 2024 children and adolescents were surveyed for the 
first time, to better understand their participation in education and social activities 
and directly assess their wellbeing, with reporting planned for the first half of 

2025. Ludovica has also continued her collaboration with Kitty Stewart, finishing research on early 
education in England, and in particular on the decline, since 2010, of provision by the maintained 
sector. Going forward, Kitty and Ludovica are planning to build on their respective research to carry 
out a systematic comparison of the welfare support received by families with children in England 
and Germany.

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0921800924004075


54  
CASE Researchers

Aapo Hiilamo
Aapo is a Visiting Fellow at CASE and Research Scientist at Max Planck Institute 
for demographic research. In 2024, he published work on the role of social 
transfers in reducing the poverty risk for larger families (published in International 
journal of social welfare), child health and social service costs after entry into 
child poverty (in European Journal of Public Health) and inequalities in the 

socioeconomic consequences of health conditions (in American Journal of Epidemiology). His 
current research aims to apply demographic methods, such as multistate models, to provide better 
understanding of children’s out-of-home care journeys at the population level.

Ceri Hughes
Ceri spent 2024 working on papers from her PhD research examining the work 
expectations that are embedded in UK activation policies and how these interact 
with individual circumstances and labour market conditions. Her research involves 
qualitative interviews with working-age people who are subject to work-related 
conditionality and a quantitative strand that builds on previous research undertaken 

by Tania Burchardt on income-time capabilities. She will be submitting her PhD in 2025.

In 2024 Ceri published the first paper from her PhD in the Journal of Social Policy, titled  
Re-examining personalised conditionality: full-time obligations, partial adjustments and power 
asymmetries in the UK’s approach to work-related conditionality. Alongside her PhD research,  
she also published a briefing paper examining the soft regulation of good work standards with 
colleagues from the Work and Equalities Institute at the University of Manchester. She continues as 
co-founder and co-lead for the Social Policy Association’s Employment Policy Group and works 
part-time as a researcher at the Work and Equalities Institute.

Stephen Jenkins
Stephen Jenkins worked on two main topics. Topic 1 was the assessment of the 
statistical significance of income inequality differences, joint with Professor 
Nicolas Hérault (Bordeaux School of Economics). Because income distributions 
are heavy-tailed at the right-hand end, conventional inference methods are 
inappropriate. Using UK data for 42 years, we are applying recent proposals for 

improved inference to real-world data, and showing, for example, how also to take account of 
survey weights. Topic 2 is documentation of the volatility of employment earnings in the UK (joint 
with Mike Brewer and Nye Cominetti, Resolution Foundation). We are using newly available data 
from HMRC, and the first to examine high frequency volatility for the UK (monthly earnings from 
month to month). In the coming year, Stephen will continue to work on these topics and will also 
return to analysis of measurement errors (with Fernando Rios-Avila, Levy Institute). One application 
is to Austrian data on employment earnings (with Iva Tasseva, LSE, and Chris Bollinger, Kentucky). 
The other is to data on height and weight where linked information from respondents and expert 
measurers is available.
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Eleni Karagiannaki
Eleni worked with Professor Donald Hirsch to finalize a project (supported by 
supported by abrdn Financial Fairness Trust) on the financial squeeze and wider 
experiences facing households in the middle of the income distribution. She was 
also awarded a Fellowship under the British Academy’s Innovation Fellowship 
Scheme. The Fellowship (called The Challenge of Ethnic Wealth Inequalities: 

Building Understanding is a partnership with the Equality Trust). It aims to build a better 
understanding of how different ethnic groups have been able to build wealth while others have not 
and how this may have changed over time. In addition to analysis of household survey data as part 
of this project, Eleni is working in partnership with the Equality Trust to collect stories from 
disadvantaged ethnic minority groups in order to use the crucial evidence generated to engage in 
high-impact knowledge exchange. 

Eleni also undertook research on the extent and correlates of over-indebtedness and unmet debt 
advice needs among London households. This research was in partnership with StepChange (one 
of the largest UK debt advice agencies) and was funded under the ESRC Regional Innovation Fund. 
In partnership with StepChange, she is currently extending this work by undertaking an in-depth 
analysis of the extent and types of over-indebtedness and debt advice needs among ethnic 
minority groups and local area deprivation. This work is funded by the UKRI Creating Opportunities 
for Local Innovation fellowships scheme (COLIF). Finally, with Abigail McKnight, Tania Burchardt 
and Irene Bucelli, work on the material deprivation measures review (commissioned by the 
Department for Work and Pensions) was finalised.

