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Foreword from the Mayor 

The Newham Household Panel Survey (NHPS) has now been running for five years. This longitudinal 

survey continues to improve our understanding of how change is taking place year on year for 

individuals and households living in Newham.  

Newham is one of the most deprived boroughs nationally. It is also one of the most diverse and vibrant 

places in the country. It is going through rapid change. That is why we are committed to basing our 

policies on rigorous and up to date evidence. 

The findings from this survey, along with other information gathered from our work programmes, 

inform our policy responses to the multiple challenges faced by local people in their daily lives. We 

are committed to tackling poverty and deprivation in the borough, and to improve the overall well- 

being of our residents.  

There are now many programmes in place designed to address the complex disadvantages experienced 

by local people. One example is Workplace, a personalised service for residents wanting to get into 

employment. 

The survey acts as a monitoring tool to help us appraise the effects of our policies and programme 

interventions. As you will read in the report, life has been steadily getting better for many residents in 

the borough. More residents are telling us that they want to stay in Newham and they are reporting 

higher levels of satisfaction with their lives year on year. I am pleased they too are feeling the positive 

difference in their lives.

As always, I am grateful to all the respondents who have participated in the survey. 

I hope you will find this report as important and informative as I do. 

Sir Robin Wales 

Mayor of Newham 

Chair of Local Strategic Partnership 
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Introduction

The Newham Household Panel Survey (NHPS) is a longitudinal survey based in Newham. It has now 

completed five waves. The survey was set up to improve understanding of how change is taking place 

at the individual and at the household level over time, what causes these changes and what are their 

consequences, the impact on local people of the various policies and services to improve their quality 

of life and the nature of trends over time. As it is a longitudinal survey, most of the questions are 

repeated year on year. This allows detailed analysis of the same issues over time.  

The NHPS was modelled on the design of the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS). Comparative 

analyses are thus possible allowing exploration and understanding of any differences. The NHPS 

comprises a random address-based sample of approximately 1,000 households. A proportional random 

sample is added to the panel from new housing developments at each wave to maintain the 

representativeness of the panel. Every member of the panel household aged 16 years and over is 

eligible for interviewing. Since Wave 2, young people aged 11 – 15 years in the panel households 

have been invited to complete a self-completion questionnaire.   

The methodology involves following individuals across waves as long as they live in Newham. This 

enables tracking of change for individuals over time and how household circumstances for individuals 

change. Year on year contact with panel members is challenging. There are many reasons why panel 

members’ continuous participation may be lost, including: their move from the address and not 

leaving behind contact details, lack of continued interest, uncertainty of the value of the survey when 

they expect quick changes in the borough in response to the information they give, time commitment 

of a demanding nature for taking part in the survey and simple refusal. The move of an existing panel 

household or members from an address can also mean that new households at the same address may 

refuse to take part. This means attrition and response rates vary. The characteristics of panel members 

are provided in the appendix. The overall response rate to the survey has been around 65% at each 

wave. It was 59%1 at Wave 5.  Data for Wave 5 were collected by Ipsos-MORI.  

The findings of Wave 5 are presented in the same format as in the Wave 4 Report, namely in a single 

report (which was a departure from how the findings of the previous three waves were reported, 

thematically in five separate reports for each wave). Wave 5 key findings, though extremely 

comprehensive, are presented in this report. A one document approach for the presentation of the vast 

                                                          
1 Whilst this is lower than previous waves it is reflective of the approach used to boost the longitudinal sample. 

At Wave 5, rather than only using a pool of newly drawn addresses to maintain the sample size, interviewers 

returned to addresses that had previously been used in Waves 1, 2 and 3. Although this had the effect of boosting 

the longitudinal sample, it also had a detrimental effect on the overall response rate.
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amount of information from the panel survey hopefully allows readers to make links across different 

issues that affect local people. It is important to view issues holistically as they impact on residents. It 

can also contribute to strategic thinking on how best to address the multiple disadvantages that many 

Newham residents experience.  

The report provides relevant longitudinal analyses. Longitudinal analyses have been carried out on 

data gathered from respondents who participated in Wave 5 and at least two other waves ranging from 

Wave 1 to Wave 4. Due to the nature of diversity in the borough, there is interest in and a requirement 

to understand and report on the different experiences of the diverse social groups. Analyses by various 

social or other groupings (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity, disability, Community Forum) have been 

provided throughout the report. It should however be noted at the outset that sometimes the number of 

respondents in each group can be small. Every effort has been made to highlight this and where this is 

the case, results should be interpreted with caution and seen as indicative. 

Comparisons with London and Britain are based on data analysed from Wave 15 of the British 

Household Panel Survey (BHPS). It is the latest data set available from the BHPS collected in 

2005/06. The NHPS Wave 5 data were collected in 2007/08.   

The report comprises eight chapters. Each chapter, except Chapter 8, provides 10 key findings at the 

beginning.

Chapter 1 examines income poverty. The rates of poverty of Newham residents are given and 

compared across the five NHPS waves, and with London and Britain. The chapter looks at movements 

into and out of poverty and the groups most affected by these movements. It reports on what poverty 

means to different individuals and groups and how they manage financially within their circumstances.   

Chapter 2 considers employment. It reports on the employment patterns of panel members across all 

waves in Newham and provides comparisons with London and Britain. It examines a selection of other 

aspects of their jobs including job aspirations and expectations, working hours, job satisfaction, 

participation in education and training and subject and location of training. It also looks at significant 

factors likely to affect getting into and staying in employment.  

Chapter 3 covers health. The chapter reports on self-reported health status of individuals across the 

five waves. It examines the number of health problems respondents experienced and the state of their 

mental health. It describes their BMI (Body Mass Index) and their healthy diet behaviours. It also 

reports on take up and cessation of smoking and patterns of alcohol consumption. 

2



Chapter 4 focuses on housing. It provides analysis of housing tenure and tenure change, housing 

rents, housing costs and satisfaction with housing. It also describes house buying affordability. It 

reports on the range of physical housing and environmental problems experienced by respondents and 

examines how they impact on households’ preferences and expectations to stay or move. 

Chapter 5 reports on the quality of life of respondents. It describes in detail attitudes to local 

neighbourhoods, measures of neighbourhood affiliation scores and of life satisfaction and analyses 

how these have changed over the course of the five waves of the survey. It examines respondents’ 

experiences of crime and anti-social behaviour and fears of crime. Rates of satisfaction with local 

services and how these have changed over waves are also provided. 

Chapter 6 describes respondents’ social capital, social participation and experiences of 

discrimination.  It reports on levels of civic engagement. It examines respondents’ participation in 

organisations, leisure activities and physical activity. It looks at their interest in politics. It also 

examines experiences of discrimination including by age, sex, race, disability and English language 

accent.

Chapter 7 concentrates on young people. It explores self-esteem, happiness with life, friendships, 

and relationships with parents of the 11-15 year olds who completed the self-completed questionnaire 

in the survey. It compares these results with those of previous waves and with Britain. It looks at 

attitudes to school and future aspirations in education. Membership of gangs and crews, engagement in 

anti-social behaviour and fear of crime are examined. Young people’s attitudes to diet and exercise are 

also reported.

Chapter 8 draws the conclusions. They are based on the analyses provided in the chapters above to 

highlight key issues and their inter-relatedness. The different themes covered in the report are 

examined to provide a fuller story if that is ever possible. 

Many of the findings from Waves 1 to 4 reports are covered in this report. This report is available 

electronically from the website www.newham.info. All previous reports and questionnaires from all 

five waves are also available on the same website.  
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Chapter 1           Income Poverty  

10 Key Findings 

In Newham, the median household income (after housing costs) rose by 7.7% compared 

with 4.5 % in Britain. Nevertheless the median income in Newham is still less than that 

in both London and Britain. 

At Wave 5 the poverty rate (after housing costs) in Newham was 45.2%; in Britain the 

rate was 20.3% and in London it was 22.1%. The rate of poverty (after housing costs) 

among the cross-sectional sample has fallen slightly between Waves 4 and 5 while the 

comparable rate in London has increased. 

The poverty rate amongst the longitudinal sample (those who participated in Wave 5 and 

at least 2 other waves) has risen slightly from 38.6% at Wave 4 to 38.7% at Wave 5. 

New household entrants to the panel had higher poverty rates than existing panel 

members; 33.5% of existing panel households were in poverty compared with 48.8% 

amongst the new sample/new build addresses. 

Poverty intensity in Newham is easing, however in London the proportions in intense 

and severe poverty have increased slightly. 

Of those adults living in poverty at Wave 4, 44% have moved out of poverty; amongst 

children 30% have moved out of poverty. 

Households with children experience higher levels of poverty churn than households 

without children. Lone parent households (with both dependent and non-dependent 

children) are the most likely to experience poverty churn and lone parents with 

dependent children have the highest levels of persistent poverty. 

Respondents in Newham continued to appear more uncertain about their financial future 

when compared with Britain. 

The proportion who said they would use credit cards to deal with unforeseen expenses 

has fallen from a high of 15% in Wave 2 to a low of 8% in Wave 5. 

There was a small but steady increase in the proportion of people who say they cannot 

afford to keep their home adequately warm; the figure in Newham for Wave 5 is 6 times 

higher than the comparable figure for Britain. 
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This chapter describes the rate of income poverty in Newham among the cross-sectional1 and the 

longitudinal2 samples and compares it with London and national samples. It examines income poverty 

rates before and after housing costs, and the intensity of poverty. It reports on poverty transitions 

among different groups. In addition this chapter looks at non-income types of poverty. 

Income levels 

Income in this section is defined as household income. Household income is the sum of all incomes 

received by all members of the household from all sources (including employment, benefits and 

investments). Household income is ‘equivalised’ to take into account different household sizes and 

structures. Within both the BHPS and the NHPS income was equivalised using the McClements 

equivalisation scales.3  Throughout, unless stated otherwise, the income referred to is ‘after housing 

costs’ (AHC) equivalised income. This is due to problems with accurately recording the ‘before 

housing costs’ income in some households who are in receipt of housing benefit. The misreporting of 

housing benefit by these households has the effect of artificially inflating the before housing costs 

income.

The monthly median4 household income in Newham before housing costs has been increasing year on 

year since Wave 1 as shown in Table 1. At Wave 5 the median household income before housing costs 

(BHC) was £1,488 among the cross-sectional sample and £1,567 among the longitudinal sample. After 

housing costs5 the median household incomes were £1,191 and £1,370 respectively at Wave 5. The 

comparative median incomes at the national level are shown in Table 2. The median household 

income at all comparative waves nationally continued to be higher than in Newham; between Wave 4 

and  Wave 5, the median household income (AHC) in Newham rose by 7.7% compared with 4.5 % in 

Britain.

Table 2 below also provides income at the poverty line. The poverty line is defined as 60% of the 

national median household equivalised income figure (as taken from the British Household Panel 

Survey). The comparative figures for Wave 5 were: £1,223 before housing costs and £1,105 after 

housing costs. The poverty rates in Newham, before and after housing costs, for the whole enumerated 

sample6 and for children only across the five waves are shown in Table 3.   

1 The cross-sectional sample refers to all respondents interviewed at any wave regardless of whether or not they 

were interviewed in any previous waves. 
2 The longitudinal sample refers to respondents who participated in Wave 5 and at least 2 other waves; the partial 

longitudinal sample refers only to respondents who participated in Wave 4 and 5. 
3 Further details are in the Methodological Appendix. 
4 The median income is the mid point income figure taken from all incomes. 
5 Housing costs refers to net rent or mortgage payments only. 
6 Enumerated individuals refer to all members of the household regardless of whether or not they were 

interviewed.
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The rate of poverty among the cross-sectional sample has fallen slightly between Waves 4 and 5. 

When housing costs are removed, the proportion of people in poverty was 45.3% amongst the cross- 

sectional sample and 38.7% amongst the longitudinal sample. This represents a slight increase in the 

longitudinal poverty rate.  

The pattern is slightly different among children. Between Waves 4 and 5 there was a 1.3 percentage 

point increase in poverty after housing costs amongst all children, and an increase of 6.8 percentage 

points among the longitudinal children sample. Although this could be viewed as discouraging the 

poverty rate among longitudinal children is still lower than at Waves 1, 2 or 3. A closer examination of 

the households involved shows  a large number of new parents where the mother is not working and 

not receiving maternity benefit; it is unknown if the mother is taking an extended unpaid maternity 

leave or has decided not to return to work until the children are older. The findings continue to 

demonstrate that people who have stayed in Newham throughout the five years of the NHPS have 

experienced an improvement in their poverty conditions. 

Table 3 Poverty rates, Newham Waves 1 to 5  

Cross-sectional 

samples

(%) 

Longitudinal 

Samples

 (%) 

Children – 

Cross-sectional 

samples

 (%) 

Children-

Longitudinal 

samples

 (%) 

Before Housing Costs 

Wave 1 42.7 40.7 51.9 51.2 

Wave 2 40.5 38.5 51.8 49.3 

Wave 3 41.6 42.5 46.5 52.6 

    Wave 4 40.7 35.8 51.5 41.5 

    Wave 5 34.8* 33.9 42.1 41.8 

After Housing Costs 

Wave 1 48.8 46.1 58.9 58.2 

Wave 2 44.8 43.4 55.9 55.5 

Wave 3 44.4 44.8 50.4 54.6 

Wave 4 47.4 38.6 54.4 41.9 

Wave 5 45.3 38.7 55.7 48.7 

Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals 
*Please refer to previous comment regarding potential problems with the before housing costs income 

Comparisons of poverty rates across Newham, London and Britain are shown in Table 4 and Figure 1. 

Even though the AHC poverty rate in Newham has fallen, it is still more than double the rate in 

London and nationally. However, whilst the AHC poverty rate fell nationally between Waves 14 and 

15 of the BHPS, in London it increased.
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Table 4 Cross-sectional poverty rates, BHPS Waves 11 to 15 and NHPS Waves 1 to 5 

Newham

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Before Housing Costs 

Wave 11/1 42.7 21.6 21.2 

Wave 12/2 40.5 22.1 22.0 

Wave 13/3 41.6 23.1 21.5 

    Wave 14/4 40.7 19.3 20.4 

    Wave 15/5 34.7 21.8 20.5 

After Housing Costs 

Wave 11/1 48.8 15.6 16.4 

Wave 12/2 44.8 24.8 21.4 

Wave 13/3 44.4 24.1 21.3 

Wave 14/4 47.4 20.5 21.1 

Wave 15/5 45.3 22.1 20.3 

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Enumerated Individuals 

Figure 1 Poverty rates After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 and London and Britain 

Waves 11 to 15 

48.8%

15.6% 16.4%

44.8%
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Source: NHPS, BHPS, Enumerated Individuals

The poverty rates of the new entrants to the survey were examined and the results are presented in 

Table 5. As can be seen ‘new’ households have much higher poverty levels. The households are ‘new’ 

because either the household has moved into a previous sample address or the address is a ‘new build’ 

property, or a newly drawn addition to the sample (most likely a ‘new build’ property when compared 
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with the original Wave 1 sample). A ‘new’ entrant is not necessarily ‘new’ to Newham, they may have 

lived in Newham for sometime and only just moved into a sampled address. 

Table 5 Income position by new entrant status, After Housing Costs, Newham Wave 5 

Below

poverty line 

(%) 

Above poverty line, 

below national 

median (%) 

Above 

national 

median

(%) Number

Longitudinal respondents 38.1 30.0 31.9 1290 

Join previous wave household 33.3 24.2 42.4 99

Replace household at  previous address 63.7 22.9 13.4 201 
New sample/new build addresses 74.7 20.4 4.9 162 

Previously issued address 47.9 29.4 22.7 741 

Newham 45.3 28.4 26.3 2493 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 

When poverty rates are examined before housing costs, the difference appears to be less marked as 

shown in Table 6. It would appear then that the replacement households and the new build/new sample 

households are facing higher housing costs. Further investigation into the housing tenure of the 

replacement households shows that two thirds (67%) of the new households at previous addresses are 

private renters suggesting that it is the level of rents that is pushing a high proportion of replacement 

households into poverty. The distribution amongst the new build/new sample addresses is more even 

and favours no particular type of housing tenure.

Table 6 Income position by entrant status, Before Housing Costs, Newham Wave 5 

Below

poverty line 

(%) 

Above poverty 

line, below 

national median 

(%) 

Above 

national 

median (%) Number

Longitudinal respondents 33.5 32.2 34.3 1296 

Join previous wave household 15.2 41.4 43.4 99

Replace household at  previous address 32.3 46.3 21.4 201 

New sample/new build addresses 48.8 43.9 7.3 164 
Previously issued address 37.2 34.8 28.0 756 

Newham 34.8 35.2 30.0 2516 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals

Table 7 shows the poverty rates by ethnicity for the cross-sectional samples and the longitudinal 

sample over the five waves. There is considerable variation in poverty rates amongst different ethnic 

groups.
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Table 7 Cross sectional and longitudinal AHC poverty rates by ethnicity Waves 1 to 5  

Cross-sectional sample 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2

(%) 

Wave 3

(%) 

Wave 4

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

White British 37 34 39 37 33 

White Other7 48 46 39 57 46

Asian Indian 46 48 48 44 48

Asian Pakistani 61 54 53 45 59

Asian Bangladeshi 64 57 58 59 61

Asian Other8 50 51 41 49 41

Black African 59 50 47 53 54

Black Caribbean 45 29 37 41 22

Other9 37 46 39 43 51

Newham 49 45 44 47 45

Number 2584 2500 2551 2552 2427 

Longitudinal Sample 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2

(%) 

Wave 3

(%) 

Wave 4

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

White British 35 26 37 33 34 

White Other7 52 40 35 42 40

Asian Indian 44 57 48 37 39

Asian Pakistani 59 68 57 43 66

Asian Bangladeshi 63 61 70 46 48

Asian Other8 40 46 38 36 31

Black African 54 46 56 43 36

Black Caribbean 41 37 43 45 23

Other9 44 36 31 41 41

Newham 46 43 44 39 39

Number 1054 1034 1054 1019 947 

Source: NHPS (All enumerated individuals in cross sectional and longitudinal samples) 

The largest change in cross sectional poverty in terms of ethnic differences is amongst the Black 

Caribbean households. Both Black Caribbean and Asian Pakistani groups have previously experienced 

large fluctuations in poverty levels between waves. Wave 5 represents the lowest poverty rate across 

the waves for Black Caribbeans with the poverty rate falling to 22%, whereas for Asian Pakistanis the 

poverty rate increased to 59%. There was a large fall in the poverty rate of White Other.  

With regard to the longitudinal sample it is the Asian Pakistani group which has experienced the 

largest increase in AHC poverty rates whilst there have also been large falls in the poverty rates of the 

longitudinal Black Caribbean and Black African sample. 

                                                          
7 White Other includes Irish, European, East European and White Other. 
8 Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan, Chinese and Asian Other. 
9 Other includes Mixed race and other ethnic group. 
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It is possible to examine the poverty status of those Wave 4 sample members whom it was not possible 

to interview at Wave 5 (either because of refusal or non-contact), and ‘new entrants’ to the sample 

who joined at Wave 5. Amongst adult new entrants into the sample, it is the Asian Bangladeshi group 

that has the highest poverty level at 73% (Table 8), followed by Asian Pakistani (57%) and Black 

African and Other (both 55%).

As can be seen although there were a lot of Asian Bangladeshi entrants into the sample who were in 

poverty, there was also a sizeable proportion in poverty who left the sample (73% of the Asian 

Bangladeshis who joined the panel were in poverty and 71% of the Asian Bangladeshi who left the 

panel were in poverty). Amongst the Black Caribbean leavers, 54% were in poverty but only 34% of 

the Black Caribbean joiners were.  The differences in the poverty rates of the joiners and leavers can 

account for some, but not all, of the changes in poverty status amongst different ethnic groups. 

Table 8 Poverty rates of Wave 5 adult entrants by ethnicity 

Wave 5 

sample

Entrant

(%)

Total

Number
Wave 4 

Sample 

Leavers

(%)

Total

Number

White British 41 146 34 232 

White Other10 45 166 59 151 

Asian Indian 52 136 38 169 

Asian Pakistani 57 82 43 112 

Asian Bangladeshi 73 80 71 170 

Asian Other11 38 42 50 74

Black Caribbean 34 47 54 70

Black African 55 116 49 197 

Other12 55 33 61 57

Newham 50 848 49 1232 

Source: NHPS (Enumerated adult new entrants and leavers) 

Poverty intensity 

A single poverty line is convenient to quantify the proportion of people who can be classified as being 

in poverty or not being in poverty. However, this can also mask the intensity of poverty experienced. 

Previous waves have highlighted intensity of poverty as a key feature in Newham, that is to say, a 

significant proportion of households in poverty had incomes substantially below the poverty line. 

Table 9 provides these analyses for the full sample.

                                                          
10 White Other includes Irish, European, East European and White Other. 
11 Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan, Chinese and Asian Other. 
12 Other includes Mixed race and other ethnic group. 
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13

The proportion of people in intense poverty between Waves 4 and 5 has almost halved, falling from 

20.4% to 11.9%, however, it would seem as if these people have not managed to escape poverty itself. 

There has also been a small fall in the proportion of people with an income above the national median, 

this may be indicative of the impact of rising housing costs on total income. 

Table 9 Poverty intensity, After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 (Full sample)  

   Full samples                        

Wave 1

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Intense poverty < 30% national median 21.0 21.1 20.4 20.4 11.9 

Severe poverty 30-45% national median 13.9 10.5 11.6 13.1 17.1 

Below poverty line 45-60% national median 14.0 13.3 12.4 13.6 16.3 

Total below poverty line 47.4 44.9 44.4 47.1 45.3 

Just above poverty line 60-80% national median 11.7 15.1 14.9 15.5 17.0 

Below median 80-100% national median 9.7 7.5 11.1 9.7 11.4 

Above national median 29.8 32.5 29.6 27.7 26.3 

Total above poverty line 52.6 55.2 55.6 52.9 54.7 

Number 2894 2494 2533 2513 2493 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals 

Table 10 focuses on poverty intensity analysis of the longitudinal sample only, that is, individuals 

where information is available for at least three waves including Wave 5. In keeping with the full 

sample, the proportion in intense poverty has almost halved, falling from 14.1% to 7.2%, although 

there is no change in the total proportion living below the poverty line. The longitudinal sample has 

also seen a fall in the proportion of people with incomes above the national median. 

Table 10 Poverty intensity, After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 (Longitudinal sample)  

   Longitudinal Sample                        

Wave 1

(%) 

Wave 2

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Intense poverty < 30% national median 19.3 19.9 20.6 14.1 7.2 

Severe poverty 30-45% national median 12.7 7.7 10.1 11.1 12.7 

Below poverty line 45-60% national median 14.0 15.8 14.1 13.4 18.7 

Total below poverty line 46.0 43.4 44.8 38.6 38.6 

Just above poverty line 60-80% national median 13.2 17.0 15.4 16.7 18.8 

Below median 80-100% national median 11.2 6.9 10.5 11.7 12.1 

Above national median 29.6 32.7 29.3 33.0 30.4 

Total above poverty line 54 56.6 55.2 61.4 61.3 

Number 1029 1070 1091 1075 949 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals 

Note: The longitudinal sample consists of individuals present at Wave 5 and 2 other waves. 
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Comparison of poverty intensity after housing costs across the three regions, Newham, London and 

Britain, is shown in Table 11. London has seen increases in the proportions in both intense and severe 

poverty with the gap between London and Newham narrowing. Britain has witnessed a small increase 

in the numbers in intense poverty as well. Poverty intensity among children in Newham is shown in 

Table 12. The pattern is the same as that observed for the whole sample in Newham.

Poverty transitions

Poverty transition refers to flows into and out of poverty, a level of analysis that can only be 

conducted with panel data. Here the degree of poverty persistence is investigated, together with the 

identification of which groups experience more or less poverty persistence and which groups 

experience greater or lower levels of movement into and out of poverty.

Figure 2 shows the poverty transition rates between Waves 4 and 5 for adults and children. Of those 

adults who were living in poverty at Wave 4, 56% remained in the same situation at Wave 5; 27% 

moved above the poverty line but were below the national median income and 17% moved above the 

national median income level. These figures represent an improvement in people moving out of 

poverty compared with Waves 3 and 4. The majority of those who were above the national median 

income level also remained in that position a year later, whereas 29% moved below the median 

income level but were above the poverty line, and 11% moved into poverty. The most change was 

observed among the group below the national median level but above the poverty line. Of these, less 

than half (44%) remained in the same situation at Wave 4, 29% moved above the median income level 

and 26% moved into poverty.  

Figure 2 Adult and child poverty transition rates by initial poverty status, After Housing Costs 
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Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals 

Adults are those aged 17 and over; base population: 827 

Children are those aged 16 and under; base population: 384 
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The situation regarding children is similar, more children who lived in poverty at Wave 4 remained in 

that situation at Wave 5 than in previous waves (70% between Waves 4 and 5 compared with 65% for 

Waves 3 and 4). A higher proportion of children to adults lived in households which moved into 

poverty.  

In examining movements into and out of poverty it is important to also consider the intensity of 

poverty. Whereas Table 12 highlights the ‘snap shot’ position of poverty intensity in Newham and in 

London, and Figure 2 examines broad movements into and out of poverty, it is important to also 

consider the smaller movements. A household living in intense poverty would be living on a monthly 

equivalised income (after housing costs) of £553 a month (this would be for a couple with no 

children); a household living in severe poverty would be in receipt of an equivalised income (AHC) of 

between £553 and £829; the difference between these two cut off points is less than £10 a day. 

Table 13 Transitions in poverty intensity, Newham Wave 4 to Wave 5  

Wave 5 income group 

Wave 4 income group 

Intense

poverty

(%) 

Severe

poverty

(%) 

Below

poverty line 

(%) 

Just above 

poverty line 

(%) 

Below

median

(%) 

Above 

median

(%) 

Number

Intense poverty < 30% 

national median 
23 39 12 7 4 14 201 

Severe poverty 30-45% 

national median 
13 25 21 21 7 12 185 

Below poverty line  

45-60% national median 
-- 15 31 23 18 13 173 

Just above poverty line

60-80% national median 
-- 10 32 37 15 6 159 

Below median 80-100% 

national median 
-- 11 * 30 12 44 133 

Above national median * * 9 12 18 59 362 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) 1213 Enumerated Individuals 
Notes: (*) Cell size under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

As can be seen in Table 13, more people are improving their income than experiencing a fall. Between 

Waves 4 and 5, 37% managed to increase their income such that they moved one or more categories, 

an effect which was more noticeable in the poorer categories; for 36% of people there was no change 

in their poverty status. For the 27% of people whose income decreased enough to move them into a 

lower income bracket 45% did not move into poverty. 

As at Wave 4 the effect of poverty churn was considered. Drawing on complete household information 

across all five waves, household movements into and out of poverty were examined. At Wave 4, it was 

noted that more of Newham’s population was involved in poverty churn (repeated movements into and 

out of poverty) than in London. It was also noted that Newham had significantly more households 
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living in persistent poverty than Britain.13  Figure 3 examines changes in the poverty status of children 

and adults in households in the longitudinal sample.  Households with children experience higher 

levels of poverty churn than households without children. Indeed children seemed to be one of the key 

determinants of poverty. More adults lived in households which were classified as never poor 

compared with children. 

Figure 3 Poverty transitions adults and children, NHPS longitudinal sample 
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Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals.  

Adults are those aged 17 and over; NHPS base population: 767 
Children are those aged 16 and under; NHPS base population: 225 

Group differences in poverty 

At previous waves it has been noted that poverty transitions are likely to vary by different group 

characteristics; some groups may have a high level of movement into and out of poverty but low 

persistence of poverty, while another group may experience low movements into and out of poverty 

but high persistence of poverty. Poverty churn is examined below by different group characteristics for 

the longitudinal sample.  

As shown in Table 14, lone parent households (with both dependent and non-dependent children) are 

the most likely to experience poverty churn and lone parents with dependent children have the highest 

levels of persistent poverty. Single households (both elderly and non elderly and couples without 

children living with them) are more likely to have not experienced poverty over the five waves of the 

NHPS. The picture is less clear regarding households with non-dependent children. It is important to 

remember that there are different types of couple household with non-dependent children; they can 

either refer to parents in their 50s or older with a grown up child living with them or to a younger 

                                                          
13 It is not possible to account for poverty movements that occur outside the period around the interviews. As 

such it is likely that the amount of poverty churn has been underestimated. 
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couple with a child aged 18 who has left school and may or may not be working. It was also noted that 

households with at least one person working were significantly less likely to be in poverty (36% of 

households with at least one person working were in poverty at Wave 5 compared with 60% of 

households with no one working). 

Table 14 Household type by longitudinal poverty status 

Never 

poor

(%) 

Move out 

of poverty 

(%) 

Poverty

churn

(%) 

Move into 

poverty

(%) 

Persistent

poor

(%) 

Number

Single Non-Elderly 44 ** 28 15* ** 39

Single Elderly 43 24 19 ** ** 37

Couple: no children 45 17 17 6* 15 91

Couple: dependent children 25 16 30 16 13 368 

Couple: non- dependent 

children 50 8 30 5 7 148 
Lone par: dependent 

children 14 18 36 10 21 147 
Lone par: non- dependent 

children 11 25 33 18 13 63

Other Households 37 12 32 - 20 41

Newham 31 16 30 11 13 934 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 

NB 2+ unrelated households have been removed due to small number of cases present in the longitudinal file. 

Notes: (*) Cell size under 10 cases.  **Cell sizes less than 5 have been removed. Interpret with care. 

The way in which a household occupied its home continued to show different patterns of poverty 

transitions (Table 15). Households in owner occupied properties (either mortgaged or owned outright) 

continued to have the highest proportions who had never been poor. Those who rented their property 

from a Housing Association or lived in Local Authority rented accommodation continued to 

experience high levels of poverty churn. 

Table 15 Housing tenure by longitudinal poverty status  

Never 

poor

(%) 

Move out 

of poverty 

(%) 

Poverty

churn

(%) 

Move into 

poverty

(%) 

Persistent

poor

(%) 

Number

Owned Outright 41 21 19 12 7 164 

Owned with mortgage 54 7 21 15 4 279 

Local Authority rented 11 19 38 7 25 293 
Housing Association  

Rented 13 ** 50 24 10 106 

Private Rented 26 35 22 -- 17 96

Newham 31 16 29 11 13 938 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 

Notes: (*) Cell size under 10 cases.** cell size under 5 cases -  Interpret with care. 
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Figure 4 highlights the poverty transitions experienced by different ethnic groups within the NHPS. 

These figures should be treated with caution as the numbers for some ethnic groups are very small; for 

example the longitudinal sample shows no Asian Pakistanis who have never experienced poverty. Black 

Africans, Black Caribbean and White British continue to have the highest proportions who have never 

experienced poverty. Asian Pakistanis seem to have the most changeable household income with the 

highest proportions moving out of poverty and staying out but also moving into poverty and staying in. 

It is probable that over time this will lead to higher numbers experiencing poverty churn. 

Figure 4 Poverty transitions by ethnicity NHPS longitudinal sample 
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Households and individuals managing financially 

Uncertainty over household income seems to be a key feature amongst Newham residents. Within the 

NHPS, respondents are asked how well they think they are managing financially and how they view 

their financial future. 

Figure 5 compares the financial viewpoint of those in poverty and those not in poverty for Newham 

and Britain. Respondents were asked how they felt they were managing financially. Compared with 

Britain those living in Newham are significantly less likely to think that they are living comfortably, 
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notably for those in poverty these figures have declined since Wave 4. At Wave 5 just 6% of those 

living in poverty thought they lived comfortably (at Wave 4 the comparable figure was 10%); the 

figure for Britain is more than treble with 20% of those living in poverty thinking they are living 

comfortably. At the opposite end of the scale 17% of those living in poverty in Newham were finding 

it quite or very difficult compared with 11% in Britain. Amongst those not living in poverty 19% in 

Newham thought they were living comfortably compared with 34% in Britain. 

Figure 5 How well respondents are managing financially; NHPS Wave 5, BHPS Wave 15 
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Respondents in Newham continued to appear more uncertain about their financial future when 

compared with Britain. In Newham, 17% of the respondents who were not in poverty were unable to 

say what they thought their financial situation would be like in a year’s time. The comparable figure 

nationally was only 4%. Amongst those in poverty the situation was even less clear; in Newham a 

quarter of those living in poverty said they did not know what their financial situation would be like in 

a year’s time compared with 7% in Britain. If future financial expectations are analysed in light of the 

household’s poverty transition, then respondents whose household has moved into poverty over the 

five Waves of the NHPS were more likely to say they didn’t know what the future held for them 

financially; 38% whose households had moved into poverty said they did not know compared with 

13% of those who had never been poor and 15% of those who had been persistently poor. Indeed 54% 

of those who lived in persistently poor households did not think their financial situation would change 

in the next year. 
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Figure 6 Respondents’ financial expectations for the year ahead; NHPS Wave 5,  BHPS Wave 15 
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Using the longitudinal panel nature of the survey it is possible to see how well respondents were able 

to predict their financial future, by comparing what respondents thought would happen over the next 

year at Wave 4 with how they felt things had gone over the past year at Wave 5. Of those respondents 

who thought things would stay the same, three quarters reported that things had stayed the same over 

the past year; the same proportions as amongst those who had said they ‘didn’t know’ at Wave 4. 

Respondents were less accurate over their predictions of things getting worse or better. Of those 

respondents who thought that financially things would get worse, 23% found that things had indeed 

become worse; however, 21% found things had got better and 57% reported no change. For those 

respondents who thought things would improve after Wave 4, 39% reported that financially things 

had got better, 41% reported no change but 19% felt things had become worse. 

Experiences of financial difficulties and uncertainties can be a feature of living on low income, 

especially when unforeseen additional expenses incur. In each wave of the NHPS, respondents were 

asked how they managed financially at times of additional expenses.  

As can be seen in Figure 7, the most popular way of dealing with unforeseen additional expense was 

from current income. The next most commonly cited method was through savings; the proportion of 

people saying they would use their savings has increased across each wave of the NHPS from 24% in 

Wave 1 to 39% in Wave 5.  Across the same time period the proportion who said they would use 

credit cards has fallen from a high of 15% in Wave 2 to a low of 8% in Wave 5.
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Figure 7 Respondents’ methods of dealing with times of additional expense 
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Note: Respondents could identify as many as applied, percentages will sum to over 100.  

Nevertheless, for people to use their savings in times of unforeseen additional expense they must have 

savings to fall back on. Even though the proportion of people who said they would use their savings to 

deal with additional expenses has increased, the proportion of respondents who said they saved any 

amount of their income has remained fairly consistent. Across all five waves around 27% of all 

respondents in Newham say they do save (88% have bank accounts). There are marked differences 

between those in poverty and those not in poverty; around 15% of those in poverty said they saved 

part of their income compared with around 35% of those not in poverty. These figures are 

substantially below those in Britain where, in Wave 15 of the BHPS 42% of respondents said they 

saved part of their income (22% of those in poverty and 47% of those not in poverty). 

Table 16 Poverty status by whether saves from current income 

Newham Britain 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2

(%) 

Wave 3

(%) 

Wave 4

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Wave 15 

(%) 

Saves 27.4 31.1 27.2 27.1 27.0 42.0 

Does not save 72.4 68.9 72.8 72.9 73.0 58.0 

In poverty: Saves 14.6 19 15.7 17.0 15.4 22.3 

Not in Poverty: Saves 37.8 39.8 35.9 35.3 34.9 47.1 

Number 1602 1394 1348 1339 1408 7626 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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Deprivation

Poverty can be measured in other ways than simply the amount of income a person receives each 

month; ownership of consumer goods or not being able to afford particular ‘luxury’ items or necessities 

can also be revealing. Within the NHPS, respondents at the household level are shown a list of items 

and asked whether they have or do the various items. For all items which the respondent does not 

currently have or do the respondents are then asked if that is because they cannot afford to or because 

they do not want to. Table 17 below shows the breakdown of responses for Wave 5. 

Paying for a week’s annual holiday away from home is the item that most people would like to be able 

to do but cannot afford to, closely followed by visiting relatives abroad; both of these could be regarded 

as ‘luxury’ items. However, of more concern are the 28% of respondents who cannot afford to have 

home contents insurance and the 23% of respondent who cannot afford to keep their home in a decent 

state of repair. 

Table 17 Consumption of consumer items, NHPS Wave 5 

Currently do not have or do 

Currently

have/do

Do not 

want to 

Cannot afford 

to

Keep your home adequately warm 95.4 1.0 3.6 

Pay for a week’s annual holiday away from home 41.1 18.8 40.1 

Visit relatives abroad regularly 29.3 32.5 38.2 

Replace worn out furniture 68.6 13.8 17.6

Buy new rather than second hand clothes 90.3 3.1 6.6 

Eat meat, chicken or fish at least every other day 88.0 8.2 3.8 

Eat vegetarian meals at least  every other day 62.2 32.2 5.6 

Eat fresh fruit and vegetables at least every second day 94.5 3.1 2.4 

Have friends or family for a drink or meal at least once a month 69.0 14.9 16.1 

Have enough money to keep home in decent state of repair 66.8 10.3 23.0 

Have household contents insurance 41.7 30.3 28.0 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 

Table18 compares the things that respondents in Newham cannot afford to consume across the five 

waves of the NHPS with Britain using BHPS Wave 15. For all items people in Newham were more 

likely than in Britain to say that they could not afford to consume/do the item. There was a small but 

steady increase in the proportion of people who say they cannot afford to keep their home adequately 

warm; the figure in Newham for Wave 5 is 6 times higher than the comparable figure for Britain. There 

has also been a steady increase in the proportion of people in Newham who say they cannot afford to 

have visitors round at least once a month, rising from 10.4% at Wave 1 to 16.1% at Wave 5 which is 

five times higher than the comparable figure in Britain (3.2%). Overall, poverty in Newham would 

appear to exist on several different levels.
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Table 18 Items respondent cannot currently afford to have, NHPS Waves 1 to 5, BHPS Wave 15 

Newham Britain 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Wave 15 

(%) 

Keep your home adequately warm 1.9 2.1 2.8 3.1 3.6 0.6 

Pay for a week’s annual holiday away from 

home 35.9 42.4 42.0 41.2 40.1 10.7 

Visit relatives abroad regularly 35.7 42.6 38.7 38.0 38.2 --

Replace worn out furniture 18.5 20.5 24.1 22.3 17.6 6.8

Buy new rather than second hand clothes 5.8 4.7 4.9 5.3 6.6 2.1 

Eat meat, chicken or fish at least every other 

day 3.5 2.0 1.8 4.2 3.8 1.2 

Eat vegetarian meals at least  every other day -- 2.0 1.4 5.6 5.6 --

Eat fresh fruit and vegetables at least every 

second day -- 2.5 1.4 4.0 2.4 --

Have friends or family for a drink or meal at 

least once a month 10.4 10.5 10.6 13.9 16.1 3.2 

Have enough money to keep home in decent 

state of repair -- -- -- -- 23.0 4.2 

Have household contents insurance -- -- -- -- 28.0 4.4 

Total Number 1018 881 878 857 854 4626 

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Households 
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Chapter 2    Employment 

10 Key Findings 

Employment patterns in Newham for both men and women were similar to previous waves. 

Although employment rates were lower in Newham compared to London, the gap has 

narrowed over the five waves. 

Black Caribbean, White British, White Other and Other Asians had higher rates of 

employment compared with other ethnic groups. The White Other group also had a higher 

proportion of self-employed respondents compared to other groups. 

Over the five waves, there has been an increase in employment rates among men and women 

in some ethnic groups (e.g. White Other men; Asian Indian women), whereas men and 

women in some ethnic groups have experienced a decline (e.g. White British men; Other 

Asian women). 

An early indication of the nature of the new jobs which increase the employment rates for 

some, may be the low level requirements of English language proficiency. Compared to 

previous waves, there is a notable improvement in the employment of those with low levels 

of English language proficiency.  

The relationship between high qualifications and high employment rates observed nationally 

is also found in Newham. However, for men with low other qualifications, the employment 

rate seems to have increased more than expected. This appears to be consistent with the 

observation above regarding the nature of new jobs. 

The relationship between qualifications and employment rates for women in Newham is 

inconsistent with that observed nationally. For women, the difference is marked by having a 

degree or lower level of education. This, however, is consistent with recent research on 

employment among women from ethnic minority groups. 

Pecuniary reasons (e.g. pay for essentials) for wanting a job seem to dominate, opposed to 

non-pecuniary (e.g. follow career) and normative (e.g. work is normal) reasons. 

Job security has been consistently highlighted to be among the most important aspects of a 

job.

As found in previous waves, training continues to impact positively on getting and keeping a 

job.

In a complex model accounting for cultural differences and individual motivations, as well as 

education, training and other factors, it is shown that cultural differences do not influence 

getting and keeping a job. The lower employment rates among some ethnic minority groups 

are primarily explained by the initial conditions they faced when entering the labour market.
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This chapter discusses various aspects of employment including the employment patterns of panel 

members and differences across groups, such as by ethnicity and age. It then focuses on a selection of 

other dimensions of jobs; for example, job aspirations and expectations, working hours, job 

satisfaction, participation in education and training, and subject and location of training. Finally, it 

presents significant factors likely to affect getting into or staying in employment. 

Labour market status 

The employment patterns for men in Newham were fairly similar to those of previous waves. There 

was a slight decline in employment in London and Newham but as shown in Table 1, 67% of men in 

the prime working age group (25 to 55 years) reported being in some form of employment, either full-

time, part-time or self-employed. The comparable figures for London and Britain were 86% and 90%, 

respectively.  An increase in unemployment was noted in Newham and London. Although the 

unemployment rate is nearly similar to that at Wave 1, it compares favourably with London over the 

same period. At Wave 5, the rate of unemployment in Newham was about twice that in London; 

whereas at Wave 1, it was about three times the London rate. The increasing proportion of Newham 

male residents going into higher education has continued throughout the five year period although a 

slight decrease was noted between Waves 4 and 5. This is in contrast to London where the proportion 

has remained constant throughout the same period with the exception of a slight increase between 

Waves 4 and 5.  The proportion of inactive working age men has increased slightly in Newham 

whereas in London the rates are fairly stable. This means that the ratio of inactive men in Newham 

compared to London remains at two to one. 

The rate of employment for women of prime working age remains low compared to women in London 

and Britain, but a slight improvement has been observed at Wave 5. In the previous waves, gaps 

(Newham – London and Newham – Britain) of about 30 percentage points were noted, whereas at 

Wave 5 they were about 25 to 28 points. This outcome is the result of a slight improvement in 

Newham coupled with a slight decline in Britain (including London). The participation of women aged 

25 to 55 years in full-time, part-time and self-employed employment was 46% compared with 71% in 

London and 74% in Britain. The proportion of full-time students among the primary working age 

women in Newham has continued to increase reaching 8% at Wave 5. Although the proportion of 

economically inactive women has decreased from previous waves to its lowest level (42% at Wave 5), 

this figure is still higher than in London and Britain. 

The employment profile of the 25 to 55 year olds in Newham is grouped according to ethnicity in 

Table 1.  The figures should be interpreted with caution because of the small numbers of respondents 

in each group. The highest rate was found among the Black Caribbean group: four out of five were 

employed either as full-time, part-time or self-employed. Other ethnic groups with higher levels of 
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employment were White British, White Other and Other Asian (all with more than a 60% employment 

rate). However, a more detailed examination of the employment patterns of these groups gives a 

slightly different story. Singled out amongst these four groups is the White Other group, 

predominantly comprising self-employed people. The other three ethnic groups mentioned above have 

predominantly full-time employed people. Economic inactivity was found to be highest among 

Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups (46% and 37% respectively). It is largely explained by the low 

unemployment rates of Pakistani and Bangladeshi women (shown later in Table 4). 