Laura Lane
Laura worked on a number of LSE Housing and Communities projects, finalising 
work in Newham on mitigating harms from overcrowding as well as continuing 
research with residents in the Lancaster West Estate as the estate is refurbished. 
Laura also supported LSE Housing and Communities colleagues to commence 
work for Leadership 2025 exploring the experiences of ethnic minority staff and 

leaders in the social housing sector. Additionally, Laura worked alongside CASE colleagues (Becky 
Tunstall, Abigail McKnight, Irene Bucelli) and external colleagues on an ESRC funded project called 
Insecure lives. This research project aims to explore the prevalence, experience and effects of 
combinations of income, work, food, housing, health and care insecurities in the UK. Laura has 
worked alongside Professors Sally Pearse and Helen Lomax from Sheffield Hallam University on 
the qualitative strand of the work, interviewing residents in three case study areas in Sheffield, 
Milton Keynes and Mablethorpe. The final outputs from the research will be published in 2025.

Neil Lee
Neil Lee continued working on issues of innovation, inequality, and public policy. In 
2024, he published a book, Innovation for the Masses, with University of California 
Press (featured in the Financial Times as one of the “best new books in 
economics”) and he gave keynotes and invited talks in the US, Canada, Spain, 
Norway, and at several UK universities. He published a Social Market Foundation 

collection on Labour’s economic policy and was made a fellow of the Canadian Institute for 
Advanced Research (CIFAR). His current projects include a long term ESRC funded project 
developing new indicators of spatial inequality across the advanced world and research on mobile 
internet and household wealth in the Philippines, funded by the Asian Development Bank.

https://sites.google.com/view/regional-inequality/home
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Liz Mann
Liz Mann is ERSC Postdoctoral Fellow in CASE. Her Fellowship develops her 
doctoral research to focus on the gendered allocation of wealth, and the 
organisation of wealth within the household. Liz’s thesis, ‘Wealth Matters: a UK 
policy perspective’, completed in 2023 in the LSE Department of Social Policy and 
supported by the Leverhulme Trust, took a multi-method approach to consider 

wider issues related to wealth inequality and policy in the UK. Liz is an active participant in the 
Wealth, elites and tax justice research stream at the International Inequalities Institute (III) and is 
interested in the taxation of wealth and attitudes to economic inequality in the UK. In 2024, together 
with colleagues at the III, Liz co-authored the Why wealth inequality matters III report. Liz has 
previously contributed to the Wealth Tax Commission, co-authoring an evidence paper with Glen 
Loutzenhiser, later published in Fiscal Studies Liquidity issues: solutions for the asset rich, cash 
poor. Liz is a member and co-author of the Deliberating Inequality project team and is currently 
working on a follow up to the team’s earlier articleDeliberating Inequality: A Blueprint for Studying the 
Social Formation of Beliefs about Economic Inequality, which was awarded the 2022 Morton 
Deutsch Award for best article published in Social Justice Research. Liz is also a member of the 
advisory board for the Voices UK pilot project.

Abigail McKnight
Abigail, along with CASE colleagues Tania Burchardt, Irene Bucelli and Eleni 
Karagiannaki, finalised the review of UK material deprivation measures with the 
outcome published by the Department for Work and Pensions in March 2024. The 
DWP accepted the Review’s recommendations to revise the UK material 
deprivation measures and to make improvements to the collection of the 

underlying data and methodology used to derive material deprivation. Official estimates based on 
these revisions will be published in Spring 2025. Abigail and Irene completed a review for Itla 
Children’s Foundation on international evidence on the mechanisms underlying the 
intergenerational transmission of poverty. The final report was launched in Helsinki in October 2024 
at an international event attended by policy makers, practitioners, NGOs and academics. Abigail’s 
research during 2024 was mainly working on the ESRC funded project, led by Becky Tunstall, on 
Insecure Lives and the Policy Disconnect. Her contribution involves quantifying multiple insecurities.

Abigail Page
Abigail continues her ESRC funded PhD, using comparative case studies with an 
embedded participatory action research methodology to investigate the 
governance of food during the school day. Working with three secondary schools, 
the study explores how school governors in England conceptualise food 
insecurity within the context of their statutory duties for pupil health, wellbeing 

and learning. Abigail is using the capability approach to frame an examination of the relationship 
between governor conception and action and the capabilities of children at risk of food insecurity to 
access and eat nutritious food and to learn. Abigail also presented findings from her PhD at the 
Social Policy Association conference.  