Table 1  Labour market status by ethnicity, 25 to 55 year olds in Newham, Wave 5 

Ethnic Group Full-

time

(%) 

Part-

time

(%) 

Self-

employed

(%) 

Unemployed 

(%) 

Full-time

student 

(%) 

Inactive 

(%) 

Number

White British 49.3 2.9* 8.4 2.4* 2.7* 34.1 181 

White Other 29.3 7.6 24.6 6.0 10.2 22.3 138 
Indian 41.7 8.8 8.3 2.3 9.3 29.4 148 

Pakistani 16.7 3.1* 3.8* 7.8 22.6 45.9 89
Bangladeshi 27.8 11.8 10.2* 4.5* 8.7* 36.9 96

Other Asian 42.6 13.5* 6.0* 2.1* 4.7* 31.2 59

Black Caribbean 62.8 11.4* 5.5* 10.6 1.6* 8.0 55
Black African 41.8 8.6* 1.8* 4.3* 12.9 30.7 116 

Other 35.6 7.8 2.7* 15.1 7.0 31.8 40

Number 350 74 81 45 78 293 922 

Source: NHPS (row percentages), Individuals

*cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. Retired excluded as only 1 case. 

Full-time employee is working at least 30 hours per week, part-time is working fewer than 30 hours per week. 

Self-employed is self-defined by the respondent. Unemployment is defined as currently not working and 

searching for a job.  

White Other includes Irish, European, East European and other White. Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan 

and Other Asian. Black Caribbean includes other Black. Other includes Chinese, Mixed race and other ethnic 

group.

The ethnic profile of employment for the younger respondents (16 to 24 years old) is shown in Table 

3. As expected, the vast majority were in full-time education (58%), though one in five was reportedly 

working. The figure for those not working was similar. Further desegregation must be read with 

caution because these proportions represent very small numbers of people. The White Other and Black 

Caribbean groups had the highest proportions of young people working (about 38%); they also had 

lower than average participation in full-time education. The White British group had a lower than 

average education participation rate in addition to a markedly high unemployment rate (but seeking 

work). About three out of four Other Asian, Black African and Asian Pakistani young people reported 

being in full time education.
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Table 3  Labour market status by ethnicity, 16 to 24 year olds in Newham 

Ethnicity Working Unemployed Inactive FT education Number

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

White British 19.1 43.1   3.3 34.6 43

White Other 38.4 8.5 10.9 42.2 17

Asian Indian 27.6 14.3   1.9 56.2 46
Asian Pakistani    3.7*     9.2* 14.2 72.9 35

Asian Bangladeshi 23.0 12.9   9.1 55.0 39

Other Asian   10.9*     2.1*     4.5* 82.5 13
Black Caribbean 38.8 11.1   0.0 50.0 12

Black African 17.0     2.2*     2.9* 78.0 39

Other    7.7*     9.8* 17.8 64.7 16
Newham       20.9 14.4   6.6 58.1

Number 53 40 23 144 260 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

Working includes full-time, part-time and self-employment. White Other includes Irish, European, East 

European and other White. Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan and Other Asian. Black Caribbean includes 

other Black. Other includes Chinese, Mixed race and other ethnic group. 

Figure 1 shows different employment patterns by place of birth. Respondents born in Newham had a 

similar rate of employment compared with those born abroad. Those who were born elsewhere in 

Britain and reside in Newham, however, were significantly more likely to be working (70%). This is 

higher than the figure for Wave 4 at 67%. There was a notable difference of participation in the labour 

market between those who were born in Newham and those born abroad: more unemployment or 

inactivity of about 3 or 4 percentage points was found amongst those born in Newham.  

Figure 1 Labour market status by place of birth: 25 to 55 year olds 
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Figure 2 provides a comparable picture for younger residents. Only one in five of those born in 

Newham were likely to be working, whereas for those born elsewhere in Britain or abroad the figure 

was one in four. Looking at this differently, of those who were born abroad and made their residence 

in Newham, one in four reported being employed and 61% stated being in full-time education; thus 

only 13% reported either being unemployed or inactive. Similarly, of those born elsewhere in Britain 

and residing in Newham, three fourths stated that they were either working or in full-time education, 

and only 23% reported being unemployed or inactive. This compares with a higher proportion of 

nearly one in three (31%) of those born in Newham reporting being unemployed or inactive. 

Figure 2 Labour market status by place of birth: 16 to 24 year olds 
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Employment rates 

Employment amongst men and women has remained similar to Wave 4. More details on employment 

rates over the five waves for men and women aged 25 to 55 years in Newham are shown in Table 4. 

Against the usual caution about small numbers, disaggregation by ethnicity is also presented in the 

same table. Among men, marked improvement is observed in the White Other, Asian Other and 

Bangladeshi groups. The latter serves to highlight the contrast with women in this group. Bangladeshi 

women had half the average employment rate in Newham (about one in four). Only Pakistani women 

have a lower employment rate than this, with only one in eight working. By far, the highest 

employment rate among women was found in the Black Caribbean group. The range of employment 

rates between women from different ethnic groups was much higher (66 percentage point spread) than 
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between men (54 point spread). The three ethnic groups of Black Caribbean, Asian Pakistani and 

Asian Bangladeshi occupied the highest and lowest ends of employment rates for women. 

Table 4  Employment rates by ethnicity, men and women living in Newham aged 25 to 55 

Men Women

Ethnicity W 1 

(%) 

W 2 

(%) 

W 3 

(%) 

W 4 

(%) 

W 5 

(%) 

W 1 

(%) 

W 2 

(%) 

W 3 

(%) 

W 4 

(%) 

W 5 

(%) 

Newham 72.8 67.7 70.9 67.5 66.7 48.5 49.9 44.5 44.8 44.4 

White British 80.9 79.0 81.9 70.7 70.1 55.0 63.2 51.9 52.9 52.1 

White Other 78.4 77.2 71.1 78.1 84.7 42.2 40.3 42.7 57.5 44.3 

Asian Indian 71.3 68.2 68.7 72.7 60.0 42.0 48.2 42.0 41.7 52.9 

Asian Pakistani 71.8 66.9 63.2 73.0 46.5 28.6 14.3 12.4 9.4 13.0 

Asian Bangladeshi 59.8 51.4 62.5 52.5 69.6 18.9 26.2 12.4 15.9 22.0 

Other Asian 71.9 56.5 64.7 75.0 83.3 72.0 54.7 56.3 56.3 44.8 

Black Caribbean 74.0 75.0 80.0 57.1 66.7 57.3 74.7 69.5 60.4 79.4 

Black African 59.3 55.9 74.3 65.3 66.7 46.5 40.9 45.2 48.1 45.1 

Other 75.0 43.4 58.5 60.0 31.3 61.8 46.5 58.7 45.2 45.8 

Number 442 375 371 381 427 558 470 461 455 495 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

Employment and human capital 

Employment is related to language proficiency, an inherited or acquired human capital that is valuable 

in the labour market. The magnitude of this relationship is displayed in Figure 3. English language 

proficiency was found to be positively associated with employability.  

Figure 3 Employment rates by English language proficiency, Newham residents aged 25 to 55
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The differentiating marker appears to be between quite well and not well at all proficiency in English 

Language. The latter shows a much lower employment rate compared with those with quite well or 

better proficiency in English language. However, the improvement in employment rates has managed 

to lift even those with very little English language proficiency; 30% of them reported being employed 

at Wave 5 compared to one in five in all previous waves. This perhaps is an indicator of the nature of 

the new jobs, that is, jobs that require lower levels of English language proficiency.

The employment rates by English language proficiency were different for men and women. As shown 

in Table 5, 61% of men with limited English language proficiency were employed compared with 11% 

of women with the same level of proficiency. Conversely, women were four times more likely to be 

inactive compared to men, which might explain some of the difference. 

Table 5 Employment rates by English language proficiency, Newham men and women           

aged 25 to 55 

English as 

first language 

Very well Quite well Not well/at all 

% % % %

Men Working 64.5 77.4 66.0 60.9

Unemployed 18.7   9.4 11.8 12.7

Inactive 12.6   1.9   8.2 21.2

FT education    4.1* 11.2 14.0    5.3* 

Number 155 104 134 36

Women Working 63.1 57.6 40.4 11.0

Unemployed 11.4   6.1 15.5   3.0 

Inactive 22.8 26.8 39.3 82.1

FT education     2.8*   9.5    4.8*     3.8* 

Number 192 103 128 74
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

*cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

The other human capital that is valued in the labour market is education. Figure 4 shows the 

relationship between educational qualifications and employment for Newham residents as well as for 

those in London and Britain. The overall context of the relationship between education and 

employment is given by figures for Britain (the right most bars). There is an apparent clear gradient: 

lower qualification is associated with lower employment. A similar gradient is also reflected in 

London with an interesting exception: those with other education qualifications or perhaps foreign 

unaccredited lower education qualifications were less likely to gain employment. The employment 

pattern of Newham residents, however, largely diverges from these patterns - not only in that the 

gradient is less evident (employment among the less educated was not much lower than those with 

higher educational qualifications) but also that those with other qualifications have a comparably high 

employment rate. With the pattern of employment across English language proficiency discussed 
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above, this evidence also suggests that the new jobs (relative to previous years) require low 

qualification levels and little proficiency in English language. Furthermore, it is evident from the 

figure that a degree level qualification makes a significant difference of at least 10 percentage points. 

This affirms the point made above regarding those with other qualifications. 

Figure 4 Employment rates by highest qualification, men aged 25 to 55 
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The particular nature of degree level education was even more pronounced for women in Newham as 

shown in Figure 5. A comparable interpretation can be made about the employment gradient across 

qualification levels for women in Britain and London as has been made for men above. The difference 

between women with degree level education and those with less than degree level education is 

substantial. Less than degree level qualification affords women only up to 58% employment rate 

whereas degree level qualification affords them 80%. From other studies on this particular issue, 

Newham’s case is unexceptional due to its large number of ethnic minority group residents. 
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Figure 5 Employment rates by highest qualification, women aged 25 to 55 
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Job aspirations and expectations 

This section examines aspirations and expectations. Table 6 shows that across the five waves, a higher 

proportion of employed respondents in Newham aspired to make changes in their employment 

compared with employed respondents in Britain. Newham respondents also had twice the rate of 

expectations on changes to occur compared to respondents in Britain. Together these figures on 

aspirations and expectations suggest that respondents in Newham tend to be more aspirational or 

optimistic compared to respondents in Britain. At Wave 5, nearly half the respondents in Newham 

wanted a better job and one in four expected to achieve this over the following year. Aspirations for 

training were held by just over half the respondents (51%), and two in five of them expected to receive 

some form of training. One third wanted to change to a better employer and 22% expected to do so. 

Choices requiring slightly more commitment were entertained by fewer people. Only 16% of Newham 

respondents considered becoming self employed, compared to 12% in Britain. Of these only 9% and 

4% respectively, expected to enter self-employment. In Newham, the smallest constituent comprised 

those considering leaving work altogether at 11%, with 2% expecting to do so. This was different from 

Britain as a whole where 29% said they would consider leaving their job but only 1% expected that 

they would. 
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Table 6   Job aspirations and expectations of employed workers aged 25 to 55 

Wave 1 Wave 3 Wave 5 

Newham 

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Newham 

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Newham 

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Would like better job 51.2 34.5 45.3 31.3 47.4 31.1 

Think will achieve better job 29.4 13.8 27.0 13.2 25.3 12.9 

Would like training 61.2 51.7 55.9 50.2 51.4 49.5 

Think will receive training 48.4 41.0 50.4 41.5 40.4 39.7 

Would like new employer 30.6 24.7 30.9 22.9 33.1 23.3 

Think will achieve better employer 24.8 15.3 19.6 13.0 22.2 13.0 

Would like self-employed 15.7 11.2 18.9 12.2 15.8 12.3 

Think will enter self-employed   8.8   3.3 8.6   4.1  9.4   3.9 

Would like quit work 12.5 27.4    11.4  31.4 10.6 29.0

Think will quit work   3.9   1.2 2.4   1.6   1.7   0.9 

Number 590 4213 478 3937 528 6708 

Source: NHPS, BHPS Individuals
Working includes full-time, part-time and self-employment.

The reasons for wanting a job by people in and outside of the labour market were elicited from 

respondents; Figure 6 presents the results for the 25 to 55 age group. It is perhaps helpful to think in 

terms of tripartite categories of pecuniary, non-pecuniary and normative reasons when looking at these 

results. By far the main reason mentioned by all including those who were working, unemployed, 

inactive and in full time education was to ‘pay for essentials’ – pecuniary reason. Other pecuniary 

reasons mentioned with higher response rates included: ‘money for extras’ and ‘money for self’. 

Altogether, pecuniary reasons accounted for about 70% of the reasons and there was no variation for 

people with different employment status. Non-pecuniary reasons such as ‘enjoying people’s 

company’, ‘the work itself’ or ‘following a career’, together amounted to about 22%. A notable 

difference was found among those who reported being in full-time education: 29% stated non-

pecuniary reasons to be important. The discrepancy between those in full-time education and all others 

is that although the latter rated pecuniary reasons similarly and highly important, and non-pecuniary 

reasons similarly and of secondary importance, the rating of the normative aspect of a job by those in 

full-time education was different - a very small proportion viewed work to be ‘normal’. 
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Figure 6 Reasons for wanting job by labour market status: Newham residents aged 25 to 55 
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Turning to a closely related issue of the most important aspect of a job, Figure 7 shows the results by 

employment status. There are no neat categories into which these multiple aspects of a job can be 

grouped like the tripartite categories above. Job aspects are essentially multidimensional where trade -

offs are perhaps the norm. Among the employed, three aspects stood out: pay, security and the work 

itself, amounting to a collective importance at 65%. For those who were unemployed, good relations 

replaced work itself in the top three, accounting for a collective 70% importance. Those in full-time 

education considered job security, promotion prospects and use of own initiative to be the three most 

important aspects, totalling 59%. For the inactive, the notable difference was that their choices were 

more evenly spread across all eight categories; in fact the top two were total pay and ‘none of these 

choices’. Despite the not-so-neat story arising from how the different job aspects were rated, it is 

abundantly clear that job security was important, if not very important, for all. 
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Figure 7 Most important aspect of a job by labour market status: 25 to 55 year olds
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A complementary analysis on the same issue from the temporal viewpoint is possible and presented in 

Table 7. This only serves to reinforce the finding above that the three most important aspects of a job 

consistently rated highly across the five waves were pay, job security and the work itself. The 

difference between men and women was that women placed importance on a wider set of aspects of a 

job. Extant literature suggests that this wider emphasis is a known feature of job assessment by 

women. 

Table 7 Most important aspect of a job, Newham residents aged 25 to 55 

Men Women 

W1

(%) 

W 3 

(%) 

W 4 

(%) 

W 5

(%) 

W 1

(%) 

W 3 

 (%) 

W 4 

(%) 

W 5

(%) 

Promotion prospects 12.5 7.5 7.1 9.7* 11.3 8.1 9.5 8.7* 

Total pay 26.6 22.3 22.7 27.9 20.7 19.6 16.6 23.6 

Good relations 6.8 5.9 10.8 9.6 11.8 11.2 13.1 11.3 

Job security 25.1 26.5 22.7 19.9 25.4 20.1 17.2 17.7 

Use of initiative 8.3 8.9 7.3 8.5* 4.4 5.3 3.0 7.2* 

Work itself 16.9 18.7 19.4 14.4 21.9 24.2 20.5 14.1 

Hours of work 2.3 8.6 5.0 5.0* 3.3 8.1 9.3 8.5* 

Something else 1.6 1.5 2.0 0.9* 1.2 3.5 2.6 0.3* 

Number 397 394 397 429 351 475 464 499 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.
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‘Stretching the band’ of preferred working hours 

An important aspect of a job that impacts on broader concerns including those of the employer and the 

policy maker relates to working hours. Overall, as shown in Table 8, the band of working hours 

preferred by men in Newham was wider than that preferred by men in London. In this comparison, not 

only did more Newham residents express preference to work fewer hours (25% versus 21%), but also, 

more Newham residents expressed preference to work more hours (7% versus 4% - respondents would 

be comparing themselves to their current working hours). A similar pattern, although less marked, was 

observed among women. Compared to Britain, for both men and women, the band of working hours in 

Newham was stretched only at one end. Thus, for instance, only 25% of men in Newham preferred to 

work fewer hours, whereas 28% of men in Britain expressed preference for fewer working hours, but 

7% of men in Newham wanted to work more hours compared with only 4% of men in Britain. 

Further details across the group of part-time and full-time workers are presented in Table 8. 

‘Stretching the band’ of working hours (relative to London workers) was preferred by men and women 

employed part-time; and also by men who were employed full-time. Women in Newham in full-time 

employment did not want to stretch the band but preferred to shift it instead. So only 32% of women in 

Newham preferred to work fewer hours compared to 38% in Britain, but 4% of women in Newham 

expressed preference to work more hours compared to 3% in Britain. 

Table 8 Preferred working hours by region of residence, 25 to 55 year olds

Men Women 

Newham

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Newham

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Work fewer 25.3 21.2 27.7 28.7 28.5 29.4 

Work more   6.7   3.5   4.2   9.4   2.4   5.4 

Work same 61.4 51.7 50.6 58.2 51.5 57.3 

Number        243 149 3298      200 158 3313 

Part-time workers 

Work fewer   17.3*  0.0   9.1   17.4*   5.6 13.5 

Work more   10.7*   6.7 13.9 28.2   4.6 10.5

Work same 60.5 41.7   37.0 50.0 68.0 66.2

Number        54 10 124      45 45 1198 

Full-time workers 

Work fewer 27.6 23.4 28.6 31.9 38.3 38.3 

Work more   5.6   3.2   3.8   4.0   1.5   2.5 

Work same 61.6 52.7 51.3 60.6 44.4 52.4 

Number 189 139 3174 155 113 2115 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

Full-time is defined as working at least 30 hours per week 
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There has been some change in preferences over working hours across the five waves in Newham as 

shown in Table 9. The majority of both part-time and full-time workers (no less than 51%) expressed 

preference to work the same number of hours. However in recent years, preferences by full-time 

employed people to work more hours have reduced as well as the preference to work fewer hours. 

`Shrinking of the band’ might be happening here. Among part time workers, the overall result appears 

to suggest preference for reduced working hours. 

Table 9  Preferred working hours by date of interview, Newham 25 to 55 

Full-time workers Part-time workers 

Fewer

(%) 

More

(%) 

Same

(%) 

Fewer

(%) 

More

(%) 

Same

(%) 

Wave 1 39 6 55 20 18 62

Wave 2 35 8 57 16 19 65

Wave 3 31 10 59 8 25 66

Wave 4 41 8 51 8 31 61

Wave 5 29 5 61 17 18 56

Source: NHPS (row percentages), Individuals 
Full-time is defined as working at least 30 hours per week 

The preferences of Newham residents were further examined by place of work as shown in Figure 8. 

Among both men and women who did not work in Newham, preference to work fewer hours was 

higher compared to men and women who worked in Newham. Moreover, men working in Newham 

were more likely than women working in Newham to prefer working the same hours (76% vs. 65%). 
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Job satisfaction 

In the previous section, it was shown that pecuniary reasons were not the only motivations for entering 

the labour market. A non-pecuniary aspect of a job is job satisfaction which is examined here. Figure 9 

shows job satisfaction scores among men and Figure 10 among women across the five waves. Job 

satisfaction was measured on a scale of 1 – 7 where 7 was rated as completely satisfied and 1 as 

completely dissatisfied. Over the waves, complete job satisfaction among men has declined from 22% 

to 8% (from Wave 1 to Wave 5). For women, the pattern is different. Complete satisfaction with the 

job stayed at a fairly stable rate from Waves 1 to 3 at about 18%, but dropped sharply at Waves 4 and 

5 to a level of 9%. On a broader scale of satisfaction (ratings of 5 and 6) the majority of men and 

women appeared to be fairly satisfied with their job. However, about a quarter of men and about one 

in five women reported dissatisfaction with their jobs across all the waves. 

Figure 9 Job satisfaction among men in Newham aged 25 to 55 year olds 
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Note: A score of 7 indicates complete satisfaction with the current job 

Job satisfaction figures in Table 10 show that employed people in London and Britain rated job 

satisfaction more highly than those in Newham. At least four out of five men and women in London 

derived satisfaction from their job (score 5 to 7 or complete satisfaction). The proportion of men and 

women in Newham who derived similar satisfaction was 10 percentage points lower. Moreover, 14% 

of men and 20% of women in Newham reported complete dissatisfaction with their job compared with 

about half of that for employed men and women in London. This may be consistent with the nature of 

the new jobs in Newham discussed above. 
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Figure 10 Job satisfaction among women in Newham aged 25 to 55 
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Note: A score of 7 indicates complete satisfaction with the current job 

Table 10 Job satisfaction by region of residence: 25 to 55 year olds 

Job satisfaction Men Women 

Newham

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Newham

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

1 1.2 0 1.3 2.3 0.7 1.4 

2 5.0 2 2.7 11.8 1.3 2.5 

3 7.7 4.9 7.1 6.0 7.9 6

4 12.9 12 8.8 11.8 5.3 4.6 

5 35.3 28.2 29.9 24.4 19.2 22.6 

6 30.2 48.4 43.7 34.8 56.7 50.9 

7 7.7 4.4 6.5 8.9 8.9 12

Number 250 121 2702 211 139 3099 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) 

A score of 1 indicates least satisfaction and 7 indicates complete satisfaction with the current job 

Participation in training
1

Another important aspect of labour market participation, especially continuous participation, is related 

to training. Figure 11 shows receipt of training among men and women in the 25 to 55 age group in 

the twelve months prior to their interview. Overall, men in Newham were less likely to have received 

training compared with men in Britain. Moreover there has been a decline in the overall training that 

men received over the last two waves across the country. The gap between men in Newham and men 

                                                          
1 Training includes part-time college or university courses, evening classes, training provided by an employer 

either on or off the job, government training schemes, Open University courses, correspondence courses and 

work experience schemes but excludes leisure courses. 
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in Britain is about 16 to 20 percentage points throughout the period of the five waves. The most recent 

figures for women who received training in Newham and Britain are encouraging. The gap is only 14 

percentage points. A higher proportion of women in Newham than men (17% and 10%, respectively) 

received training at Wave 5. This pattern is similar to that observed for Britain but with a smaller 

margin range (31% vs. 26%). Looking at change over the years, it is clear that the figure for women 

receiving training in Newham is only part of a recovery to catching up with women in the rest of the 

country. In this respect there is still a long way to go to reach parity. 

Figure 11 Received training in the previous 12 months, 25 to 55 year olds
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Many of the respondents had attended one training course during the year prior to their interview - 

15% in the younger age group and 13% in the prime working age group.  Table 11 shows that at Wave 

5, for the 25 to 55 year olds, the proportion of respondents who attended one or two training courses 

increased by 10 percentage points compared to the previous wave. There does not appear to be much 

change in terms of the number of training courses respondents aged 25 to 55 years took yearly over the 

five waves. However, among the 16 – 24 year olds, there seems to be a suggestion of an increase in the 

number of courses that respondents participated in year on year.  
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Table 11 Number of training courses taken in the past year: Newham residents 

Number of  Age 25 to 55 Age 16 to 24 

training

courses

Wave

1

 (%) 

Wave

2

(%) 

Wave

3

(%) 

Wave

4

(%) 

Wave

5

(%) 

Wave

1

 (%) 

Wave

2

(%) 

Wave

3

(%) 

Wave

4

(%) 

Wave

5

(%) 

1 59 48 62 46 51 72 77 68 61 55

2 15 23 17 24 29 13 11 23 21 28

3 11 13 9 17 5 11 3 4 7 12

4 6 5 5 6 3 1 3 0 5 0

5+ 9 11 7 7 13 3 5 5 5    5* 

Number 210 136 132 135 118 67 29 26 43 37

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals

* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 

Table 12 shows the subjects of the training courses attended by the respondents aged 25 – 55 years. 

Across the five waves, there has been an increasing concentration in a few courses including health / 

social work, business and computing. The latter though has seen a decline by nearly half compared to 

Wave 3, whereas the first two have seen a doubling increase over the same time period.  

Table 12 Subject of training course: Newham residents aged 25 to 55

Subject studied Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Science 0.8 1.1 2.7 3.6* 

Humanities 6.4 2.8 6.1 5.1* 

Business 4.2 7.3 10.6 9.2 

Construction 1.8 3.5 2.9 3.6* 

Engineering 3.5 2.7 6.7 0.8* 

Health/social work 11.2 12.5 16.2 24.8 

Basic education 4.9 8.7 4.0 2.0* 

Art 0.7 0.7 1.5 1.7* 

Hotel/catering 1.2 2.2 0.7 1.4* 

Computing, ICT 38.0 18.6 25.2 14.9 

Other unspecified 44.0 49.6 47.5 34.3 

Number 132 129 186 118 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) 
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

Categories not mutually exclusive and percentages may sum to more than 100. 

The place of training courses is shown in Table 13. The proportion of respondents taking training 

courses on employers’ premises has been increasing over the years although there is a slight decrease 

at Wave 5. This suggests the continuing importance of on the job training among the 25 to 55 year 

olds. For the younger group there was a wider spread of training locations. 

43



Table 13  Location of training: Newham residents 

Location of training Age 25 to 55 Age 16 to 24 

Wave

1

 (%) 

Wave

2

(%) 

Wave

3

(%) 

Wave

4

(%) 

Wave

5

(%) 

Wave

1

 (%) 

Wave

2

(%) 

Wave

3

(%) 

Wave

4

(%) 

Wave

5

(%) 

College in Newham 15 16 20 17 18 29 36 44 29 19* 

College outside Newham 8 12 12 15 7* 13 15 12 17 16* 

Employer's premises 27 21 25 35 31 8 10 4 20 19* 

Training centre in Newham 20 16 14 17 21 10 12 0 24 30

Training centre outside 

Newham 
23 19 17 24 17 21 24 29 20 11* 

Other site 19 21 19 10 13 22 3 15 10 16* 

Number 207 132 129 132 118 67 27 26 41 37

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals
Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.

Training and employment persistence 

The continuity of training and how it relates to continuity of employment or, conversely, persistence of 

unemployment is examined in this section. The dynamics of employment for Newham as a whole 

show a mixed story as is evident in the top bar of Figure 12. Continuous employment and persistent 

unemployment were similar in proportion when compared with previous waves. There is still a notable 

amount of getting into and out of the labour market (churning) observed over the five waves. 

These temporal patterns of employment appear to be related to the amount of training that people get 

both from employers and others as shown in Table 13. There is a clear gradient relating the amount of 

training to the proportion of being continuously employed. Among the longitudinal sample, that is, 

those who received regular training in three to five waves,  a three times higher proportion remained 

continuously employed compared to those who did not receive any training (65% vs. 22%). This 

finding is reinforced with the examination of those who participated in regular training and remained 

persistently unemployed compared to those who did not participate in any training at all and remained 

persistently employed (19% versus 55%). As shown in Figure 12, the largest improvement, however, 

has been noted among those who participated in no training and those who participated in some 

training over time. The effect of participating in one or two training courses from none increased, 

doubling the proportion in continuous employment (22% to 49%) and reducing persistent 

unemployment by more than half (55% to 21%). This suggests that even a small amount of training 

can have a positive impact on employment persistence.    
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Figure 12 Training and employment continuity 
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490 individuals who have responded between three and five times. 

 Some training: participated in training in 1 or 2 waves; regular training: participated in 3 or more waves. 
Interpret with care due to small number in each category. 

Employment continuity 

The survey data afford us the opportunity to find factors contributing to employment continuity, 

especially among ethnic minority groups. The evidence above is expanded to include, not only 

training, but also human capital and social capital. The former includes education and training as well 

as individual health; the latter includes participation in voluntary organisations such as cultural, 

religious and sports. 

Panel data such as the NHPS data allow hypothesising of cultural explanations of unemployment 

among ethnic minority groups and to conduct robust analysis in response. There are suggestions in 

circulation that a partial, if not a major, explanation for unemployment among these groups is due to 

cultural factors or other deep factors such as low attachment to the labour market. These factors, it is 

often assumed, are inherently difficult to examine and hence resist policy intervention. 

By using an analysis which accounts for these inherent individual or group factors, that is, the so 

called probit model with random effect and state dependence, no evidence was found in support of the 

assumption. It was found that a lower rate of continuous employment is primarily due to the initial 

condition (discrimination) that people face when entering the labour market. 
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Table 5 above presented the base line figures which show lower employment rates among ethnic 

minority groups over the five waves of the panel survey. Against this context, Table 14 presents 

factors that contribute to (the continuity of) being in employment. It shows, at the bottom, that there is 

no evidence in support of the assumption that these respondents are somehow inherently or culturally 

unable to engage continuously with the labour market. Of all the significant factors shown in italicised 

figures, the largest effect is that of being employed in the previous wave. These two findings point to 

the importance of initial conditions that people face when they try to enter the labour market (instead 

of their inherently unobserved cultural factors for instance). As expected, human capital and social 

capital in terms of education and good health are both important in gaining and keeping employment. 

Women, however, are still in the bind between gaining and keeping employment and being actively 

involved in various voluntary organisations. This, of course, is compensated (0.3 versus -0.3) if a 

woman is in particularly good health. 

Table 14 Continuous employment model with human capital, social capital and ethnic 

difference. Probit model with random effect and state dependence with suitable correction. 

Factors Women Men

Employed last year 2.0 1.8 

English as first language 0.3 0.3 

Human and social capital 

Education 0.6 0.3 

Good health 0.3 0.3 

Training -0.03 0.5 

Member of voluntary organisations -0.3 -0.03

Ethnic group reference: White British 

Asian Indian -0.4 -0.4 

Asian Pakistani, Bangladeshi -0.4 -0.5 

Other 0.2 -1.1

Black Caribbean 0.5 -0.7 

Black African -0.1 -0.8

u 0.0 0.0 

Significant coefficients are shown in bold italics 

+ve coefficients show high employment probability 

-ve coefficients show low employment probability 

Sigma coefficients show level of effect; 0 meaning no effect 

Even after identifying various factors that are amenable to policy intervention such as human capital 

and social capital, there remain significantly lower employment rates among Black African and Other 

minority groups. Black African and other minority groups with similar levels of education, health and 

voluntary or civic participation levels are still more likely to find themselves unemployed compared to 

the reference group (White British Group). 
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Chapter 3        Health 

10 Key Findings 

There has been a gradual decline in the number of respondents whose health status was 

reported as excellent across the five waves, although that number has risen slightly from 

Wave 4 to Wave 5. Reporting of good health has increased year on year.  

The number of respondents reporting they had one or more health problems in Wave 5 

was 44%; this is lower than in previous waves. The number of respondents reporting no 

health problems has increased from 50% at Wave 1 to 58% at Wave 5. 

From those respondents interviewed at both Waves 4 and 5, 44% reported their health to 

have improved and 56% reported their health to have declined. 

Self-reported psychological distress is higher for Newham residents when compared 

nationally on eleven out of twelve General Health Questionnaire (GHQ) items as 

measured by the Caseness scale. However the duration of psychological distress between 

waves was low among respondents interviewed at both Waves 4 and 5.  

As was the case in Wave 4, Wave 5 respondents who defined their employment status as 

‘unemployed’ or as ‘long term sick/disabled’ reported higher psychological distress. 

Psychological distress was also higher for those in poor health and poverty. 

Respondents who reported their health to be poor, being disabled and those who scored 

highly on the GHQ (indicating poor mental health) were most likely to say that their 

health limited their daily activities. 

Using the Body Mass Index (BMI) categories, 49% of respondents were in the healthy 

weight range (slightly higher than Wave 4), 5% were underweight (lower than Wave 4), 

and 46% were overweight, obese or extremely obese (the same as Wave 4).  

As was the case in Wave 4, more women than men in Wave 5 reported eating five 

portions of fruit and vegetables every day (30% as opposed to 25%). Respondents in the 

two youngest age groups (16–19 and 20-24) reported that they were much less likely to 

eat five portions of fruit and vegetables every day. 

Self-reported smoking has fallen very slightly from 21% in Wave 4 to 20% in Wave 5. 

There has been a continuing decrease in smoking over the five waves. While the same 

proportion of respondents in Wave 5 (5%) reported having started smoking as in 

previous waves, a higher proportion at Wave 5 reported giving up smoking (35%). 
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This chapter reports data and analysis from a range of health-related measures, including self-reported 

health status, disability status and mental health status. The chapter also describes a number of 

behavioural indices that in current social policy terms are considered to be key contributors, both 

positive and negative, to the health of individuals. These contributors include eating fresh fruit and 

vegetables, smoking and alcohol consumption. The BMI (Body Mass Index) of respondents is also 

described in the analysis.  

Self-reported health 

The self- reported health status of respondents over the five waves is shown in Figure 1 below.  

Figure 1 Comparison of self reported health at Waves 1 to 5 
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As may be seen from Figure 1 above, the majority reported their health to be excellent or good. There 

was a decline in the reporting of health being excellent at Waves 3 and 4, with a small increase in 

Wave 5. The percentage of respondents stating their health to be excellent or good has remained fairly 

stable over the five years (Wave 1: 67%, Wave 2: 70%, Wave 3: 67%, Wave 4: 65%, Wave 5 69%). 

There was a five percentage point fall in the reporting of health status as fair from Wave 4 to Wave 5. 

However, the percentage of people reporting their health to be poor or very poor has remained low and 

very stable over the five waves. Table 1 below shows the comparisons of self-reported health status at 

Waves 4 and 5. 
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Table 1 Comparison of self-reported health at Wave 4 and Wave 5 

    Wave 5       health status

Excellent Good Fair Poor Very poor 

Wave 4 health status (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Excellent 35 50 21 2 0

Good 16 52 20 6 1

Fair 4 37 43 16 1

Poor 2 2 38 36 7

Very Poor 0 8 37 28 27
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

In Table 1 above, the percentages highlighted in bold show those who reported their health status to be 

broadly the same at both interviews. The figures below the diagonal line refer to those who reported an 

improved health status at Wave 5 and percentages above the diagonal line indicate those who reported 

a worse health status at Wave 5 in comparison to Wave 4.

Just over one in three (35%) who stated that their health status was excellent at Wave 4 felt it was still 

excellent at Wave 5. Of those who reported their health to be poor at Wave 4, 36% stated that it 

remained poor at Wave 5. Just over a quarter (27%) of those who reported their health to be very poor 

at Wave 4 remained in poor health at Wave 5.   
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Types of health problems 

The types of health problems reported by the respondents at all five waves are shown in Table 2 

below.

Table 2 Types of health problem, Waves 1 to 5 

Health problem 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

% of Wave 5 

respondents who reported 

 same problem at Wave 4 

Arms, legs, hands etc 20.6 19.3  18.2 16.7 16.2 57.6 

Difficulty in seeing  8.4  6.4   5.2  5.6 5.1 38.2 

Difficulty in hearing  4.5  4.8   3.5  4.1 4.8 43.3 

Skin conditions   9.6  9.6 10.0  6.7 5.1 29.6 

Chest/breathing 12.2 12.1 10.6 10.0 10.6 49.6 

Heart, blood pressure 15.3 14.8 14.5 13.5 13.7 57.1 

Stomach/liver/kidneys  5.7  5.7  5.7  5.1 4.8 49.3 

Diabetes  5.3  5.2  5.3  5.4 7.1 60.7 

Anxiety, depression  6.6  6.0  5.4  4.4 5.6 45.3 

Alcohol/drug problems  0.4  0.8  0.3  0.2 0.5 100.0 

Epilepsy  0.5  0.6  0.8  0.5 1.2 50.0 

Migraine   7.1  6.3  6.7  5.0 3.7 54.1 

Cancer  1.1  0.8  0.9  0.7 0.8 50.0 

Stroke  4.5  1.1  0.9  0.8 1.5 72.7 

No reported problems 50.3 52.1 52.1 55.5 57.7 82.1 

Number 1721 1469 1448 1450 1482 

Source: NHPS Individuals 

The proportion of respondents at Wave 5 reporting that they had one or more health problems was 

42%. This is lower than in previous waves. Over the five waves, the proportion of respondents 

reporting that they had no health problems has increased from 50% at Wave 1 to 58% at Wave 5.  

Over the four years, there appears to be a declining trend in some health problems. These include the 

following: problems with arms, legs, hands, etc, migraine, sight impairment and stomach/liver/kidney 

problems. Some health problems have remained at a fairly stable level over the years, for example 

instances of cancer. Table 2 also shows the proportion of respondents who reported having a specific 

problem at Wave 4 and still experiencing it at Wave 5. Although the majority reported no health 

problems at Wave 4 and Wave 5 (82%), there was considerable variation in the reported continuity of 

health problems. This may be due to treatment being received or ongoing medication relieving the 

problems. Almost three in five (57.6 %) of those who had problems with their arms, legs, hands etc at 

Wave 4 reported the same problem at Wave 5. By contrast, a lower percentage of people reported 

migraines, problems with stomach/liver/kidney, or skin conditions/allergies.  
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The average number of health problems analysed by self-reported health status is shown in Figure 2 

below.

Figure 2 Average number of health problems by subjective health status (including those with 

zero)
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Unsurprisingly, as Figure 2 above shows, there is a strong linear trend for health problems related to 

self-reported health status. The poorer the status of self-reported health the higher the number of mean 

problems. Table 3 below shows the subjective health status of the respondents for those reporting 

various health problems.

Table 3 Types of health problem, by subjective health status Wave 5 

Health problem Excellent/good Fair Poor/Very poor Number

(%) (%) (%) 

Arms, legs, hands etc 25.8 33.3 40.8 240 

Difficulty in seeing 36.0 20.0 44.0 75
Difficulty in hearing 32.4 33.8 33.8 71

Skin conditions/allergies 51.3 31.6 17.1 76

Chest/breathing 44.8 27.3 29.9 154 
Heart/high blood pressure 34.5 36.0 29.5 203 

Stomach/liver/kidneys 35.7 37.1 27.1 70

Diabetes 37.5 32.7 29.8 104 
Anxiety, depression 27.4 34.5 38.1 84

Alcohol/drug problems 22.2 22.2 55.5 9

Epilepsy 26.3 21.0 52.6 19
Migraine  38.9 20.4 38.9 54

Cancer 23.1 7.7 69.2 13

Stroke 31.8 22.7 45.4 22
None 89.1 10.4 0.5 856 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
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As Table 3 above shows, those with health conditions that would be classified as severe are more 

likely to report being in poor/very poor health compared with those with less severe health problems. 

About 60% of respondents who said that they suffered from the most serious health problems reported 

their health to be poor/very poor. The overwhelming majority (89%) of those who stated they suffered 

from none of the listed conditions reported their health to be excellent or good. 

Poor health may also be associated with a number of other social problems. This possible association 

was explored by focusing only on respondents who reported their health to be poor or very poor (11% 

of all respondents) and data are shown in Table 4, below. 

Table 4 The characteristics of those in poor health 

poor/very

poor health 

poor/very poor 

health

(%) (%) 

Age Ethnicity

16 to 19    4.5* White British/Irish 16.4 

20 to 24   6.1 White Other   7.2 

25 to 34   3.1 Asian Indian 10.3 

35 to 44 7.2 Asian Pakistani  9.5 

45 to 54 17.9 Asian Bangladeshi 10.7 

55 to 64 22.9 Other Asian     5.2 

65 to 74 14.1 Black Caribbean 13.0 

75+ 37.5 Black African  6.5 

Sex Other black    0.0* 

Male 10.1 Mixed race    4.6* 

Female 12.4

Employment status (self defined) 

Disabled (Self defined) Self-employed  2.8* 

Yes 52.1 Employed 3.9 

No   6.0 Unemployed 12.6 

Retired 24.4 

BMI level Family care 7.0 

Underweight 18.8 Full-time student   5.2 

Healthy   8.5 Long-term sick/disabled 63.2 

Overweight 9.6 

Obese 16.9 Poverty status1

Extremely obese 37.8 Poor 15.2 

Not poor  8.3 

Maximum Number 

160 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
1 Household Income is less than 60% of national median household income (after housing costs) 

* cell count under 10; interpret with care

As Table 4 above shows, the proportion of each age group reporting to be in poor or very poor health 

increases with age although the increase is clearly not linear. Interestingly, the 55-64 age group 

reported being in worse health than the 65-74 age group. The majority of those who described 
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themselves as disabled were reported being in poor or very poor health (52%); this was lower than at 

Wave 4 (59%). The long-term sick and disabled respondents were most likely to report being in poor 

health (63%). Almost 13% of unemployed respondents stated their health to be poor compared to 4% 

of employed respondents. 

Those who were classified as ‘obese’ were almost twice as likely to say that they were in poor health 

than those with a healthy BMI1, and those who were classed as extremely obese were almost four 

times as likely to say they were in poor health (38%) than those with a healthy weight. Those who 

were underweight also reported worse health. Respondents living in a poor household2 were almost 

twice as likely to report being in poor health than those not living in poor households. 

There were differences in self reported health between ethnic groups. The White British/Irish 

respondents had the highest proportion reporting poor health, a substantial change from Wave 4 in 

which the Black Caribbean respondents reported poorest health, although Black Caribbean 

respondents reported the second highest figure for poor health. Those from Other Asian groups were 

least likely to report poor health of all the ethnic groups for which there was a viable cell count. 

Disability or impairment 

Self-reported disability status of respondents is given in Table 5, below.  

Table 5   Disability or impairment: Waves 1 to 5 

Disability or 

impairment

Wave

1

(%) 

Wave

2

(%) 

Wave

3

(%) 

Wave

4

(%) 

Wave

5

(%) 

% of Wave 4 respondents who 

reported same problem at Wave 5 

Self-reported disability 10.4 8.2 8.8 9.1 11.5 75.9 

Hearing impairment 12.5 14.8 12.3 14.7 17.0 60.8 

Profoundly deaf   1.7   1.9 * * 1.2 *

Visually impaired 12.6 14.8   8.4   5.3 10.8 *

Blind   2.5   3.7   5.7   2.1 5.9 69.0 

Mobility impaired 72.5 62.6 65.1 67.6 67.2 75.2 

Housebound 14.2 19.6 11.5 18.1 14.6 37.3 

Learning difficulties   5.0   5.6   2.2   6.7 7.7 * 

Number 179 120 126 133 171 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

* cell counts less than 5 

                                                          
1 The Body-Mass Index (BMI) is a standard formula for approximating body fat percentage. The BMI is 

calculated as weight in kilograms divided by height in metres squared. 
2 A poor household is defined as a household where the equivalised after housing costs household income falls 

below 60% of the national median. See Chapter 1 for fuller explanation of ‘poverty’ definitions. 
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Table 5 above shows that the proportion of respondents who reported a disability or impairment has 

remained relatively unchanged over the five waves, although the increase shown for the current Wave 

5 to 11.5% is the highest reported so far. Almost 76% of respondents who self-reported some form of 

disability or impairment at Wave 4 also did at Wave 5. There is no substantial variance in the different 

types of disabilities or impairments over the five waves, although the number of people reporting 

auditory and visual impairment has risen somewhat in Wave 5. Table 6 below shows disability status 

characteristics of the respondents and other health-related variables. 

Table 6   Disability Status 

Disabled 

(%) 

Disabled 

(%) 

Age Subjective health  

16 to 19 1.6 Poor/very poor 53.0 

20 to 24   0.9 Fair 18.5 

25 to 34   2.1 Excellent/good   5.4 

35 to 44   5.3 BMI level 

45 to 54 19.7 Underweight 17.6 

55 to 64 27.8 Healthy   10.4 

65 to 74 19.3 Overweight   9.3 

75+ 48.2 Obese 11.8 

Sex Extremely obese 18.2 

Male 12.6 

Female   10.5 Employment status (self defined) 

Self-employed   0.8 

Ethnicity (grouped) Employed   2.1 

White British/Irish 21.1 Unemployed   9.3 

White Other   7.0 Retired 33.6 

Asian Indian   11.6 Family care   5.8 

Asian Pakistani 9.5 Full-time student   0.9 

Asian Bangladeshi  6.7 Long-term sick/disabled 83.3 

Other Asian  6.7 

Black Caribbean 3.6 Poverty status 

Black African  6.5 Poor   9.7 

Other black  * Not poor   8.9 

Mixed race 6.1

Maximum Number 133

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

Table 6 above shows that those from older age groups were more likely to be disabled than younger 

age groups, although the trend is not linear; over three in ten retired respondents reported being 

disabled. More men than women stated that they were disabled (13% compared to 10%). Among the 

respondents classified as obese, 12% were disabled respondents and among the extremely obese, 

almost one in five (18%) disabled.  
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Differences by ethnicity show that White British group had the highest proportion that reported being 

disabled, followed by Asian Indian and Asian Pakistani groups. 

Psychological health 

The self-completion questionnaire that respondents complete at each wave includes the General Health 

Questionnaire (GHQ). The GHQ is a battery of twelve items each assessing the severity of mental 

health problems in the four weeks prior to interview. The items are used to create two scales which 

measure psychological distress. The GHQ Likert scale gives a measure of how distressed a person is 

(on a range of 0 to 36); the Caseness scale counts how many of the statements the respondents gave a 

negative answer to (answers range from 0 to 12) rather than a positive manner. In each case the higher 

the score, the more distressed is the respondent. 

Six questions or items on the scale allow for respondents to answer on a four point scale from ‘more so 

than usual’ (for which a score of 3 is given) to ‘much less than usual’, (for which a score of 0 is 

given). These six statements are: 

Have you recently.... 

been able to concentrate on whatever you're doing? 

felt that you were playing a useful part in things? 

felt capable of making decisions about things? 

been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? 

been able to face up to problems ? 

been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered ? 

Six questions or items on the scale allow for respondents to answer on a four point scale from ‘not at 

all’ (score:0) to ‘much more than usual’ (score:3). 

Have you recently.... 

lost much sleep over worry? 

felt constantly under strain ? 

felt you couldn't overcome your difficulties ? 

been feeling unhappy or depressed ? 

been losing confidence in yourself ? 

been thinking of yourself as a worthless person ? 

GHQ Caseness Scale 

Table 7 below shows the percentage of respondents answering with the negative or ‘mentally 

distressed’ response for each item (question) of the scale using the Caseness scale measure for Waves 

1 to 5. Wave 5 findings have been compared with the equivalent year of BHPS (Wave 15). The 

proportion of respondents distressed at Wave 4 who were also distressed at Wave 5 is shown for each 

of the items in the table.        
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On eleven of the GHQ items more Newham residents gave ‘distressed’ answers than in Britain as 

measured by the BHPS. For only one item ‘felt capable of making decisions about things’ did fewer 

Newham residents than nationally give the distressed answer. When compared with London, there was 

only one statement where more London respondents gave distressed answers than Newham 

respondents, namely: ‘felt constantly under strain’. Overall whilst the proportion of respondents who 

did not give any distressed answers varied to some extent, the level is below that for Britain and 

London.

GHQ Likert Scale 

Table 8 below shows the mean GHQ (Likert scale) score for respondents analysed by socio-

demographic variation and other relevant variables. 

Table 8    Mean GHQ score (Likert Scale) 

Mean score Mean score 

Age Employment status (self defined) 

16 to 19   9.25 Self-employed 10.44 

20 to 24 10.73 Employed 10.54 

25 to 34 10.98 Unemployed 13.13 

35 to 44 12.04 Retired 11.16 

45 to 54 12.78 Family care 12.24 

55 to 64 11.45 Full-time student 10.03 

65 to 74 11.62 Long-term sick/disabled 17.13 

75+ 11.90 

Sex Subjective health  

Male 10.50 Poor/very poor 19.16 

Female 11.21 Fair 13.23 

Excellent/good   9.67 

BMI level 

Underweight 10.68 Poverty status 

Healthy 11.01 Poor 11.63 

Overweight 11.41 Not poor 10.68 

Obese 12.41 

Extremely obese   13.06 Use of health services 

Used 12.66 

Ethnicity Not used 10.87 

White British/Irish 11.12 

White Other 11.16 Disability (self-defined) 

Asian Indian 11.76 Yes 15.88 

Asian Pakistani 9.63 No 10.80 

Asian Bangladeshi 10.52 

Other Asian 11.03 

Black Caribbean 11.83 

Black African  12.06 

Other black 11.31 

Mixed race 10.39 

Source: NHPS, Individuals (Note: Higher scores indicate more distress) 
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At Wave 5, the mean GHQ scores as measured using the Likert scale was 10.86. The comparator 

figures for Britain and London were 11.13 and 11.12 indicating slightly higher levels of distress. The 

Wave 5 mean was fairly similar to Wave 1 (11.03); however, this belies the fluctuations in the 

intervening waves. In Wave 2, the mean had gone down to 10.79 whilst at Wave 3 it had risen to 

11.37.

The mean GHQ scores were higher for women than for men. There was no clear pattern amongst the 

different age groups, although those aged 45 to 54 were the most psychologically distressed followed 

by people aged 35 to 44. Self-employed and full time students had the lowest mean scores for 

psychological health thus indicating the least psychological distress. Those who defined their 

employment status as ‘long-term sick and/or disabled’ reported much higher psychological distress. 

Respondents engaged in family care also recorded relatively high levels of psychological distress.  

Asian Pakistani respondents had lower mean scores for psychological distress than any other ethnic 

groups whilst the Black African group had the highest mean score for psychological distress, a 

reversal from the Wave 4 data.  

Respondents who were classified as not living in poverty had a significantly lower GHQ score than 

those living in poverty. The GHQ score for those not in poverty was lower at Wave 5 than at Wave 4 

(10.2 compared with 10.7). 

There was a modest and statistically significant positive correlation between poor mental health and 

self reported health (r=0.37). The mean GHQ score for those reporting their health to be excellent or 

good was 9.67 whilst for those reporting their health as poor or very poor the mean GHQ score was 

19.06, a substantial increase on the Wave 4 figure of 16.03. There was a significant positive 

correlation between poor mental health (high GHQ score) and the number of health problems reported; 

the more health problems reported the higher the GHQ score. Whilst those who were classified as 

obese and extremely obese based on Body Mass Index (BMI) had higher mean scores for 

psychological distress than the other BMI classified respondents.  
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Effect of physical health, mental health and disability status 

Respondents were asked if their health in any way limited their daily lives. Table 9 below shows the 

results.

Table 9 Does your health in any way limit your daily activities compared to most people of your 

age?
Wave 1

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Yes 22.1 19.2 18.8 20.2 20.7 

No 77.9 80.8 81.2 79.2 79.3 

Number 1723 1471 1448 1438 1476 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

There was no clear trend between the waves. However, of the longitudinal sample, only 11% of 

respondents reported that their health limited their daily lives in each wave of the survey. There was 

more consistency between Waves 4 and 5 with 79% of respondents saying yes at Waves 4 and 5. 

Table 10 below shows the effects of health status and disability on daily activities. 

Table 10 Does your health limit your daily activities?

Health limits  

daily activities 

(%) 

Number
Health limits 

daily activities 

(%) 

Number

All 21 1476 Disabled 

Yes 91.2 172 

Subjective health status No 8.8 1309 
Excellent 4.2 274 

Good 7.8 756 GHQ quartile group 

Fair 34.7 282 Lowest – 1 7.9 173 
Poor 77.8 137 2 10.2 174 

Very poor 100.0 29 3 15.8 284 

Highest – 4 37.1 230 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

As expected, those who reported their health to be poor or very poor were significantly more likely to 

say their health limited their daily activities as were those who reported they were disabled and those 

who scored highly on the GHQ (i.e. those with poor mental health). Tables 11 and 12 below show the 

effects of physical and emotional health problems on social activities. 

59



Table 11     The extent to which physical health interferes with social activities 

Not at all 

(%) 

Slightly  

(%) 

Moderately

(%) 

Quite a bit 

(%) 

Extremely 

(%) 

Number

Subjective health

Excellent 93.0   3.0   2.4   1.6 0 274 
Good 87.0  6.7   5.0   0.9  0.2 756 

Fair 50.9 19.8 17.7   9.3  2.3 282 

Poor 16.5 18.3 16.8 35.3 13.2 137 
Very poor   7.5 0.0   11.6 19.5 61.4 29

Disabled (self defined) 

Yes   8.6 14.0 22.7 32.0 22.7 172 

No 81.6 8.9 6.3   2.8  0.4 1309 

Number 1069 116 82 37 5

GHQ quartile group 

Lowest – 1 83.5   6.1 7.7   1.3 0.7 173 

2 81.2   9.9 3.8   4.9 0.3 174 

3 77.6 7.3 6.9   6.8 1.4 284 
Highest – 4  58.4 11.9 15.6 9.2 4.9 230 

Number 642 76 77 50 16 861 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

Table 12   The extent to which emotional health interferes with social activities 

Not at all  

(%) 

Slightly  

(%) 

Moderately

(%) 

Quite a bit 

(%) 

Extremely 

(%) 

Number

Subjective health 
status

Excellent 95.6   2.1   1.4  0.9 0 277 

Good 89.1   7.7   2.2  0.7  0 775 

Fair 57.5 21.6   10.8  7.1  3.1 282 
Poor 24.9 22.5 27.7 20.2  4.7 138 

Very poor 10.9 1.3 14.2 28.7 44.9 28

Disabled (self defined) 

Yes 18.7 17.9 30.3 19.1 14.0 172 

No 84.3  9.6  3.2  2.4 0.3 1309 

Number 1138 157 94 65 28

GHQ quartile group 

Lowest – 1 86.3   9.9 1.7 1.4 0 173 

2 84.8   11.6 2.0 1.6 0 174 

3 83.5   7.4 4.0 3.8 1.4 284 
Highest – 4  59.4 14.9 12.9 10.6 1.9 230 

Number 672 92 47 40 8 861 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

As can be seen in Tables 11 and 12 above, both physical and emotional health problems can impact 

substantially on social activities. Overall those who were in poor physical and mental health found that 

their problems impacted on their social activities ‘quite a bit’ or ‘extremely’. Disabled people were 

slightly more optimistic about how their emotional health impacts on their social activities than their 

physical health. 
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Respondents were asked a series of questions about whether their health limited the work they could 

do.  The three questions were as follows. 

Does your health limit the type of work or the amount of work you can do? 

Does your health keep you from doing some types of work? 

(If ‘yes’ to either of these questions they were asked…) 

For work you can do, how much does your health limit the amount of work you can do? 

Table 13 below shows health limitations on working analysed by subjective health status, disability 

and GHQ quartile group. 

Table 13   Percentage with health limitations to working by subjective health status, disability 

status and GHQ quartile 

For those with health limitations to working 

Health limits

type or 

amount of 

work can do 

(%) 

Total
Number

Keeps from 

doing some 

types of 

work/can do 

nothing

(%)

Total
Number

Limits

amount of 

work can do  

a lot/ 

somewhat

(%)

Total
Number

Subjective health status  

Excellent 3.6 276 100.0 10 540 9

Good 7.8 757 96.6 59 81.2 39

Fair 37.3 282 96.2 16 82.3 77
Poor 75.6 137 98.1 104 93.6 83

Very poor 100.0 29 100.0 29 93.9 18

Disabled (self defined) 

Yes 93.9 171 99.3 160 86.0 141 

No 11.2 1311 95.9 141 79.8 141 

Number 307 1482 281 301 217 282 

GHQ quartile group 

Lowest – 1 11.5 175 98.0 18 92.0 10

2 12.6 175 82.0 12 54.4 14

3 16.4 284 97.4 22 83.0 36
Highest – 4 35.6 230 96.8 62 87.0 61

Number 121 606 115 118 90 121 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

As Table 13 above clearly demonstrates, with regard to work those in poor health were significantly 

more likely to say their health limited the type or amount of work they could do. Whilst it might be 

predicted that physical disabilities might limit the type and amount of work undertaken, a respondent’s 

score on the GHQ was also a significant factor with 35.6% of those in the highest quartile (the most 

distressed) saying that their health limited the amount or type of work they could undertake, an 

increase of almost three percentage points on the Wave 4 figure. 
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Table 14 below shows the effects of health status, disability and GHQ quartile group on respondents’ 

daily activities. 

Table 14 Percentage saying health hinders daily activities by subjective health status, disability 

status and GHQ quartile 

Difficult doing 

housework 

(%) 

Difficult 

climbing stairs

(%) 

Difficult 

dressing self 

(%) 

Difficult 

walking for 10 

minutes

(%) 

Total  8.0 10.2  2.7  8.4 

Subjective health status

Excellent   1.3  2.1 0.9  2.2 

Good   2.5  3.1  0.4  1.9 

Fair 10.7 17.6  2.5 14.2 

Poor 34.7 36.7 10.4 33.5 

Very poor 62.2 73.1 45.0 60.9 

Number 118 150 40 125 

Disabled (self defined) 

Yes 51.1 57.3 20.9 53.4 

No   2.3 4.0   0.4   2.5 

Number 118 151 41 124 

GHQ quartile group 

Lowest – 1   3.0  6.6 1.1  2.9 

2   4.6   3.6 1.7  4.0 

3   6.2 8.5 2.1   5.9 

Highest – 4  15.0 20.3 5.9 14.2 

Number 65 89 25 62

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

Those in poor physical health were substantially more likely to report difficulties in day to day tasks 

such as dressing themselves, climbing stairs or undertaking housework. The differences were not as 

substantial amongst those scoring highly on the GHQ, although they were all slightly higher than for 

the corresponding Wave 4 data.. 

Body Mass Index 

Since Wave 3, respondents have been asked to give both their height and weight. Using these data it 

becomes possible to compute the Body Mass Index (BMI) for each respondent. The BMI is a standard 

formula for approximating body fat percentage. The BMI is calculated as weight in kilograms divided 

by height in metres squared. Table 15 below shows the proportion of the sample which fell into each 

BMI category.

There is a certain amount of change in these figures from the Wave 4 findings.  Just over 43% of the 

respondents had a BMI in the “healthy” range, somewhat lower than for Wave 4. The percentage of 
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respondents in the “obese” and “extremely obese” categories also fell in Wave 5. Table 16 below 

shows the BMI analysed by socio-demographic variance. 

Table 15 Body-Mass Index categories 

BMI label BMI range Number Wave 5 

%

Wave 4 

%

Underweight   0-19 62 4.2   6.8 

Healthy 19-25 644 43.5 47.4 

Overweight 25-30 418 28.2 31.1 

Obese 30-40 175 11.8 13.3 

Extremely obese 40+ 18 1.2 1.4 

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals

Table 16 Body-Mass Index 

Mean

Score

Underweight

(%) 

Healthy

(%) 

Overweight

(%) 

Obese/

Extremely 

Obese

(%) 

Number

All sample 25.30  4.7 48.9 31.7 14.6 1318 

Men 24.91  2.9 48.2 37.4 11.6 659 

Women 25.71  6.6 49.6 26.1 17.7 658 

16 to 19 22.02 18.2 61.9 16.3   3.7 102 

20 to 24 22.94 11.5 65.3 17.9   5.2 155 

25 to 34 24.21  4.0 56.1 31.7   8.3 313 
35 to 44 26.22  0.9 45.5 36.7 16.9 269 

45 to 54 27.61  0.8 33.8 38.7 26.8 173 

55 to 64 27.61  1.0 35.2 36.6 27.2 136 
65 to 74 26.81  1.8 39.4 39.6 19.2  78 

75+ 25.00  8.9 47.9 30.9 12.3 80

White British/Irish 26.04   1.5 37.9 31.8 28.8 365 

White Other 23.93   7.5 61.3 25.4 8.2  204 

Asian Indian 24.57   7.6 51.8 27.5 13.1 203 
Asian Pakistani 25.52   6.7 30.8 51.2   11.4 104 

Asian Bangladeshi 24.31 2.1 63.5 27.4  7.0 113 
Other Asian 23.73 10.1 59.5 23.4 7.0  71 

Black Caribbean 26.77  0.6 35.6 38.8 24.9  82 

Black African 25.55  4.7 45.1 34.9 15.3 148 
Other Black 29.19 0 55.6 10.3 34.1 9

Mixed race 25.56  9.0 47.9 26.1 211 19

Employment status (self defined)

Self-employed 24.57   3.0 51.8 36.8   8.4  66 

Employed 25.45   2.0 50.4 33.7 13.9 500 
Unemployed 25.20   2.8 55.0 26.5 15.7 134 

Retired 26.04   4.7 41.2 37.0 17.0 189 

Family care 26.40   5.4 39.2 35.3 20.1 146 
Full-time student 22.66 13.9 60.5 21.4   4.2 200 

Long-term sick 28.62 1.5 30.5 29.5 38.4 62

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals
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As Table 16 above shows, the average BMI at Wave 5 was 25.3. This was almost the same as at Wave 

4 (25.2). The mean score was 25.7 for women and 24.9 for men. There were no significant differences 

between men and women based on BMI. Although men were more likely to be in the ‘overweight’ 

category than women (37.4% to 26.1%), women were more likely than men to be in the obese group 

(17.7% to 11.6%). At Wave 4, there was little difference between women and men for the underweight 

category (6.8% to 6.7%), however in Wave 5 there is a substantial difference between the sexes for the 

underweight category (2.9% men, 6.6% women). Younger respondents tended on the whole to have 

lower BMI scores than older respondents. Differences between ethnic groups analysed by their BMI 

scores are substantial in places but there are no clear trends. Black Caribbean and Other Black groups 

had a higher than average BMI compared to the sample mean. The BMI scores for White British 

respondents were also higher than the average 

Table 17 below shows BMI scores analysed by respondents’ self-reported health status. 

Table 17 Self reported health status over last 12 months by BMI, Wave 5 

BMI Category 

Underweight

(%) 

Healthy 

(%) 

Overweight

(%) 

Obese/Extremely Obese 

(%) 

Excellent 20.3 22.6 13.1 13.3 

 Good 46.1 53.0 57.5 40.4 

 Fair 20.0 16.0 19.8 25.6 

 Poor 13.7 7.0 7.1 17.4 

 Very Poor  0 1.4 2.5 3.2 

Number 63 643 420 193 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

As Table 17 above shows, it seems that poor health is a strong feature at both extremes of the BMI 

(underweight and obese/extremely obese). Among those who were classified as underweight, 66.4% 

stated that they were in excellent or good health, compared with 75.6% classified as having a healthy 

body weight. Just over one in seven (13.7%) classified as underweight reported their health to be poor 

or very poor, as did one in five (20.6%) classified as obese/extremely obese. 
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Consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables 

Respondents were asked how often, on average, they ate five pieces of fresh fruit and vegetables. The 

results are shown in Tables 18 and 19, below. 

Table 18 Wave 5 respondents eating five pieces of fresh fruit and vegetables a day every day 

standardised for age

Sample (%) Age Standardised (%) 

White 30.2 28.2 

Black Caribbean 20.0 18.1 

Black African 27.2 28.1 

Asian Indian 35.2 33.6 

Asian Pakistani 25.0 24.3 

Asian Bangladeshi 27.5 25.2 

Other 32.2 29.3 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

White includes White British, Irish and White Other. 

Other includes all mixed race respondents and any other ethnic group not accounted for separately. 

Table 19 How often respondent eats five pieces of fresh fruit and vegetables a day 

Every Day

(%) 

5-6 times a 

week

(%) 

3-4 times a 

week

(%) 

1-2 times a 

week

(%) 

Less than  

once a  

week

(%) 

Never

(%) 

Number

All 27.9 14.4 32.2 13.7  4.9 6.2 1482 

Men 25.2 15.2 31.3 15.5  6.2 6.2 717 

Women 30.4 13.8 32.9 11.9  3.7 6.3 765 

16 to 19 18.0  10.9 39.9 16.6 6.3 7.9 121 

20 to 24 18.6 16.4 31.5 20.9   5.0 7.0 166 

25 to 34 24.6 13.7 36.2 15.8   5.4 6.8 305 
35 to 44 31.4 11.1 32.0 11.8   5.4 6.8 305 

45 to 54 31.2 12.6 34.0 9.4  8.9 3.8 197 

55 to 64 33.7 19.7 22.8  13.7  4.7 5.0 151 
65 to 74 30.4  23.0 29.2  8.3  0.4 8.6 86

75+ 41.9  15.5 22.5 10.4  1.8 5.4 97

White

British/Irish
30.2 14.3 25.8 15.4  5.1 8.2 396 

White Other 30.0 17.8 27.5 18.2   3.6 2.2 97

Asian Indian 35.2 15.9 32.7 11.2   2.7 2.2 228 

Asian

Pakistani
25.0 13.2 33.1 14.4   4.8 8.9 117 

Asian

Bangladeshi 
27.5 15.9 30.6 15.9   3.7 5.9 124 

Other Asian 30.7 13.3 40.3  8.5   4.7 2.4 64

Black

Caribbean 
20.0  6.6 24.3 16.2 15.7 15.7 95

Black African 27.2  16.7 31.3 13.7 5.1 4.3 170 

Other Black* - - - - - - 9

Mixed race 35.1 15.3 28.0 16.2 5.4 - 35

Poor 26.3 10.9 31.8 18.3 5.9 6.9 597 

Not poor 32.3 15.7 30.7 12.7 4.5 4.2 805 

Source: NHPS (row percentages), Individuals 

*cell count <10
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As may be seen from Tables 18 and 19 above, almost 30% reported eating, on average, five portions 

of fruit and vegetables every day, whilst 14.4% said they ate ‘five a day’ 5-6 times a week. Just over 

one in ten respondents (11.1%) reported eating five portions of fruit and vegetables a day either less 

than once a week or never.

Women were significantly more likely to report eating five portions of fruit and vegetables every day 

than men (30.4% as opposed to 25.2%). The proportions claiming to eat ‘five a day’ increased steadily 

with age until after the age of 75. 

There were statistically significant differences by ethnicity in the consumption of fruit and vegetables. 

Asian Indian and Mixed Race groups were most likely to report eating five portions of fruit and 

vegetables a day every day. This remained the case after standardising for age within ethnicity. The 

Black Caribbean ethnic group were the least likely to say they ate five portions of fruit or vegetables 

every day. Those respondents who live in households which are classified as ‘not poor’ were 

significantly more likely to eat fresh fruit and vegetables every day/5 to 6 times a week whilst those in 

poverty reportedly eating fresh fruit and vegetables less regularly (48% as opposed to 37%). 

Access to fruit and vegetables 

Households were asked where they normally shopped for their fruit and vegetables. The findings are 

shown in Figure 3, below. 

Figure 3 Where do you buy your fresh fruit and vegetables? 
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The majority (55%) cited a supermarket as Figure 3 above shows. Only 4% said they bought their fruit 

and vegetables from a local shop, a fall from the 6% of Wave 4; 12% said that they bought their fruit 

and vegetables at a market stall: a fall of 7 percentage points from Wave 4. Over one in four (27%) 

said that they bought fruit and vegetables from a combination of these places (supermarket, market 

stall or local shop). There was no difference in the shopping habits between households in poverty and 

those not in poverty.

Smoking

Table 20 below shows the self-reported smoking habits of Wave 5 respondents.

Table 20   Smoking behaviour by gender, ethnic group and employment status Wave 5 

Smokers 

(%)

Average

cigarettes

smoked per day 

Smokers 

(%)

Average

cigarettes

smoked per day 

All sample 20.1 11

Employment status 

(self defined) 

Self-employed 5.7 10

Sex Employed 34.9 11

Men 22 10 Unemployed 20.5 10

Women 19.3 11 Retired 15.1 11

Family care 7.0 10

Full-time student 9.7 5

Age Long-term sick 6.0 18

16 to 19 6 6

 20 to 24 11.1 8 Ethnicity
 25 to 34 23.5 9 White British/Irish 40.9 13

35 to 44 22.8 13 White Other 18.4 11

45 to 54 15.4 13 Asian Indian 6.0 6

55 to 64 8.7 13 Asian Pakistani 5.4 6

65 to 74 7 9 Asian Bangladeshi 8.0 7

75+ 4.7 10 Other Asian 4.4 4

Black Caribbean 9.1 9

Black African 4.4 10

Other Black 0 0

Mixed race 4.0 7

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Some cell counts are very small and should be treated with caution 

Approximately the same proportion of the sample started smoking between Waves 4 and 5 as between 

Waves 3 and 4 (4 %). In Wave 4, just over 21% of respondents reported that they smoked. This figure 

falls to 20.1% for Wave 5. These data do not suggest that the legislation banning smoking in public 

places introduced in July 2007 has exerted a great deal of influence. 
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More men than women smoked at Wave 5 (22% compared to 19.3%); this reflects Wave 3 and Wave 

4 findings. Whereas at Wave 4 female smokers smoked, on average, the same number of cigarettes as 

male smokers, there was a slight increase in mean number of cigarettes smoked by women at Wave 5. 

For most ethnic groups the proportions smoking had decreased substantially compared with Wave 4. 

The exception being the White British respondents (41% at Wave 5 compared to 35% at Wave 4). 

The relationship between age and smoking habits is non-linear, with 25 to 44 year olds being the most 

likely to smoke. Age was also related to number of cigarettes smoked, those aged 35 to 64 tended to 

smoke more cigarettes per day on average than younger age groups. Those who reported being in full 

time employment were much more likely to smoke than any other employment status group (35%). 

The self employed and long term sick were least likely to smoke but the long term sick reported 

smoking the most cigarettes per day on average.  

Alcohol

The consumption of alcohol, binge drinking and the number of under age drinkers is of extreme 

contemporary interest and Wave 5 respondents were asked if they ever consumed any alcohol. Figure 

4 below shows the differences in alcohol consumption by age. 

Figure 4 Alcohol consumption by age (%) 
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As is evident from Figure 4 above, 16 to 19 year olds appear to self-report the least amount of alcohol 

consumption across the whole sample. 35 to 64 year olds report the highest levels of alcohol 

consumption (peaking at 55-64) and the figure falls substantially for respondents aged 75 and over. 
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Table 21 below shows the frequency of self-reported alcohol consumption in terms of socio-

demographic variance. 

Table 21 Frequency of alcohol consumption by gender, age, ethnic group and employment 

status: (%) of those who self-reported consuming any alcohol 

Almost

every day 

5 or 6 

days a 

week 

3 or 4 days 

a week 

Once or 

twice a 

week 

Once or 

twice a 

month

Once every 

couple of 

months

Once or 

twice  a 

year 

All sample 8.93 2.45 11.73 35.37 21.89 11.55 8.05

Men 9.09 3.12 12.5 41.19 17.6 10.79 5.68

Women 8.63 1.36 10.00 26.36 28.63 12.72 12.27

16-19 0 0 0 22.72 31.81 22.72 13.63

20-24 0 0 5.45 36.36 36.36 10.90 10.90

25-34 8.10 0.90 5.40 44.14 24.32 8.10 9.00

35-44 2.06 3.44 17.24 33.10 20.00 12.41 10.34

45-54 21.05 7.36 9.47 35.78 8.42 12.63 5.26

55-64 12.82 0 15.38 33.33 20.51 8.97 3.84

65-74 7.89 0 21.05 28.94 26.31 13.15 2.63

75+ 15.38 0      11.53 26.92        15.38 19.23 11.53

Self-employed 5.26 0 15.78 44.73 18.42 13.15 2.63

Employed 9.27 3.78 10.99 38.48 21.99 8.93 6.52

Unemployed 5.17 0 10.34 32.75 20.68 17.24 15.51

Retired 17.07 0 21.95 25.60 19.51 13.41 2.43

Family care 4.76 0 0 33.33 23.80 14.28 28.57

Full-time student 0 0 6.66 33.33 31.11 17.77 13.33

Long-term sick 12.5 6.25 6.25 28.12 21.87 12.5 12.5

White 

British/Irish

15.09 2.64 14.33 35.47 15.84 11.32 5.66

White Other 3.84 5.76 3.84 30.76 26.92 13.46 15.38

Asian Indian 2.32 0 2.32 60.46 25.58 0 9.30

Asian Pakistani* - - - - - - -

Asian

Bangladeshi* 

- - - - - - -

Other Asian* - - - - - - -

Black Caribbean 3.50 0 17.54 29.82 28.07 7.01 15.78

Black African 2.04 2.04 6.12 24.48 22.44 24.48 16.32

Other Black* - - - - - - -

Mixed race 3.83 5.74 3.88 29.77 28.64 12.01 14.33

Source: NHPS individuals 

* too few in sample

As Table 21 above shows, there is considerable variance in the self-reported consumption of alcohol. 

In terms of simple numbers, most alcohol is consumed by the 35 to 44 age group, people in full time 

employment and White British respondents. The least amount of alcohol is consumed by the 16 to 19 

age group, people engaged in family care and Black African respondents. Alcohol consumption for 

Asian Pakistani, Asian Bangladeshi, Other Black and Other Asian groups is almost non-existent. 
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Chapter 4         Housing 

10 Key Findings 

Over the life of the survey the proportion of owner-occupiers has decreased and the 

proportion of renters increased every year. The proportion of owner-occupiers in Newham is 

around half of that in Britain as a whole. 

Almost two thirds of the sample were living in rented accommodation. The increase in the  

proportion of the sample renting over the five waves of the survey is largely due to the 

growth of the private rented sector which is now similar to the proportion housed by the 

Local Authority. The proportion living in housing rented from the Local Authority or a 

Housing Association remained stable over the five waves. 

Around one in seven households reported having problems paying for their housing in the 

previous 12 months. This rises to one in five of those renting from a Housing Association or 

private landlord.  

One third of households in the Newham sample were very satisfied with their 

accommodation, with a further half saying that they were fairly satisfied. Those who owned 

their own homes, outright or with a mortgage, were more likely to be very satisfied than 

those who rented. The proportion of Local Authority tenants who were dissatisfied fell from 

almost two in ten to almost one in ten between Waves 4 and 5. 

Shortage of space was identified as a problem by one fifth of households, down from one 

quarter last year. This was the most commonly identified physical problem with housing.  

People who described their local area as poor were more likely than those saying their area 

was average or well-to-do, to report physical building problems, although for some problems 

the differences were not great (condensation, damp). 

Overall satisfaction with accommodation decreased as the number of problems (both 

physical and environmental) increased. 

Preference to stay was similar to that found at Wave 4 and is highest among the elderly, the 

self-employed and Asian groups. Preference to move was highest among full-time 

employees, White British and Black Caribbean groups.  

Preference to stay was linked to the number of physical and environmental problems 

experienced, with those reporting a lower number of problems twice as likely to want to stay 

as those reporting a higher number of problems.  

Two thirds of households said that if they wanted to buy a house now, they could not afford 

one at all. This has increased slightly since Wave 4. Just under one fifth at Wave 5 said that 

they could afford over £200,000.  
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This chapter is concerned with housing conditions of the residents of Newham. It covers housing 

tenure, housing costs, satisfaction with housing, physical and environmental problems with housing 

and moving preferences. Most of the analysis looks at the situation in Newham at the fifth wave of the 

panel survey. However, there are also comparisons of the situation across time, looking at the change 

since the previous year.  

Housing tenure and change

The tenure of the households in the Newham sample has remained relatively stable over the life of the 

survey. There has been a decrease in the proportion of the sample who are owner-occupiers; primarily 

through a reduction in those who own their house with a mortgage from 32% of the sample at Wave 1 

to 21% at Wave 5. As the proportion of owner-occupiers has fallen from 44% to 36% over the five 

waves, the proportion of those who rent has increased accordingly. The largest increase has been the 

proportion of the sample who rent from a private landlord; increasing from 18% of the sample at 

Wave 1 to 26% at Wave 5. The proportion in the sample who rent from the Local Authority or from a 

Housing Association has remained fairly stable over the five years. The fall in the proportion of the 

sample who own their house with a mortgage, and the rise of privately rented accommodation may 

suggest an increase in those who ‘buy to let’ properties.  

Turning to the number of rooms in the property, over the five waves there has been a fall in the 

proportion of one-, two- or three-roomed houses and an increase in accommodation with four or more 

rooms; from around a third (34%) at Wave 1 to one-half (50%) at Wave 5. Again, this might suggest 

the conversion of previously owner-occupied housing to privately rented accommodation. The final 

two columns of Table 1 compare the situation in Newham at Wave 5 with figures for London and 

Britain taken from the BHPS at a similar time. There is half the proportion of owner-occupiers in 

Newham than in London as a whole; 36% in Newham and 72% in London. Whilst almost two-thirds 

of Newham residents in the NHPS (64%) rent their accommodation, this proportion is only 28% in 

London and just 26% in Britain. Houses in Newham also appear to be smaller than in London or in 

Britain; almost one-quarter of houses in Newham have just one or two rooms (excluding kitchens and 

bathrooms) whilst the proportion in London and Britain is around one in ten houses (11% and 8% 

respectively). In London and Britain, a large proportion (44% and 46%) of houses have five or more 

rooms, this figure is just under two in ten (19%) in Newham.  
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Table 1 Housing Tenure 

Wave 1

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Tenure

Owned outright 12 15 15 14 16 35 33

Owned with mortgage 32 28 26 24 21 37 41

Total Owner Occupied 44 43 41 38 36 72 74

Local Authority rented 28 28 27 25 27 11 12

Housing Assoc. rented 10 12 12 15 12 7 6

Private Landlord 18 17 20 22 26 10 8

Total rented 56 57 59 62 64 28 26

Number of rooms 

One or two 29 27 23 20 23 11 8

Three 36 33 33 29 27 19 18

Four 20 24 25 31 31 26 29

Five or more 14 16 19 20 19 44 46

Number 1036 892 898 834 851 435 8769 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Households 

At Wave 5 there was a question which asked how many bedrooms the property had. One-fifth of 

houses had one bedroom (20%), one-third had two bedrooms (33%) and almost four in ten (38%) had 

three bedrooms and almost one in ten had four or more bedrooms (9%). There was a relationship 

between the number of people in the household and the number of bedrooms. Figure 1, below, shows 

the mean number of bedrooms by the number of people in the household. For single-person 

households the average number of bedrooms in the house was 1.6. The average number of bedrooms 

increases as the household increases.  

Figure 1 Average number of bedrooms by household size 
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Table 2 shows housing tenure by household type. Compared to the average for Newham, the single 

elderly, couples with no children, couples with non-dependent children and lone parent with non-

dependent children were all more likely to own their property outright. Couples with no children and 

couples with non-dependent children were also more likely to own their property with a mortgage, 

along with couples with dependent children. Those more likely to rent their accommodation from the 

Local Authority were single (elderly and non-elderly) and lone parents (with or without dependent 

children). Lone parents with dependent children and single non-elderly people were most likely to rent 

from a housing association. Those most likely to rent from a private landlord were those households 

consisting of two or more unrelated adults, such as students for example, and ‘other households’.  

Table 2 Housing tenure by Household type  

Tenure

Household Type 

Owned

outright 

(%) 

Owned

with

mortgage

(%) 

Local

Authority 

rented

(%) 

Housing

Assoc. 

rented

(%) 

Private

Landlord

(%) 

Number

Single Non-elderly 14 20 32 16 19 149 

Single Elderly 32 1 43 12 11 90

Couple: no children 23 31 19 2 25 130 
Couple: dependent children 6 34 19 14 27 158 

Couple: non- dependent children 28 28 25 13 6 64
Lone parent: dependent children 3 15 37 17 28 122 

Lone parent: non- dependent 

children

17 21 33 15 15 48

2+ Unrelated adults 7 4 0 7 82 28

Other Households 14 8 16 3 59 64

Newham 15 20 27 12 26 851 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

Table 3, below, uses the individual-level questionnaire data to look at housing tenure by the length of 

time the individual has lived in Newham. Those who owned their houses outright tended to have lived 

in Newham for thirty or more years (29%) or all of their life (35%), only 4% had moved into Newham 

in the last five years. The picture is more mixed for those who own their house with a mortgage; 

around one-fifth (21%) had lived in Newham all their life, but there were also sizeable groups who had 

lived in Newham for under ten years (16% under 5 years, 14% 5-9 years) and also for 15-19 years. 

Those who rented from the Local Authority tended to have lived in the borough for some time; 14% 

for thirty or more years, 31% for all their life. There were similar proportions within those who rented 

from a Housing Association of those who had lived in Newham all their life (25%) and those who 

were newcomers (27% moved into Newham within the last five years). Almost two-thirds (65%) of 

those who rented privately had moved to Newham within the past five years, with just under a fifth 

(18%) living in Newham for 5-9 years.   
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Table 3 Housing tenure by length of time lived in Newham 

Tenure

Length of time in 

Newham

Owned

outright 

(%) 

Owned with 

mortgage

(%) 

Local

Authority 

rented

(%) 

Housing

Assoc. rented 

(%) 

Private

Landlord

(%) 

Number

Under 5 years 4 16 8 27 65 390 

5-9 years 5 14 15 8 18 189 

10-14 years 4 9 14 12 4 112 
15-19 years 3 16 10 13 1 113 

20-24 years  11 11 6 10 1 96

25-29 years 10 8 2 1 0 57
30+ years 29 6 14 3 3 141 

All of life 35 21 31 25 9 314 

Number 224 311 312 158 407 1412 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households

The advantage of a longitudinal panel survey, such as the Newham Household Panel Survey, is that 

the same people can be tracked over time to look at individual-level change, rather than just aggregate 

change. Table 4 looks at the individual change in housing tenure between Waves 4 and 5. As in 

previous waves, the most stability is with those who own their houses outright, with 96% of 

individuals who wholly owned their property at Wave 4 also owning it at Wave 5. The small 

proportion (4%) remaining now own their property with a mortgage, suggesting that they may have re-

mortgaged in order to raise money. The proportion doing this is almost one-third of that reported at 

Wave 4 (11%), this may reflect a slowdown in the housing market or increased financial uncertainty.  

There is also a high level of stability among those who owned their property with a mortgage at Wave 

4; 88% at Wave 5 still own their property with a mortgage, whilst 12% now own their property 

outright. There has been some movement between those renting from the Local Authority and those 

renting from a Housing Association; 7% of those renting from the Local Authority and 19% of those 

renting from a Housing Association switched between the years. More than one in ten (12%) of those 

renting from a Housing Association in the previous wave were renting from a private landlord at the 

latest wave. Those renting from a Housing Association were the least stable over the year, with one-

third (34%) switching. For those who were renting privately or from a Housing Association, 3% each 

were owning their property with a mortgage at the latest wave, suggesting a move onto the housing 

ladder.
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Table 4 Changes in housing tenure, Wave 4 and Wave 5

Tenure Wave 5 

Owned

outright 

(%) 

Owned

with

mortgage

(%) 

Local

Authority 

rented

(%) 

Housing

Assoc. 

rented

(%) 

Private

Landlord

(%) 

Number

Tenure Wave 4 

Owned outright 96 4 0 0 0 111 

Owned with a mortgage 12 88 0 0 1 211 
Local Authority rented 2 1 85 7 6 182 

Housing Assoc. rented 0 3 19 66 12 101 

Private landlord 0 3 7 5 86 118 

Newham 19 27 25 12 17 723 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated individuals

Table 5 shows the change in housing tenure between Waves 1 and 5. These are for enumerated 

individuals who participated in the survey at both of these waves. Those who owned their house 

outright at Wave 1 were the most stable, with almost all still owning their house outright at Wave 5. 

Of those who owned their house with a mortgage at Wave 1, two-thirds (66%) were still paying off a 

mortgage at Wave 5, whilst most of the rest (29%) had paid it off and now owned their house outright. 

There was also quite a high level of stability amongst those who were renting at Wave 1. Only 4% of 

those who were renting from the Local Authority owned their own house at Wave 5 (3% with a 

mortgage, 1% outright), the figure is similar for those who were renting from a Housing Association 

(3% now owner-occupiers) and those renting privately (5%). The least stable tenure over the five years 

was private renting, with just under three-fifths (59%) still renting privately at Wave 5, most of the 

rest (27%) going into Local Authority rented accommodation and some (9%) renting from a Housing 

Association.

Table 5 Changes in housing tenure, Wave 1 and Wave 5

Tenure Wave 5 

Owned

outright 

(%) 

Owned

with

mortgage

(%) 

Local

Authority 

rented

(%) 

Housing

Assoc. 

rented

(%) 

Private

Landlord

(%) 

Number

Tenure Wave 1 

Owned outright 96 5 0 0 0 44

Owned with a mortgage 29 66 1 3 2 122 
Local Authority rented 1 3 86 5 5 98

Housing Assoc. rented 0 3 16 72 9 32

Private landlord 0 5 27 9 59 22

Newham 25 27 30 11 7 318 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated individuals

Housing rent costs

Of those who rented their accommodation, more than four in ten (42%) rented from the Local 

Authority. One in ten rented from a property letting company, just under two in ten (18%) rented from 

a Housing Association and almost three in ten rented from a private landlord. Since the previous wave, 
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the proportion of renters who rented from a Housing Association declined by 6 percentage points 

whilst the proportion who rented from a private landlord increased by 5 percentage points. The 

majority of houses were rented unfurnished (54%), whilst one-quarter were furnished and one-fifth 

partly furnished. Since the previous wave, the proportion of houses rented furnished or unfurnished 

declined by 6 percentage points and 5 percentage points respectively, whilst the proportion of houses 

rented partly furnished more than doubled, from 10% to 21%.  

The last two columns of Table 6 compare the situation in Newham with that of London and Britain, 

taken from the BHPS. It appears that renting from Housing Associations is more common in London 

generally than in Newham (26% compared to 18%) and there is a higher proportion of private 

landlords in Newham than in London (29% to 22%). The proportion of rented accommodation which 

is rented furnished or partly furnished is a lot higher in Newham than in London or Britain; just over 

half of Newham rented accommodation is rented unfurnished (54%), whilst this figure is three-

quarters in London (75%) and almost nine in ten of rented property in the UK (87%).

Table 6 Type of renting arrangement; Newham, London and Britain 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

London

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Local Authority/Council 40 42 40 47

Property letting company 10 9 6 3

Housing Association 24 18 26 21

Other organisation 1 2 5 4

Private landlord 24 29 22 18

Employer 1 0 0 2

Number 517 540 125 2298 

Furnished 30 25 15 9

Partly furnished 10 21 10 4

Unfurnished 60 54 75 87

Number 517 540 109 2198 

Source: NHPS, BHPS  (column percentages) Household  

Those respondents who were living in housing rented from the Local Authority were asked whether 

they had obtained their accommodation through the “Choice-based letting” scheme. This scheme 

allows tenants to re-locate to a property of their choice from the portfolio of available properties 

managed by the Local Authority. Of those who responded, 18% had made use of the scheme (41 

households) whilst 11% (24 households) did not know. Since the previous wave, the proportion who 

had made use of the scheme had increased from 14%.  