Abigail collaborates with colleagues across academic, public, commercial and voluntary sectors on 
improving school food systems. In 2024 she supported co-ordination of multiple evaluations of the 
Mayor of London’s universal primary free school meals policy. Abigail co-chairs the School Food 
Working Group of the Devon Food Partnership, which brings together stakeholders across three 
local authority areas to promote and support school food system improvements.
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Ilona Pinter
In 2024, Ilona completed her PhD at CASE. Her thesis – entitled Living a 
Differentiated Childhood – examined children and parents’ experiences of the 
financial support that families receive through the UK’s asylum support system. 
The study utilised analysis of administrative data alongside data from longitudinal 
qualitative interviews with children and young people, and parents and carers, to 

explore families’ experiences of poverty and material deprivation, consequences for their emotional 
and social well-being, and how families’ experiences change or remain the same over time. In 
December, Ilona published a CASE working paper based on statistical analysis of Home Office data 
from her research and a summary of findings for general audiences translated into several 
community languages. Following her PhD submission, Ilona worked as a co-investigator on a 
London Councils commissioned participatory research project in partnership with colleagues at the 
University of Bedfordshire and the South London Refugee Association to examine the needs of 
unaccompanied asylum-seeking young people living in London. She also began a project on 
understanding child poverty in UK migrant households with Dr Tania Burchardt. She has continued 
to chair and expand the Migrant Poverty Data and Evidence Group – a knowledge exchange group 
of over 40 cross-sector professionals including academics working on related social policy issues.

Lucinda Platt
During 2024, Lucinda continued her work with the IFS Deaton Review of 
Inequalities. Specifically, 2024 saw the publication of the evidence volume for the 
Review, to which she contributed a commentary and two summaries. Work 
continued on the second volume, co-authored by panel members, which is 
expected to be finalised in 2025. She also continued her work as co-editor (with 

Markus Gangl, Javier Polavieja and Herman Van de Werfhorst) of the Oxford Handbook of 
Stratification. She commenced work on an ESRC-funded four-year programme on Economic 
opportunities across racial and ethnic groups in the United Kingdom, for which she is Co-
Investigator (with Imran Rasul as the Principal Investigator). She started new work on migrant 
selection (on which she is collaborating with Renee Luthra and Alessandro Ferrara); and developed 
a study of conflict-related migration in Ukraine. She advanced two research papers on child 
disability, one of which she presented to the National Statistics Inclusive Data Advisory Committee. 
These strands of work will continue in 2025.

Anne Power
In 2024, Anne Power was finalising her book, Beyond Bricks and Mortar for 
publication, which will be published in March 2025. Anne provided oversight and 
advice to the LSE Housing and Communities’ team, including on the Sustainable 
Communities project and the youth homelessness research. Anne worked on the 
Commission for Co-operation in Social Housing research project, which aims to 

evaluate how power sharing can take place between residents and social housing providers, to 
improve conditions in social housing. She will continue working on the pilot project’s evaluation for 
the Commission in 2025. Anne gave several talks in 2024, including at the Retrofitting Social 
Housing: Alternatives to Demolition exhibition at the Building Centre. Anne also sat on a number of 
Advisory Groups, including for Carbon Coop’s Retrofit for All programme and CCH’s 4 Million 
Homes tenant training programme. Anne wrote several blogs in 2024 for LSE’s British Politics and 
Policy, including on the lessons from the Grenfell Inquiry, and Labour’s housing plans.
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Bert Provan
In 2024 Bert undertook a major piece of research on the costs of Temporary 
Accommodation, alongside LES London colleagues. This was for MHCLG (as it 
became during the project) and included both a large quantitative survey of all 
English housing authorities, quantitative interviews and observation visits, and 
comparisons with financial returns for local authorities (which present their own 

problems in being not fully aligned with the homelessness data). Bert worked with Housing and 
Communities colleagues on a literature review around user voices about their experience of 
homelessness services and housing designed to meet their needs, for the Cabinet Office Equality 
Data and Analysis Division. He is now working with Housing and Communities, alongside LSE 
London colleagues, and with IPSOS, to produce a Rapid Evidence Assessment of literature around 
the new Part Four of the Domestic Abuse Act 2021 obligation on local authorities to provide 
accommodation and support to survivors of domestic abuse. This focuses on the best approaches 
to cost benefit analysis and approaches to meeting the new obligations. In addition, Bert continues 
to sit on the LSE Ethics Committee where for two periods of six months he was a temporary 
committee vice chair.