Table 7, below, shows the distribution of monthly rent, including any service or water charges, but 

after any rebates. Across all renter households, the average net rent was £422 per month (the median 

was £350). The average gross rent was £485 per month (median £361). Compared to the last wave, the 

mean amount of net rent paid has decreased by £26, whilst the amount of gross rent (what would be 
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paid including housing benefit) has increased by £5 . The gross rent for around half of the rented 

accommodation was between £300 and £499 a month, with just under a quarter (24%) being higher. 

Taking into account housing benefit, the net rent figures include 13% of households who pay no rent 

at all, with one-fifth (20%) paying under £200 a month whilst one-third (33%) paid £500 or more. 

Table 7   Rent levels

Rent levels Net rent actually paid 

(%) 

Gross rent, i.e. adding housing 

benefit (%) 

Zero 13 0

£1 - £199 per month 20 11

£200 - £299 per month 8 17

£300 - £499 per month 27 48

£500 or more per month 33 24

Number 487 181 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households

Just over one-third (35%) of households received some form of housing benefit, this is higher than the 

proportion in Britain (28%) For those who had received some form of housing benefit, the average net 

cost of the rent per month after benefits were deducted was £288 (the median £182), the average gross 

cost of the rent per month was £488 (the median £356). The net amount has decreased by £20 since 

the previous wave, but the gross amount has increased substantially, from £416 to £488.  The average 

monthly rent of the households that received 100% rent rebate benefit would have been £478, the 

median rent being £365. The mean average rent fo r those receiving 100% rent rebate has decreased by 

£81 since the previous wave, although the median rent is similar. This suggests that a small number of 

very high-rent properties are no longer occupied by NHPS respondents.  

Table 8   Whether received housing benefit

Receives housing benefit Newham 

(%) 

Britain

(%) 

Yes 35 28

No 65 72

Number 424 1500 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Households

Table 9 looks at mortgage payments. The mean amount of mortgage payments is higher than the 

average rent. Two-thirds of those who pay a mortgage pay more than £500 a month, compared to one-

third of renters. The average mortgage payment was £690, compared to £429 average monthly rent. 

The median mortgage payment was £600 (compa red to a median of £351 for renters).  
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Table 9 Mortgage payments 

Mortgage payments (%) 

Zero 0

£1 - £199 per month 4

£200 - £299 per month 8

£300 - £499 per month 23

£500 or more per month 66

Number 143 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households

The NHPS survey asks whether the respondent has had any problems paying their housing costs. 

Overall, 14% of respondents said that they had faced problems in the last year. The proportion of 

households having problems is greater for those who rent from a Housing Association or a private 

landlord. Couples with dependent children and lone parents with dependent children were also more 

likely than the Newham average to have experienced problems paying their housing costs. Those who 

were relatively unlikely to have problems included the single elderly households (who were likely to 

own their house outright) and households composed of two or more unrelated adults. Workless 

households, households in which there were no adult workers, were less likely to have experienced 

problems paying for housing in the past year. The average monthly rent for workless households was 

less than half of that of households where at least one person worked (£254 compared to £580).

Table 10 Problems paying for housing 

Problems paying for housing (%) 

Housing tenure 

Owned outright 0

Owned with mortgage 13

Local Authority rented 15

Housing Assoc. rented 20

Private landlord 20

Household type 
Single Non-elderly 13 

Single Elderly 4

Couple: no children 11

Couple: dependent children 20 

Couple: non- dependent children 15 

Lone parent: dependent children 21

Lone parent: non- dependent children 17

2+ Unrelated adults 4

Other Households 12

Disabled household 14

Not disabled household 11

Workless household 10

Working household 16

Below poverty line 16

Above poverty line 13

Newham 14

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households  

Poverty line is 60% of median household income, after housing costs
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Using the longitudinal nature of the data, the change between years for the same people can be 

explored. Table 11, below, shows that those who had no problems paying for their housing at Wave 4 

were also likely to have no problems at Wave 5 (92%), although almost one in ten did have problems 

at Wave 5. For those who had problems at Wave 4, just under half of them were still having problems 

a year later (47%).  

Table 11  Problems paying for housing, Wave 4 and Wave 5 

Problem paying Wave 5 Number

Problem paying 

Wave 4 

No

(%) 

Yes

(%) 

No 92 8 539 

Yes 53 47 103 

Newham 86 14 642 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households who were at the same physical address the previous year

Housing satisfaction

Overall, one-third (33%) of households in the Newham sample were very satisfied with their 

accommodation, and a further half (51%) were fairly satisfied. Fewer than one in ten (9%) said that 

they were fairly or very dissatisfied. These proportions are very similar to those found in the previous 

wave. There were differences, though, by housing tenure. Those who were owner-occupiers were 

more likely to be very satisfied (43% for those who own their property outright, 46% for those who 

own with a mortgage), whilst fewer than one-quarter of those who rent from a Housing Association 

(23%) or from a private landlord (24%) were very satisfied. In the previous survey, almost two in ten 

(18%) of those who rented from the Local Authority were dissatisfied with their accommodation, this 

year that proportion has fallen to just over one in ten (11%). There is greater dissatisfaction with 

property rented from Housing Associations (17% dissatisfied) this year compared to last year (9% 

dissatisfied).

Table 12 Housing satisfaction by tenure 

Housing satisfaction 

Tenure

Very

satisfied 

(%) 

Fairly

satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very

dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number

Owned outright 43 47 4 7 132 

Owned with mortgage 46 48 4 2 176 

Local Authority rented 30 51 8 11 227 
Housing Assoc. rented 23 51 9 17 99

Private landlord 24 54 11 12 219 

Newham 33 51 7 9 854 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

Households composed of a single, elderly person were most likely to be very satisfied with their 

accommodation (54%); these people were most likely to own their housing outright. Couples without 

children were also more likely, compared to the average, to be very satisfied with their 
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accommodation. Those least likely to be very satisfied with their housing were lone parents with non-

dependent children (14%), although this group was the most likely to be fairly satisfied. Couples with 

dependent children were most likely to say that they were dissatisfied with their accommodation. 

Table 13 Housing satisfaction by household composition

Household type 

Very

satisfied 

(%) 

Fairly

satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very

dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number

Single non-elderly 28 49 11 12 148 

Single elderly 54 39 7 0 90

Couple: no children 47 48 2 2 131 

Couple: dependent children 26 48 9 17 156 
Couple: non-dependent children 25 60 5 11 65

Lone parent: dependent children 29 49 10 12 122 
Lone parent: non-dependent 

children

14 71 8 6 49

2+ Unrelated adults 36 46 4 14 28
Other Households 28 62 6 5 65

Newham 33 51 7 9 853 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

In the survey this year, the question about the respondent’s perception of the quality of their local area 

was asked in the individual self-completion questionnaire. This was not completed by all eligible 

adults, and so there are some missing cases. The question about satisfaction with the housing was 

asked in the household questionnaire, which is asked of just one person in the household. Table 14 

below looks at housing satisfaction by description of the local area for those individuals who both 

answered the household questionnaire and also completed the self-completion questionnaire. Those 

who described their local area as poor were most likely to be dissatisfied with their housing (13%) 

compared to those who said that their area was average or quite well-to-do (5%). Compared to Wave 4 

though, the proportion of those living in a perceived ‘poor area’ who were satisfied with their housing 

has increased from 72% to 78%.  

Table 14 Housing satisfaction by description of the area in which the respondent lives

Housing satisfaction 

Quality of the area Very

satisfied 

(%) 

Fairly

satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very

dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number

Poor 29 49 9 13 142 

Average/Well to do 35 52 9 5 340 

Newham 33 51 9 8 482 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Household 
Note: the question about the quality of the area was asked in the individual self-completion questionnaire whilst 

the question about satisfaction with the house was asked in the household questionnaire. The table contains the 

response for the respondent who completed the household questionnaire.
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Housing problems (physical quality) 

Households were asked about the physical quality of their housing; whether it had any of a list of 

problems. The most commonly cited problem was shortage of space, consistently the most common 

problem over the five years of the survey. However, the proportion of householders mentioning this as 

a problem has declined from almost three in ten (29%) in the first year of the NHPS to just over two in 

ten (21%) in the most recent year. Most of this decline has been over the previous year (26% to 21%). 

Across all of the physical problems, there was either the same proportion or fewer saying that they had 

a problem compared to the previous year. After shortage of space, the next most common problems 

were damp walls and floors (14%) and condensation (13%). These two problems have declined over 

the previous year, with 4% and 5% fewer households respectively reporting them as problems.  

Table 15 Type of physical quality of housing problems across Waves 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

Housing problem 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Shortage of space 29 27 26 26 21

Not enough light 9 11 6 11 11

Lack of adequate heating 7 8 6 8 6

Condensation 15 15 14 18 13

Leaky roof 11 9 8 10 9

Damp walls, floor etc 18 16 12 18 14

Rot in windows 15 12 9 11 10

Number 1031 874 873 857 853 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households

Using the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) the situation in Newham may be compared with 

the situation in Britain, since the same questions were asked in both surveys. Figure 2 compared the 

proportions in the Newham Panel and the BHPS who report physical problems with their property. For 

each problem, there was a higher proportion of people in Newham who report experiencing it than in 

Britain as a whole. Having a leaky roof was reported in Newham three times more regularly that in 

Britain (3% compared to 9%). Other problems were twice as prevalent in Newham than in Britain (rot 

in windows, damp floors/walls, lack of adequate heating, not enough light). The most common 

problem in Britain was – as in Newham – shortage of space, with 18% reporting this in Britain, 

compared to 21% in Newham. 
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Figure 2 Physical quality of housing problems by nature of problem, Newham, London and 

Britain
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An index of physical problems was created by counting the number of physical problems experienced 

in the household. Shortage of space was excluded from the index because it can be taken to mean 

different things for different households. The index ranges from 0 to 6. Two-thirds of households in 

Newham did not report any of the problems at all (66%). At the other end of the scale, almost one in 

10 (9%) reported three or more problems, whilst 17% reported one and 7% reported two problems. 

Figure 3 shows how the number of physical problems has changed over the years of the NHPS. The 

outer ring represents Wave 5 and the inner ring represents Wave 1. The proportion of households 

reporting no problems has increased after a fall in Wave 4. 
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Figure 3 Number of problems with the physical quality of the building  

(inner most circle is Wave 1, outermost circle is Wave 5) 
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Source: NHPS, Households 

There is some variation in the number of physical problems reported by housing tenure. Those 

households who are more likely to report a greater number of problems are those which are rented 

from the Local Authority; these households report three or more problems: twice as much as the 

average for Newham as a whole (18% compared to 9%). Local Authority renters are also least likely 

to report no problems: 56% compared to the Newham average of 66%. Those who own with a 

mortgage are the most likely to report no problems (74%).  

Table 16 Number of problems in physical quality of the building by housing tenure 

Number of problems with physical quality of the 

building

Tenure

0

(%) 

1

(%) 

2

(%) 

3 to 6 

(%) 

Number

Owned outright 69 17 6 8 132 

Owned with mortgage 74 17 4 5 175 

Local Authority rented 56 18 8 18 228 

Housing Assoc. rented 67 18 12 2 98
Private rented 69 16 8 7 220 

Newham 66 17 7 9 853 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

For the same physical households at each year, Table 17 shows the change in the number of problems 

reported. The table does not take into account changes in the household composition. Nearly eight in 
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ten (79%) of households that reported no problems at Wave 4 were still reporting no problems at 

Wave 5, with most of the rest (16%) now reporting one problem. Just over six in ten (61%) of those 

who had previously reported one problem were now reporting no problems, with just under two in ten 

(19%) still reporting one problem and a similar figure (20%) reporting an increase in the number of 

problems (6% two, 14% three or more). For those who had reported two problems, two in ten (20%) 

were still reporting two problems, with a similar proportion (20%) reporting an increase in the 

number, however, six in ten (60%) reported an improvement (31% reporting no problems, 29% 

reporting one). For those who had previously reported three to six problems, over four in ten (44%) 

were still reporting this figure, with similar proportions reporting both one or two problems (19% and 

17% respectively).  In total nearly six in ten (58%) of households at the same physical address 

reported the same number of problems, nearly two in ten (19%) reported a deteriorating condition and 

just over two in ten (24%) reporting an improvement.  

Table 17 Changes in the number of problems in physical quality of housing, Wave 4 to Wave 5

Number of problems Wave 5 Number

Number of problems 

Wave 4 

None

(%) 

One

(%) 

Two 

(%) 

Three to six 

(%) 

0 79 16 4 1 210 

1 61 19 6 14 70

2 31 29 20 20 35
3 to 6 19 19 17 44 36

Newham 64 18 7 10 351 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

Shortage of Space

Shortage of space was reported as a problem for just over one fifth of households (21%). This was a 

decline from the Wave 4 figure, and the lowest figure reported in any of the five waves of the NHPS. 

The decline from Wave 4 has been experienced for all housing tenure groups except for those renting 

from a private landlord. The sharpest fall was among those who rent from the Local Authority; at 

Wave 4 shortage of space was reported by almost four in ten (39%) of Local Authority renters, at 

Wave 5 this had fallen to one quarter (26%). Households with just one or two people were less likely 

to say that shortage of space was a problem. Households with three people were the most likely to 

report shortage of space as a problem (31%). Around one quarter of households with four or more 

people reported shortage of space as a problem.  
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Table 18 Shortage of space by tenure

Shortage of Space is a problem

(% in each tenure) 

Tenure

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Owned outright 14 13 11 17 10

Owned with mortgage 25 24 23 24 18

Local Authority rented 36 36 31 39 26

Housing Assoc. rented 39 27 32 29 27

Private rented 29 38 29 20 23

Newham 29 27 26 26 21

Number 1035 871 883 833 850 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households

Shortage of space may be interpreted in a number of ways. Households were therefore asked whether 

they meant a lack of storage space or overcrowding. Just under a third of households reporting 

shortage of space as a problem said that it was lack of storage space – a similar figure to Wave 4 

(35%). The proportion of those saying that the shortage of space was a problem of overcrowding was 

15%, a decrease from the 25% who reported this at Wave 4. However, over half (54%) said that it was 

both, compared to just 34% at Wave 4. This means that 89% of those saying that shortage of space 

was a problem were experiencing a lack of storage space and 68% overcrowding, this compares to 

69% and 54% respectively at Wave 4. Households with four or more people were more likely to say 

that they were short of living space, with around nine in ten households (93%) of five or six or more 

people (86%) reporting shortage of living space as a problem. 

Table 19 Shortage of space by household size 

Household size 

All “shortage 

of space” 

(%) 

Shortage of 

living space 

(%) 

One person 14 48

Two people 18 66

Three people 31 69

Four people 26 70

Five people 23 93

Six or more people 26 86

Newham 21 68

Source: NHPS, Households 

 The column “Shortage of living space” contains only those households who had said “Shortage of space”

Physical quality of housing problems with local environmental problems

Table 20, below, looks at the relationship between the physical quality of housing and the number of 

local environmental problems experienced by the household. The environmental problems were: 

vandalism or crime, street noise, noise from neighbours and pollution/environmental problems. Just 

under half (46%) of households who reported experiencing no physical problems also said that they 

experienced no environmental problems, whilst just 8% reported experiencing three or four of the 
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problems. A similar relationship was found for those households reporting just one physical problem, 

with 45% stating no environmental problems and 7% reporting three to four environmental problems. 

Those houses with more physical problems were also likely to report more environmental problems, 

10% of houses with two and 21% with three to six physical problems stated experiencing three to four 

environmental problems.  

Table 20 Local environmental problems by physical quality of the buildings 

Number of local environment problems 

Number of physical quality problems 

0

(%) 

1

(%) 

2

(%) 

3 to 4 

(%) 

Number

0 46 29 17 8 565 

1 45 28 20 7 148 
2 32 29 29 10 62

3 to 6 26 28 25 21 76

Number 365 247 161 78 851 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

The perception of the local area also seems to be related to how the respondent reported physical and 

environmental problems. Those who said that their local area was ‘poor’ were more likely to report 

having problems than those in ‘average’ or ‘well to do’ areas.  

Table 21 Percentage of households saying ‘yes’ to each physical housing problem and 

environmental problem by perception of area

Rating of local area 

Physical Building Problems 

Poor

(%) 

Average 

(%) 

Well to do 

(%) 

Shortage of space 23 18 14

Not enough light 11 9 4

Lack of adequate heating 7 4 0

Condensation 15 10 18

Leaky roof 16 7 6

Damp walls, floor etc 22 11 20

Rot in windows 16 9 12

Environmental Problems 

Vandalism or crime 60 40 41

Street noise 46 27 22

Noise from neighbours 37 23 14

Pollution/environmental problems 13 12 4

Number 240 579 50

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
Note:  the question about the quality of the area was asked in the individual self-completion questionnaire whilst 

the question about satisfaction with the house was asked in the household questionnaire. The table contains the 

response for the respondent who completed the household questionnaire.

Not surprisingly, the physical and environmental problems experienced in the household affected the 

satisfaction with the house. Just 3% of those who reported no physical problems said that they were 

dissatisfied with their house, compared to 40% of those reporting three to six physical problems. 
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Similarly, with environmental problems, just 5% of those reporting no environmental problems were 

dissatisfied compared to 19% of those reporting three to four environmental problems.  

Table 22 House satisfaction by housing problems 

Housing satisfaction 

Very

satisfied 

(%) 

Fairly

satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 

nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very

dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number

Physical Building problems 

0 37 55 5 3 565 
1 37 44 8 11 149 

2 11 51 14 24 63

3 to 6 8 32 21 40 76

Environmental problems 

0 40 49 6 5 365 
1 32 49 9 9 247 

2 21 57 7 15 162 

3 to 4 21 50 10 19 78

Number 277 433 62 80 852 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

Housing tenure and local environmental problems

The number of environmental problems was related to housing tenure. As in Wave 4, those who rented 

privately were the most likely to report no environmental problems. Owner-occupiers were the least 

likely to report no environmental problems.  

Table 23 Number of problems with local environment by tenure 

Number of local environment problems 

Tenure

0

(%) 

1

(%) 

2

(%) 

3 to 4 

(%) 

Number

Owned outright 38 28 24 11 133 

Owned with mortgage 40 30 21 10 174 

Local Authority rented 41 30 18 11 227 

Housing Assoc. rented 42 24 25 10 98

Private rented 52 29 14 6 219 

Newham 43 29 19 9 851 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households

Moving preferences 

Respondents in the individual questionnaire were asked whether they would prefer to move house or 

stay where they were. Just over half (53%) said that they would like to stay where they were, with 

43% preferring to move, and 4% not knowing. This is almost identical to the last two years. 
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Figure 4 Prefer to stay here or move

47% 49% 52% 54% 53%

48% 47%
44% 44% 43%

5% 4% 3% 3% 4%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5

P
e

rc
e

n
t

Stay Here Prefer to Move Don't Know
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Moving preference does vary by the characteristics of the household and the individual. There were no 

differences between men and women. Around half of respondents aged under 45 wanted to stay, and 

this proportion increased for the 45-59 group and was highest for the 60 years and over group.  This 

finding is echoed in the analysis of the employment status; 73% of respondents who were retired 

preferred to stay in their current address. Part-time employees and the self-employed were also more 

likely than the average to want to stay where they were, whilst full-time employees were the most 

likely to want to move (56%) with the unemployed also preferring to move (54%).  The White British, 

White Other, Other Asian, Other ethnicity and Black Caribbean respondents were less likely than the 

Newham average to want to stay, whilst the Asian Indians were the group most likely to want to stay.  

Turning to household composition, the group most likely to want to stay were the single elderly (74%) 

and the “other” households (79%), whilst the least likely to want to stay were the households 

composed of two or more unrelated adults (39%) and the single non-elderly households (40%). 

Overall, over half of the sample wanted to stay living where they were (55%), with 12% wanting to 

move, but stay within Newham and just one-third (33%) wanting to move out of Newham. Those most 

likely to want to move away from Newham were the younger respondents, the Black Caribbean, 

Other, White British, White Other respondents, and the single non-elderly households. Respondents 

living in households below the poverty line were more likely to say that they wanted to stay where 

they were (59%, compared to 52% living above the poverty line).  
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Table 24 Moving preferences by gender, age group, ethnic background, employment status and 

household composition

Moving preference Number

Stay here 

(%) 

Prefer to move 

within Newham 

(%) 

Prefer to move 

out of Newham 

(%) 

Sex

Men 55 12 33 791 

Women 54 12 34 744 

Age group 
16 to 29 51 15 35 449 

30 to 44 49 16 36 432 
45 to 59 55 9 35 280 

60+ 72 4 24 251 

Employment status 
Full-time employee 44 11 45 399 

Part-time employee 61 14 26 94

Self-employed 60 13 28 87
Unemployed 46 20 34 65

Retired 73 3 24 207 

Full-time student 55 16 29 235 
Inactive 56 14 31 331 

Worklessness 

Workless household 55 14 31 469 
Not workless household 55 12 33 934 

Poverty

Above poverty line 52 11 37 842 
Below poverty line 59 13 28 577 

Ethnicity

White British 51 8 41 391 
White Other 49 11 40 176 

Asian Indian 68 10 22 219 
Asian Pakistani 62 15 23 112 

Asian Bangladeshi 58 19 24 123 

Other Asian 54 10 36 80
Other ethnicity 43 15 42 65

Black Caribbean 51 5 44 88

Black African 55 21 24 160 
Household composition 

Single non-elderly 41 11 47 116 

Single elderly 74 8 18 77
Couple: no children 60 6 34 220 

Couple: dep children 52 17 31 329 

Couple: non-dep children 51 6 43 211 
Lone parent: dep children 48 15 37 150 

Lone parent: non-dep children 51 20 28 109 

2+ Unrelated adults 39 19 43 70
Other Households 79 6 16 142 

Newham 55 12 33 1424 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals. 

 Poverty line is 60% of median household income, after housing costs 

Respondents who reported fewer physical or environmental problems were more likely to say that they 

would prefer to stay where they were. Whilst only a third (34%) of those with three to six physical 

problems wanted to stay, almost two-thirds (63%) of those reporting no physical problems said that 

they would prefer to stay where they were. A similar pattern was found with environmental problems; 
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less than one third of those with three to four environmental problems wanted to stay compared to 

two-thirds (65%) of those reporting no environmental problems. Those who reported shortage of space 

were likely to say that they would prefer to move; 71% gave this response.  

Table 25 Moving preferences by number of problems in physical quality of the building and in 

the local environment

Moving preference 

Stay here 

(%) 

Prefer to move 

(%) 

Number

Number of problems with physical quality of the 

building 

0 63 37 954 
1 46 54 241 

2 20 80 105 
3 to 6 34 66 119 

Shortage of Space 29 71 283 

Number of problems with local environment 

0 65 35 637 
1 54 46 371 

2 43 57 281 

3 to 4 31 69 131 

Newham 55 45 1420 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals

Table 26 looks at the preference to move or stay in the present accommodation, by length of time 

living in Newham. Recent movers into Newham (under five years) and those who had lived in 

Newham for between 15 and 29 years were more likely to want to stay in their present home, 

compared to the average Newham respondent. Those who have lived in Newham for 5 to 14 years, 

and those who had lived in the borough their whole life were more likely to want to move house. This 

is the same pattern that has been found at Waves 3 and 4.  

Table 26 Moving preference by length of residence in Newham

Length of residency 

Stay in Present Home 

(%) 

Prefers to Move 

(%) 

Number

Under 5 Years 59 41 354 

5 to 9 Years 51 49 186 
10 to 14 Years 46 54 110 

15 to 19 Years 54 46 109 

20 to 24 Years 65 35 96
25 to 29 Years 65 35 57

30+ Years 59 41 140 

Whole life 51 49 305 

Newham 55 45 1357 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals

Those who said that they preferred to move house were asked how likely they thought it was that they 

would move in the coming year. On average, most people thought that it was unlikely that they would 

move in the next year (84% saying that they did not expect to move). Those who were more likely 
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than the average to say that they do expect to move were younger respondents, White Other, Asian 

Pakistani and Black African respondents, lone parents with dependent children and households 

composed of two or more unrelated adults. The proportion who expected to move (16%) was higher 

than that found in the previous wave (9%).  

Table 27  Moving expectations by gender, age group, ethnicity, and household composition 

Expects to move house Number

Yes

(%) 

No

(%) 

Sex

Men 16 84 632 

Women 17 83 678 

Age group 
16 to 29 24 76 422 

30 to 44 19 81 391 

45 to 59 10 90 250 
60+ 3 97 236 

Employment status 

Full-time employee 23 77 376 
Part-time employee 16 84 83

Self-employed 11 89 79

Unemployed 21 79 57
Retired 2 98 209 

Full-time student 22 78 212 

Inactive 14 86 295 
Worklessness 

Workless household 13 87 431 

Not workless household 18 82 862 
Poverty

Above poverty line 18 82 769 
Below poverty line 14 86 536 

Ethnicity

White British 10 90 368 
White Other 32 68 156 

Asian Indian 12 88 206 

Asian Pakistani 19 81 103 
Asian Bangladeshi 17 83 105 

Other Asian 18 82 76

Other 15 85 61
Black Caribbean 15 85 81

Black African 19 81 146 

Household composition 
Single non-elderly 15 85 107 

Single elderly 3 97 73

Couple: no children 17 84 212 
Couple: dep children 13 87 294 

Couple: non-dep children 15 85 189 

Lone parent: dep children 23 77 146 
Lone parent: non-dep children 14 86 86

2+ Unrelated adults 42 58 74
Other Households 14 86 129 

Newham 16 84 1310 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals.  

Poverty line is 60% of median household income, after housing costs
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Respondents in the household questionnaire were also asked, if they were to buy a property now, what 

would be the maximum price they could afford. Two-thirds (67%) of respondents said that they could 

not afford to buy at all, just 4% said they could afford £300,000 or more. Since the Wave 4 survey the 

proportion of households saying that they could not afford to buy at all has increased from 62%.  

Table 28    Maximum amount could afford for a house 

Maximum amount afforded Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Cannot afford to buy at all 62 67

Up to £100,000   6   2 

£100,001 to £200,000 17 12

£200,001 to £300,000 12 14

£300,001 or more   4   4 

Number 857 853 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households

Looking at the characteristics of those who say that they could not afford to buy a house at all, this 

was much higher amongst those who currently rented from the Local Authority (89%), a Housing 

Association (85%) or a private landlord (78%) compared to those who owned with a mortgage (34%) 

or owned outright (47%). The single, elderly householders were the most likely to say that they could 

not afford to buy anything (87%), with couples with no children (48%) and couples with dependent 

children (58%) being the least likely to give this response.  

Table 29   Maximum amount could afford for a house 

Maximum amount could afford a house 

Cannot 

afford 

Up to 

£100k

£100k to 

£200k

£200k to 

£300k

£300k

plus

Number

Housing tenure 

Owned outright 47 0 20 23 11 131 

Owned with mortgage 34 2 16 38 10 173 

Local Authority rented 89 3   5   3  0 228 
Housing Assoc. rented 85 3   5   3  1 98

Private landlord 78 3 12   6  1 218 

Household type 
Single non-elderly 66 3 14 10   6 148 

Single elderly 87 0   7   4   2 90
Couple: no children 48 1 17 29   5 129 

Couple: dep children 58 4 15 18   6 157 

Couple: non-dep children 65 3   6 21   5 66
Lone parent: dep children 78 3   7 11   1 121 

Lone parent: non-dep 

children

79 0 15   6   0 48

2+ Unrelated adults 70 0 19   4   7 27

Other Households 79 3   9   6   3 66

Newham 68 2 12 14 4 852 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households
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Chapter 5           Quality of life, neighbourhood and local services 

10 Key Findings 

A large majority of Newham residents appeared to like living in their neighbourhood - 

81% of respondents responded positively to the question ‘overall, do you like living in 

this neighbourhood?

Among the longitudinal sample, the majority consistently reported that they liked living 

in their neighbourhood; very few residents maintained a negative view each time they 

were interviewed. 

Residents in Manor Park and East Ham had slightly higher rates of neighbourhood 

affiliation than residents living in the other Community Forums. 

Over eight in ten respondents (83%) said that their area is a place where people from 

different backgrounds got on well together. 

Overall life satisfaction has increased between Waves 4 and 5. 

Only a small minority of Newham residents (4%) reported their overall quality of life to 

be bad or fairly bad. 

Women living in Forest Gate and Stratford/West Ham had the highest rates of worry 

about crime (74% and 71% respectively). 

Some services, such as medical and health services, public transport and further 

education have been rated higher at each successive wave, suggesting that Newham 

residents find that these services are improving. Rates of satisfaction with refuse 

collection services fell between Waves 4 and 5. 

Older Newham residents (those aged 60 and above) tended to rate services higher when 

compared to residents in younger age groups. 

Among the longitudinal sample, residents living in Beckton and East Ham were more 

likely to give consistently positive ratings to council services. 
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This chapter explores how Newham residents view their local neighbourhood and their attitudes to 

community cohesion in the areas where they live. It also examines perceptions of quality of life and 

satisfaction with various dimensions of life and reports on life satisfaction scores. Crime and fear of 

crime, dimensions of quality of life and satisfaction with local services are also covered in the chapter. 

As well as comparing the results of Wave 5 with previous waves, the chapter also examines the 

response of Newham residents who have taken part in Wave 5 and at least two other waves. This sub-

sample of respondents is referred to as ‘the longitudinal sample’. 

Attitudes to local neighbourhood

Overall, the results suggest that most residents have a positive view of the area where they live. At 

Wave 5, 81% of respondents responded positively to the question ‘overall, do you like living in this 

neighbourhood?’ In the longitudinal sample, 61% of respondents consistently reported that they liked 

their neighbourhood, compared to 39% who reported at least once that they did not like their 

neighbourhood. Only a very small minority of residents (8%) viewed their neighbourhood negatively 

at each wave.  

In previous reports, social cohesion in Newham has been measured by asking respondents whether 

they agree or disagree with the statement ‘to what extent do people from different backgrounds get on 

well together’ in the area where they live. The proportion agreeing was high across Waves 2, 3 4 

(79%, 85%, 83%) and this pattern is repeated again for Wave 5 - 83% definitely or tended to agree 

that their local area is a place where people from different backgrounds got on well together (Table 1). 

The proportion disagreeing has decreased slightly since Wave 2. 

Table 1 Extent of agreement with whether local area is a place where people from different 

backgrounds get on well together, Waves 2, 3, 4, 5 

Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
Level of agreement  

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

Definitely agree 15 15 10 10

Tend to agree 64 70 73 73

Definitely disagree 16 12 12 11

Tend to disagree 4 3 4 6

Too few people from different backgrounds in 

local area 

1 0 1

0

All people from same background 1 0 0 1

Number 1393 1369 1368 1406 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

Residents who held a positive view about a particular feature of their area were more likely to hold an 

overall positive view about living in Newham. For example, residents who liked the area and did not 
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wish to move away were more likely to agree that people from different backgrounds got on well 

together (Table 2).

Table 2 "This local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 

together", by whether respondent likes their neighbourhood and mover preference 

Definitely 

Agree

(%) 

Agree

(%) 

Disagree

(%) 

Definitely 

Disagree

(%) 

Number

Likes Neighbourhood

Yes, likes 11 76 8 4 1121 

No, dislikes 5 61 19 14 260 

Mover preference 

Stay here 10 81 6 2 738 

Prefer to move 10 62 17 10 619 

Newham 9 74 11 5 1406 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

The length of time that respondents have lived in Newham seems to have an effect on their perception 

of the area. Findings from previous waves that more positive views tend to be held by recent residents 

compared to those who have been in the area a long time were again confirmed for Wave 5 (Table 3).  

Table 3 "This local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 

together", by date of arrival in UK 

Definitely Agree

(%) 

Agree

(%) 

Disagree

(%) 

Definitely 

Disagree

(%) 

Number

Arrival in UK 

Until 1979 8 82 6 4 147 

1980-1989 6 75 12 6   86 

1990-1994 12 65 15 7   76 
1995-1999   9 80 6 3 103 

2000-2003   9 80 6 2 137 
2004-2006 21 71 6 1 137 

Born in the UK   9 68 13 9 564 

Newham    10 72 11    6 1406 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

When attitudes to the local areas according to the time lived in Newham are examined in the 

longitudinal sample, the picture is slightly more complex (Figure 1). It appears that although 

perceptions of the local area do indeed fall among residents who have lived a long time in the 

borough, this decrease only takes place after having lived about 20 years in Newham. The most 

consistent rates of favourable views about living in the neighbourhood were given among those 

residents who have neither lived all their life in Newham nor recently arrived. Interestingly, there is a 

fall in consistent favourable rates among those residents who have lived about 15 to 19 years in the 

borough.
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Figure 1  Percentage who answer positively at each wave that overall they like living in the 

neighbourhood by number of years lived in Newham 
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As far as the relationship between ethnicity and community cohesion is concerned, all ethnic groups 

reported a majority positive attitude. However, there were some important differences. A slight change 

from previous waves exists in so far as the Black Caribbean group had higher rates of negative attitude 

on community cohesion than the White Other group. Moreover, compared to Wave 4, rates of negative 

attitudes have increased among White Other, Black Caribbean and other Asian groups, whereas they 

decreased for Asian Indian and Black African groups. When the religion of respondents is examined, 

the Church of England/Anglican group had the highest rates of disagreement on whether their local 

area is a place where people from different backgrounds got on well together – more than one quarter 

(26%) disagreed with this statement.
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Table 4 "This local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 

together", by ethnic group and religion 

Definitely 

Agree

(%) 

Agree

(%) 

Disagree

(%) 

Definitely 

Disagree

(%) 

Number

Ethnic group 

White British 9 68 13   9 363 
Other White 15 69 11 4 156 

Indian 10 80   4   5 221 

Pakistani 11 72   9   3 134 
Bangladeshi   6 73 16   5 139 

Other Asian 11 84   2   0 92
Black Caribbean   8 61 22   9 80

Black African 12 75   8   4 158 

Other   9 82   7   1 58

Religion

No Religion   8 72 14   5 196 
Roman Catholic 10 70 13 7 215 

Church of England/Anglican 13 61 13 13 185 

Other Christian 13 73   9   4 182 
Muslim 10 76   9   3 400 

Hindu 10 81   3   4 120 

Sikh 6 71 12 12 34
Other   8 92   0   0 11

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

Neighbourhood affiliation scores 

Another way of measuring how Newham residents perceive their local area is based on neighbourhood 

affiliation. Table 5 shows that respondents consistently rated their neighbourhood favourably, 

although on behavioural measures (getting advice and borrowing things), rates tended to be 

significantly lower. Generally, Newham residents appeared a little less positive about their 

neighbourhood compared with the national average, but these differences are small. Rates of 

agreement have also decreased slightly since Wave 4, although once again the differences are very 

small and can not be taken to be indicative of any major trend. It is worth noting that approximately 

three quarters of residents would be willing to work together with others to improve their 

neighbourhood, a figure that has remained constant throughout the panel survey  
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Table 5 Neighbourhood affiliation statements Waves 1, 3, 4, 5 and BHPS Wave 13 

Strongly 

agree/agree 

Wave 1

(%) 

Wave 3

(%) 

Wave 4 

%) 

Wave 5 

%) 

BHPS

Wave 13 

(%) 

I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood 63 67 72 67 66

The friendships and associations I have with other 

people in my neighbourhood mean a lot to me 66 64 64 63 63

If I needed advice about something I could go to 

someone in my neighbourhood 50 50 54 48 59

I borrow things and exchange favours with my 

neighbours 33 34 35 28 35

I would be willing to work together with others on 

something to improve my neighbourhood 74 78 78 74 70

I plan to remain a resident of this neighbourhood 

for a number of years 59 59 63 62 64

I like to think of myself as similar to the people 

who live in this neighbourhood 64 57 64 62 50

I regularly stop and talk to people in my 

neighbourhood 62 61 61 59 61

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals 

NB: the question was not asked at Wave 2 as it was planned to be repeated every two years, however since Wave 

3 it has become a regular measure due to local focus on increasing neighbourhood affiliation. 

The latest available comparable data from BHPS are from Wave 13. 

Table 6 shows the responses to the neighbourhood questions by Community Forum. Residents in 

Manor Park and East Ham had slightly higher rates of neighbourhood affiliation than in the other 

Community Forums. Rates were noticeably lower for residents in Stratford & West Ham. 
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Table 6   Neighbourhood affiliation by Community Forum 

Beckton

%

Custom 

House 

&

Canning

Town

%

East

Ham

%

Forest 

Gate

%

Green

Street

%

Manor 

Park

%

Plaistow

%

Royal 

Docks*

%

Stratford 

& West 

Ham

%

I feel like I belong to this 

neighbourhood 64 67 69 64 69 72 68 83 59

The friendships and associations I 

have with other people in my 

neighbourhood mean a lot to me 56 63 71 63 64 74 59 74 45

If I needed advice about 

something I could go to someone 

in my neighbourhood 44 47 53 43 51 57 42 52 39

I borrow things and exchange 

favours with my neighbours 25 26 30 36 26 36 20 35 21

I would be willing to work 

together with others on something 

to improve my neighbourhood 79 74 82 74 71 69 75 74 70

I plan to remain a resident of this 

neighbourhood for a number of 

years 61 60 68 67 55 67 65 74 55

I like to think of myself as similar 

to the people who live in this 

neighbourhood 64 64 64 63 57 67 60 83 56

I regularly stop and talk to people 

in my neighbourhood 64 61 68 57 49 69 51 61 48

Number _86 225 249 162 245 158 168 33 138

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* Cell counts very small  for Royal Docks Community Forum – treat with caution 

Attachment to the neighbourhood can also be measured by combining the responses to the eight 

statements into a single measure, called ‘the neighbourhood affiliation score’ Mean scores were 

calculated by combining the responses into an eight point score, where the respondent scored 1 if they 

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. The score has a range of 0 – 8, where high values 

indicate strong affiliation to the local neighbourhood and low values suggest less affiliation. 

Responses to individual scores for Waves 1, 3 4 and 5 are shown in Table 7, and comparisons have 

been made with BHPS Wave 13, the latest wave for which these questions are included. 

Table 7 shows the proportion of respondents and the number of neighbourhood affiliation statements 

they agreed with. Comparative results from BHPS Wave 13 are also provided. The trend over the 

waves shows an increase in rates of agreement with one to four statements and a decrease for five to 

eight statements. The results from Wave 5 change the trend observed in previous years whereby 

neighbourhood affiliation appeared to be increasing.   
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Table 7   Number of items of agreement about neighbourhood affiliation, Waves 1, 3, 4, 5 and 

BHPS Wave 13

Number of items 

Agree/Strongly Agree 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

BHPS

Wave 13 

(%) 

0 4.4 3.6 4.2 6.0 4.8 

1 8.0 7.3 6.9 6.9 7.3 

2 7.9 9.0 7.8 11.4 10.8 

3 9.9 13.2 9.8 10.7 8.6 

4 13.5 9.4 10.9 11.6 11.0 

1 - 4 39.3 38.9 35.4 45.8 37.7 

5 12.7 13.8 13.6 13.8 12.0 

6 15.5 16.2 13.1 12.7 15.1 

7 14.2 14.4 16.7 13.4 15.6 

8 13.9 13.1 17.0 13.4 14.8 

5 - 8 56.3 57.5 60.4 54.2 57.5 

Source: NHPS; BHPS, Individuals 

The overall mean score of neighbourhood affiliation in Newham was 4.54, which was lower than 

Great Britain (Figure 2). The score was also lower than the overall London score (4.68), but higher 

than inner London (4.45).  

Figure 2 Overall neighbourhood affiliation mean scores: Newham, London and Great Britain 
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Note: High mean score indicates strong affiliation to neighbourhood 

When looking at neighbourhood affiliation by age groups (Figure 3), young people in Newham had 

scores that compared with London but which were slightly lower than in Great Britain. For the 30-44 

year age group, scores in Newham were the same for London but lower than the national average. 

Among the 45-59 year age group, mean scores were slightly higher in Newham than in London but 
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lower than in Britain. Among the eldest age group (60+), Newham residents had a lower mean score 

than either in London or in Britain.  

Figure 3  Neighbourhood affiliation mean score by age group
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Note: High mean score indicates strong affiliation to neighbourhood 

As in previous years, there were differences in neighbourhood affiliation scores by ethnicity. Table 8 

shows that the Asian Bangladeshi group had the highest mean score (5.15) followed by the Asian 

Pakistani group (4.99). The ethnic groups with the lowest mean scores were White Other (3.65), Other 

(3.94) and Black African (4.31). 

Table 8 Neighbourhood affiliation mean scores by ethnicity

Ethnic group Mean score Number

White British 4.78 378

White Other 3.65 174

Asian Indian  4.77 231

Asian Pakistani 4.99 137

Asian Bangladeshi 5.15 145

Other Asian 4.50 97

Black Caribbean 4.51 86

Black African 4.31 172

Other  3.94 58

Newham 4.54 1478

Source: NHPS, Individuals
Note: High mean scores indicate stronger affiliation to neighbourhood 

103



Life satisfaction

Life satisfaction scores were measured by asking respondents to rate various aspects of their lives. 

They were asked to score between 1 – 7, where 1 meant least satisfied and 7 most satisfied. These 

values were compared with London and Great Britain scores. As shown in Table 9, respondents 

seemed least satisfied with their job as was the case in London and Great Britain. Lower satisfaction 

means were also reported on income, similar to London and Great Britain. The overall score for life 

satisfaction had increased in Newham over the year and was at 5.05 at Wave 5 compared with 4.97 at 

Wave 4 and 4.89 at Wave 3 and this average was slightly higher than in London and Great Britain. 

The difference with Great Britain was 0.29, compared to (-0.22) at Wave 4, and (-0.37) at Wave 2.  

Table 9   Average domain life satisfaction scores (range 1-7), Wave 5 

Newham London Britain Difference 

Newham-GB 

Health 5.05 4.58 4.50 0.55 

Income of household 4.08 4.34 4.24 -0.16 

House/flat 4.76 5.07 5.05 -0.29 

Spouse/partner 3.60 3.60 3.95 -0.35 

Job 2.78 2.87 2.71 0.07 

Social life 4.77 4.45 4.46 0.31 

Amount of leisure time 4.40 4.31 4.38 0.02 

Use of leisure time 4.36 4.29 4.43 -0.07 

Life overall 5.05 4.67 4.76 0.29 

Source: NHPS, BHPS,  Individuals
Note: High mean score indicates high level of satisfaction. 

There were some differences in life satisfaction scores by ethnicity as shown in Table 10. Overall life 

satisfaction scores were highest among Asian Other and Asian Pakistani groups, and lowest among 

Black African, Black Caribbean and Other White groups.  