Jessica Horne Rowan
As Research Manager for LSE Housing and Communities, Jess continued to 
support the research activities of the team in 2024 and work on a number of 
funding bids. She supported the Housing Plus Academy events, working closely 
with Ellie Benton on the programming, recruitment, and facilitation of the 
workshops. Jess also contributed to research with the Commission for Co-

operation in Social Housing (due to be published in 2025). Jess was a panel speaker at the LSE 
Festival 2024, discussing the Sustainable Communities project and devolution’s impact on low-
income areas. Jess also supported Anne Power with finalising her book, Beyond Bricks and Mortar, 
for publication.

Ingrid Robeyns 
Ingrid Robeyns continued as a CASE Visiting Professor, having joined us in this 
capacity in 2023. In addition, she continued her appointment as a Professor of 
Ethics of Institutions at Utrecht University, where she is directing the Visions for 
the Future project. Ingrid has defended limitarianism, the view that it is better for 
societies, democracy, and the planet if no-one is excessively rich. In 2024 she 

published a book on the topic (Limitarianism: The Case Against Extreme Wealth. London: Allen 
Lane). Work also began with a consortium of civil society partners as well as scholars from CASE 
and the International Inequality Institute on an initiative to establish an Extreme Wealth Line, 
including seeking funding for research on the level at which it should be set.
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Kitty Stewart
Kitty Stewart continued research and dissemination on the Nuffield-funded Benefit 
Changes and Larger Families research project, which has examined the impact of 
the two-child limit and the benefit cap. New work this year with other members of 
the research team has focused on the benefit cap and housing, using both 
quantitative and qualitative methods to show the impossible situation capped 

households find themselves in in relation to housing. Kitty also started work on a new project on the 
impact of the Scottish Child Payment (SCP), funded by abrdn Financial Fairness Trust and led by 
Emma Tominey and Ruth Patrick at the University of York. The project will use mixed methods to 
look at the effects of the SCP on financial well-being and will include an England-Scotland 
comparison. Finally, she completed work on a paper with Ludovica Gambaro which draws attention 
to the decline in maintained sector nursery provision in England and the way this disproportionately 
impacts children in low-income households. Kitty is a member of the Child Poverty Analytical Expert 
Reference Group, convened by the Department for Work and Pensions to provide advice in relation 
to the government’s child poverty strategy. 

Tom Stephens
Tom was awarded his PhD in Social Policy at the LSE earlier this year, for a thesis 
entitled “Work and Wellbeing in Modern Britain: An Application of the Capability 
Approach.” He has also published a paper in Social Indicators Research on the 
topic, “What has happened to job quality in Britain? The effect of different 
weighting methods on labour market inequalities and changes using a UK Quality 

of Work (QoW) Index, 2012-2021”. He continued to teach as a Fellow in the LSE School of Public 
Policy, contributing to core Masters’ in Public Policy courses on “Public Management” and “Public 
Policy Applications.” Alongside this, he is currently undertaking a series of projects with the New 
Economics Foundation, Joseph Rowntree Foundation and a range of other funders on two strands 
of research: one on job quality and social security (particularly the impact welfare conditionality has 
on “good work”); and another modelling the effects of alternative systems of early years education 
and care in the UK on families with young children.

Kate Summers
Kate continued her British Academy Postdoctoral project, based in the Department 
of Methodology at the LSE. The project centres on developing qualitative methods 
to understand the experiences of working-age social security recipients who have 
a long-term health condition or disability. In November she co-organised a day 
workshop on “Critical Perspectives on Lived Experience in Social Security Policy 

Research” bringing together experts by experience, policymakers and researchers, with the aim of 
continuing collaborations and conversations in 2025. She also continues to collaborate with Liz 
Mann, Tania Burchardt and other colleagues on the Deliberating Inequality project, examining public 
attitudes and understandings of economic inequality using a focus group approach. In September 
2024, Kate began a year-long academic secondment to the In House Research Unit at the 
Department for Work and Pensions.
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Becky Tunstall
Becky Tunstall is Professor Emerita of Housing at the University of York and 
Visiting Professor at CASE. Her work focusses on social housing and the 
relationship between housing and inequality. Over the last year, she has been 
Principal Investigator on the Insecure Lives project, with CASE colleagues Abigail 
McKnight, Irene Bucelli and Laura Lane, and partner researchers from six other 

universities. This explores the prevalence and impact of the experience of multiple insecurities.

Polly Vizard
Polly Vizard worked with Sophie Kedzior and Tania Burchardt on the needs 
workstream of the Children’s Information Project, a large collaboration between 
Oxford University Rees Centre, University of Sussex, Research in Practice and 
Oldham, Rochdale, North Yorkshire and Hampshire local authorities which aims 
to improve the use of children’s information (data and voice) in local children’s 

services. In 2024 this work focussed on reviewing Children’s Needs and Outcomes Frameworks 
and assessing methods and approaches for capturing and embed children’s voices in Framework 
design, operationalisation and uses. Polly continued to develop research proposals focussing on 
administrative data research and presented findings at the National Statistician’s Inclusive Data 
Advisory Committee (NSIDAC).

Jane Waldfogel
Jane Waldfogel is a Visiting Professor at CASE and the Compton Foundation 
Centennial Professor for the Prevention of Children’s and Youth Problems at 
Columbia University School of Social Work. Her research focuses on analyses of 
poverty and social policy in New York City and the US, childcare and paid family 
and medical leave policies, and inequalities in child development and health. She 

is currently studying the wellbeing of young adults at age 22, using newly collected data from the 
Future of Families and Child Wellbeing Study, a national birth cohort which has been followed since 
birth. During the 2023/24 academic year, she was at CASE, working on a book about universal child 
allowances (Child Benefits: A Smart Investment for America’s Future, Russell Sage, 2025).

Moira Wallace
In 2024, Moira has mainly focused on disseminating to policymakers the key 
messages of her 2023 CASE research on trends in adolescent disadvantage. As 
part of that she has given talks on lessons from the success of the teenage 
pregnancy strategy (at NESTA), how to reduce school absence (as a CASE 
seminar), and how the next spending review can support prevention (at the 

Institute for Government). She has also joined the Independent Commission on Neighbourhoods, 
chaired by Baroness Hilary Armstrong, where she will be drawing on her experience of the last 
Labour government’s National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal.
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Refereed journal articles
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https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper232.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper236.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper236.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport153.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper234.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper234.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper234.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport154.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper233.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper233.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport151.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport151.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport152.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport152.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport152.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport155.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper235.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper235.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper235.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper237.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper237.pdf
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Publications: Most downloaded in 2024 (including all past publications)

Downloads Authors Title
Publication  
year

12,686 Lin Yang
The relationship between poverty and 
inequality: Concepts and measurement

2017

7,812 Abigail McKnight
Understanding the relationship between poverty, 
inequality and growth: a review of existing evidence

2019

3,467 Kerris Cooper, Kitty Stewart
Does Money Affect Children’s Outcomes?  
An update

2017

3,371 John Hills
Final report of the Hills Independent Fuel Poverty 
Review: Getting the Measure of Fuel Poverty

2012

3,031
John Hills, Ruth Lupton,  
Kitty Stewart, Polly Vizard

Labour’s Social Policy Record: Policy, Spending 
and Outcomes 1997-2010

2013

2,540 Howard Glennerster The post war welfare state: stages and disputes 2020

2,242
Ian Gough, Stefan Horn, 
Charlotte Rogers,  
Rebecca Tunstall

Fair decarbonisation of housing in the UK:  
A sufficiency approach

2024

2217 Anthony B. Atkinson
Wealth and Inheritance in Britain from 1896  
to the Present

2013

2,209
Polina Obolenskaya,  
Polly Vizard

Labour’s Record on Health (1997-2010) 2013

2,207 John Hills
Fuel Poverty: The problem and its 
measurement. Interim Report of the Fuel 
Poverty Review

2011

2,124
Polly Vizard and John Hills 
(eds) with SPDO research team

The Conservative Governments’ Record on 
Social Policy from May 2015 to pre-COVID  
2020: Policies, Spending and Outcomes

2021

2,003 Moira Wallace
Trends in Adolescent Disadvantage: Policy and 
Outcomes for Young People under Labour, the 
Coalition, and the Conservatives (1997 to 2019)

2023

https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper205.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper205.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper216.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper216.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper203.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper203.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport72.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport72.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spcc/rr01.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spcc/rr01.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/spdorn03.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper232.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper232.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper178.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cp/casepaper178.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spcc/wp02.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport69.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport69.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/cr/casereport69.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/SPDO_overview_paper.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/SPDO_overview_paper.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/SPDO_overview_paper.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/spdorp15.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/spdorp15.pdf
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/dps/case/spdo/spdorp15.pdf
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CASE events and seminars 2024 
Wednesday 24 January 
Effects of mental health status during adolescence  
on primary care costs in adulthood across three 
British cohorts
Derek King (LSE)

Wednesday 31 January 
Limitarianism: the case against extreme wealth

Professor Ingrid Robeyns (Utrecht University), Martin 
Sandbu (Financial Times), Professor Lea Ypi (LSE) 

Wednesday 7 February 
What can we learn about housing affordability from 
other English-speaking countries?
Aveek Bhattacharya (Social Market Foundation), 
Gideon Salutin (Social Market Foundation)

Wednesday 21 February
Ending Child Poverty: Why and How?