Table 10 Average domain life satisfaction scores, by ethnic group

Health Income of 

household 

House

or flat

Spouse 

partner 

Job Social

life

Amount 

of leisure 

time 

Use of 

leisure

time 

Life

overall

White British 4.78 4.39 5.25 6.21 4.88 4.89 4.85 4.77 4.85 

Other White 5.27 4.01 4.35 6.24 4.24 4.30 3.89 3.93 4.73 

Asian Indian 5.03 4.09 4.73 5.65 4.85 5.04 4.38 4.47 5.12 

Asian Pakistani 4.98 3.77 4.72 6.24 4.60 4.98 4.43 4.54 5.34 

Asian Bangladeshi 4.87 3.86 4.68 6.01 4.75 5.24 3.87 4.05 5.26 

Asian Other 5.39 4.55 5.18 6.53 4.70 4.87 4.30 4.43 5.45 

Black Caribbean 5.07 3.37 4.48 5.34 3.91 4.21 4.11 3.68 3.88 

Black African 5.46 3.67 4.13 5.66 4.11 4.51 4.09 3.94 4.28 

Other. inc mixed 5.39 4.38 4.04 5.63 4.17 4.63 4.70 4.64 5.04 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

Note: High mean score indicates high level of satisfaction.
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Respondents were asked to rate their quality of life overall in addition to satisfaction with various 

aspects of their life. Table 11 shows that just over three-quarters (78%) of respondents reported their 

quality of life to be very or fairly good – a decrease of four percentage points compared to Wave 4. 

Only 4% reported it to be bad or fairly bad, whereas 17% said it was neither good nor bad. There were 

some differences by ethnicity as shown in Table 11. As in Wave 4, Asian groups had the highest 

proportion of respondents who rated their quality of life as very good or fairly good, with the Other 

Asian group rating the highest (87%). White and Other groups showed the lowest ratings. As in Wave 

4, the Black Caribbean group also had the highest proportion of respondents who rated their quality of 

life as fairly or very bad, with more than one in ten (13%).  

Table 11 Reported overall quality of life by ethnic group  

Very good 

(%) 

Fairly good 

(%) 

Neither 

good nor 

bad  

(%) 

Fairly or 

very bad 

(%) 

Number

White British 22 53 18 6 377 

Other white 18 63 17 2 173 

Asian Indian 17 64 14 2 231 

Asian Pakistani 15 64 13 5 137 

Asian Bangladeshi 12 66 18 4 145 

Asian Other 15 72 11 1 96

Black Caribbean 23 38 26 13 85

Black African 21 61 16 2 172 

Other, inc mixed 17 62 15 5 58

Newham 
19 59 17 4 1474 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

Table 12 shows differences by age groups. The younger aged respondents (16 to 29 years old) were 

more likely to rate their quality of life as very good or fairly good (82%) compared to other age 

groups. Those aged 60 or over had the lowest proportion rating their quality of life as very or fairly 

good (70%).  

Table 12 Reported overall quality of life by age group  

Very good 

(%) 

Fairly good 

(%) 

Neither good 

nor bad 

(%) 

Fairly or 

very bad 

(%) Number

16 to 29 19 63 15 3 460 

30 to 44 19 62 14 4 508 
45 to 59 16 56 19 7 268 

60+ 19 51 22 6 235 

Newham 19 59 17 4 1471 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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Respondents’ ratings of their quality of life were compared with their views on staying or moving. 

There seemed to be a relationship between those reporting their quality of life to be fairly or very good 

and preferring to stay. As shown in Figure 4, of those who reported they would prefer to stay, 81% 

rated their quality of life as fairly or very good. This compares to 76% of those who reported a 

preference to move. 

Figure 4 Reported quality of life by whether prefers to move
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 

Crime and anti-social behaviour

Worry about crime and becoming a victim of crime can be a concern for many people. It can affect 

their sense of safety and movement in an area. At Wave 5, respondents were asked if they worried 

about being a victim of crime, whether they had been a victim of crime in the previous year and how 

they perceived their area.

The worry about crime indicator has been created from two variables: the first variable is based on the 

question ‘Do you ever worry that you or anyone else, who lives with you, might be a victim of crime?’;

and the second variable from the response to the first question. If it was ‘yes’, respondents were asked; 

‘Is this a big worry, a bit of a worry or an occasional worry?’ Table 13 shows that 54% of 

respondents reported that crime was a big or a bit of a worry for them – an increase of five percentage 

points compared to Wave 4. Rates of respondents who reported being not at all worried about crime 
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remained the same as in Wave 4. Four in ten (40%) however, said that they were not at all worried 

about crime. 

Table 13 shows that women reported being worried about crime more than men (59% vs. 47%). The 

decrease in worry about crime when compared to Wave 4 is reflected in rates for both men and 

women. Fear of crime appears to be marginally higher among the oldest age groups, although it should 

be noted that rates among those aged 60 and over were nearly the same as for those in the 30 to 44 

year age group. Also, those in the 60 years and over age group were least likely to have reported being 

victims of crime in the previous year. 

Table 13 Worry about crime

Worry about Crime? 

No

(%)

Occasional 

worry

(%) 

Bit of a 

worry

(%) 

Big worry 

(%) 

Number

Sex

Male 45   8 28 19 696 
Female 35   5 34 25 790 

Age
16 to 29 42   5 31 22 460 

30 to 44 34 11 30 24 510 

45 to 59 37   3 31 28 269 
60+ 47   5 35 14 236 

Time lived in Newham 

Under 5 years 45   8 33 14 395 

5 to 9 years 40   6 29 25 212 
10 to 14 years 32 13 33 22 131 

15 to 19 years 28   4 31 37 117 

20 to 24 years 35   6 32 27 97
25 to 29 years 27   7 41 25 49

30 or more years 39   6 30 26 127 

Whole life 41   4 32 23 296 

Ethnicity

White British 41   8 28 22 378 
Other White 45   7 32 17 174 

Asian Indian 31   4 39 26 231 

Asian Pakistani 33   5 32 29 137 
Asian Bangladeshi 43   9 25 23 145 

Other Asian 35   3 36 25 97

Black Caribbean 43   4 28 24 86
Black African 40   7 33 20 172 

Other, inc mixed 52   5 30 14 58

Newham 40   6 32 22 1478 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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The unclear pattern observed in Wave 4 of worry about crime by length of residency in Newham is 

repeated, except for those who had lived in the borough for less than 5 years. These newly arrived 

residents appear to be less worried about crime than those who have lived in Newham for longer. 

There were some differences in worry about crime by ethnic groups, which again repeated the same 

pattern as observed in Wave 4. Other Asian and Asian Indian groups were slightly more worried about 

crime compared to other ethnic groups. 

Respondents were asked if they had been a victim of crime in the previous year and if so what type of 

crime. The same rate was reported in Wave 5 as in Wave 4 – 24% of respondents reported having been 

a victim of crime in the previous year. The type of crime which respondents most reported they had 

been a victim of was ‘car broken into’ (27%) followed by street robbery and vandalism. However, less 

than one in ten respondents had been a victim of any one of these crimes. Not surprisingly, those who 

had been a victim of crime were also more worried about crime compared to those who had not been a 

victim. Of those who had been a victim of a burglary, over half expressed a big worry about crime 

(56%) compared to only 9% of those who had not been a victim of any crime.  

Table 14  Whether worry about being a victim of crime by crime victimisation in last year  

No

(%) 

Occasional 

worry

(%) 

Bit of a 

worry

(%) 

Big worry 

(%) 

Number

Victim in last year: any 

crime 16 8 33 42 363 

By specific crime: 

    Street robbery 15 9 26 50 86

    Car stolen 21 14 13 51 40

    Car broken into 17 7 34 42 129 

    Home burglary 9 7 27 56 48

    Vandalism 9 5 37 48 59

    Physical attack 15 5 21 59 70

    Other crime 18 15 30 37 45

Not victim in last year 47 6 31 16 1123 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

There were some important differences in perceptions of crime by Community Forum area as shown 

in Figure 5. The highest rates of worry about crime were found among women living in Forest Gate 

(74%) and Stratford & West Ham (71%) compared to only 32% of men living in Beckton and 51% of 

men in Manor Park. Overall, it seems that Forest Gate, Canning Town and Stratford residents worry 

most about crime.  
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Figure 5   Percentage of men and women who worry about crime by Community Forum 
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A measure of how safe people feel tends to be asked through questions on how safe people feel 

walking in the area during the day and at night. As shown in Table 15, although the vast majority 

(87%) said that they felt very or fairly safe walking during the day, just over one in ten felt a bit unsafe 

or very unsafe. Moreover, these rates have increased slightly compared to previous waves.  

Table 15  How safe respondent feels walking alone in the area during the daytime  

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Very safe 49 44 39

Fairly safe 44 48 48

A bit unsafe 6 6 10

Very unsafe 1 2 2

Number 1448 1435 1470 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

Table 16 shows how safe respondents felt walking alone in the area after dark. Only a minority of 

respondents reported that they never go out at night (15% compared to just over one in ten (12%) at 

Wave 4 and 17% at Wave 3). Of those who said that they went out after dark, 16% felt very safe at 

Wave 5, compared to only 11% who felt very safe at Wave 4 and 16% at Wave 3. However, there was 

a decrease among those who felt fairly safe compared to Waves 3 and 4 and an increase in those 

feeling very unsafe compared to Wave 4. 
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Table 16  How safe respondent feels walking alone in the area after dark  

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Very safe 16 11 16 

Fairly safe 41 44 36 

A bit unsafe 24 29 29 

Very unsafe 19 16 19 

Number 1200 1272 1249 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

As in Wave 4, respondents were asked about various crime and disorder problems. Wave 5 contains 

some changes to these questions compared to previous waves and some new indicators have been 

provided. In Wave 4 there were 12 different types of behaviour and in Wave 5 there were 15. Of the 

behaviours in Wave 5 only 5 were identical to the ones in Wave 4 – ‘teenagers hanging around on 

streets’; ‘homes being broken into’; ‘cars being broken into or stolen’; ‘prostitution, kerb crawling and 

other sexual acts’; ‘fire setting’. The changes at Wave 5 were as follows: ‘drunk on streets’ became 

‘drunk or rowdy on the streets or in other public place’; ‘vandalism and deliberate damage’ and 

'graffiti' have been merged; ‘dealing drugs’ became ‘dealing and using drugs’; ‘abandoned cars’ 

became ‘abandoned and burnt out cars’. The anti-social behaviour ‘people attacked on the streets’ no 

longer appeared in Wave 5.

These responses were analysed by how worried respondents were about each of the items. Just over 

two thirds (69%) reported loitering teenagers to be a common problem, followed by irresponsible 

parents (60%), fly tipping (54%) and vandalism or graffiti (50%). As in previous waves, there were 

some variations in perceptions of how common these crime and disorder activities were in the area by 

gender, age and ethnicity. There were also differences in perceptions by length of residency in 

Newham, whether respondents liked or disliked their neighbourhood and whether they preferred to 

stay or leave. Respondents who have lived in Newham for less than five years were less concerned 

about crime and disorder issues compared with those who had lived in Newham for longer. There was 

a strong relationship between disliking an area and perceiving anti-social behaviour to be high. 

Similarly, those who expressed a preference to leave were also more concerned about crime and anti-

social behaviour in their area. 
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Satisfaction with services 

Respondents were asked about their perceptions on a range of local services. Table 18 shows the 

proportion of respondents who rated local services from excellent to very good over the five waves. 

On the one hand, some services, such as medical and health and public transport have been rated 

higher at each successive wave. On the other hand, there has been a marked deterioration in the 

satisfaction with refuse collection – from 54% who rated this service as excellent or very good at 

Wave 4 to 43% at Wave 5. 

Table 18 Rating of services, excellent and very good

Percentage saying excellent or very good 

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Schools 35 43 40 47 44

Medical/ Health 36 44 47 55 57

Social Services 25 29 28 37 36

Housing 19 27 23 32 30

Advice centre 27 32 29 39 39

Police 28 34 37 44 43

Public Transport 54 54 64 68 69

Shopping 61 61 69 69 66

Leisure 50 50 56 60 52

Further Education 45 45 43 51 52

Street Cleaning 31 31 34 46 35

Refuse Collection 46 46 47 54 43

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

Respondents who answered “Don’t know” have been excluded from percentages 

Table 19 shows variations in ratings by different socio-demographic characteristics. As in previous 

waves, the results show that those aged 60 and over tended to rate all services highly compared to 

those of younger age groups. Trends among different ethnic groups are more difficult to interpret, but 

it appears that the Black Caribbean group was less satisfied with services than other groups. The trend 

of residents who liked their neighbourhood also rating local services more highly than those who did 

not like their neighbourhood was repeated at Wave 5. Similarly those who preferred to stay in the area 

were more positive about local services compared with those who preferred to move. 
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Respondents were also asked how satisfied they were with Newham council. Table 20 shows 

responses by different socio-demographic characteristics. As at Wave 4, the difference by gender was 

not statistically significant, but there were statistically significant differences by age, ethnicity, 

whether liked or disliked an area and preference to stay or leave. Older age groups were more satisfied 

with the local council and similar to findings reported above those who disliked their area were more 

dissatisfied with their council compared to those who liked their neighbourhoods. Those who preferred 

to move were also more likely to be dissatisfied with the council compared to those who liked their 

neighbourhood.

Table 20 Satisfaction with local council  

Very

Satisfied 

(%) 

Satisfied 

(%) 

Neither 

satisfied nor 

dissatisfied 

(%) 

Dissatisfied

(%) 

Very

Dissatisfied

(%) 

Number

Sex

Male 8 58 18 10 6 681 

Female 8 60 18 11 4 767 
Age

16 to 29 5 59 20 10 6 447 
30 to 44 6 59 18 13 4 496 

45 to 59 9 53 20 11 7 263 
Over 60 13 62 14 9 2 231 

Ethnicity

White British 10 53 17 15 4 372 

Other White 11 62 14 11 2 165 
Asian Indian 6 55 23 6 9 224 

Asian Pakistani 6 71 17 4 3 134 
Asian Bangladeshi 3 70 12 8 7 143 

Asian Other 11 67 16 4 2 95
Black Caribbean 4 48 17 22 9 85

Black African 7 59 21 9 4 164 
Other, inc mixed 5 67 15 11 3 58

Likes Neighbourhood 9 62 17 8 3 1152 

Dislikes Neighbourhood 3 43 19 23 12 266 

Stay Here 10 67 16 6 1 760 

Prefer to Move 5 49 20 17 9 637 

Poverty

Above Poverty Line 9 55 18 12 6 828 

Below Poverty Line 7 65 17 8 4 611 

Employment status 

Self-employed 11 56 14 13 6 73

Employed 6 54 19 13 7 541 

Unemployed 3 64 19 10 4 158 

Retired 16 62 13 6 3 193 

Family care 12 67 12 7 2 207 

Full-time student 5 57 24 10 5 204 

Long-term sick/disabled 9 57 22 9 4 63

Newham 8 59 18 10 5 1447 

Source: NHPS, Individuals
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At each wave of the survey, respondents have been asked how satisfied they are overall with the way 

the council runs things. Overall, satisfaction levels (combining those who were very or fairly satisfied) 

have risen steadily from Waves 1 to 4, and have remained constant (i.e. the same as in Wave 4) at 

Wave 5. 

Figure 6. Overall satisfaction with the council 
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Table 21 shows the level of satisfaction with the way the council runs things in Newham for 

respondents who were interviewed at both Waves 4 and 5 of the survey. The figures in bold on the 

diagonal line, show the proportion of respondents who rated the council similarly at both waves. 

Figures above show the proportion of people whose satisfaction with the council was lower at Wave 5 

than at Wave 4 and the reverse is the case for figures below the diagonal line. 

Table 21 Comparison Wave 4 and Wave 5 overall satisfaction with the way the council runs 

things in Newham

Wave 5 satisfaction with council 

Wave 4 satisfaction 

Very

satisfied 

Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very

dissatisfied 

Number

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Very satisfied 16 61 18 4 0 45

Satisfied 9 65 17 6 2 366 

Neither 3 54 22 17 4 117 

Dissatisfied 0 37 14 32 17 78
Very dissatisfied 10 30 10 17 33 32

Numbers 46 374 107 73 38 638 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

116



Overall, most Newham residents maintain a favourable view concerning the council. Figure 7 shows 

the proportion of residents in the longitudinal sample who consistently reported that they were 

satisfied with the council. The highest rates were in Beckton and East Ham, where two in three 

residents reported that they were very satisfied or satisfied each time they were interviewed. The 

lowest rates were in Royal Docks and Plaistow, where about half of the residents were consistently 

very satisfied or satisfied with the council 

Figure 7 Percentage who are consistently satisfied with the council over time by Community 
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Chapter 6    Social capital, social participation and discrimination 

10 Key Findings 

Just over a third of Newham residents (35%) reported being members of at least one 

organisation. This rate, as in previous waves, remains lower than the national average. 

Civic engagement over time (measured as being a member of an organisation) is 

relatively high. Among the longitudinal sample, 60% have been a member of an 

organisation at some time or another across the five waves. 

Newham residents participate in a wide range of activities. Nevertheless, almost one 

quarter of residents never or almost never eats out, a rate much higher than for Britain as 

a whole. 

More than half of Newham residents have used a computer in their home during the past 

3 months and Internet use in the home has increased significantly - between Wave 4 and 

Wave 5 the rates increased from 33% to 50%. 

Just over three-quarters of respondents (77%) said that they had done some type of 

physical activity in the previous four weeks. 

Interest in politics is only slightly lower among Newham residents compared to the 

national average - 35% stating very or fairly interested in politics at Wave 5 compared to 

43% in Britain. At the same time, the proportion of residents not at all interested in 

politics remains relatively high and has increased since Wave 1 (38% at Wave 5 

compared to a national average of 22%).  

Over time, men seem to maintain a greater interest in politics than women. 

Experience of discrimination, unfair treatment and harassment reveals that 20% of 

respondents at Wave 5 felt they had been treated unfairly in the previous year, 12% felt 

they had suffered harassment, and 11% felt they had suffered discrimination in the 

workplace.

The likelihood of experiencing some form of discrimination or harassment increases 

over time. Around one third of respondents reported experiencing unfair treatment and 

harassment and just under one in five reported employment discrimination. 

Over time, women appear to be more likely to have experienced some form of 

discrimination, unfair treatment or harassment. 
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This chapter covers different dimensions of social capital. It reports on membership of organisations, 

participation in leisure activities, and interest and engagement in politics. It reports on the range and 

type of physical activity undertaken by respondents. It also describes discrimination and harassment as 

reported by respondents. As in Chapter 5, the chapter also examines the response of Newham residents 

who have taken part in Wave 5 and at least two other waves. This sub-sample of respondents is 

referred to as ‘the longitudinal sample’. 

Organisational membership and activity 

Respondents were asked if they were members of any organisation from a list of fifteen. An ‘other’ 

category was also given, to allow respondents to report their membership of any other organisations 

that were not listed. Just over a third of the respondents (35%) reported being members of at least one 

organisation and the trend is upward since Wave 1. Being a member of an organisation can be 

considered a form of civic engagement. Figure 1 shows the proportion of respondents claiming 

membership of at least one organisation over the waves.  

Figure 1 Membership of at least one organisation, Waves 1, 3, 4 and 5 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals

The increase in membership of organisations between Wave 4 and Wave 5 is largely due to religious 

group membership, as can be seen in Table 1. A further increase in membership includes sports clubs, 

but membership of leisure clubs decreased slightly (from 7.2% to 5.4%). As far as other organisations 

are concerned, there has been no noticeable change in membership rates between Waves 4 and 5. 
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Rates of membership of each of the listed organisations are lower than the national average, with the 

exception of being a member of a religious group.  

Table 1   Membership of organisations, NHPS Waves 4 and 5, BHPS Wave 15 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

BHPS

(%) 

 Religious group 9.9 16.6 11.0

 Leisure centre 7.2 5.4 N/A

 Trade union 6.5 6.0 13.5

 Professional organisation 5.4 3.5 9.0

 Sports club 4.9 6.1 17.7

 Social group/working men's club 2.1 1.5 9.9

 Political party 2.0 1.9 2.2

 Youth organisation 1.8 1.2 N/A

 Tenants or residents group 1.6 1.1 5.7

 Parents association 1.6 1.8 2.8

 Other organisation 1.6 1.7 7.1

 Friends of group 1.5 2.0 N/A

 Community Forum 1.5 1.4 N/A

 Other community group 1.3 0.8 2.3

 Women's group 0.9 0.9 0.9

 Pensioners organisation 0.8 0.6 2.1

 Environmental group 0.6 1.0 3.0

 Disability organisation 0.5 0.5 N/A

 Service users group 0.2 0.1 N/A

 LGBT group 0.0 0.2 N/A

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals

Organisational membership by age is shown in Figure 2. There has been an increase in membership 

among most age groups except notably the oldest respondents, where rates dropped from 31% at Wave 

4 to 25% at Wave 5. The increase in membership of organisations among the youngest age group is 

due mainly to increased membership of religious organisations. Membership of an organisation is 

strongly associated with a level of interest in politics – among respondents who were very interested in 

politics, 55% were members of an organisation compared to only 21% who were not interested in 

politics – these rates compare respectively to 68% and 42% in the British population as a whole 

(BHPS).
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Figure 2   Membership of at least one organisation by age, Waves 1, 3, 4 and 5
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The single most important factor for civic engagement appears to be good health and a lack of 

disability. Residents who reported that their health limits their activities or who were disabled had 

significantly lower rates of membership and activity in groups than healthy and non-disabled residents. 

Second to health is occupational status. Newham residents who were in paid employment (or who 

were students) were more likely to be a member of, or be active in one of the listed groups than 

residents who were not in paid employment (i.e. retired, unemployed, long-term ill and home-maker 

residents). Poverty also has an effect – higher rates of group membership and group activity were 

observed for residents who were not in poverty (i.e. above the 60% median After Housing Costs 

poverty indicator). There was also a gradient observed according to education levels, with better 

qualified respondents more likely to be a member of and active in one of the listed groups. 

For Newham residents, good health, having a job, not being poor and a good level of education 

therefore appear to be the most important factors determining civic engagement. In addition to these 

characteristics, other factors may also have an impact. Rates of membership and activity in a group 

tended to be lower among residents who were separated, divorced and widowed. Rates of membership 

and activity in a group were slightly higher in middle age groups compared to younger and older age 

groups. This is mainly due to the higher rates of working residents in the middle age group, between 

the age of 35 and 49 (i.e. they were more likely to belong to trade unions and professional 

organisations than students and retired residents; middle-aged residents were also more likely to 

belong to parent-teachers groups). The Black ethnic groups had higher rates of group membership than 

other ethnic groups. Finally, the length of time that respondents had lived in Newham also appears to 
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have an effect – the longer residents had lived in Newham, the more likely they were to be engaged in 

activities.

In the longitudinal sample, respondents were asked if they were a member of an organisation at every 

one of the waves except Wave 2. This means that some respondents could be a member at each wave 

(score 4) and some respondents were not a member at any wave (score 0). The results show that 40% 

of Newham residents in the longitudinal sample were consistently not a member of any organisation 

and at the other end of the scale, only 8% were a member at every wave. Just over half of the sample, 

(52%) were a member of an organisation at least once. Figure 3 shows that there are some gender 

differences to persistent civic engagement. These differences occur among Newham residents who 

were never a member of an organisation across the waves – 61% of these residents were women 

compared to 39% who were men. These gender differences gradually disappear as the level of civic 

engagement increases, and among residents who were consistently a member of an organisation, they 

were no longer significant.

Figure 3 Civic engagement – membership of an organisation over time by gender 
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Leisure activities

Participation in leisure activities was wide ranging in Newham, although as in previous waves rates 

were compared with Britain (Table 2). Respondents were asked how often they participated in a 

number of listed activities. In Wave 5, a number of activities were included that did not appear in 

previous waves. These included ‘going to community events at a place of worship’, ‘using leisure 

centres’, ‘playing sport at or for a sports club’, ‘taking part in musical activities’, ‘visiting libraries’, 

‘visiting parks’ and ‘going shopping’. By far the most common activity was ‘going shopping’ with 

more than three quarters of Newham residents reporting doing this activity at least once a week. The 

second most common activity was ‘visiting parks’ (19%) followed by ‘going to a community event at 

a place of worship’ (17%) and visiting libraries (13%).  

In Wave 4, it was observed that the differences in activities and the regularity of participation are 

likely to reflect an ability to pay for and specific preferences of diverse communities. This trend seems 

to have persisted. It is noticeable that almost one quarter of residents (23%) never or almost never eat 

out, a rate much higher than for Britain as a whole (6%).  

124



Table 2 Participation in leisure activities

At least 

once a 

week

At least 

once a 

month

Several 

times a 

year

Once a 

year or 

less

Never, 

almost 

never

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Watch live sport Newham 5 4 7 8 76

Britain  6 7 11 15 61

Go to the cinema Newham 2 18 27 13 39

Britain  2 14 32 18 35

Go to theatre/concert Newham 1 6 14 16 63

Britain  1 5 31 29 34

Eat out Newham 13 29 30 6 23

Britain  18 39 31 6 6

Go out for a drink Newham 7 13 9 4 67

Britain  30 20 18 7 25

Do DIY, car maintenance Newham 4 12 19 10 55

Britain  15 18 22 10 36

Attend evening classes Newham 5 5 7 6 77

Britain  17 4 3 4 72

Attend local groups Newham 2 3 5 5 85

Britain  6 8 9 5 75

Go to community events Newham 2 8 11 8 71

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Go to community event at place of 

worship Newham 17 7 9 6 61

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Do voluntary work Newham 2 3 4 6 84

Britain  7 4 4 4 81

Use leisure centres Newham 11 7 11 7 65

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Play sport at/for sports club Newham 8 4 6 4 77

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Take part in music Newham 3 3 5 4 84

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Visit libraries Newham 13 18 16 7 46

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Visit parks Newham 19 30 23 5 22

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Go shopping Newham 78 15 3 1 3

Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source: NHPS; BHPS (row percentages), Individuals 
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Activities and fitness level 

Respondents were asked about any physical activities they had undertaken in the four weeks prior to 

their interview. The list of activities from which respondents were asked to choose was different at 

Wave 5 compared with Wave 4.1

Activities have been classified as ‘everyday’ (for example: physically active housework, walking at 

brisk/fast pace, physically active work)2 or sport/exercise (these include all physical activities where 

respondents would have to make a conscious decision to undertake the activity for example, dancing, 

running, team sports etc). 

Table 3 below shows the differences in self-reporting specific sporting activities and physically active 

everyday activities. As can be seen, allowing everyday physical activity to be included as ‘exercise’ 

considerably boosts the activity rate amongst respondents.  

Table 3   Type of activities undertaken in the previous four weeks 

All

(%) 

Men

(%) 

Women  

(%) 

No activity 22.5 21.1 23.8 

Everyday activities only 12.6 9.7 15.3 

Sport/exercise only 25.9 29.1 23.0 

Both 38.9 40.1 37.9 

Number 1485 689 796 

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals

Table 4 shows the characteristics of the respondents who were active in at least one activity in the four 

weeks prior to being interviewed. Rates of respondents who said that they had done some type of 

activity in the previous four weeks have increased since Wave 4, from just over six in ten respondents 

(62%) to just over three-quarters (78%). As in Wave 4, a higher proportion of men (79%) than women 

(76%) reported taking part in at least one of the activities. Activity rates decline gradually with age, 

falling sharply after age 75. However, it should be noted that even among the 65 to 74 year age group, 

more than two-thirds had done some type of activity in the previous four weeks. Rates were lower 

among unemployed respondents than among employed respondents.  

                                                          
1 Due to changing government directives over time on what constitutes regular exercise and what activities 

should be included, relevant adjustments are made in the NHPS questions to ensure that the results at any wave 

are compatible with the government’s recommendations. 
2 It should be noted that no account has been taken of physically active employment that has not been recorded 

as such by the respondent. 

126



The expected finding that good health is associated with activities was clearly evident. As might be 

expected those in good health were more likely than those in poor health to be active. As in previous 

waves, those who reported that they were long term sick or disabled, were involved in family care and 

those who were retired, were the least likely to participate in physical activities than the other groups. 

Respondents with lower levels of psychological stress were more likely to be involved in physical 

activity whilst those who were classified as extremely obese also had lower rates of participation in 

physical activity. 

Table 4   Participation in at least one sporting/exercise/physical activity by respondent 

characteristics

Active Active 

(%) (%) 

All respondents 78 Sex

Male 79

Age Female 76

16 to 19 90

20 to 24 83 Employment status (self defined) 

25 to 34 84 Self-employed 93

35 to 44 80 Employed 84

45 to 54 75 Unemployed 76

55 to 64 75 Retired 58

65 to 74 69 Family care 72

75+ 37 Full-time student 88

Long-term sick/disabled 54

BMI level 

Underweight 76 Poverty status 

Healthy 81 Poor 74

Overweight 76 Not poor 80

Obese 75

Extremely obese 67 GHQ 

Lowest quartile 83

Ethnicity 2nd
81

White British/Irish 78 3rd
83

White Other 79 Highest quartile 77

Asian Indian 77

Asian Pakistani 75 Disabled (self defined) 

Asian Bangladeshi 69 Yes 45

Asian Other 74 No 82

Black Caribbean 84

Black African 82 Subjective health rating 
Other  79 Excellent 86

Good 82 

Fair 73

Poor 56

Very poor 24 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

GHQ: lowest quartile – less psychological distress; highest quartile – high psychological distress
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Table 5 shows the proportion of all respondents and men and women who said that they took part in 

each of the activities listed. The activity most frequently undertaken was physically active housework, 

with more women than men reporting it (46% vs. 38%). The next most frequently undertaken activity 

was walking at brisk/fast pace. Men were more likely to be involved in exercises, gardening/DIY, gym 

training, running/jogging, cycling and team sport.  

Table 5    Participation in physical activities, by gender 

All

(%) 

Men

(%) 

Women 

(%) 

Physically active work 7 9 4

Physically active housework 42 38 46

Gardening/DIY 22 26 19

Walking 41 41 41

Swimming 13 13 13

Cycling 9 14 5

Gym 14 17 11

Aerobics etc 6 4 8

Other type of dancing 6 3 9

Running/jogging 12 15 10

Football/rugby 9 16 2 

Badminton/tennis 3 5 1

Squash 1 1 0

Number 1485 696 789 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

The mean number of physical activities undertaken by respondents is given in Table 6. It also provides 

means by respondent characteristics. The number of physical activities undertaken in a week by 

respondents decreases with age. Men generally took part in more activities than women. On average, 

those in better physical health took part in more activities than those in poor health. Respondents with 

a healthy BMI level were slightly more likely to take part in more activities and the number of 

activities undertaken decreased as respondents’ BMI scores increased. 
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Table 6    Mean number of physical activities undertaken by respondents involved in at least one 

activity in last 4 weeks, by respondent characteristics 

Mean number Mean number 

Age Employment status (self defined) 

16 to 19 3.32 Self-employed 2.29 

20 to 24 2.26 Employed 2.57 

25 to 34 2.16 Unemployed 1.76 

35 to 44 2.20 Retired 1.13 

45 to 54 1.95 Family care 1.42 

55 to 64 1.76 Full-time student 2.65 

65 to 74 1.51 Long-term sick/disabled 0.95 

75+ 0.62 

Sex Poverty status 

Male 2.28 Poor 1.73 

Female 1.86 Not poor 2.29 

BMI level GHQ 

Underweight 2.19 Lowest quartile 2.43 

Healthy 2.25 2nd
2.45 

Overweight 2.01 3rd
2.43 

Obese 1.90 Highest quartile 2.03 

Extremely obese 1.34 

Ethnicity Disabled (self defined) 

White British/Irish 2.20 Yes 0.84 

White Other 1.85 No 2.22 

Asian Indian 2.18 Subjective health  

Asian Pakistani 1.53 Excellent 2.57 

Asian Bangladeshi 1.69 Good 2.20 

Asian Other 1.93 Fair 1.83 

Black Caribbean 2.53 Poor 1.05 

Black African 2.19 Very poor 0.67 

Other  2.36 

All respondents 2.06 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

GHQ: lowest quartile – less psychological distress; highest quartile – high psychological distress 

The current government recommendation (Department of Health3) is to do 30 minutes of moderate 

activity at least 5 times a week. Table 7 reports the percentage of people who reported doing this level 

of activity (including both everyday physical activity such as gardening and exercise sessions such as 

jogging that were undertaken in addition to daily activities) by respondent characteristics.  

                                                          
3 Department of Health. At least five a week: evidence on the impact of physical activity and its relationship to 

health. London: Department of Health; 2004.  

http://www.dh.gov.uk/PublicationsAndStatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/PublicationsPolic

yAndGuidanceArticle/fs/en?CONTENT_ID=4080994&chk=1Ft1Of
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Table 7   Participation in at least 5 x 30 minutes of activity per week, by respondent 

characteristics

Active
a

Inactive
b

Active
a

Inactive
b

(%) (%) (%) (%)

All respondents 22 28

Age GHQ 

16 to 19 24 18 Lowest quartile 24 21

20 to 24 15 23 2nd
23 21

25 to 34 22 21 3rd
23 26

35 to 44 24 24 Highest quartile 30 30

45 to 54 23 35

55 to 64 28 32 Disabled (self defined) 

65 to 74 26 33 Yes 16 56

75+ 17 64 No 23 25

Sex Ethnicity 

Male 22 26 White British/Irish 27 30

Female 23 34 White Other 23 28

Asian Indian 17 30

BMI level Asian Pakistani 17 27

Underweight 13 29 Asian Bangladeshi 15 28

Healthy 25 24 Asian Other 15 33

Overweight 21 32 Black Caribbean 28 27

Extremely obese /Obese 22 30 Black African 24 28

Other 26 21

Employment status (self 
defined)

Poverty status 

Self-employed 21 19 Poor 20 30

Employed 25 23 Not poor 24 27

Unemployed 21 29

Retired 21 46

Family care 23 40

Full-time student 16 17

Long-term sick/disabled 14 51

Source: NHPS, Individuals  
Base population maximum numbers: Active = 304; Inactive = 386 
a Active refers to people who undertake 30 minutes of activity at least 5 times a week 
b Inactive refers to people who never undertake 30 minutes of activity or do so less than once a week

GHQ: lowest quartile – less psychological distress; highest quartile – high psychological distress 

As already shown, inactivity increases with age, although the differences are not large until after age 

75. Gender differences were not significant, but more women than men reported not doing any activity 

sessions.

Slightly more White British/Irish and Black Caribbean people did the recommended level of activity a 

week compared with other ethnic groups. Asian groups were less likely to have met the recommended 

amount of activity, for example, only 15% of Asian Bangladeshi respondents stated that they did 5 or 
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more 30 minute sessions a week; nonetheless, it should be noted that cell size is very small at this level 

of analysis. A greater proportion of the Asian Bangladeshi group also reported never engaging in 

physical activity (28%) compared with other ethnic groups. 

There were no significant difference between respondents’ GHQ scores or BMI and rate of engaging 

in 5 or more 30 minute sessions a week. Disabled people were significantly less likely to do the 

recommended level of physical activity than people who were not disabled. More than half (56%) of 

those who said they were disabled exercised less than once a week or never compared with a quarter 

of those who were not disabled. 

Use of internet 

The NHPS contains a number of questions at Wave 5 on the use of computers and internet within the 

past three months at the time of the interview. More than half of Newham residents had used a 

computer at their home in the previous 3 months, although rates fell significantly with age (Table 8). 

The use of a computer at home was less common among Asian ethnic groups, and also among 

residents in a household below the poverty line. However, almost half of the respondents in 

households below the poverty line used a computer at home during the previous 3 months. Women 

were more likely to have used a computer at work than men.  

Internet use in the home has increased significantly among Newham residents - between Wave 3 and 

Wave 5 the rates increased from 33% to 50%. Rates of internet use at home were almost as high as the 

rates of computer use, suggesting that where a household had a computer there was also an internet 

connection. Internet use was highly correlated with sending and receiving emails, with nine in ten 

respondents having sent or received an email. However, the internet was also used for a wide range of 

activities as well as a source of practical information (Table 9). Only among the older age groups was 

the use of internet mainly restricted to emails and general information. 
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Political engagement 

Interest in politics has fluctuated over the five waves with 35% stating very or fairly interested at 

Wave 5 compared to 39% at Wave 4 (Table 10).4 This is not too dissimilar to the level of interest in 

politics in Britain which was at 44% (BHPS). Just over a third of respondents (38%) in Newham and 

just under a quarter of respondents in Britain were not interested in politics. By age, as shown in 

Figure 4, young people (aged 16 to 29) were slightly less interested in politics than their 

contemporaries in Britain (31% vs. 32%). All age groups over 30 years old in Newham seemed much 

less interested in politics compared with similar age groups in Britain. Above the age of 30, interest in 

politics in Newham also appeared to be fairly uniform in contrast to the national pattern where those 

aged 30 to 59 were a lot more interested in politics compared with the age groups at either end of the 

continuum. 

Table 10 Interest in politics, Waves 1 to 5 and BHPS Wave 15  

Wave 1 

(%) 

Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

BHPS

(%) 

Very interested 7 9 9 9 9 7

Fairly interested 31 25 26 30 26 37

Not very interested 38 36 33 28 27 34

Not at all interested 23 30 33 33 38 22

Number 1714 1469 1458 1450 1485 15,302 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Individuals 

Figure 4 Interest in politics by age group (percentage very or fairly interested) 
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4 It should be noted that Wave 4 data were collected in a year when there was a General Election, and this may 

account for the slightly higher rates of respondents interested in politics at Wave 4 compared to Wave 5. 
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Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals 

There were differences in interest in politics by ethnic groups in Newham (Figure 5). As in Wave 4, 

Asian Pakistani respondents seemed least interested. Comparatively, there was a higher level of 

interest in politics among Other, White British, Asian Other, and Black African groups. 

Figure 5 Interest in politics by ethnic group (very or fairly interested in politics)  
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22%
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Black
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Other

%

Source: NHPS, Individuals

The level of interest in politics was analysed among the longitudinal sample whose interest was 

recorded at each wave. At each wave, respondents were given a score ranging from 1 (very interested) 

to 5 (‘not at all interested’). A summary measure of these scores can be calculated across the five 

waves, where a higher score indicates respondents who were the least interested in politics and a lower 

score indicates respondents who were most interested in politics. Figure 6 charts these scores by 

gender and age. It can be seen that overall, men appear to be more interested in politics than women, 

except among the young age groups and respondents aged around 40-50. The mean scores do not 

fluctuate a great deal according to the age of the respondent. 
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Figure 6 Mean scores of interest in politics over time by gender and age 
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The same mean score for interest in politics over time can be used to examine differences according to 

ethnic group. Respondents in the Black African group appear to have been more consistently 

interested in politics and the Asian Bangladeshi group the least, with White respondents in between. 

Discrimination in employment, unfair treatment, harassment or public violence  

Within the survey, questions dealing with harassment and discrimination are asked. The questions that 

deal with harassment and discrimination have not been consistent over the five waves. Despite the 

differences in wording between the waves, there are some telling conclusions which can still be 

drawn. One feature is the lack of consistency in respondents who reported that they had experienced 

some form of harassment at Wave 1 but did not continue to report the experience at Wave 2 (the 

questions in these two waves asked if they had ever experienced that form of harassment, as such a 

respondent saying they had ever experienced that particular form of harassment at Wave 1 should also 

have said they experienced it at Wave 2).

At Wave 5, 13% of respondents said they had experienced some form of harassment, abuse or 

violence because of their gender, race, religion, disability/impairment, sexual orientation or English 

language accent. In addition, 17% said they felt they had been treated unfairly by any officials in 

public or private organisations or by service providers (including by shop assistants) because of their 
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gender, race, religion, disability/impairment, sexual orientation or English language accent. Moreover, 

9% of respondents said they had experienced some form of discrimination in the workplace.  

At Wave 5, respondents were again asked about their experiences of harassment and discrimination in 

the past year; however it should be noted that there were additional categories of harassment that 

respondents could acknowledge at Wave 5. In particular, respondents were also asked if they had been 

treated unfairly in the past year on the basis of their English language accent. At Wave 3, respondents 

were only asked if they had experienced discrimination based on their English language accent and not 

if they had experienced harassment or abuse because of it.  

With regard to the original five categories of unfair treatment, harassment and discrimination (gender, 

race, religion, disability and sexual orientation), 20% of respondents at Wave 5 felt they had been 

treated unfairly in the previous year, 12% felt they had suffered harassment, and 11% felt they had 

suffered discrimination in the workplace. These rates are slightly higher than at Wave 4.  

Table 11   Experience of discrimination, unfair treatment, harassment or violence in past 12 

months and reason 

Gender

(%) 

Race or 

Ethnicity

(%) 

Religion

(%) 

Disability*

(%) 

Sexual 

Orientation**

(%) 

English

Language 

accent

(%) 

Age

(%) 

Employment 

discrimination 4 7 3 1 1 5 6

Unfair treatment 4 11 6 4 1 8 8

Harassment or 

violence 5 8 4 2 1 4 4

Source: NHPS, Individuals

Note:  The percentages do not sum by rows or columns.  The percentage reported in each cell is the percentage 

saying they had experienced the form of discrimination for a particular reason. Respondents could report more 

than one type of discrimination or harassment. 

Unfair treatment

As can be seen in Table 12 below, similar proportions reported the various forms of harassment 

between Waves 4 and 5. The disability figures have oscillated between waves; however this finding 

should be interpreted with caution due to the small numbers involved (the analysis here was restricted 

to just those individuals who said they had a disability).  

137



Table 12   Experience of unfair treatment by any officials in public or private organisations or 

by service providers (including by shop assistants)

In the last year have you been treated unfairly by any officials in 

public or private organisations or by service providers (including by 

shop assistants) because of: 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 

Gender 6 6 4

Race 12 11 11

Religion 5 5 6

Disability/impairment* 13 21 15 

Sexual orientation 1 1 1

English language accent 6 8

Age 8 8

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* of those who said they have a disability. Extremely small numbers interpret with caution 

Employment discrimination 

As can be seen in Table 13 below, the proportions reporting the various forms of employment 

discrimination between Waves 3 and 5 have increased slightly. Rates are low, with the exception of 

disabled employees, where 17.9% reported having experienced discrimination at work because of their 

disability.  

Table 13   Experience of discrimination by an employer

In relation to getting, or keeping particular jobs, have you 

experienced discrimination against you by an employer in the last 

year on the grounds of 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Gender 2.3 2.1 3.5 

Race 5.4 5.3 6.9

Religion 2.0 2.6 3.2 

Disability/impairment* 1.6 0.9 0.9 

Disability/impairment 

as % of those who said they are disabled* 

11.4 10.1 17.9 

Sexual orientation 0.1 -- 0.7 

English language accent 4.0 2.2 4.6

Age -- 3.9 6.1 

Source: NHPS, Individuals

* Extremely small numbers interpret with caution 

Harassment or violence 

Rates of Newham residents experiencing harassment, abuse or violence have risen slightly since Wave 

4 to attain a level roughly comparable to Wave 3. However, as with discrimination, only a small 

minority of respondents experienced some form of harassment or violence at each wave, consequently 

fluctuations should not be interpreted as representing a significant rise. 
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Table 14   Experience of harassment, abuse or violence 

Experience of harassment, abuse or violence because of: Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Gender 4.0 2.8 4.6 

Race 9.7 6.2 7.9

Religion 4.6 5.2 4.5 

Disability/impairment* 7.4 12.9 13.2 

Sexual orientation 1.0 0.9 1.3 

English language accent 2.8 4.1

Age 2.5 3.8 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

* of those who said they have a disability. Extremely small numbers interpret with caution 

Figure 7 shows the percentage of the longitudinal sample who have experienced a form of 

discrimination or harassment at some point between Wave 1 and Wave 5. Two observations can be 

made. The first is that the probability of experiencing some form of discrimination or harassment 

increases over time. However, only a minority of residents experienced either unfair treatment, 

discrimination, or harassment (around one third for unfair treatment and harassment, and less than one 

in five for employment discrimination). The second observation is that women report higher rates than 

men on each of the three indicators.

Figure 7   Percentage of residents that have experienced a form of discrimination or harassment 

at sometime between Waves 1 and Wave 5 
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Chapter 7            Young People 

10 Key Findings 

Young people continued to report high levels of self-esteem; their self-esteem scores 

were higher than comparable scores in Britain.

Young people who agreed with negative statements about themselves were more likely 

to be concerned about bullying. 

 Young people in Newham were happier than young people in Britain with all aspects of 

their lives except their family. 

Use of computers and the internet amongst young people continues to be extremely high. 

However their pattern of usage has changed; more young people only use a computer in 

one location (usually their home) compared with previous waves. There was a large fall 

in the number of young people who use a computer at school. 

Young people in Newham were less concerned about bullying than young people in 

Britain.

Young people continued to feel that it was important to do well at school. Young people 

growing up in a household where the adults had low levels of qualifications were more 

likely to feel that ‘Teachers are always getting at them’.  

Young people who reported eating regularly with their parents were more likely to talk 

to them about things that matter. 

Young people’s fear of crime was influenced by their parents’ attitudes. 

The majority of young people felt safe in their homes, but young people felt safer in 

school than in the area immediately outside their school. 

The majority of young people reported their health as being excellent or very good. The 

numbers eating healthily continue to improve. 
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The Newham Household Panel Survey aims to gather as complete a picture of household attitudes and 

behaviour as possible. To this end all young people aged 11 to 15 years old living in sampled 

households were asked to complete a short self-completion questionnaire.  The questionnaire covered 

such topics as leisure activities, relationships with family, their attitudes and aspirations and measures 

of self-esteem and satisfaction. The responses given by the young person are confidential and not seen 

by either their parent/guardian or the interviewer. At Wave 5, 134 young people successfully 

completed a young person’s questionnaire; a response rate of 65%. Although the sample size is small 

it does allow an investigation into the behaviour and attitudes of young people within the context of 

‘the household’ and the behaviour of their parents/guardians. 

Levels of self-esteem

Young people were asked a series of questions to find out how they felt about themselves. Presented 

with a set of eight descriptive statements they were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with 

each statement; four of the statements were positive and four negative. Table 1 shows the percentage 

of young people who strongly agreed or agreed with each statement. The proportions agreeing with 

positive statements represented a slight increase on Wave 4 while the numbers who agreed with the 

negative statements showed a slight decrease. On balance young people at Wave 5 seemed to have 

higher levels of self-esteem. For all positive statements, a slightly higher percentage of boys than girls 

agreed or strongly agreed with them, this is the reverse of the pattern seen at Wave 4. 

Table 1  Agreement with self-esteem statements by gender and age, NHPS Wave 5 and BHPS 

Wave 15

% Agreed or strongly agreed 

NHPS BHPS

All Boys Girls
Age  

11 to 13 

Age

14 to 15 
All

I feel I have a number of good qualities 96 94 98 94 98 92 

I am able to do things as well as most other people 92 90 96 90 96 90

I am a likeable person 96 98 96 95 98 95

I can usually solve my own problems 94 92 96 85 90 87

I feel that I do not have much to be proud of 19 22 14 20 15 19

I certainly feel useless at times 33 35 31 29 41 53

All in all I am inclined to think I am a failure 10 8 15 8 14 10

At times I feel I am no good at all 27 23 34 23 37 39

Number (Maximum) 134 78 56 88 46 1403 

Source: NHPS, YP Individuals, BHPS YP Individuals 

With regard to the positive statements there are few differences between the views of young people in 

Newham and young people in Britain. However, there are quite large differences on two of the 
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negative statements. Young people in Newham were less likely to agree that they felt ‘useless at 

times’ (33% in Newham; 53% in Britain) and less likely to feel ‘no good at all’ (27% in Newham; 

39% in Britain). 

Composite score of self-esteem

The composite score of self–esteem was created by summing all positive responses.1 The resultant 

scale ranges from zero to eight. At Wave 5, the average composite self-esteem score was 6.84, higher 

than in both previous Waves. Young people aged 11 seemed to have the highest level of self-esteem 

with an extremely high score of 7.47, however it should be noted that no child aged eleven scored less 

than five on the scale, this is unusually high with the normal range of scores being between two and 

eight.

Table 2 Mean self-esteem scale scores by age, gender, ethnicity and poverty status 

Mean score 

Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 

All 6.73 6.68 6.84 
Age

11 6.83 6.89 7.47 

12 6.79 6.19 6.42 

13 6.68 6.24 6.72 

14 6.88 7.31 6.76 

15 6.55 6.87 6.77 

Gender

Male 6.71 6.86 6.79 

Female 6.74 6.39 6.91 

Ethnicity

White 6.49 6.60 6.54 

Asian 6.79 6.55 6.52 

Black 7.15 7.07 7.59 

Poverty
Household living in poverty 6.71 6.96 6.80 

Household not in poverty 7.03 6.27 6.92 

Source: NHPS, YP Individuals 

Analysis by ethnicity showed that Black young people continued to have the highest level of self-

esteem whilst the self-esteem scores of Asian and White young people were very similar. Closer 

examination of the ethnic differences demonstrated that Black young people were significantly more 

likely to disagree with three negative statements; that they ‘do not have much to be proud of’ (3% of 

Black young people disagreed with this statement compared with 36% of White young people and 

30% of Asian young people); that they ‘certainly feel useless at times’ (13% of Black young people 

                                                          
1  The composite score was created by assigning a value of +1 for all the agree responses for the positive 

statements and a value of +1 for the disagree responses on the negative statements, resulting in a scale which 

runs from 0 to 8. 
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disagreed with this compared with 39% of Asian and White young people); and ‘at times I feel I am no 

good at all’ (6% of Black young people disagreed with this statement compared with 43% of Asian 

young people and 30% of White young people). 

Peer influence on self-esteem 

A number of factors can influence self-esteem for example the behaviour of others or the environment 

in which the child is growing up. Table 3 examines the 8 self-esteem statements by looking at 

responses to other attitudinal and behavioural questions.

Table 3 Self-esteem measures by bullying, attitudes to school and teachers, and smoking  

Strongly agree or agree with statement 

Has good 

qualities

(%) 

Able as 

most

people

(%) 

Likeable

person

(%) 

Can solve 

problems

(%) 

Worries about bullying   

A lot/a bit 37 37 39 35

Not at all 63 63 61 65

How much means to do well at school 
A great deal/quite a lot 99 99 98 99

A bit/very little 1* 1* 2* 1*

Likes most teachers 

Yes 82 82 79 80

No 18 18 21 20

Ever tried cigarette 

Yes 17 17 17 19

No 83 83 83 81

Max. Number agreeing with statement 124 119 124 121 

Nothing to 

be proud 

(%) 

Feels

useless

(%) 

Think of as 

failure

(%) 

No good

at all 

(%) 

Worries about bullying 

A lot/a bit 58 56 57* 62

Not at all 42 44 43* 38

How much means to do well at school 
A great deal/quite a lot 91 95 92 94

A bit/very little 9 5 8 6 

Likes most teachers 

Yes 83 74 71* 76

No 17 26 29* 24

Ever tried cigarette 

Yes 21 14 21* 22

No 79 86 79* 78

Max. Number agreeing with statement 24 43 14* 34

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 
* Small numbers – interpret with caution 
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In keeping with the Wave 4 findings there is some suggestion that positive experiences lead to feeling 

positive about self and negative experiences have the opposite effect. Concern about bullying seems to 

have the biggest impact on all the self-esteem statements. Around two thirds of young people who 

agreed with the positive statements that they were able, likeable, had good qualities and could solve 

problems were not concerned at all about bullying. However, of those young people who agreed that 

they felt they were a failure, useless, no good, or felt they had ‘nothing to be proud of’, around three in 

five were concerned about bullying. Slightly more young people with lower self-esteem admitted to 

having tried a cigarette.  

Other factors were also examined although the tables are not produced here. With regard to household 

type young people in lone parent households had slightly higher self-esteem than those growing up in 

couple households (7.17 compared with 6.70). There was no relationship between the child’s level of 

self-esteem and the parents GHQ scores. 

Happiness with aspects of own life

Young people were asked how they felt about different aspects of their life by using pictures.  They 

were shown a series of seven faces ranging from a very happy face to a very sad face and asked which 

came closest to how they felt. The results for the NHPS Wave 5 and the comparator BHPS Wave 15 

are shown in Table 4. 

As with previous waves, young people were most happy with their friends; 97% of young people said 

they were happy with their friends and no child rated their happiness with their friends above 5 (1 

represented completely happy and 7 represented not at all happy). This is reinforced by the increasing 

number of close friends the young people reported as having. At Wave 2, on average young people 

reported having six close friends, this increased at Wave 3 to 7 close friends and by Wave 4 young 

people were reporting an average of ten close friends; at Wave 5 the figure was eleven. Young people 

who lived in households with an income below the poverty line had more friends than those not in 

poverty, as did boys and those aged 12 and 13 although none of these differences was large enough to 

be statistically significant. 

However, whilst happiness with friends increased, there was a sizeable fall in the proportion of young 

people who said they were happy with their family; falling from 96% at Wave 4 to 87% in Wave 5. 

Happiness with family was the only aspect of their lives where there were fewer young people happy 

in Newham than in Britain. Of all the aspects, young people were least happy with their 

neighbourhood with 10% saying they were unhappy.  
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Adults were also asked to rate their overall satisfaction with life on a scale of one to seven. In the 

context of the household, although there was a significant positive relationship between the overall life 

satisfaction levels of mothers and fathers these were unrelated to the overall life satisfaction ratings of 

the children. 

Table 4 Happiness with aspects of life, Newham Wave 5 and Britain Wave 15 

Newham   

(NHPS Wave 5) 

Britain

(BHPS Wave 15) 

How feels about their 

Happy

(%) 

Neither 

(%) 

Unhappy 

(%) 

Happy

(%) 

Neither 

(%) 

Unhappy 

(%) 

Schoolwork 80 14 6 79 15 6

Appearance 78 18 4 76 14 10

Family 87 8 5 91 6 3

Friends 97 2 1 95 4 1

School 81 11 8 80 11 9

Neighbourhood 76 14 10 -- -- --

Life overall 88 5 7 86 10 4

Source: NHPS, BHPS  (row percentages) YP Individuals; Maximum Numbers NHPS = 134; BHPS =1414 

Use of computers 

Nearly all the young people who completed the questionnaire said that they had used a computer 

(96%). This is fractionally lower than at Wave 4 (98%). Four out of five young people said they had 

used a computer at home. In all other locations (school, public library, internet cafe, friends or 

relatives) there were large declines in reported usage between Wave 3 and Wave 5. However, from 

examining the patterns of computer usage it seems as if young people used computers in fewer total 

locations.

At Wave 3, 35% of young people reported that they only used a computer in one location while 28% 

said they used a computer in two different locations with a further 28% having used a computer in 

three different locations. By Wave 5 the proportion of young people who used a computer in just one 

location had risen to 81% with the majority of these only using a computer at home; 13% said they 

used a computer in two different locations and 5% reported they had used a computer in three 

locations. There was a large fall in the proportion of young people who said they used a computer at 

school falling from 70% in Wave 3 to 29% in Wave 5. 

Use of the internet 

Almost all young people (98%) reported that they used the internet. Interestingly even those who said 

they did not use a computer reported using the internet. From the whole Wave 5 sample only one child 

said they used neither the internet nor a computer.   
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The most popular use for the internet continued to be ‘for homework’, although this has fallen from 

91% at Wave 4 to 85% at Wave 5, followed by ‘e-mail’ which 68% of young people claimed to have 

used the internet for (up from 58% at Wave 4). Other notable increases were for ‘downloading music’ 

(increased from 42% to 53%) and ‘chat rooms’ which almost doubled from 15% at Wave 4 to 27% at 

Wave 5. 

There were few differences remaining between boys and girls in the type of internet usage and only 

one significant difference by age; young people in the 14 to 15 age group continued to be more likely 

to download music than the 11 to 13 years old (77% vs. 40%).   

As can be seen in Figure 1 young people of Asian ethnicity were significantly more likely to use the 

internet for their homework than White or Black young people (96% of Asian young people compared 

with 73% of White young people and 79% of Black young people). Black young people were more 

likely to use the internet to download music, whilst White young people were significantly less likely 

to use the internet for e-mail than Asian or Black young people. 

Figure 1 Use of Internet by ethnicity
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Bullying

Young people were asked various questions about bullying and their experiences of bullying. As can 

be seen in Table 5, the proportion of young people who were most concerned about bullying halved 

between Wave 4 and Wave 5 falling to just 4%. Although the number who said they were not at all 

concerned about bullying increased to 62% this was still lower than at Waves 2 and 3. Young people 

in Newham were slightly less concerned about bullying than young people in Britain. 

Table 5 Concern about bullying Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 and BHPS Wave 15 

NHPS 

Wave 2

(%) 

NHPS 

Wave 3 

(%) 

NHPS 

Wave 4

(%) 

NHPS 

Wave 5 

(%) 

BHPS

Wave 15

(%) 

A lot 7 3 8 4 8

A bit 26 25 34 34 33

Not at all 67 72 58 62 59

Number 210 190 111 130 130 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals

Despite the fall in concerns about bullying, the proportion of young people in Newham who said they 

had been bullied in the last year increased slightly in Wave 5 to 22% (from 18% in Wave 4). Of those 

who had been bullied, the most common location was at school (54% of bullying took place in school 

and 58% of bullying was by someone from school). For the most part bullying did not occur 

frequently; of those young people who said they had been bullied in the last year 27% of young people 

said the bullying occurred more than twice a week with a third saying it occurred less than once a 

month, however the number of children who were bullied was very small (n=30) and the results 

should be interpreted with caution. 

Attitudes to school and staying on in education 

Young people continued to have a positive attitude towards schools and further education. Four out of 

five young people (80%) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement ‘I like most of my teachers’  and 

76% disagreed that ‘teachers are always getting at me’, nevertheless almost a quarter of young people 

(24%) agreed or strongly agreed with the latter statement. Three quarters of young people said that it 

meant a ‘great deal’ to them to do well at school and a further 23% said that it meant ‘a lot’. There 

were no differences by sex, age, ethnicity, poverty or growing up in a ‘workless’ household.  

There was a significant correlation between feeling that ‘teachers are always getting at me’ and the 

highest education qualification in a household. Young people growing up in a household where the 

adults had low levels of qualifications were more likely to agree with the statement than those growing 

up in a household where there were higher levels of qualifications amongst the adults. 
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The majority of young people said they wanted to continue their education after the age of 16. Of 

those that had an idea of what they wanted to do post Year 11, 59% wanted to continue studying and 

25% wanted to do a combination of work and study; around one in eight wanted to leave to get a job 

(13%). At Wave 5 more young people had an idea of their future plans; just 8% of young people said 

they had not thought about what to do post Year 11 compared with 19% who did not know at Wave 4. 

Of those young people who planned to stay on in education after turning 16 years old, almost two 

thirds (64%) said that they wanted to continue studying in Newham, an increase from Wave 4 (56%). 

Those aged 11 to 13 were more likely to say that they would continue education in Newham rather 

than elsewhere than 14 to 15 year olds (79% vs. 54%). Girls were also more likely than boys to want 

to continue studying in Newham (74% vs. 56%). Black young people were the least likely to say they 

wanted to continue their education in Newham (42% compared with 78% of White and 74% of Asian 

young people).

As can be seen in Table 6, the proportion of young people aged 16 to 19 years old who want to 

continue their education continues to rise. At Wave 5, 82% thought it was very likely they would go to 

college or university and 17% thought it was likely. 

Table 6 Education expectations in Newham, 16 to 19 year olds 

How likely is it that you will go to college/University? 
Wave 2 

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Very likely 76 82 74 82

Likely 21 16 21 17

Not very likely/Not at all likely 4 2 5 1 

Number 43 49 68 87

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 

NB reports for Waves 1, 2 and 3 reported 16 – 20 year olds. 

Sources of advice 

The proportion of young people who said they had received advice on what to do after leaving school 

has increased steadily since Wave 3. At Wave 5, nearly two thirds of young people (64%) aged 11 to 

15 years said they had received advice on what to do after leaving school; at Wave 4 the figure was 

59% and at Wave 3 it was 46%.  Those young people who said they had received advice were asked 

whom they had spoken with; young people were allowed to cite as many sources as applied to them. 

As Table 7 shows, the most common source of advice for 11 to 15 year olds was their parents, (61%); 

this is lower than at Wave 4. For those aged 16 to 19 years old the most frequently cited source was 

‘school/college advisor’. More 14 to 15 year olds than 11 to 13 year olds reported having sought 

advice from Connexions and from friends and these differences were statistically significant.  

149



Table 7 Sources of advice on what to do post-school by age group

 Age Group 

Source of advice
11 to 13 

(%) 

14 to 15 

(%) 

All

11 to 15 

(%) 

16 to 19 

(%) 

Parents 55 68 61 48

Connexions service 2 27 13 30

School/college advisor 15 21 18 70

Teacher/tutor 44 62 51 35

Family member/other 44 48 46 29

Friends 23 44 33 --

Number 47 34 82 72

Source: NHPS, Individuals
Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 

Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one response. 

Family cohesion 

Young people were asked how often they had an evening meal together with their family, how often 

they talked with their parents and how often they argued. Young people were more likely to have said 

they frequently talked with their mother than their father. Half of the young people (50%) said they 

spoke with their mother about things that mattered to them every day or most days compared with 

28% doing so with their fathers. One in eight young people (12.5%) said they hardly ever spoke with 

their mothers compared with 28% hardly ever speaking with their fathers. Young people also 

quarrelled more with their mothers; 17% said they quarrelled with their mother ‘most days’ compared 

to 9% who quarrelled that frequently with their fathers. It was also noted that young people who spoke 

frequently with their mothers were also more likely to speak with their fathers; the same was true of 

arguing.

The majority of young people said they had eaten an evening meal with their family more than 3 times 

in the last seven days with 46% saying they had done so 6 or 7 times. Only 8% of young people said 

they had not eaten an evening meal with their family in the last 7 days. The number of evening meals 

young people had eaten together with their families was significantly associated with how often they 

talked to both their mother and father. The more evening meals they had together with their family, the 

more likely they were to say that they talked with their mother and/or father about things that mattered 

to them as reported in Figure 2. For example, young people who had meals with their family 6 – 7 

times a week talked to their mother and their father more frequently than those who had meals less 

than this. Those who reported not having had meals with their families were least likely to talk to their 

mother or father.  

150



Figure 2 Number of evening meals eaten together in past week by whether talks to parents more 

than once a week
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Membership of gang or crew 

Self-reported membership of a gang or a crew continued to fall (Table 8), although one in ten young 

people still preferred to respond ‘cannot say’. Likewise the number of young people who had friends 

in gangs continued to fall; almost two thirds of young people said ‘none’ of their friends were in a 

gang or crew at Wave 5. The proportion of young people who did not know remained around the 8% 

level. There were no differences in gang or crew membership or the number of friends in gangs or 

crews with regard to age, sex or ethnicity. 

Table 8 Gang or Crew Membership Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Wave 2

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Own Membership 

Yes 19 15 13 8

No 76 78 73 82

Can’t say 5 7 14 10

Number 214 195 102 132 

Number of friends in gang or crews 

None 53 56 59 64

A few 30 28 23 24

Most 9 11 11 4

Don’t Know 8 4 7 8

214 194 110 129 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 

151



Participation in anti-social behaviour 

Previous waves have noted that young people who were members of gangs or crews were more likely 

to be involved in anti-social behaviour. But, whereas the proportion of young people who claimed to 

belong to a gang or crew has fallen since Wave 2, the proportion who said they were involved in a 

fight 2 or more times in the previous month that involved physical violence, such as hitting, punching 

or kicking increased (Table 9). It is still true to say that those who belong to gangs are more likely to 

have been involved in a fight in the last month (36% vs. 29%) but it would appear that young people 

not involved with gangs who had fought did so more than once a month. However, the numbers 

involved are small and this should be treated with caution. 

Those aged 14 to 15 years old were more likely to have been involved in a fight in the last month; girls 

aged 11 to 13 years old were the least likely to have been involved in a fight. There were no ethnic 

differences.

Table 9 Number of fights in the past month Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Wave 2

(%) 

Wave 3 

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

None 76 75 62 66

Once 16 18 21 18

2 – 5 times 7 6 12 13

6 or more 1 1 5 3

Number 215 196 111 133 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 

Vandalism also appears to have increased slightly. At Wave 5, 72% of young people said they had 

never deliberately broken or damaged property that did not belong to them; this has fallen from Wave 

4 (79%). Almost a quarter (24%) of young people at Wave 5 said they had deliberately broken or 

damaged property that did not belong to them whilst 4% said they had done so several times. Boys 

were more likely than girls to have said they had deliberately broken or damaged property that did not 

belong to them (37% of boys had done so compared with 14% of girls). There were no other 

significant differences. 

Fear of crime

Fear of crime amongst young people has decreased slightly between Waves 4 and 5. At Wave 4, 21% 

of young people said crime was not a worry at all and 20% said they had an occasional worry; by 

Wave 4 this had increased to 24% who had no worries and 24% who had an occasional worry. Those 

aged 11 to 13 years old were most likely to have said that crime was a ‘big worry’ to them (22% vs. 

11% of 14 to 15 year olds) but they were also more likely to have said they had no worries at all (27% 

vs 18%). Those aged 14 to 15 years olds were most likely to say they had ‘the occasional worry’.

There was no relationship between fear of crime and gender, ethnicity or gang membership.  
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When the child’s fear of crime was compared to their parents it was found that children’s attitudes 

mirrored their fathers more than their mothers, however, the views of the children were strongly 

correlated with both mothers and fathers. Further analysis controlling for the sex of the young person 

revealed that the opinions of young girls was correlated with those of their mothers. 

Personal safety

At Wave 5 young people were asked how safe they felt in 6 different locations; at home, walking 

alone in Newham during the daylight, walking alone in Newham after dark, at school, in the area 

immediately outside their school and in parks and open spaces in Newham (Table 10).  

Table 10 Feelings of safety amongst young people, Wave 5 

How safe or unsafe do you feel ... 

Very

safe

(%) 

Fairly

safe

(%) 

A bit 

unsafe

(%) 

Very

unsafe

(%) 

Number 

At home 84 15 1 -- 133 

Walking alone in Newham during the daylight 32 56 10 2 130 

Walking alone in Newham after dark 3 16 39 42 124 
At school 55 38 3 4 126 

In the area immediately outside their school 19 58 21 3 128 

Parks and open spaces in Newham 19 41 31 9 123 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) YP Individ uals, Don’t know responses have been excluded

Almost all children felt safe in their home (99%); only one child said they felt a bit unsafe and one 

child said they felt very unsafe. The next safest place was felt to be their school with 55% feeling very 

safe and 38% feeling fairly safe. However, the same was not true of the area  immediately outside their 

school; only 19% of children said they felt very safe here with 58% saying they felt fairly safe. Young 

people felt most unsafe walking alone in Newham after dark. There were no differences by age, sex or 

ethnicity. 

Health of 11 to 15 year olds 

Young people were asked to self-rate their health from excellent to very poor compared to other 

people of their age (Table 11). The proportion of young people rating their health as excellent has 

increased with each Wave. At Wave 5, four out of five young people said that their health was 

excellent or good. 

Those children growing up in poorer households were more likely to describe their own health as 

‘excellent’ (47% vs. 18%) whilst those not growing up in poverty were more likely to say their health 

was ‘good’ (56% vs. 37%). There was no relationship between the child’s self reported health and that 

of their parent/guardian. There were no statistically significant differences by age, gender or ethnicity. 
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As with Wave 4, young people’s self rating of their health was significantly correlated with self- 

esteem, more so for boys than for girls. 

Table 11 Self-rated health, Waves 3, 4 and 5 

Wave 3

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Excellent 27 28 36

Good 57 45 44

Fair 14 24 16

Poor 2 2 3

Very Poor 0 1 0

Number 180 111 132 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals

Diet of 11 to 15 year olds 

Young people were asked a range of questions about their dietary habits, both healthy and unhealthy. 

At Wave 5, two thirds of young people (66%) claimed to eat fresh fruit and vegetables every day or 

nearly every day, and 27% said they did so about once a week, these figures have been increasing 

since Wave 3 (Figure 3). Younger children aged 11 to 13 reported eating fresh fruit and vegetables 

more regularly than those aged 14 to 15 (72% vs. 53%).  

Figure 3 Eating fresh fruit and vegetables, Waves 3, 4 and 5
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Young people were asked about their consumption patterns of ‘fast food’ and ‘crisps sweets and fizzy

drinks’. Continuing the trend, young people’s consumption of such foods declined between Waves 3 

and 5 (Table 12). Nonetheless, young people who consumed more crisps and sweets were also more 

likely to eat ‘fast food’ regularly. 

Table 12 Young people’s consumption of ‘unhealthy’ food stuffs 

Wave 3

(%) 

Wave 4 

(%) 

Wave 5 

(%) 

Fast Food

Every day or nearly every day 8 13 7

About once a week 40 41 42

Every now and then 40 39 41

Never or hardly ever 12 7 10

Crisps, sweets and fizzy drinks 

Every day or nearly every day 56 50 41

About once a week 22 32 27

Every now and then 20 17 31

Never or hardly ever 1 1 1

Number 187 111 132 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals

Older children claimed to eat ‘fast food’ more regularly than young children and boys were slightly 

more likely than girls to eat fast food every day (11% vs. 2%). Older children were also slightly more 

likely to have said they had ‘crisps, sweets and fizzy drinks ’ nearly every day (53% vs. 34%). There 

were no ethnic differences with regard to eating ‘fast food’, however, Black young people were the 

least likely to eat crisps, sweets or drink fizzy drinks every day; 21% of Black young people said they 

did so nearly every day compared with 57% of Asian and 42% of White young people. 

Weight of 11 to 15 year olds 

Young people were asked to self-report their height and weight so that their Body Mass Index (BMI) 

could be calculated. The BMI is a standard formula for approximating body fat percentage. It is 

calculated by dividing weight by height squared. This figure is then used to find the corresponding 

BMI-for-age percentile for the child’s age and sex. The children were categorised as underweight, 

healthy weight, at risk of overweight or overweight. It should be noted that for children (generally 

taken to be those aged under 20) the BMI can be unreliable as children grow at different rates.  

Regrettably, in keeping with previous waves, only a third of children supplied sufficient information to 

enable their BMI to be calculated, as such, the results presented in this section should be treated with 

extreme care. Of those young people who provided information on their weight and height, the 

majority (60%) were classified as healthy, 18% as underweight, 19% overweight and 3% were 
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identified as possibly being obese. These figures show a slight increase in the proportion of young 

people who were underweight (at Wave 4 the figure was 13%).

Young people were asked how they themselves viewed their weight. Since Wave 3, self perception of 

body has changed very little. At each wave, around two thirds of young people feel they are ‘about the 

right weight’ while around one in five felt they were slightly overweight. When comparing self 

perception of body weight with BMI, those young people who responded seemed to have an accurate 

impression of their weight.  However, there has been a slight increase in the proportion of young 

people who say they do diet (Figure 4) 

Figure 4 Do young people ever diet, Waves 3, 4 and 5
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Chapter 8   Conclusions 

The NHPS has provided detailed information about change taking place among individuals and 

households over time. In the five waves of the survey, a steady improvement is noticeable among 

respondents. In some areas it is fairly clear. For example, poverty rates are lower than when the survey 

started, the gap in employment has narrowed compared to London and Britain, people report 

improvements in housing conditions, there is increased participation in civic life, more people want to 

stay in Newham and eight in ten people like their neighbourhoods.  

This is not to say that local people do not face complex challenges of multiple disadvantages in a 

borough which is one of the most deprived in the country. The evidence over the five waves suggests 

that a combination of factors is at play in contributing to the improvements described above. Newham 

has a diverse and dynamic population that is highly aspirational and motivated to improve their life 

conditions. The council and its partners are initiating and responding through various strategic policy 

interventions and regeneration programmes to assist and enable local people to realise their potential. 

A combination of these complex dynamics appears to be having the desired positive impact, steadily. 

A key objective in establishing this survey was to understand experiences of poverty among local 

people and in different social groups. Many disadvantages are related to poverty, they can be a cause 

or a consequence. This often not easy to establish. However, a dynamic understanding of poverty 

helps to gain a comprehensive picture of respondents’ life experiences and life opportunities. Over the 

five waves of the survey, a much deeper knowledge has been acquired about the inter-relationships 

and impacts of different internal and external factors in people’s lives and how they then respond and 

behave. This type of hugely privileged information obtained through rigorous social research provides 

much needed evidence to support and inform policy interventions to make a real difference in people’s 

lives. It appears this is happening as discussed below. 

The overall poverty rates in Newham have decreased over the five waves both among the cross-

sectional samples and the longitudinal respondents (those who have participated in the survey in at 

least three out of five waves). Although poverty still remains high in Newham with twice the rate 

compared with London and Britain, the gap with London and Britain is narrowing. This is partly due 

to decreasing poverty rates in Newham and partly due to poverty rates having increased in London and 

Britain over the five wave life of this survey.   

The NHPS has been able to show the intensity of poverty experienced by Newham residents. Over the 

years, it seems that an improving shift has been taking place. A high proportion (26%) of Newham 

residents experienced intense poverty (defined as less than 30% of the national median income) in the 
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first wave of the survey. This proportion has been gradually decreasing over the years with just over 

one in ten (11%) residents in this poverty band at Wave 5. 

There seems to be a corresponding shift taking place in the labour market, which may be facilitating 

the change. As discussed in the Employment chapter, people with low levels of qualifications, 

qualifications obtained abroad which may not be accredited in this country and those with low levels 

of English language proficiency have gained employment in these ‘new’ jobs. As these are likely to be 

low paid jobs, the effect seems to be movement from intense poverty to severe or below the poverty 

line bands, that is, a step change improvement. However, dissatisfaction with jobs has risen with more 

employed people in Newham dissatisfied with their jobs compared to London and nationally. Job 

security and total pay have remained important aspects of a job over the waves. Residents in Newham 

continue to be aspirational about their improved job prospects and a higher proportion compared to 

respondents in London and Britain expects to achieve their aspirations.

Employment dynamics in Newham continue to have a different pattern to that observed in London and 

Britain. The rates of economic inactivity and unemployment remain high in Newham but the gap in 

the unemployment rate between Newham and London has narrowed. This suggests that the effects of 

the labour market have recently been somewhat less severely experienced by Newham residents.  

Employment persistence is important to sustain movement out of poverty as well as to benefit from 

many social and psychological advantages of being employed. Training appears to impact on 

employment persistence. It was found that those who had received some training as opposed to none 

and those who had received regular training had a higher rate of continuous employment over the 

waves compared to those who received less or no training. Men and women in Newham, however, 

continued to receive substantially less training compared to men and women in London and Britain. 

Further analysis was carried out to understand the effect of not only training, but human capital and 

social capital to explain the differential rates of continuous employment among ethnic minority 

groups. It was found that lower rates of continuous employment are primarily due to the initial 

conditions that people face when entering the labour market, instead of inherent cultural characteristics 

or low levels of attachment to the labour market as tends to be assumed.  

Those in employment report better health status compared to those unemployed. Over the waves, the 

self-reported excellent and good health status has remained fairly stable. However some individuals 

experience fluctuations in their health year on year, mostly marginally though. Importantly, more 

people at Wave 5 reported not having any health problems compared to people at Wave 1 (58% vs. 

51%). This trend is encouraging. Improvements in health have also been noted in respondents’ Body 

Mass Index (BMI) where there was an increase of 2 percentage points in the healthy weight range 

between Waves 4 and 5.  
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Nearly four in ten men and women reported undertaking everyday activities or sports/physical 

activities to keep fit. Three in four respondents (74%) continued to report eating five a day fruit and 

vegetables 3 – 4 times a week or more in Wave 5 than in Wave 4. The proportion of people smoking 

has dropped slightly from 21% at Wave 4 to 20% at Wave 5.  

The health picture overall is one of steady improvement for the majority of people. However, those 

who self-rated their health as poor were more likely to experience various problems. They reported 

more health problems and high levels of psychological distress, were less likely to be in the healthy 

BMI range, were more likely to live in households in poverty and were more likely to be unemployed. 

Those in poor health comprised about one in ten panel respondents (11%). 

There have been some changes in housing tenure over the five waves. The proportion of owner 

occupiers has fallen from 44% to 36% over the five waves, while rented accommodation has increased 

accordingly. At Wave 5, the majority of respondents (67%) stated that they could not afford to buy 

property at all. Nearly two thirds of all households lived in rented accommodation at Wave 5 

compared to just over half at Wave 1. The largest increase has been in the private rented sector. The 

majority of households (65%) living in private rented accommodation had lived in Newham for under 

five years. 

While the high level of satisfaction with housing remained the same at Wave 5 as at Wave 4, it 

increased substantially among Local Authority tenants, with dissatisfaction almost halving.  

Satisfaction with housing was found to be associated with experiences of physical housing quality 

problems - with higher levels of satisfaction noted with fewer housing conditions problems and vice 

versa.

There also continues to be a link between physical quality of housing and local environmental 

problems, and moving preferences. The less problems households reported the less likely they were to 

express a preference to move. The majority of people (81%) said that they liked living in their 

neighbourhoods. Similarly, the majority of people believe there is a high level of community cohesion 

in their area with 83% agreeing that people from different backgrounds get on well together. 

The strong connection with the neighbourhood was further found in the high neighbourhood affiliation 

scores. The mean neighbourhood affiliation score was higher in Newham than Inner London though 

slightly lower than Outer London and Britain. Asian Bangladeshi and Asian Pakistani residents in 

Newham had the highest neighbourhood affiliation scores and they scored higher for overall life 

satisfaction when compared with other ethnic groups. Overall life satisfaction score was higher in 

Newham compared to London and Britain. Nearly eight in ten respondents rated their quality of life 

very good or fairly good. These respondents were also more likely to prefer staying in Newham. They 
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were more likely to describe their area as average or well to do as opposed to poor. They were also 

more likely to rate local services highly and express high levels of satisfaction with the council. 

Those who disliked their area reported different types of anti-social behaviours to be fairly common in 

their neighbourhood. They tended to perceive their area as poor and reported being more dissatisfied 

with local services and their neighbourhood.  They were more likely to prefer moving out of the area.   

Civic engagement has seen a rise over the years. More people have become members of at least one 

organisation over the waves from 29% at Wave 1 to 35% at Wave 5. Respondents interested in politics 

were more likely to be members of organisations. Respondents in good health, with a good job, not 

poor and in receipt of a good level of education were more likely to be civically engaged than those 

who were not.  Internet use also increased from 33% at Wave 3 to 50% at Wave 5.  

Young people continued to report high levels of self-esteem, more so than young people in Britain. 

The number of close friends young people reported having has increased from six at Wave 1 to eleven 

at Wave 5. A higher proportion of young people knew what to do post Year 11 compared with Wave 4 

(92% vs. 81%). More young people appear to be seeking advice about their futures after school and a 

steady increase over the years has been noticed (64% at Wave 5 compared to 59% at Wave 4 and 46% 

at Wave 3). There has been a steady improvement in the self-rating of health. Four out of five young 

people rated their health to be excellent to good.  

The picture emerging over the five waves of the survey is one of steady improvement in most aspects 

of people’s lives. Also it is one of changing conditions locally with shifting socio-economic 

landscapes bringing their own challenges for the future.  Local people seem to have a strong sense of 

connection to the area in which they live. They generally appear to participate in opportunities 

afforded them and tend to be optimistic about their futures. It is however important to acknowledge 

that a substantially high proportion of residents in Newham still experience high levels of deprivation 

and multiple disadvantages.  There are also inequalities in experiences among the different social 

groups, for example, the Asian Bangladeshi group continues to experience high rates of poverty 

compared to other ethnic groups.  

As noted earlier however, the motivations and aspirations of local people to improve their life 

conditions and the responses from public bodies to assist them in achieving their potential is a 

compelling story emerging from the survey evidence. Furthermore, this story is not unrealistic and 

perhaps illustrates a dynamic of a shared goal.  

160



Methodological Appendix 

This appendix contains background information on the NHPS.  Its aim is to help readers of the reports 

from both this and previous waves to interpret the findings presented.  Background information 

regarding the NHPS fieldwork is included together with descriptions of the NHPS samples and the 

definitions used in the reports. Also included are a discussion of statistical significance of findings, 

and details of the age standardisation that has been used.

Fieldwork

The fieldwork for the Newham Household Panel Survey Waves 4 and 5 was conducted by Ipsos-Mori. 

For the main individual and household questionnaires the interviews were conducted using CAPI 

machines (Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing); paper questionnaires were used for the adult 

self-completion and young people’s self-completion questionnaires. In contrast, for the first three 

waves of the survey which were conducted by ISER, University of Essex all the interviews were 

conducted using paper questionnaires. All questionnaires can be downloaded from 

http://www.newham.info/NHPS 

Table 1 below shows the dates of the fieldwork for all waves of the survey. 

Table 1  NHPS Fieldwork dates 

Start Date Finish Date

Wave 1 June 2002 December 2002 

Wave 2 June 2003 December 2003 

Wave 3 June 2004 December 2004 

Wave 4 November 2005 April 2006 

Wave 5 August 2007 February 2008 

Response Rates 

At Wave 5 individual interviews were conducted with 1485 adults aged 16 and over; in addition, 19 

proxy interviews were completed. In total this represents 80% of all eligible household members 

where a household questionnaire was completed. With regard to the self-completion questionnaires, 

924 adult and 134 young people’s questionnaires were returned. The total number of households 

interviewed at Wave 5 was 854.  
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Demographic and social characteristics of the Wave 5 NHPS sample 

The four tables in this section show a number of basic features of Newham’s population: the age 

structure, the distribution by ethnic group, the type of households in which residents live, and the 

length of residence in Newham for members of each ethnic group. Where available, there is a 

comparison with the sample of the BHPS for Great Britain Wave 15, which was used in some tables in 

the report.

Table 2 Age distribution of all sample members

Newham 1

(NHPS Wave 5) 

GB

(BHPS Wave 15) 

Newham 

(2001 Census) 

0-4 7.2 5.3 8.53 

5-9 7.0 5.5 8.08 

10-14 7.3 6.9 7.91 

15-19 8.1 6.9 7.91 

20-24 8.7 5.7 8.40 

25-29 10.8 5.5 9.32 

30-34 7.8 6.0 9.45 

35-39 8.1 6.9 8.04 

40-44 7.7 7.7 7.02 

45-49 5.8 7.0 5.25 

50-54 4.3 6.2 4.50 

55-59 4.4 6.9 3.33 

60-64 3.2 5.4 3.31 

65-69 2.2 4.2 2.73 

70-74 2.3 4.4 2.21 

75-79 2.5 3.6 1.77 

80+ 2.5 2.8 2.24 

Number 2499 11414 243891 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals (weighted) excludes missing cases 

Table 3 Distribution by ethnic group 

Wave 5 Wave 5 

Respondents Enumerated2

% Number % Number 

White – British 27.0 398 23.6 580 

Other White 12.9 190 11.9 293 

Indian 15.4 228 15.5 391 

Pakistani 7.9 117 8.1 205 

Bangladeshi 8.4 124 9.1 230 

Other Asian 5.9 87 5.9 149 

Black Caribbean 6.5 96 6.9 175 

Black African 11.6 170 12.5 316 

Other, inc mixed 4.4 65 4.8 117 

Number 1476 2454 2454 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals and Enumerated Individuals (weighted) excludes missing cases

                                                          
1 The age is not known for 25 individuals 
2 The ethnicity is not known for 70 individuals 
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Table 4 Distribution by household type 

Enumerated distribution Households 

Newham 

Wave 5 

GB (BHPS) 

Wave 15 

Newham 

Wave 5 

GB (BHPS) 

Wave 15 

Single Non-Elderly 6.4 5.8 17.3 13.6 

Single Elderly 3.9 7.8 10.6 17.7 

Couple: no children 11.7 24.9 15.3 28.5 

Couple: dependent  children 30.7 36.1 18.4 20.6 

Couple: non-dependent children 11.3 11.5 7.6 7.9 

Lone par: dependent children 16.7 8.0 14.1 6.2 

Lone par: non-dependent children 5.5 3.5 5.7 3.7 

2+ Unrelated adults 5.1 0.9 3.2 0.9 

Other Households 8.7 1.7 7.7 1.0 

Number 2524 11425 854 4911 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Individuals and Households excludes missing cases 

Households are defined according to the main relationship of other household members to the head of 

the household. This means that in a household defined as ‘couple with dependent children’ for 

example, there may also be other family members present (i.e. a brother, parent, grandparent or other 

relative). Households defined as ‘other households’ are typically other family relationships that do not 

fit comfortably within the existing categories, for example brothers and sisters sharing a home. 

Table 5 Ethnic group by years lived in Newham 

All life Under 5 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29

30 and 

over 

Number

White – British 41.5 12.2 6.0 4.1 5.2 5.4 5.7 19.9 386 

Other white 2.7 61.1 18.9 4.9 1.1 3.2 1.1 7.0 185 
Indian 22.0 23.4 5.0 3.7 8.3 16.5 9.2 11.9 218 
Pakistani 22.1 24.8 19.5 7.1 8.8 4.4 3.5 9.7 113 

Bangladeshi 10.6 29.2 16.8 13.3 21.2 7.1 1.8 0-- 113 
Other Asian 3.5 41.2 22.4 8.2 16.5 7.1 -- 1.2 85
Black Caribbean 33.7 5.6 20.2 5.6 11.2 6.7 3.4 13.5 89

Black African 5.0 31.4 22.6 20.8 9.4 6.3 2.5 1.9 159 
Other, inc mixed 24.2 37.9 9.1 18.2 1.5 3.0 -- 6.1 66

All 21.7 27.4 13.4 8.0 8.1 7.1 4.0 10.4 1414 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals excludes missing cases 
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Longitudinal and cross-sectional samples used in analysis 

The NHPS is a panel survey, whereby attempts are made to interview the same individuals at each 

wave. This enables change to be explored at the individual level across time, rather than to look at 

changes in the estimates for the whole population, which is the main purpose of repeated cross-

sectional data.  For this purpose the part of the sample which is of most interest is the longitudinal 

sample, i.e. those individuals who provide information at two or more successive waves.  Longitudinal 

analysis needs to focus at the individual rather than the household level, since it is not possible to 

define households systematically as fixed units across time.  However it is straightforward to use the 

longitudinal samples to analyse the changing household situation of individuals.  

In the panel there is a level of drop-out or attrition between waves.  This may be because of refusal, or 

because the panel member could not be contacted, or it may be because they are no longer eligible for 

a regular interview, for example because they have moved out of Newham.  Over the course of the 

panel survey some 3,977 adults have been interviewed. At Wave 5 1,485 respondents were 

interviewed, of these 653 had been interviewed in Wave 4 and 368 were interviewed in Wave 1; 780 

people were new to the survey, however, this does not necessarily mean that they were ‘new’ to 

Newham.

In the Wave 5 report two definitions of the longitudinal sample are used.  The first contains only those 

present at Wave 5 who were also present at two or more previous waves; this sample consists of 490 

individual respondents. The second uses a rather larger sample consisting of those present at both 

Wave 4 and 5, regardless of whether they were present at earlier waves. 

Enumerated individuals refers to the total number of people present in the households interviewed, this 

will include children as well as people who, for whatever reason, could not be personally interviewed. 