Kitty Stewart (CASE, LSE), Alison Garnham (Child 
Poverty Action Group), Alison McGovern (Labour MP 
for Wirral South and Shadow Minister for Work and 
Pensions)

Wednesday 6 March 
Fair decarbonisation of housing in the UK:  
A sufficiency approach

Ian Gough (CASE, LSE), Rebecca Tunstall (University of 
York), Charlotte Rogers (CASE, LSE), Stefan Horn (UCL)

Wednesday 20 March 
Dynamics of Very Deep Poverty

Isabel Taylor (Joseph Rowntree Foundation)

Wednesday 10 April 
The Review of the UK Material Deprivation Measures

Abigail McKnight (CASE, LSE), Lottie Devaney (DWP), 
joint with other members of the CASE team

Wednesday 22 May 
Many faces of housing inequality in Europe

Adam Czerniak (Warsaw School of Economics)

Wednesday 16 October 
School Absence: How to reduce it, and how not to

Moira Wallace (LSE), Anne Longfield  
(Centre for Young Lives)

Thursday 7 November 
Homelessness in London: Why youth homelessness 
needs its own solution

Tania Burchardt (CASE, LSE), Alicia Walker (Shelter), 
Ellie Benton (LSE Housing and Communities), Meghan 
Roach (New Horizon Youth Centre)

Wednesday 13 November 
How do women fare under the adult worker model? 
An analysis of individual poverty risks in the EU  
and the UK

Silvia Avram (Institute for Social & Economic Research, 
University of Essex)

Wednesday 27 November 
Growth dependency in the UK’s adult social  
care sector

Christine Corlet-Walker (University of Surrey)

Wednesday 4 December 
Towards socially inclusive environmental policy: 
concepts, insights and challenges

Lucie Middlemiss (University of Leeds

https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9394
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9394
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9396
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9396
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9397
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9397
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9397
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9398
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9398
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9595
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9595
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9641
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9641
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9640
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9640
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9655
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9655
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9655
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9938
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9938
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9938
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9938
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9939
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9939
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9939
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9916
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9916
https://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/_new/events/event/?index=9916
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CASE funders 2024 
External Funders

ESRC

British Academy

Nuffield Foundation

abrdn Financial Fairness Trust

London Councils

LSE Housing and Communities

Confederation of Cooperative Housing/MHCLG

Maggie Mills, LSE alumni, BSc Economics 1975

Co-operation in Social Housing Comission

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea

Leadership 2025

London Borough of Newham

New Horizon Youth Centre

Internal LSE Funding

Department of Social Policy

IAA-COLIF

Social Policy



The information in this report can be made available in alternative formats, on request. 

Please contact: CASE, +44 (0)20 7955 6679 or m.m.wasik@lse.ac.uk

The School seeks to ensure that people are treated equitably, regardless of age, disability, race, nationality, ethnic or 
national origin, gender, religion, sexual orientation or personal circumstances. Freedom of thought and expression is 
essential to the pursuit, advancement and dissemination of knowledge. LSE seeks to ensure that intellectual freedom 
and freedom of expression within the law is secured for all our members and those we invite to the School.

The Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion (CASE) is a multi-disciplinary research 
centre based at the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE), within 
the Suntory and Toyota International Centres for Economics and Related Disciplines 
(STICERD). Our focus is on exploration of different dimensions of social disadvantage,  
particularly from longitudinal and neighbourhood perspectives, and examination of  
the impact of public policy.

In addition to our Annual Report, we produce CASEbriefs, CASEpapers, and CASEreports.  
All these publications are available to download free from our website. 

For further information on the work of the Centre, please contact the Centre Manager, Marta Wasik, on:
Tel: +44 (0)20 7955 6679   Email: m.m.wasik@lse.ac.uk

The London School of Economics and Political Science
Houghton Street, London WC2A 2AE

sticerd.lse.ac.uk/CASE	
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