The panel survey has involved 6,515 individuals in Newham since its inception. Of these, 954 are part 

of the longitudinal sample. 

A larger sample is available from a cross-sectional perspective, i.e. for analysis of Wave 5 data on 

their own without taking into account earlier respondent characteristics.  This includes the longitudinal 

sample described above, plus those who were first interviewed in Wave 5.
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Poverty Rates 

In keeping with government practice poverty has been defined in terms of household income. Income 

is defined as reported monthly income from all sources received in the most recent period.  The 

household income figure is derived by summing all the income from all adult household members.  

Where a household member failed to provide an interview, their income share is estimated on the basis 

of their known personal characteristics and from other household characteristics.   

The total household income is then equivalised to take account of the differential needs that different 

households have (i.e. adjusted for size and composition). In the BHPS and the NHPS, household 

income is equivalised using the McClements scale. In calculating equivalised income for the Annual 

Households Below Average Income (HBAI) report, the DWP (Department for Work and Pensions) 

has also previously used the McClements scale. However, in future the DWP will use the Modified 

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) equivalisation method rather than 

McClements.3 The Modified OECD scale is the EU standard, however, it has no comparable scale to 

adjust for After Housing Costs (AHC). To allow for an AHC scale to be used, DWP statisticians have 

created a companion scale for AHC equivalised incomes to be used alongside the Modified OECD 

scale.4 For this report the NHPS has followed the BHPS and uses the McClements equivalisation 

scale.

Those in poverty are defined as those with less than 60% of the national median income.  This national 

value is derived from the BHPS, and is defined in terms of current income, so that it rises each year 

with inflation. 

There are two income definitions, the first is equivalised money income before housing costs are 

deducted, and the second is this same income after housing costs.  At Wave 5 the value of the first was 

£1,223 per month, and the second £1,105 per month.  In comparing Newham with other parts of the 

country, it is appropriate to make use of the ‘after housing costs’ measure since housing costs will vary 

significantly between areas and we need to take this into account in estimating people’s real standard 

of living.

                                                          
3 This follows consultation between November 2004 and May 2005 
4 See ONS briefing Households Below Average Income statistics: Adoption of new Equivalence Scales HBAI 

Team, July 2005 
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McClements Equivalisation Scale 

The McClements Equivalisation Scale is a conversion factor to allow for the effects of household size 

and composition to enable more accurate income comparisons to be undertaken. There are two 

variations: before housing costs and after housing costs. The McClements Equivalisation Scale creates 

a weight for each household based on its composition. The conversion factor is the sum of the 

individual weights given to each household member in accordance with the table below. The total 

household income is then divided by the McClements conversion factor. 

Table 6 McClements Equivalisation Scale 

Before Housing Costs After Housing Costs 

 Head 0.61 0.55 

 Spouse 0.39 0.45 

 Other second adult 0.46 0.45 

 Third adult 0.42 0.45 

 Further adult 0.36 0.40 

 Dependent child aged: 

  0-1 0.09 0.07 

  2-4 0.18 0.18 

  5-7 0.21 0.21 

  8-10 0.23 0.23 

  11-12 0.25 0.26 

  13-15 0.27 0.28 

  16+ 0.36 0.38 

For example: 

In a single person household the Before Housing Costs conversion factor would be 0.61. 

For a Household income of £1,250 a month the equivalised household income would be £2,049. 

(1250/0.61 = 2049.18) 

In a lone parent household with two children aged 11 and 13 the Before Housing Costs conversion 

factor would be 1.13.  (0.61+0.25+0.27 = 1.13) 

For a Household income of £1,250 a month the equivalised household income would be £1,106. 

(1250/1.13 = 1106.19) 
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Standardisation

In Chapter 3, Health, we have reported some of the ethnicity figures as standardised. These figures 

have been standardised for age and ethnicity based on the 2005 GLA ethnic projections for Newham 

for 2006. A direct standardisation method has been used.5 It should be noted that the GLA projections 

do not give separate figures for White British and White other, rather their figures for White include 

White British, White Irish and White Other; Black Other contains Black other, Mixed:  White & Black 

Caribbean and Mixed:  White & Black African; Asian Other includes Mixed:  White & Asian and 

Asian or Asian British:  Other Asian; Other contains Mixed: Other Mixed and Chinese or Other:  

Other.

As such, where standardised figures are reported, ethnicity in the NHPS has been recoded as shown in 

Table 7. The proportions used for the age ethnicity standardisation are shown in Table 8 

Table 7 Recoding of ethnicity for standardisation 

Aggregated Ethnic Group NHPS Ethnic Category 

White White:  British 

White:  Irish 

White:  Other White 

Black Caribbean Black or Black British:  Caribbean 

Black African Black or Black British:  African 

Asian Indian Asian or Asian British:  Indian 

Asian Pakistani Asian or Asian British:  Pakistani 

Asian Bangladeshi Asian or Asian British:  Bangladeshi 

Other Mixed:  White & Asian 

Mixed:  White & Black Caribbean 

Mixed:  White & Black African 

Mixed:  Other Mixed 

Chinese or Other:  Chinese  

Chinese or Other:  Other 

Black or Black British:  Other Black 

Asian or Asian British:  Other Asian 

Table 8 Standardisation matrix 

16 to 34 35 to 54 55 and over 

All 0.49 0.33 0.18 

White 0.42 0.29 0.28 

Black Caribbean 0.36 0.42 0.22 

Black African 0.49 0.43 0.08 

Indian 0.52 0.32 0.16 

Pakistani 0.60 0.30 0.10 

Bangladeshi 0.65 0.27 0.08 

Other 0.53 0.35 0.12 

                                                          
5 See Compendium of Clinical and Health Indicators User Guide, Annex 3 for a fuller description 
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A note on the statistical significance of findings 

Most of the tables in this report show percentages of responses for different subgroups in the 

population of Newham.  There is likely to be interest in whether differences between groups are 

statistically significant.  Sampling theory allows us to compute how likely it would be to find a 

reported result purely by chance if there were really no difference between the groups.  Thus we can, 

for example, say for any given sample size and group difference that if it meets the 95% confidence 

level, only one time in twenty would that result have arisen purely by chance. It is not practical to 

calculate significance tests for all possible comparisons, but the table below provides a basis for 

judging whether differences are significant.  Whether a particular percentage point difference is 

significant depends both on the size of the groups being compared and the mean value of the 

percentage across the two groups.  Percentages closer to zero (or 100%) tend to have narrower 

confidence intervals than percentages closer to 50%.  The table shows, for a range of sub-group 

sample sizes likely to be found in the NHPS, what difference between two percentages is likely to be 

statistically significant at the 95% confidence limit.  Thus for two groups above about 50 cases in 

each, and where the average percentage is around 50%, the differences between the response 

percentages needs to be greater than 19.6% to be statistically significant at this level.  However for 

two groups of approximately 850 each (e.g. the whole sample of men and women), differences greater 

than 4.7% will be significant.  The last five rows relate to comparisons between a relatively small 

group and the rest of the respondent sample. 

Table 9 Percentage point differences in response variable required for statistical significance at 

95% confidence level 

Number of cases per group Average percentage value of response variable 

Group 1 size Group 2 size 10% 25% 50% 

50 50 11.8 17.1 19.6 

50 200 9.2 13.3 15.5 

100 100 8.2 12.0 13.1 

100 200 7.3 10.4 12.0 

200 200 5.9 8.4 9.8 

100 300 6.9 9.8 11.4 

300 300 4.7 6.9 8.0 

400 400 4.1 6.1 6.9 

850 850 2.9 4.1 4.7 

50 1650 8.4 12.2 14.1 

100 1600 6.1 8.8 10.2 

200 1500 4.5 6.5 7.4 

300 1400 3.7 5.5 6.3 

400 1300 3.3 6.1 5.7 
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Foreword from the Mayor 
 
 

The Newham Household Panel Survey (NHPS) has now been running for five years. This longitudinal 

survey continues to improve our understanding of how change is taking place year on year for 

individuals and households living in Newham.  

 

Newham is one of the most deprived boroughs nationally. It is also one of the most diverse and vibrant 

places in the country. It is going through rapid change. That is why we are committed to basing our 

policies on rigorous and up to date evidence. 

 

The findings from this survey, along with other information gathered from our work programmes, 

inform our policy responses to the multiple challenges faced by local people in their daily lives. We 

are committed to tackling poverty and deprivation in the borough, and to improve the overall well- 

being of our residents.  

 

There are now many programmes in place designed to address the complex disadvantages experienced 

by local people. One example is Workplace, a personalised service for residents wanting to get into 

employment. 

 

The survey acts as a monitoring tool to help us appraise the effects of our policies and programme 

interventions. As you will read in the report, life has been steadily getting better for many residents in 

the borough. More residents are telling us that they want to stay in Newham and they are reporting 

higher levels of satisfaction with their lives year on year. I am pleased they too are feeling the positive 

difference in their lives.  

 

As always, I am grateful to all the respondents who have participated in the survey. 

 

I hope you will find this report as important and informative as I do. 

 

 

 

 

Sir Robin Wales 
Mayor of Newham 
Chair of Local Strategic Partnership 
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Introduction 
 

 
The Newham Household Panel Survey (NHPS) is a longitudinal survey based in Newham. It has now 

completed five waves. The survey was set up to improve understanding of how change is taking place 

at the individual and at the household level over time, what causes these changes and what are their 

consequences, the impact on local people of the various policies and services to improve their quality 

of life and the nature of trends over time. As it is a longitudinal survey, most of the questions are 

repeated year on year. This allows detailed analysis of the same issues over time.  

 

The NHPS was modelled on the design of the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS). Comparative 

analyses are thus possible allowing exploration and understanding of any differences. The NHPS 

comprises a random address-based sample of approximately 1,000 households. A proportional random 

sample is added to the panel from new housing developments at each wave to maintain the 

representativeness of the panel. Every member of the panel household aged 16 years and over is 

eligible for interviewing. Since Wave 2, young people aged 11 – 15 years in the panel households 

have been invited to complete a self-completion questionnaire.   

 

The methodology involves following individuals across waves as long as they live in Newham. This 

enables tracking of change for individuals over time and how household circumstances for individuals 

change. Year on year contact with panel members is challenging. There are many reasons why panel 

members’ continuous participation may be lost, including: their move from the address and not 

leaving behind contact details, lack of continued interest, uncertainty of the value of the survey when 

they expect quick changes in the borough in response to the information they give, time commitment 

of a demanding nature for taking part in the survey and simple refusal. The move of an existing panel 

household or members from an address can also mean that new households at the same address may 

refuse to take part. This means attrition and response rates vary. The characteristics of panel members 

are provided in the appendix. The overall response rate to the survey has been around 65% at each 

wave. It was 59%1 at Wave 5.  Data for Wave 5 were collected by Ipsos-MORI.  

 

The findings of Wave 5 are presented in the same format as in the Wave 4 Report, namely in a single 

report (which was a departure from how the findings of the previous three waves were reported, 

thematically in five separate reports for each wave). Wave 5 key findings, though extremely 

comprehensive, are presented in this report. A one document approach for the presentation of the vast 
                                                           
1 Whilst this is lower than previous waves it is reflective of the approach used to boost the longitudinal sample. 
At Wave 5, rather than only using a pool of newly drawn addresses to maintain the sample size, interviewers 
returned to addresses that had previously been used in Waves 1, 2 and 3. Although this had the effect of boosting 
the longitudinal sample, it also had a detrimental effect on the overall response rate. 
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amount of information from the panel survey hopefully allows readers to make links across different 

issues that affect local people. It is important to view issues holistically as they impact on residents. It 

can also contribute to strategic thinking on how best to address the multiple disadvantages that many 

Newham residents experience.  

 

The report provides relevant longitudinal analyses. Longitudinal analyses have been carried out on 

data gathered from respondents who participated in Wave 5 and at least two other waves ranging from 

Wave 1 to Wave 4. Due to the nature of diversity in the borough, there is interest in and a requirement 

to understand and report on the different experiences of the diverse social groups. Analyses by various 

social or other groupings (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity, disability, Community Forum) have been 

provided throughout the report. It should however be noted at the outset that sometimes the number of 

respondents in each group can be small. Every effort has been made to highlight this and where this is 

the case, results should be interpreted with caution and seen as indicative. 

 

Comparisons with London and Britain are based on data analysed from Wave 15 of the British 

Household Panel Survey (BHPS). It is the latest data set available from the BHPS collected in 

2005/06. The NHPS Wave 5 data were collected in 2007/08.   

 

The report comprises eight chapters. Each chapter, except Chapter 8, provides 10 key findings at the 

beginning. 

 

Chapter 1 examines income poverty. The rates of poverty of Newham residents are given and 

compared across the five NHPS waves, and with London and Britain. The chapter looks at movements 

into and out of poverty and the groups most affected by these movements. It reports on what poverty 

means to different individuals and groups and how they manage financially within their circumstances.   

 

Chapter 2 considers employment. It reports on the employment patterns of panel members across all 

waves in Newham and provides comparisons with London and Britain. It examines a selection of other 

aspects of their jobs including job aspirations and expectations, working hours, job satisfaction, 

participation in education and training and subject and location of training. It also looks at significant 

factors likely to affect getting into and staying in employment.  

 

Chapter 3 covers health. The chapter reports on self-reported health status of individuals across the 

five waves. It examines the number of health problems respondents experienced and the state of their 

mental health. It describes their BMI (Body Mass Index) and their healthy diet behaviours. It also 

reports on take up and cessation of smoking and patterns of alcohol consumption. 
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Chapter 4 focuses on housing. It provides analysis of housing tenure and tenure change, housing 

rents, housing costs and satisfaction with housing. It also describes house buying affordability. It 

reports on the range of physical housing and environmental problems experienced by respondents and 

examines how they impact on households’ preferences and expectations to stay or move. 

 

Chapter 5 reports on the quality of life of respondents. It describes in detail attitudes to local 

neighbourhoods, measures of neighbourhood affiliation scores and of life satisfaction and analyses 

how these have changed over the course of the five waves of the survey. It examines respondents’ 

experiences of crime and anti-social behaviour and fears of crime. Rates of satisfaction with local 

services and how these have changed over waves are also provided. 

 

Chapter 6 describes respondents’ social capital, social participation and experiences of 

discrimination.  It reports on levels of civic engagement. It examines respondents’ participation in 

organisations, leisure activities and physical activity. It looks at their interest in politics. It also 

examines experiences of discrimination including by age, sex, race, disability and English language 

accent. 

 

Chapter 7 concentrates on young people. It explores self-esteem, happiness with life, friendships, 

and relationships with parents of the 11-15 year olds who completed the self-completed questionnaire 

in the survey. It compares these results with those of previous waves and with Britain. It looks at 

attitudes to school and future aspirations in education. Membership of gangs and crews, engagement in 

anti-social behaviour and fear of crime are examined. Young people’s attitudes to diet and exercise are 

also reported.   

 

Chapter 8 draws the conclusions. They are based on the analyses provided in the chapters above to 

highlight key issues and their inter-relatedness. The different themes covered in the report are 

examined to provide a fuller story if that is ever possible. 

 

Many of the findings from Waves 1 to 4 reports are covered in this report.  This report is available 

electronically from the website www.newham.info. All previous reports and questionnaires from all 

five waves are also available on the same website.  
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Chapter 1                          Income Poverty  
 
 
 
 

 

10 Key Findings 

 

• In Newham, the median household income (after housing costs) rose by 7.7% compared 
with 4.5 % in Britain. Nevertheless the median income in Newham is still less than that 
in both London and Britain. 

 
• At Wave 5 the poverty rate (after housing costs) in Newham was 45.2%; in Britain the 

rate was 20.3% and in London it was 22.1%. The rate of poverty (after housing costs) 
among the cross-sectional sample has fallen slightly between Waves 4 and 5 while the 
comparable rate in London has increased. 

 
• The poverty rate amongst the longitudinal sample (those who participated in Wave 5 and 

at least 2 other waves) has risen slightly from 38.6% at Wave 4 to 38.7% at Wave 5. 
 

• New household entrants to the panel had higher poverty rates than existing panel 
members; 33.5% of existing panel households were in poverty compared with 48.8% 
amongst the new sample/new build addresses. 

 
• Poverty intensity in Newham is easing, however in London the proportions in intense 

and severe poverty have increased slightly. 
 

• Of those adults living in poverty at Wave 4, 44% have moved out of poverty; amongst 
children 30% have moved out of poverty. 

 
• Households with children experience higher levels of poverty churn than households 

without children. Lone parent households (with both dependent and non-dependent 
children) are the most likely to experience poverty churn and lone parents with 
dependent children have the highest levels of persistent poverty. 

 
• Respondents in Newham continued to appear more uncertain about their financial future 

when compared with Britain. 
 

• The proportion who said they would use credit cards to deal with unforeseen expenses 
has fallen from a high of 15% in Wave 2 to a low of 8% in Wave 5. 

 
• There was a small but steady increase in the proportion of people who say they cannot 

afford to keep their home adequately warm; the figure in Newham for Wave 5 is 6 times 
higher than the comparable figure for Britain. 
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This chapter describes the rate of income poverty in Newham among the cross-sectional1 and the 

longitudinal2 samples and compares it with London and national samples. It examines income poverty 

rates before and after housing costs, and the intensity of poverty. It reports on poverty transitions 

among different groups. In addition this chapter looks at non-income types of poverty. 

Income levels 

Income in this section is defined as household income. Household income is the sum of all incomes 

received by all members of the household from all sources (including employment, benefits and 

investments). Household income is ‘equivalised’ to take into account different household sizes and 

structures. Within both the BHPS and the NHPS income was equivalised using the McClements 

equivalisation scales.3  Throughout, unless stated otherwise, the income referred to is ‘after housing 

costs’ (AHC) equivalised income. This is due to problems with accurately recording the ‘before 

housing costs’ income in some households who are in receipt of housing benefit. The misreporting of 

housing benefit by these households has the effect of artificially inflating the before housing costs 

income. 

 

The monthly median4 household income in Newham before housing costs has been increasing year on 

year since Wave 1 as shown in Table 1. At Wave 5 the median household income before housing costs 

(BHC) was £1,488 among the cross-sectional sample and £1,567 among the longitudinal sample. After 

housing costs5 the median household incomes were £1,191 and £1,370 respectively at Wave 5. The 

comparative median incomes at the national level are shown in Table 2. The median household 

income at all comparative waves nationally continued to be higher than in Newham; between Wave 4 

and  Wave 5, the median household income (AHC) in Newham rose by 7.7% compared with 4.5 % in 

Britain.  

 

Table 2 below also provides income at the poverty line. The poverty line is defined as 60% of the 

national median household equivalised income figure (as taken from the British Household Panel 

Survey). The comparative figures for Wave 5 were: £1,223 before housing costs and £1,105 after 

housing costs. The poverty rates in Newham, before and after housing costs, for the whole enumerated 

sample6 and for children only across the five waves are shown in Table 3.   

 
1 The cross-sectional sample refers to all respondents interviewed at any wave regardless of whether or not they 

were interviewed in any previous waves. 
2 The longitudinal sample refers to respondents who participated in Wave 5 and at least 2 other waves; the partial 

longitudinal sample refers only to respondents who participated in Wave 4 and 5. 
3 Further details are in the Methodological Appendix. 
4 The median income is the mid point income figure taken from all incomes. 
5 Housing costs refers to net rent or mortgage payments only. 
6 Enumerated individuals refer to all members of the household regardless of whether or not they were 

interviewed. 
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Table 1 Mean and median monthly income, Newham Waves 1 to 5 

 Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
 Cross-

sectional 
sample £ 

Longi-
tudinal 

 sample £ 

Cross-
sectional 
sample £ 

Longi-
tudinal 

 sample £ 

Cross-
sectional 
sample £ 

Longi-
tudinal 

 sample £ 

Cross-
sectional 
sample £ 

Longi-
tudinal 

 sample £ 

Cross-
sectional 
sample £ 

Long 
 sample £ 

Before Housing Costs           
Mean 1736 1572 2124 2205 1795 1683 1672 1787 1838 1896 
Median 1179 1220 1279 1278 1280 1280 1337 1440 1488 1567 

After Housing Costs           
Mean 1516 1392 1921 2070 1552 1496 1402 1585 1510 1670 
Median 976 1057 1088 1115 1147 1129 1105 1296 1191 1370 

Number 2929 1028 2526 1070 2542 1088 2380 1071 2323 941 
Note: The longitudinal sample consists of individuals present at Wave 5 and at least 2 other waves. Members may not always have remained in the same households 
Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals 
 
 

Table 2 National median monthly income and poverty lines (in £s) 

 

National median 
before housing costs 

£ 

National median 
after housing costs 

£ 

60% National median 
before housing costs 

£ 

60% National median 
after housing costs 

£ 
2002 1715 1590 1029 954 
2003 1779 1639 1067 983 
2004 1888 1739 1133 1043 
2005 1921 1763 1152 1058 
2006  2039 1842 1223 1105 

Source: BHPS, Enumerated Individuals 
 
 



The rate of poverty among the cross-sectional sample has fallen slightly between Waves 4 and 5. 

When housing costs are removed, the proportion of people in poverty was 45.3% amongst the cross- 

sectional sample and 38.7% amongst the longitudinal sample. This represents a slight increase in the 

longitudinal poverty rate.  

 

The pattern is slightly different among children. Between Waves 4 and 5 there was a 1.3 percentage 

point increase in poverty after housing costs amongst all children, and an increase of 6.8 percentage 

points among the longitudinal children sample. Although this could be viewed as discouraging the 

poverty rate among longitudinal children is still lower than at Waves 1, 2 or 3. A closer examination of 

the households involved shows  a large number of new parents where the mother is not working and 

not receiving maternity benefit; it is unknown if the mother is taking an extended unpaid maternity 

leave or has decided not to return to work until the children are older. The findings continue to 

demonstrate that people who have stayed in Newham throughout the five years of the NHPS have 

experienced an improvement in their poverty conditions. 

 

Table 3 Poverty rates, Newham Waves 1 to 5  

 

Cross-sectional 
samples  

 
(%) 

Longitudinal 
Samples 

 
 (%) 

Children – 
Cross-sectional 

samples 
 (%) 

Children- 
Longitudinal 

samples 
 (%) 

Before Housing Costs     
Wave 1 42.7 40.7 51.9 51.2 
Wave 2 40.5 38.5 51.8 49.3 
Wave 3 41.6 42.5 46.5 52.6 

    Wave 4 40.7 35.8 51.5 41.5 
    Wave 5 34.8* 33.9 42.1 41.8 
     
After Housing Costs     

Wave 1 48.8 46.1 58.9 58.2 
Wave 2 44.8 43.4 55.9 55.5 
Wave 3 44.4 44.8 50.4 54.6 
Wave 4 47.4 38.6 54.4 41.9 
Wave 5 45.3 38.7 55.7 48.7 

Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals 
*Please refer to previous comment regarding potential problems with the before housing costs income 

 

Comparisons of poverty rates across Newham, London and Britain are shown in Table 4 and Figure 1. 

Even though the AHC poverty rate in Newham has fallen, it is still more than double the rate in 

London and nationally. However, whilst the AHC poverty rate fell nationally between Waves 14 and 

15 of the BHPS, in London it increased.  
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Table 4 Cross-sectional poverty rates, BHPS Waves 11 to 15 and NHPS Waves 1 to 5 

 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 

Before Housing Costs    
Wave 11/1 42.7 21.6 21.2 
Wave 12/2 40.5 22.1 22.0 
Wave 13/3 41.6 23.1 21.5 

    Wave 14/4 40.7 19.3 20.4 
    Wave 15/5 34.7 21.8 20.5 
    
After Housing Costs    

Wave 11/1 48.8 15.6 16.4 
Wave 12/2 44.8 24.8 21.4 
Wave 13/3 44.4 24.1 21.3 
Wave 14/4 47.4 20.5 21.1 
Wave 15/5 45.3 22.1 20.3 

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Enumerated Individuals 
 

 

Figure 1 Poverty rates After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 and London and Britain 
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Source: NHPS, BHPS, Enumerated Individuals 

 

The poverty rates of the new entrants to the survey were examined and the results are presented in 

Table 5. As can be seen ‘new’ households have much higher poverty levels. The households are ‘new’ 

because either the household has moved into a previous sample address or the address is a ‘new build’ 

property, or a newly drawn addition to the sample (most likely a ‘new build’ property when compared 
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with the original Wave 1 sample). A ‘new’ entrant is not necessarily ‘new’ to Newham, they may have 

lived in Newham for sometime and only just moved into a sampled address. 

 

Table 5 Income position by new entrant status, After Housing Costs, Newham Wave 5 

 

Below 
poverty line 

(%) 

Above poverty line, 
below national 

median (%) 

Above 
national 
median 

(%) Number 
Longitudinal respondents 38.1 30.0 31.9 1290 
Join previous wave household 33.3 24.2 42.4 99 
Replace household at  previous address 63.7 22.9 13.4 201 
New sample/new build addresses 74.7 20.4 4.9 162 
Previously issued address 47.9 29.4 22.7 741 

Newham 45.3 28.4 26.3 2493 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 

 

When poverty rates are examined before housing costs, the difference appears to be less marked as 

shown in Table 6. It would appear then that the replacement households and the new build/new sample 

households are facing higher housing costs. Further investigation into the housing tenure of the 

replacement households shows that two thirds (67%) of the new households at previous addresses are 

private renters suggesting that it is the level of rents that is pushing a high proportion of replacement 

households into poverty. The distribution amongst the new build/new sample addresses is more even 

and favours no particular type of housing tenure. 
 

Table 6 Income position by entrant status, Before Housing Costs, Newham Wave 5 

 

Below 
poverty line 

(%) 

Above poverty 
line, below 

national median 
(%) 

Above 
national 

median (%) Number 
Longitudinal respondents 33.5 32.2 34.3 1296 
Join previous wave household 15.2 41.4 43.4 99 
Replace household at  previous address 32.3 46.3 21.4 201 
New sample/new build addresses 48.8 43.9 7.3 164 
Previously issued address 37.2 34.8 28.0 756 

Newham 34.8 35.2 30.0 2516 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 
 
 

Table 7 shows the poverty rates by ethnicity for the cross-sectional samples and the longitudinal 

sample over the five waves. There is considerable variation in poverty rates amongst different ethnic 

groups.  
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Table 7 Cross sectional and longitudinal AHC poverty rates by ethnicity Waves 1 to 5  

 Cross-sectional sample 

 
Wave 1 

(%) 
Wave 2

(%) 
Wave 3

(%) 
Wave 4

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
White British 37 34 39 37 33 
White Other7 48 46 39 57 46 
Asian Indian 46 48 48 44 48 
Asian Pakistani 61 54 53 45 59 
Asian Bangladeshi 64 57 58 59 61 
Asian Other8 50 51 41 49 41 
Black African 59 50 47 53 54 
Black Caribbean 45 29 37 41 22 
Other9 37 46 39 43 51 
Newham 49 45 44 47 45 
Number 2584 2500 2551 2552 2427 

 Longitudinal Sample 

 
Wave 1 

(%) 
Wave 2

(%) 
Wave 3

(%) 
Wave 4

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
White British 35 26 37 33 34 
White Other7 52 40 35 42 40 
Asian Indian 44 57 48 37 39 
Asian Pakistani 59 68 57 43 66 
Asian Bangladeshi 63 61 70 46 48 
Asian Other8 40 46 38 36 31 
Black African 54 46 56 43 36 
Black Caribbean 41 37 43 45 23 
Other9 44 36 31 41 41 
Newham 46 43 44 39 39 
Number 1054 1034 1054 1019 947 

Source: NHPS (All enumerated individuals in cross sectional and longitudinal samples) 

 

The largest change in cross sectional poverty in terms of ethnic differences is amongst the Black 

Caribbean households. Both Black Caribbean and Asian Pakistani groups have previously experienced 

large fluctuations in poverty levels between waves. Wave 5 represents the lowest poverty rate across 

the waves for Black Caribbeans with the poverty rate falling to 22%, whereas for Asian Pakistanis the 

poverty rate increased to 59%. There was a large fall in the poverty rate of White Other.  

With regard to the longitudinal sample it is the Asian Pakistani group which has experienced the 

largest increase in AHC poverty rates whilst there have also been large falls in the poverty rates of the 

longitudinal Black Caribbean and Black African sample. 

                                                           
7 White Other includes Irish, European, East European and White Other. 
8 Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan, Chinese and Asian Other. 
9 Other includes Mixed race and other ethnic group. 
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It is possible to examine the poverty status of those Wave 4 sample members whom it was not possible 

to interview at Wave 5 (either because of refusal or non-contact), and ‘new entrants’ to the sample 

who joined at Wave 5. Amongst adult new entrants into the sample, it is the Asian Bangladeshi group 

that has the highest poverty level at 73% (Table 8), followed by Asian Pakistani (57%) and Black 

African and Other (both 55%).  

 

As can be seen although there were a lot of Asian Bangladeshi entrants into the sample who were in 

poverty, there was also a sizeable proportion in poverty who left the sample (73% of the Asian 

Bangladeshis who joined the panel were in poverty and 71% of the Asian Bangladeshi who left the 

panel were in poverty). Amongst the Black Caribbean leavers, 54% were in poverty but only 34% of 

the Black Caribbean joiners were.  The differences in the poverty rates of the joiners and leavers can 

account for some, but not all, of the changes in poverty status amongst different ethnic groups. 

 

Table 8 Poverty rates of Wave 5 adult entrants by ethnicity 

 

Wave 5 
sample  
Entrant 

(%) 

Total 
Number 

Wave 4 
Sample 
Leavers 

(%) 

Total 
Number 

White British 41 146 34 232 
White Other10 45 166 59 151 
Asian Indian 52 136 38 169 
Asian Pakistani 57 82 43 112 
Asian Bangladeshi 73 80 71 170 
Asian Other11 38 42 50 74 
Black Caribbean 34 47 54 70 
Black African 55 116 49 197 
Other12 55 33 61 57 
Newham 50 848 49 1232 

Source: NHPS (Enumerated adult new entrants and leavers) 

 

Poverty intensity 

A single poverty line is convenient to quantify the proportion of people who can be classified as being 

in poverty or not being in poverty. However, this can also mask the intensity of poverty experienced. 

Previous waves have highlighted intensity of poverty as a key feature in Newham, that is to say, a 

significant proportion of households in poverty had incomes substantially below the poverty line. 

Table 9 provides these analyses for the full sample.  

 

                                                           
10 White Other includes Irish, European, East European and White Other. 
11 Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan, Chinese and Asian Other. 
12 Other includes Mixed race and other ethnic group. 
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The proportion of people in intense poverty between Waves 4 and 5 has almost halved, falling from 

20.4% to 11.9%, however, it would seem as if these people have not managed to escape poverty itself. 

There has also been a small fall in the proportion of people with an income above the national median, 

this may be indicative of the impact of rising housing costs on total income. 

 

Table 9 Poverty intensity, After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 (Full sample)  

    Full samples                        

 
Wave 1

(%) 
Wave 2 

(%) 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Intense poverty < 30% national median 21.0 21.1 20.4 20.4 11.9 
Severe poverty 30-45% national median 13.9 10.5 11.6 13.1 17.1 
Below poverty line 45-60% national median 14.0 13.3 12.4 13.6 16.3 
Total below poverty line 47.4 44.9 44.4 47.1 45.3 
Just above poverty line 60-80% national median 11.7 15.1 14.9 15.5 17.0 
Below median 80-100% national median 9.7 7.5 11.1 9.7 11.4 
Above national median 29.8 32.5 29.6 27.7 26.3 
Total above poverty line 52.6 55.2 55.6 52.9 54.7 
Number 2894 2494 2533 2513 2493 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals 
 
 

Table 10 focuses on poverty intensity analysis of the longitudinal sample only, that is, individuals 

where information is available for at least three waves including Wave 5. In keeping with the full 

sample, the proportion in intense poverty has almost halved, falling from 14.1% to 7.2%, although 

there is no change in the total proportion living below the poverty line. The longitudinal sample has 

also seen a fall in the proportion of people with incomes above the national median. 

 

Table 10 Poverty intensity, After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 (Longitudinal sample)  

    Longitudinal Sample                        

 
Wave 1

(%) 
Wave 2

(%) 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Intense poverty < 30% national median 19.3 19.9 20.6 14.1 7.2 
Severe poverty 30-45% national median 12.7 7.7 10.1 11.1 12.7 
Below poverty line 45-60% national median 14.0 15.8 14.1 13.4 18.7 
Total below poverty line 46.0 43.4 44.8 38.6 38.6 
Just above poverty line 60-80% national median 13.2 17.0 15.4 16.7 18.8 
Below median 80-100% national median 11.2 6.9 10.5 11.7 12.1 
Above national median 29.6 32.7 29.3 33.0 30.4 
Total above poverty line 54 56.6 55.2 61.4 61.3 
Number 1029 1070 1091 1075 949 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals 
Note: The longitudinal sample consists of individuals present at Wave 5 and 2 other waves. 
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Table 11 Poverty intensity After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 and London and Britain Waves 11 to 15 

 
   Full samples   

Newham                  
   Full samples  

London                       
   Full samples   

Britain                     

 

Wave 
1  

(%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

 (%) 

Wave 
5 

 (%) 

Wave 
11  

(%) 

Wave 
12 

(%) 

Wave 
13 

(%) 

Wave 
14 

(%) 

Wave 
15 

(%) 

Wave 
11  

(%) 

Wave 
12 

(%) 

Wave 
13 

(%) 

Wave 
14 

(%) 

Wave 
15 

(%) 
Intense poverty  21.0 21.1 20.4 20.4 11.9 4.6 8.5 5.8 6.2 8.0 4.4 4.6 4.1 4.3 5.2 
Severe poverty  13.9 10.5 11.6 13.1 17.1 4.2 4.9 7.3 5.6 8.2 5.9 6.1 6.1 5.2 4.8 
Below poverty line  14.0 13.3 12.4 13.6 16.3 6.9 11.4 11.0 8.7 5.9 11.0 11.3 11.1 11.6 10.3 
Total below poverty line 47.4 44.9 44.4 47.1 45.3 15.6 24.8 24.1 20.5 22.1 21.4 22.1 21.3 21.1 20.3 
Just above poverty line  11.7 15.1 14.9 15.5 17.0 16.6 7.8 11.5 10.4 10.5 15.8 14.6 14.5 15.4 15.5 
Number 2894 2494 2533 2513 2493 1217 1193 1132 1053 972 11662 11326 11142 10790 10618 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals 
 

Table 12 Child poverty intensity After Housing Costs, Newham Waves 1 to 5 

 Full samples Longitudinal samples      

 

Wave 
1  

(%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

 (%) 

Wave  
5 

 (%) 

Wave 
 1  

(%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

 (%) 

Wave 
5 

 (%) 
Intense poverty < 30% national median 26.4 23.8 21.2 21.5 11.3 26.4 24.6 24.5 14.4 8.2 
Severe poverty 30-45% national median 18.6 13.8 14.4 16.8 22.7 15.4 9.0 11.9 12.1 16.1 
Below poverty line 45-60% national median 15.3 17.9 14.8 16.1 21.7 16.5 21.9 18.2 15.4 24.4 
Total below poverty line 58.3 55.9 50.4 54.4 55.7 58.3 55.5 54.5 41.9 48.7 
Just above poverty line 60-80% national median 12.0 15.7 16.1 18.2 17.1 14.2 16.1 14.9 23.2 23.6 
Below median 80-100% national median 8.7 6.3 12.6 9.9 9.7 9.8 4.6 10.9 14.7 9.4 
Above national median 18.8 22.6 21.0 17.5 17.6 17.7 23.8 19.7 20.2 18.2 
Total above poverty line 41.8 44.1 49.6 45.6 44.1 41.7 44.5 45.5 58.1 51.3 
Number 807 749 787 659 572 295 285 269 248 249 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Children 
Note: The longitudinal samples are based on children observed in all four waves. 



Comparison of poverty intensity after housing costs across the three regions, Newham, London and 

Britain, is shown in Table 11. London has seen increases in the proportions in both intense and severe 

poverty with the gap between London and Newham narrowing. Britain has witnessed a small increase 

in the numbers in intense poverty as well. Poverty intensity among children in Newham is shown in 

Table 12. The pattern is the same as that observed for the whole sample in Newham. 
 

Poverty transitions  

Poverty transition refers to flows into and out of poverty, a level of analysis that can only be 

conducted with panel data. Here the degree of poverty persistence is investigated, together with the 

identification of which groups experience more or less poverty persistence and which groups 

experience greater or lower levels of movement into and out of poverty.  

 

Figure 2 shows the poverty transition rates between Waves 4 and 5 for adults and children. Of those 

adults who were living in poverty at Wave 4, 56% remained in the same situation at Wave 5; 27% 

moved above the poverty line but were below the national median income and 17% moved above the 

national median income level. These figures represent an improvement in people moving out of 

poverty compared with Waves 3 and 4. The majority of those who were above the national median 

income level also remained in that position a year later, whereas 29% moved below the median 

income level but were above the poverty line, and 11% moved into poverty. The most change was 

observed among the group below the national median level but above the poverty line. Of these, less 

than half (44%) remained in the same situation at Wave 4, 29% moved above the median income level 

and 26% moved into poverty.  

Figure 2 Adult and child poverty transition rates by initial poverty status, After Housing Costs 
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Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals 
Adults are those aged 17 and over; base population: 827 
Children are those aged 16 and under; base population: 384 

 15



The situation regarding children is similar, more children who lived in poverty at Wave 4 remained in 

that situation at Wave 5 than in previous waves (70% between Waves 4 and 5 compared with 65% for 

Waves 3 and 4). A higher proportion of children to adults lived in households which moved into 

poverty.  
 
 
In examining movements into and out of poverty it is important to also consider the intensity of 

poverty. Whereas Table 12 highlights the ‘snap shot’ position of poverty intensity in Newham and in 

London, and Figure 2 examines broad movements into and out of poverty, it is important to also 

consider the smaller movements. A household living in intense poverty would be living on a monthly 

equivalised income (after housing costs) of £553 a month (this would be for a couple with no 

children); a household living in severe poverty would be in receipt of an equivalised income (AHC) of 

between £553 and £829; the difference between these two cut off points is less than £10 a day. 

 

Table 13 Transitions in poverty intensity, Newham Wave 4 to Wave 5  

 Wave 5 income group  

Wave 4 income group 

Intense 
poverty 

(%) 

Severe
poverty 

(%) 

Below 
poverty line 

(%) 

Just above 
poverty line 

(%) 

Below 
median 

(%) 

Above 
median 

(%) 
Number 

Intense poverty < 30% 
national median 23 39 12 7 4 14 201 

Severe poverty 30-45% 
national median 13 25 21 21 7 12 185 

Below poverty line  
45-60% national median -- 15 31 23 18 13 173 

Just above poverty line  
60-80% national median -- 10 32 37 15 6 159 

Below median 80-100% 
national median -- 11 * 30 12 44 133 

Above national median * * 9 12 18 59 362 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) 1213 Enumerated Individuals 
Notes: (*) Cell size under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

 

As can be seen in Table 13, more people are improving their income than experiencing a fall. Between 

Waves 4 and 5, 37% managed to increase their income such that they moved one or more categories, 

an effect which was more noticeable in the poorer categories; for 36% of people there was no change 

in their poverty status. For the 27% of people whose income decreased enough to move them into a 

lower income bracket 45% did not move into poverty. 

 

As at Wave 4 the effect of poverty churn was considered. Drawing on complete household information 

across all five waves, household movements into and out of poverty were examined. At Wave 4, it was 

noted that more of Newham’s population was involved in poverty churn (repeated movements into and 

out of poverty) than in London. It was also noted that Newham had significantly more households 
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living in persistent poverty than Britain.13  Figure 3 examines changes in the poverty status of children 

and adults in households in the longitudinal sample.  Households with children experience higher 

levels of poverty churn than households without children. Indeed children seemed to be one of the key 

determinants of poverty. More adults lived in households which were classified as never poor 

compared with children. 
 

Figure 3 Poverty transitions adults and children, NHPS longitudinal sample 
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Source: NHPS, Enumerated Individuals.  
Adults are those aged 17 and over; NHPS base population: 767 
Children are those aged 16 and under; NHPS base population: 225 

 

Group differences in poverty 

At previous waves it has been noted that poverty transitions are likely to vary by different group 

characteristics; some groups may have a high level of movement into and out of poverty but low 

persistence of poverty, while another group may experience low movements into and out of poverty 

but high persistence of poverty. Poverty churn is examined below by different group characteristics for 

the longitudinal sample.  

 

As shown in Table 14, lone parent households (with both dependent and non-dependent children) are 

the most likely to experience poverty churn and lone parents with dependent children have the highest 

levels of persistent poverty. Single households (both elderly and non elderly and couples without 

children living with them) are more likely to have not experienced poverty over the five waves of the 

NHPS. The picture is less clear regarding households with non-dependent children. It is important to 

remember that there are different types of couple household with non-dependent children; they can 

either refer to parents in their 50s or older with a grown up child living with them or to a younger 

                                                           
13 It is not possible to account for poverty movements that occur outside the period around the interviews. As 
such it is likely that the amount of poverty churn has been underestimated. 
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couple with a child aged 18 who has left school and may or may not be working. It was also noted that 

households with at least one person working were significantly less likely to be in poverty (36% of 

households with at least one person working were in poverty at Wave 5 compared with 60% of 

households with no one working). 

 

Table 14 Household type by longitudinal poverty status  

 

Never 
poor 
(%) 

Move out 
of poverty 

(%) 

Poverty 
churn 
(%) 

Move into 
poverty 

(%) 

Persistent  
poor  
(%) 

Number 

Single Non-Elderly 44 ** 28 15* ** 39 
Single Elderly 43 24 19 ** ** 37 
Couple: no children 45 17 17 6* 15 91 
Couple: dependent children 25 16 30 16 13 368 
Couple: non- dependent 
children 50 8 30 5 7 148 
Lone par: dependent 
children 14 18 36 10 21 147 
Lone par: non- dependent 
children 11 25 33 18 13 63 
Other Households 37 12 32 - 20 41 
Newham 31 16 30 11 13 934 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 
NB 2+ unrelated households have been removed due to small number of cases present in the longitudinal file. 
Notes: (*) Cell size under 10 cases.  **Cell sizes less than 5 have been removed. Interpret with care. 

 
 
The way in which a household occupied its home continued to show different patterns of poverty 

transitions (Table 15). Households in owner occupied properties (either mortgaged or owned outright) 

continued to have the highest proportions who had never been poor. Those who rented their property 

from a Housing Association or lived in Local Authority rented accommodation continued to 

experience high levels of poverty churn. 
 
 

Table 15 Housing tenure by longitudinal poverty status  

 

Never 
poor 
(%) 

Move out 
of poverty 

(%) 

Poverty 
churn 
(%) 

Move into 
poverty 

(%) 

Persistent  
poor  
(%) 

Number 

Owned Outright 41 21 19 12 7 164 
Owned with mortgage 54 7 21 15 4 279 
Local Authority rented 11 19 38 7 25 293 
Housing Association  
Rented 13 ** 50 24 10 106 
Private Rented 26 35 22 -- 17 96 
Newham 31 16 29 11 13 938 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated Individuals 
Notes: (*) Cell size under 10 cases.** cell size under 5 cases -  Interpret with care. 
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Figure 4 highlights the poverty transitions experienced by different ethnic groups within the NHPS. 

These figures should be treated with caution as the numbers for some ethnic groups are very small; for 

example the longitudinal sample shows no Asian Pakistanis who have never experienced poverty. Black 

Africans, Black Caribbean and White British continue to have the highest proportions who have never 

experienced poverty. Asian Pakistanis seem to have the most changeable household income with the 

highest proportions moving out of poverty and staying out but also moving into poverty and staying in. 

It is probable that over time this will lead to higher numbers experiencing poverty churn. 

 

Figure 4 Poverty transitions by ethnicity NHPS longitudinal sample 
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Households and individuals managing financially 

Uncertainty over household income seems to be a key feature amongst Newham residents. Within the 

NHPS, respondents are asked how well they think they are managing financially and how they view 

their financial future. 

 

Figure 5 compares the financial viewpoint of those in poverty and those not in poverty for Newham 

and Britain. Respondents were asked how they felt they were managing financially. Compared with 

Britain those living in Newham are significantly less likely to think that they are living comfortably, 
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notably for those in poverty these figures have declined since Wave 4. At Wave 5 just 6% of those 

living in poverty thought they lived comfortably (at Wave 4 the comparable figure was 10%); the 

figure for Britain is more than treble with 20% of those living in poverty thinking they are living 

comfortably. At the opposite end of the scale 17% of those living in poverty in Newham were finding 

it quite or very difficult compared with 11% in Britain. Amongst those not living in poverty 19% in 

Newham thought they were living comfortably compared with 34% in Britain. 
 

Figure 5 How well respondents are managing financially; NHPS Wave 5, BHPS Wave 15 
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Source: NHPS, BHPS (Individuals) 
 

Respondents in Newham continued to appear more uncertain about their financial future when 

compared with Britain. In Newham, 17% of the respondents who were not in poverty were unable to 

say what they thought their financial situation would be like in a year’s time. The comparable figure 

nationally was only 4%. Amongst those in poverty the situation was even less clear; in Newham a 

quarter of those living in poverty said they did not know what their financial situation would be like in 

a year’s time compared with 7% in Britain. If future financial expectations are analysed in light of the 

household’s poverty transition, then respondents whose household has moved into poverty over the 

five Waves of the NHPS were more likely to say they didn’t know what the future held for them 

financially; 38% whose households had moved into poverty said they did not know compared with 

13% of those who had never been poor and 15% of those who had been persistently poor. Indeed 54% 

of those who lived in persistently poor households did not think their financial situation would change 

in the next year. 
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Figure 6 Respondents’ financial expectations for the year ahead; NHPS Wave 5,  BHPS Wave 15 
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Source: NHPS, BHPS (Individuals) 

 

Using the longitudinal panel nature of the survey it is possible to see how well respondents were able 

to predict their financial future, by comparing what respondents thought would happen over the next 

year at Wave 4 with how they felt things had gone over the past year at Wave 5. Of those respondents 

who thought things would stay the same, three quarters reported that things had stayed the same over 

the past year; the same proportions as amongst those who had said they ‘didn’t know’ at Wave 4. 

Respondents were less accurate over their predictions of things getting worse or better. Of those 

respondents who thought that financially things would get worse, 23% found that things had indeed 

become worse; however, 21% found things had got better and 57% reported no change. For those 

respondents who thought things would improve after Wave 4, 39% reported that financially things 

had got better, 41% reported no change but 19% felt things had become worse. 

 

Experiences of financial difficulties and uncertainties can be a feature of living on low income, 

especially when unforeseen additional expenses incur. In each wave of the NHPS, respondents were 

asked how they managed financially at times of additional expenses.  

 

As can be seen in Figure 7, the most popular way of dealing with unforeseen additional expense was 

from current income. The next most commonly cited method was through savings; the proportion of 

people saying they would use their savings has increased across each wave of the NHPS from 24% in 

Wave 1 to 39% in Wave 5.  Across the same time period the proportion who said they would use 

credit cards has fallen from a high of 15% in Wave 2 to a low of 8% in Wave 5. 
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Figure 7 Respondents’ methods of dealing with times of additional expense 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Note: Respondents could identify as many as applied, percentages will sum to over 100.  

 

Nevertheless, for people to use their savings in times of unforeseen additional expense they must have 

savings to fall back on. Even though the proportion of people who said they would use their savings to 

deal with additional expenses has increased, the proportion of respondents who said they saved any 

amount of their income has remained fairly consistent. Across all five waves around 27% of all 

respondents in Newham say they do save (88% have bank accounts). There are marked differences 

between those in poverty and those not in poverty; around 15% of those in poverty said they saved 

part of their income compared with around 35% of those not in poverty. These figures are 

substantially below those in Britain where, in Wave 15 of the BHPS 42% of respondents said they 

saved part of their income (22% of those in poverty and 47% of those not in poverty). 
 

Table 16 Poverty status by whether saves from current income 

 Newham Britain 

 
Wave 1 

(%) 
Wave 2

(%) 
Wave 3

(%) 
Wave 4

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Wave 15 

(%) 
Saves 27.4 31.1 27.2 27.1 27.0 42.0 

Does not save 72.4 68.9 72.8 72.9 73.0 58.0 
       

In poverty: Saves 14.6 19 15.7 17.0 15.4 22.3 
Not in Poverty: Saves 37.8 39.8 35.9 35.3 34.9 47.1 
Number 1602 1394 1348 1339 1408 7626 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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Deprivation 

Poverty can be measured in other ways than simply the amount of income a person receives each 

month; ownership of consumer goods or not being able to afford particular ‘luxury’ items or necessities 

can also be revealing. Within the NHPS, respondents at the household level are shown a list of items 

and asked whether they have or do the various items. For all items which the respondent does not 

currently have or do the respondents are then asked if that is because they cannot afford to or because 

they do not want to. Table 17 below shows the breakdown of responses for Wave 5. 

 

Paying for a week’s annual holiday away from home is the item that most people would like to be able 

to do but cannot afford to, closely followed by visiting relatives abroad; both of these could be regarded 

as ‘luxury’ items. However, of more concern are the 28% of respondents who cannot afford to have 

home contents insurance and the 23% of respondent who cannot afford to keep their home in a decent 

state of repair. 

Table 17 Consumption of consumer items, NHPS Wave 5 

  Currently do not have or do 

 
Currently 
have/do 

Do not 
want to 

Cannot afford 
to 

Keep your home adequately warm 95.4 1.0 3.6 
Pay for a week’s annual holiday away from home 41.1 18.8 40.1 
Visit relatives abroad regularly 29.3 32.5 38.2 
Replace worn out furniture 68.6 13.8 17.6 
Buy new rather than second hand clothes 90.3 3.1 6.6 
Eat meat, chicken or fish at least every other day 88.0 8.2 3.8 
Eat vegetarian meals at least  every other day 62.2 32.2 5.6 
Eat fresh fruit and vegetables at least every second day 94.5 3.1 2.4 
Have friends or family for a drink or meal at least once a month 69.0 14.9 16.1 
Have enough money to keep home in decent state of repair 66.8 10.3 23.0 
Have household contents insurance 41.7 30.3 28.0 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 

 

Table18 compares the things that respondents in Newham cannot afford to consume across the five 

waves of the NHPS with Britain using BHPS Wave 15. For all items people in Newham were more 

likely than in Britain to say that they could not afford to consume/do the item. There was a small but 

steady increase in the proportion of people who say they cannot afford to keep their home adequately 

warm; the figure in Newham for Wave 5 is 6 times higher than the comparable figure for Britain. There 

has also been a steady increase in the proportion of people in Newham who say they cannot afford to 

have visitors round at least once a month, rising from 10.4% at Wave 1 to 16.1% at Wave 5 which is 

five times higher than the comparable figure in Britain (3.2%). Overall, poverty in Newham would 

appear to exist on several different levels.  
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Table 18 Items respondent cannot currently afford to have, NHPS Waves 1 to 5, BHPS Wave 15 
 
 Newham Britain 

 
Wave 1 

(%) 
Wave 2 

(%) 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Wave 15 

(%) 
Keep your home adequately warm 1.9 2.1 2.8 3.1 3.6 0.6 
Pay for a week’s annual holiday away from 
home 35.9 42.4 42.0 41.2 40.1 10.7 
Visit relatives abroad regularly 35.7 42.6 38.7 38.0 38.2 -- 
Replace worn out furniture 18.5 20.5 24.1 22.3 17.6 6.8 
Buy new rather than second hand clothes 5.8 4.7 4.9 5.3 6.6 2.1 
Eat meat, chicken or fish at least every other 
day 3.5 2.0 1.8 4.2 3.8 1.2 
Eat vegetarian meals at least  every other day -- 2.0 1.4 5.6 5.6 -- 
Eat fresh fruit and vegetables at least every 
second day -- 2.5 1.4 4.0 2.4 -- 
Have friends or family for a drink or meal at 
least once a month 10.4 10.5 10.6 13.9 16.1 3.2 
Have enough money to keep home in decent 
state of repair -- -- -- -- 23.0 4.2 
Have household contents insurance -- -- -- -- 28.0 4.4 

Total Number 1018 881 878 857 854 4626 
Source: NHPS, BHPS, Households 
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Chapter 2    Employment 
 
 

10 Key Findings 

 

• Employment patterns in Newham for both men and women were similar to previous waves. 
Although employment rates were lower in Newham compared to London, the gap has 
narrowed over the five waves. 

 
• Black Caribbean, White British, White Other and Other Asians had higher rates of 

employment compared with other ethnic groups. The White Other group also had a higher 
proportion of self-employed respondents compared to other groups. 

 
• Over the five waves, there has been an increase in employment rates among men and women 

in some ethnic groups (e.g. White Other men; Asian Indian women), whereas men and 
women in some ethnic groups have experienced a decline (e.g. White British men; Other 
Asian women). 

 
• An early indication of the nature of the new jobs which increase the employment rates for 

some, may be the low level requirements of English language proficiency. Compared to 
previous waves, there is a notable improvement in the employment of those with low levels 
of English language proficiency.  

 
• The relationship between high qualifications and high employment rates observed nationally 

is also found in Newham. However, for men with low other qualifications, the employment 
rate seems to have increased more than expected. This appears to be consistent with the 
observation above regarding the nature of new jobs. 

 
• The relationship between qualifications and employment rates for women in Newham is 

inconsistent with that observed nationally. For women, the difference is marked by having a 
degree or lower level of education. This, however, is consistent with recent research on 
employment among women from ethnic minority groups. 

 
• Pecuniary reasons (e.g. pay for essentials) for wanting a job seem to dominate, opposed to 

non-pecuniary (e.g. follow career) and normative (e.g. work is normal) reasons. 
 
• Job security has been consistently highlighted to be among the most important aspects of a 

job. 
 
• As found in previous waves, training continues to impact positively on getting and keeping a 

job. 
 
• In a complex model accounting for cultural differences and individual motivations, as well as 

education, training and other factors, it is shown that cultural differences do not influence 
getting and keeping a job. The lower employment rates among some ethnic minority groups 
are primarily explained by the initial conditions they faced when entering the labour market. 
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This chapter discusses various aspects of employment including the employment patterns of panel 

members and differences across groups, such as by ethnicity and age. It then focuses on a selection of 

other dimensions of jobs; for example, job aspirations and expectations, working hours, job 

satisfaction, participation in education and training, and subject and location of training. Finally, it 

presents significant factors likely to affect getting into or staying in employment. 

 
Labour market status 
 
The employment patterns for men in Newham were fairly similar to those of previous waves. There 

was a slight decline in employment in London and Newham but as shown in Table 1, 67% of men in 

the prime working age group (25 to 55 years) reported being in some form of employment, either full-

time, part-time or self-employed. The comparable figures for London and Britain were 86% and 90%, 

respectively.  An increase in unemployment was noted in Newham and London. Although the 

unemployment rate is nearly similar to that at Wave 1, it compares favourably with London over the 

same period. At Wave 5, the rate of unemployment in Newham was about twice that in London; 

whereas at Wave 1, it was about three times the London rate. The increasing proportion of Newham 

male residents going into higher education has continued throughout the five year period although a 

slight decrease was noted between Waves 4 and 5. This is in contrast to London where the proportion 

has remained constant throughout the same period with the exception of a slight increase between 

Waves 4 and 5.  The proportion of inactive working age men has increased slightly in Newham 

whereas in London the rates are fairly stable. This means that the ratio of inactive men in Newham 

compared to London remains at two to one. 

 

The rate of employment for women of prime working age remains low compared to women in London 

and Britain, but a slight improvement has been observed at Wave 5. In the previous waves, gaps 

(Newham – London and Newham – Britain) of about 30 percentage points were noted, whereas at 

Wave 5 they were about 25 to 28 points. This outcome is the result of a slight improvement in 

Newham coupled with a slight decline in Britain (including London). The participation of women aged 

25 to 55 years in full-time, part-time and self-employed employment was 46% compared with 71% in 

London and 74% in Britain. The proportion of full-time students among the primary working age 

women in Newham has continued to increase reaching 8% at Wave 5. Although the proportion of 

economically inactive women has decreased from previous waves to its lowest level (42% at Wave 5), 

this figure is still higher than in London and Britain. 
 
The employment profile of the 25 to 55 year olds in Newham is grouped according to ethnicity in 

Table 1.  The figures should be interpreted with caution because of the small numbers of respondents 

in each group. The highest rate was found among the Black Caribbean group: four out of five were 

employed either as full-time, part-time or self-employed. Other ethnic groups with higher levels of 
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employment were White British, White Other and Other Asian (all with more than a 60% employment 

rate). However, a more detailed examination of the employment patterns of these groups gives a 

slightly different story. Singled out amongst these four groups is the White Other group, 

predominantly comprising self-employed people. The other three ethnic groups mentioned above have 

predominantly full-time employed people. Economic inactivity was found to be highest among 

Pakistani and Bangladeshi groups (46% and 37% respectively). It is largely explained by the low 

unemployment rates of Pakistani and Bangladeshi women (shown later in Table 4). 

 

Table 1  Labour market status by ethnicity, 25 to 55 year olds in Newham, Wave 5 

Ethnic Group Full-
time 
(%) 

Part-
time 
(%) 

Self-
employed 

(%) 

Unemployed 
(%) 

Full-time 
student 

(%) 

Inactive 
(%) 

Number 

White British 49.3 2.9* 8.4 2.4* 2.7* 34.1 181 
White Other 29.3 7.6 24.6 6.0 10.2 22.3 138 
Indian 41.7 8.8 8.3 2.3 9.3 29.4 148 
Pakistani 16.7 3.1* 3.8* 7.8 22.6 45.9 89 
Bangladeshi 27.8 11.8 10.2* 4.5* 8.7* 36.9 96 
Other Asian 42.6 13.5* 6.0* 2.1* 4.7* 31.2 59 
Black Caribbean 62.8 11.4* 5.5* 10.6 1.6* 8.0 55 
Black African 41.8 8.6* 1.8* 4.3* 12.9 30.7 116 
Other 35.6 7.8 2.7* 15.1 7.0 31.8 40 
Number 350 74 81 45 78 293 922 
Source: NHPS (row percentages), Individuals 
*cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. Retired excluded as only 1 case. 
Full-time employee is working at least 30 hours per week, part-time is working fewer than 30 hours per week. 
Self-employed is self-defined by the respondent. Unemployment is defined as currently not working and 
searching for a job.  

White Other includes Irish, European, East European and other White. Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan 
and Other Asian. Black Caribbean includes other Black. Other includes Chinese, Mixed race and other ethnic 
group. 
 

The ethnic profile of employment for the younger respondents (16 to 24 years old) is shown in Table 

3. As expected, the vast majority were in full-time education (58%), though one in five was reportedly 

working. The figure for those not working was similar. Further desegregation must be read with 

caution because these proportions represent very small numbers of people. The White Other and Black 

Caribbean groups had the highest proportions of young people working (about 38%); they also had 

lower than average participation in full-time education. The White British group had a lower than 

average education participation rate in addition to a markedly high unemployment rate (but seeking 

work). About three out of four Other Asian, Black African and Asian Pakistani young people reported 

being in full time education. 

 

 

 

 



Table 2 Labour market status by gender and region of residence, 25 to 55 year olds 

 Wave 1 Wave 3 Wave 5 

Men 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Full-time employee 52.6 68.4 72.2 51.7 64.9 72.7 44.3 63.3 72.4 
Part-time employee 6.5 3.3 2.8 7.9 3.0 2.5 8.0 3.7 2.3 
Self-employed 13.7 17.9 15 11.3 20.8 14.0 14.4 19.1 15.1 
Unemployed 6.5 1.6 2.3 3.6 1.6 2.5 6.0 2.6 2 
Retired 0.4 0.7 1.0 0.2 0.5 1.0 0.0 1.7 0.7 
Full-time student 5.6 1.1 0.8 8.3 0.8 0.9 9.4 1.5 0.6 
Inactive 14.8 7.0 5.6 16.9 8.3 6.4 18.1 8 6.9 
Number 444 201 2201 386 181 2047 429 175 3848 
Women          
Full-time employee 37.5 46.7 44.3 31.1 46.6 44.4 34.1 43.9 45.1 
Part-time employee 8.2 22.5 26.0 10.1 16.8 27.0 7.4 15.9 23.5 
Self-employed 2.8 13.6 5.7 3.3 10.9 5.4 4.5 10.8 5.5 
Unemployed 3.3 2.2 0.7 2.1 2.3 1.4 3.9 2.6 1.6 
Retired 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.1 0.6 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.7 
Full-time student 3.2 0.9 1.1 4.9 2.5 0.7 8.0 2.8 1 
Inactive 45.0 14.1 20.7 48.3 20.4 20.4 42.0 24.0 22.6 
Number 561 218 2458 469 207 2319 499 207 4474 
Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals         

Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  
Full-time employee defined as working at least 30 hours per week, part-time defined as working fewer than 30 hours per week. Self-employed is self-defined by the 
respondent. Unemployment is defined as currently not working and having searched for a job in the last four weeks. Respondents who have found a job but have not yet 
started are not included in the above table. 

 

 



Table 3  Labour market status by ethnicity, 16 to 24 year olds in Newham 

Ethnicity Working Unemployed Inactive FT education Number 
 (%) (%) (%) (%)  
White British 19.1 43.1   3.3 34.6 43 
White Other 38.4 8.5 10.9 42.2 17 
Asian Indian 27.6 14.3   1.9 56.2 46 
Asian Pakistani    3.7*     9.2* 14.2 72.9 35 
Asian Bangladeshi 23.0 12.9   9.1 55.0 39 
Other Asian   10.9*     2.1*     4.5* 82.5 13 
Black Caribbean 38.8 11.1   0.0 50.0 12 
Black African 17.0     2.2*     2.9* 78.0 39 
Other    7.7*     9.8* 17.8 64.7 16 
Newham       20.9 14.4   6.6 58.1  
Number 53 40 23 144 260 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  
Working includes full-time, part-time and self-employment. White Other includes Irish, European, East 
European and other White. Other Asian includes Tamil, Sri Lankan and Other Asian. Black Caribbean includes 
other Black. Other includes Chinese, Mixed race and other ethnic group. 
 

Figure 1 shows different employment patterns by place of birth. Respondents born in Newham had a 

similar rate of employment compared with those born abroad. Those who were born elsewhere in 

Britain and reside in Newham, however, were significantly more likely to be working (70%). This is 

higher than the figure for Wave 4 at 67%. There was a notable difference of participation in the labour 

market between those who were born in Newham and those born abroad: more unemployment or 

inactivity of about 3 or 4 percentage points was found amongst those born in Newham.  

 

Figure 1 Labour market status by place of birth: 25 to 55 year olds 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 
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Figure 2 provides a comparable picture for younger residents. Only one in five of those born in 

Newham were likely to be working, whereas for those born elsewhere in Britain or abroad the figure 

was one in four. Looking at this differently, of those who were born abroad and made their residence 

in Newham, one in four reported being employed and 61% stated being in full-time education; thus 

only 13% reported either being unemployed or inactive. Similarly, of those born elsewhere in Britain 

and residing in Newham, three fourths stated that they were either working or in full-time education, 

and only 23% reported being unemployed or inactive. This compares with a higher proportion of 

nearly one in three (31%) of those born in Newham reporting being unemployed or inactive. 

 

Figure 2 Labour market status by place of birth: 16 to 24 year olds 
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Employment rates 

Employment amongst men and women has remained similar to Wave 4. More details on employment 

rates over the five waves for men and women aged 25 to 55 years in Newham are shown in Table 4. 

Against the usual caution about small numbers, disaggregation by ethnicity is also presented in the 

same table. Among men, marked improvement is observed in the White Other, Asian Other and 

Bangladeshi groups. The latter serves to highlight the contrast with women in this group. Bangladeshi 

women had half the average employment rate in Newham (about one in four). Only Pakistani women 

have a lower employment rate than this, with only one in eight working. By far, the highest 

employment rate among women was found in the Black Caribbean group. The range of employment 

rates between women from different ethnic groups was much higher (66 percentage point spread) than 
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between men (54 point spread). The three ethnic groups of Black Caribbean, Asian Pakistani and 

Asian Bangladeshi occupied the highest and lowest ends of employment rates for women. 
 
Table 4  Employment rates by ethnicity, men and women living in Newham aged 25 to 55 

 Men Women 
Ethnicity W 1 

(%) 
W 2 
(%) 

W 3 
(%) 

W 4 
(%) 

W 5 
(%) 

W 1 
(%) 

W 2 
(%) 

W 3 
(%) 

W 4 
(%) 

W 5 
(%) 

Newham 72.8 67.7 70.9 67.5 66.7 48.5 49.9 44.5 44.8 44.4 
White British 80.9 79.0 81.9 70.7 70.1 55.0 63.2 51.9 52.9 52.1 
White Other 78.4 77.2 71.1 78.1 84.7 42.2 40.3 42.7 57.5 44.3 
Asian Indian 71.3 68.2 68.7 72.7 60.0 42.0 48.2 42.0 41.7 52.9 
Asian Pakistani 71.8 66.9 63.2 73.0 46.5 28.6 14.3 12.4 9.4 13.0 
Asian Bangladeshi 59.8 51.4 62.5 52.5 69.6 18.9 26.2 12.4 15.9 22.0 
Other Asian 71.9 56.5 64.7 75.0 83.3 72.0 54.7 56.3 56.3 44.8 
Black Caribbean 74.0 75.0 80.0 57.1 66.7 57.3 74.7 69.5 60.4 79.4 
Black African 59.3 55.9 74.3 65.3 66.7 46.5 40.9 45.2 48.1 45.1 
Other 75.0 43.4 58.5 60.0 31.3 61.8 46.5 58.7 45.2 45.8 
Number 442 375 371 381 427 558 470 461 455 495 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
 

Employment and human capital 

Employment is related to language proficiency, an inherited or acquired human capital that is valuable 

in the labour market. The magnitude of this relationship is displayed in Figure 3. English language 

proficiency was found to be positively associated with employability.  

 

Figure 3 Employment rates by English language proficiency, Newham residents aged 25 to 55 
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The differentiating marker appears to be between quite well and not well at all proficiency in English 

Language. The latter shows a much lower employment rate compared with those with quite well or 

better proficiency in English language. However, the improvement in employment rates has managed 

to lift even those with very little English language proficiency; 30% of them reported being employed 

at Wave 5 compared to one in five in all previous waves. This perhaps is an indicator of the nature of 

the new jobs, that is, jobs that require lower levels of English language proficiency. 

 

The employment rates by English language proficiency were different for men and women. As shown 

in Table 5, 61% of men with limited English language proficiency were employed compared with 11% 

of women with the same level of proficiency. Conversely, women were four times more likely to be 

inactive compared to men, which might explain some of the difference. 
 

Table 5 Employment rates by English language proficiency, Newham men and women           
aged 25 to 55 

  English as 
first language 

Very well Quite well Not well/at all 

  % % % % 
Men Working 64.5 77.4 66.0 60.9 
 Unemployed 18.7   9.4 11.8 12.7 
 Inactive 12.6   1.9   8.2 21.2 
 FT education    4.1* 11.2 14.0    5.3* 
 Number 155 104 134 36 
Women Working 63.1 57.6 40.4 11.0 
 Unemployed 11.4   6.1 15.5   3.0 
 Inactive 22.8 26.8 39.3 82.1 
 FT education     2.8*   9.5    4.8*     3.8* 
 Number 192 103 128 74 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 
*cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  

 

The other human capital that is valued in the labour market is education. Figure 4 shows the 

relationship between educational qualifications and employment for Newham residents as well as for 

those in London and Britain. The overall context of the relationship between education and 

employment is given by figures for Britain (the right most bars). There is an apparent clear gradient: 

lower qualification is associated with lower employment. A similar gradient is also reflected in 

London with an interesting exception: those with other education qualifications or perhaps foreign 

unaccredited lower education qualifications were less likely to gain employment. The employment 

pattern of Newham residents, however, largely diverges from these patterns - not only in that the 

gradient is less evident (employment among the less educated was not much lower than those with 

higher educational qualifications) but also that those with other qualifications have a comparably high 

employment rate. With the pattern of employment across English language proficiency discussed 
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above, this evidence also suggests that the new jobs (relative to previous years) require low 

qualification levels and little proficiency in English language. Furthermore, it is evident from the 

figure that a degree level qualification makes a significant difference of at least 10 percentage points. 

This affirms the point made above regarding those with other qualifications. 

 

Figure 4 Employment rates by highest qualification, men aged 25 to 55 
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The particular nature of degree level education was even more pronounced for women in Newham as 

shown in Figure 5. A comparable interpretation can be made about the employment gradient across 

qualification levels for women in Britain and London as has been made for men above. The difference 

between women with degree level education and those with less than degree level education is 

substantial. Less than degree level qualification affords women only up to 58% employment rate 

whereas degree level qualification affords them 80%. From other studies on this particular issue, 

Newham’s case is unexceptional due to its large number of ethnic minority group residents. 
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Figure 5 Employment rates by highest qualification, women aged 25 to 55 
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Job aspirations and expectations 

This section examines aspirations and expectations. Table 6 shows that across the five waves, a higher 

proportion of employed respondents in Newham aspired to make changes in their employment 

compared with employed respondents in Britain. Newham respondents also had twice the rate of 

expectations on changes to occur compared to respondents in Britain. Together these figures on 

aspirations and expectations suggest that respondents in Newham tend to be more aspirational or 

optimistic compared to respondents in Britain. At Wave 5, nearly half the respondents in Newham 

wanted a better job and one in four expected to achieve this over the following year. Aspirations for 

training were held by just over half the respondents (51%), and two in five of them expected to receive 

some form of training. One third wanted to change to a better employer and 22% expected to do so. 

Choices requiring slightly more commitment were entertained by fewer people. Only 16% of Newham 

respondents considered becoming self employed, compared to 12% in Britain. Of these only 9% and 

4% respectively, expected to enter self-employment. In Newham, the smallest constituent comprised 

those considering leaving work altogether at 11%, with 2% expecting to do so. This was different from 

Britain as a whole where 29% said they would consider leaving their job but only 1% expected that 

they would. 
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Table 6   Job aspirations and expectations of employed workers aged 25 to 55 

 Wave 1 Wave 3 Wave 5 

 
Newham 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Newham 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Newham 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Would like better job 51.2 34.5 45.3 31.3 47.4 31.1 
Think will achieve better job 29.4 13.8 27.0 13.2 25.3 12.9 
Would like training 61.2 51.7 55.9 50.2 51.4 49.5 
Think will receive training 48.4 41.0 50.4 41.5 40.4 39.7 
Would like new employer 30.6 24.7 30.9 22.9 33.1 23.3 
Think will achieve better employer 24.8 15.3 19.6 13.0 22.2 13.0 
Would like self-employed 15.7 11.2 18.9 12.2 15.8 12.3 
Think will enter self-employed   8.8   3.3 8.6   4.1  9.4   3.9 
Would like quit work 12.5 27.4     11.4  31.4 10.6 29.0 
Think will quit work   3.9   1.2 2.4   1.6   1.7   0.9 

Number 590 4213 478 3937 528 6708 
Source: NHPS, BHPS Individuals 
Working includes full-time, part-time and self-employment. 
 

The reasons for wanting a job by people in and outside of the labour market were elicited from 

respondents; Figure 6 presents the results for the 25 to 55 age group. It is perhaps helpful to think in 

terms of tripartite categories of pecuniary, non-pecuniary and normative reasons when looking at these 

results. By far the main reason mentioned by all including those who were working, unemployed, 

inactive and in full time education was to ‘pay for essentials’ – pecuniary reason. Other pecuniary 

reasons mentioned with higher response rates included: ‘money for extras’ and ‘money for self’. 

Altogether, pecuniary reasons accounted for about 70% of the reasons and there was no variation for 

people with different employment status. Non-pecuniary reasons such as ‘enjoying people’s 

company’, ‘the work itself’ or ‘following a career’, together amounted to about 22%. A notable 

difference was found among those who reported being in full-time education: 29% stated non-

pecuniary reasons to be important. The discrepancy between those in full-time education and all others 

is that although the latter rated pecuniary reasons similarly and highly important, and non-pecuniary 

reasons similarly and of secondary importance, the rating of the normative aspect of a job by those in 

full-time education was different - a very small proportion viewed work to be ‘normal’. 
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Figure 6 Reasons for wanting job by labour market status: Newham residents aged 25 to 55 
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Turning to a closely related issue of the most important aspect of a job, Figure 7 shows the results by 

employment status. There are no neat categories into which these multiple aspects of a job can be 

grouped like the tripartite categories above. Job aspects are essentially multidimensional where trade -

offs are perhaps the norm. Among the employed, three aspects stood out: pay, security and the work 

itself, amounting to a collective importance at 65%. For those who were unemployed, good relations 

replaced work itself in the top three, accounting for a collective 70% importance. Those in full-time 

education considered job security, promotion prospects and use of own initiative to be the three most 

important aspects, totalling 59%. For the inactive, the notable difference was that their choices were 

more evenly spread across all eight categories; in fact the top two were total pay and ‘none of these 

choices’. Despite the not-so-neat story arising from how the different job aspects were rated, it is 

abundantly clear that job security was important, if not very important, for all. 
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Figure 7 Most important aspect of a job by labour market status: 25 to 55 year olds 
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A complementary analysis on the same issue from the temporal viewpoint is possible and presented in 

Table 7. This only serves to reinforce the finding above that the three most important aspects of a job 

consistently rated highly across the five waves were pay, job security and the work itself. The 

difference between men and women was that women placed importance on a wider set of aspects of a 

job. Extant literature suggests that this wider emphasis is a known feature of job assessment by 

women. 

Table 7 Most important aspect of a job, Newham residents aged 25 to 55 

 Men Women 
 W1 

(%) 
W 3 
(%) 

W 4 
(%) 

W 5
(%) 

W 1
(%) 

W 3 
 (%) 

W 4 
(%) 

W 5
(%) 

Promotion prospects 12.5 7.5 7.1 9.7* 11.3 8.1 9.5 8.7* 
Total pay 26.6 22.3 22.7 27.9 20.7 19.6 16.6 23.6 
Good relations 6.8 5.9 10.8 9.6 11.8 11.2 13.1 11.3 
Job security 25.1 26.5 22.7 19.9 25.4 20.1 17.2 17.7 
Use of initiative 8.3 8.9 7.3 8.5* 4.4 5.3 3.0 7.2* 
Work itself 16.9 18.7 19.4 14.4 21.9 24.2 20.5 14.1 
Hours of work 2.3 8.6 5.0 5.0* 3.3 8.1 9.3 8.5* 
Something else 1.6 1.5 2.0 0.9* 1.2 3.5 2.6 0.3* 

Number 397 394 397 429 351 475 464 499 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 
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‘Stretching the band’ of preferred working hours 

 
An important aspect of a job that impacts on broader concerns including those of the employer and the 

policy maker relates to working hours. Overall, as shown in Table 8, the band of working hours 

preferred by men in Newham was wider than that preferred by men in London. In this comparison, not 

only did more Newham residents express preference to work fewer hours (25% versus 21%), but also, 

more Newham residents expressed preference to work more hours (7% versus 4% - respondents would 

be comparing themselves to their current working hours). A similar pattern, although less marked, was 

observed among women. Compared to Britain, for both men and women, the band of working hours in 

Newham was stretched only at one end. Thus, for instance, only 25% of men in Newham preferred to 

work fewer hours, whereas 28% of men in Britain expressed preference for fewer working hours, but 

7% of men in Newham wanted to work more hours compared with only 4% of men in Britain. 

 

Further details across the group of part-time and full-time workers are presented in Table 8. 

‘Stretching the band’ of working hours (relative to London workers) was preferred by men and women 

employed part-time; and also by men who were employed full-time. Women in Newham in full-time 

employment did not want to stretch the band but preferred to shift it instead. So only 32% of women in 

Newham preferred to work fewer hours compared to 38% in Britain, but 4% of women in Newham 

expressed preference to work more hours compared to 3% in Britain. 

Table 8 Preferred working hours by region of residence, 25 to 55 year olds 

 Men Women 

 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Work fewer 25.3 21.2 27.7 28.7 28.5 29.4 
Work more   6.7   3.5   4.2   9.4   2.4   5.4 
Work same 61.4 51.7 50.6 58.2 51.5 57.3 
Number        243 149 3298      200 158 3313 
Part-time workers  
Work fewer   17.3*  0.0   9.1   17.4*   5.6 13.5 
Work more   10.7*   6.7 13.9 28.2   4.6 10.5 
Work same 60.5 41.7     37.0 50.0 68.0 66.2 
Number        54 10 124      45 45 1198 
Full-time workers  
Work fewer 27.6 23.4 28.6 31.9 38.3 38.3 
Work more   5.6   3.2   3.8   4.0   1.5   2.5 
Work same 61.6 52.7 51.3 60.6 44.4 52.4 
Number 189 139 3174 155 113 2115 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  
Full-time is defined as working at least 30 hours per week 
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There has been some change in preferences over working hours across the five waves in Newham as 

shown in Table 9. The majority of both part-time and full-time workers (no less than 51%) expressed 

preference to work the same number of hours. However in recent years, preferences by full-time 

employed people to work more hours have reduced as well as the preference to work fewer hours. 

`Shrinking of the band’ might be happening here. Among part time workers, the overall result appears 

to suggest preference for reduced working hours. 

Table 9  Preferred working hours by date of interview, Newham 25 to 55 

 Full-time workers Part-time workers 

 
Fewer 

(%) 
More 
(%) 

Same 
(%) 

Fewer 
(%) 

More 
(%) 

Same 
(%) 

Wave 1 39 6 55 20 18 62 
Wave 2 35 8 57 16 19 65 
Wave 3 31 10 59 8 25 66 
Wave 4 41 8 51 8 31 61 
Wave 5 29 5 61 17 18 56 
Source: NHPS (row percentages), Individuals 
Full-time is defined as working at least 30 hours per week 
 

The preferences of Newham residents were further examined by place of work as shown in Figure 8. 

Among both men and women who did not work in Newham, preference to work fewer hours was 

higher compared to men and women who worked in Newham. Moreover, men working in Newham 

were more likely than women working in Newham to prefer working the same hours (76% vs. 65%). 
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Job satisfaction 

In the previous section, it was shown that pecuniary reasons were not the only motivations for entering 

the labour market. A non-pecuniary aspect of a job is job satisfaction which is examined here. Figure 9 

shows job satisfaction scores among men and Figure 10 among women across the five waves. Job 

satisfaction was measured on a scale of 1 – 7 where 7 was rated as completely satisfied and 1 as 

completely dissatisfied. Over the waves, complete job satisfaction among men has declined from 22% 

to 8% (from Wave 1 to Wave 5). For women, the pattern is different. Complete satisfaction with the 

job stayed at a fairly stable rate from Waves 1 to 3 at about 18%, but dropped sharply at Waves 4 and 

5 to a level of 9%. On a broader scale of satisfaction (ratings of 5 and 6) the majority of men and 

women appeared to be fairly satisfied with their job. However, about a quarter of men and about one 

in five women reported dissatisfaction with their jobs across all the waves. 
 

Figure 9 Job satisfaction among men in Newham aged 25 to 55 year olds 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Note: A score of 7 indicates complete satisfaction with the current job 
 

Job satisfaction figures in Table 10 show that employed people in London and Britain rated job 

satisfaction more highly than those in Newham. At least four out of five men and women in London 

derived satisfaction from their job (score 5 to 7 or complete satisfaction). The proportion of men and 

women in Newham who derived similar satisfaction was 10 percentage points lower. Moreover, 14% 

of men and 20% of women in Newham reported complete dissatisfaction with their job compared with 

about half of that for employed men and women in London. This may be consistent with the nature of 

the new jobs in Newham discussed above. 
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Figure 10 Job satisfaction among women in Newham aged 25 to 55 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Note: A score of 7 indicates complete satisfaction with the current job 
 

Table 10 Job satisfaction by region of residence: 25 to 55 year olds 

Job satisfaction Men Women 

 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
Newham 

(%) 
London 

(%) 
Britain 

(%) 
1 1.2 0 1.3 2.3 0.7 1.4 
2 5.0 2 2.7 11.8 1.3 2.5 
3 7.7 4.9 7.1 6.0 7.9 6 
4 12.9 12 8.8 11.8 5.3 4.6 
5 35.3 28.2 29.9 24.4 19.2 22.6 
6 30.2 48.4 43.7 34.8 56.7 50.9 
7 7.7 4.4 6.5 8.9 8.9 12 
Number 250 121 2702 211 139 3099 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) 
A score of 1 indicates least satisfaction and 7 indicates complete satisfaction with the current job 
 
 

Participation in training1

 
Another important aspect of labour market participation, especially continuous participation, is related 

to training. Figure 11 shows receipt of training among men and women in the 25 to 55 age group in 

the twelve months prior to their interview. Overall, men in Newham were less likely to have received 

training compared with men in Britain. Moreover there has been a decline in the overall training that 

men received over the last two waves across the country. The gap between men in Newham and men 

                                                           
1 Training includes part-time college or university courses, evening classes, training provided by an employer 
either on or off the job, government training schemes, Open University courses, correspondence courses and 
work experience schemes but excludes leisure courses. 
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in Britain is about 16 to 20 percentage points throughout the period of the five waves. The most recent 

figures for women who received training in Newham and Britain are encouraging. The gap is only 14 

percentage points. A higher proportion of women in Newham than men (17% and 10%, respectively) 

received training at Wave 5. This pattern is similar to that observed for Britain but with a smaller 

margin range (31% vs. 26%). Looking at change over the years, it is clear that the figure for women 

receiving training in Newham is only part of a recovery to catching up with women in the rest of the 

country. In this respect there is still a long way to go to reach parity. 

 

Figure 11 Received training in the previous 12 months, 25 to 55 year olds 
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Many of the respondents had attended one training course during the year prior to their interview - 

15% in the younger age group and 13% in the prime working age group.  Table 11 shows that at Wave 

5, for the 25 to 55 year olds, the proportion of respondents who attended one or two training courses 

increased by 10 percentage points compared to the previous wave. There does not appear to be much 

change in terms of the number of training courses respondents aged 25 to 55 years took yearly over the 

five waves. However, among the 16 – 24 year olds, there seems to be a suggestion of an increase in the 

number of courses that respondents participated in year on year.  
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Table 11 Number of training courses taken in the past year: Newham residents 

Number of  Age 25 to 55 Age 16 to 24 

training 
courses 

Wave 
1 

 (%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

(%) 

Wave 
5  

(%) 

Wave 
1 

 (%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

(%) 

Wave 
5  

(%) 
1 59 48 62 46 51 72 77 68 61 55 
2 15 23 17 24 29 13 11 23 21 28 
3 11 13 9 17 5 11 3 4 7 12 
4 6 5 5 6 3 1 3 0 5 0 
5+ 9 11 7 7 13 3 5 5 5    5* 
Number 210 136 132 135 118 67 29 26 43 37 

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals 
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 
 
 

Table 12 shows the subjects of the training courses attended by the respondents aged 25 – 55 years. 

Across the five waves, there has been an increasing concentration in a few courses including health / 

social work, business and computing. The latter though has seen a decline by nearly half compared to 

Wave 3, whereas the first two have seen a doubling increase over the same time period.  

Table 12 Subject of training course: Newham residents aged 25 to 55 

Subject studied 
 

Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Science 0.8 1.1 2.7 3.6* 
Humanities 6.4 2.8 6.1 5.1* 
Business 4.2 7.3 10.6 9.2 
Construction 1.8 3.5 2.9 3.6* 
Engineering 3.5 2.7 6.7 0.8* 
Health/social work 11.2 12.5 16.2 24.8 
Basic education 4.9 8.7 4.0 2.0* 
Art 0.7 0.7 1.5 1.7* 
Hotel/catering 1.2 2.2 0.7 1.4* 
Computing, ICT 38.0 18.6 25.2 14.9 
Other unspecified 44.0 49.6 47.5 34.3 
Number 132 129 186 118 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) 
* cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care.  
Categories not mutually exclusive and percentages may sum to more than 100. 
 

 

The place of training courses is shown in Table 13. The proportion of respondents taking training 

courses on employers’ premises has been increasing over the years although there is a slight decrease 

at Wave 5. This suggests the continuing importance of on the job training among the 25 to 55 year 

olds. For the younger group there was a wider spread of training locations. 
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Table 13  Location of training: Newham residents 

Location of training Age 25 to 55 Age 16 to 24 

 

Wave 
1 

 (%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

(%) 

Wave 
5  

(%) 

Wave 
1 

 (%) 

Wave 
2  

(%) 

Wave 
3  

(%) 

Wave 
4 

(%) 

Wave 
5  

(%) 
College in Newham 15 16 20 17 18 29 36 44 29 19* 
College outside Newham 8 12 12 15 7* 13 15 12 17 16* 
Employer's premises 27 21 25 35 31 8 10 4 20 19* 
Training centre in Newham 20 16 14 17 21 10 12 0 24 30 
Training centre outside 
Newham 23 19 17 24 17 21 24 29 20 11* 

Other site 19 21 19 10 13 22 3 15 10 16* 
Number 207 132 129 132 118 67 27 26 41 37 

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals 
Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 
 

Training and employment persistence 

The continuity of training and how it relates to continuity of employment or, conversely, persistence of 

unemployment is examined in this section. The dynamics of employment for Newham as a whole 

show a mixed story as is evident in the top bar of Figure 12. Continuous employment and persistent 

unemployment were similar in proportion when compared with previous waves. There is still a notable 

amount of getting into and out of the labour market (churning) observed over the five waves. 

 

These temporal patterns of employment appear to be related to the amount of training that people get 

both from employers and others as shown in Table 13. There is a clear gradient relating the amount of 

training to the proportion of being continuously employed. Among the longitudinal sample, that is, 

those who received regular training in three to five waves,  a three times higher proportion remained 

continuously employed compared to those who did not receive any training (65% vs. 22%). This 

finding is reinforced with the examination of those who participated in regular training and remained 

persistently unemployed compared to those who did not participate in any training at all and remained 

persistently employed (19% versus 55%). As shown in Figure 12, the largest improvement, however, 

has been noted among those who participated in no training and those who participated in some 

training over time. The effect of participating in one or two training courses from none increased, 

doubling the proportion in continuous employment (22% to 49%) and reducing persistent 

unemployment by more than half (55% to 21%). This suggests that even a small amount of training 

can have a positive impact on employment persistence.    
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Figure 12 Training and employment continuity 
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Source: NHPS, longitudinal sample  
490 individuals who have responded between three and five times. 
 Some training: participated in training in 1 or 2 waves; regular training: participated in 3 or more waves. 
Interpret with care due to small number in each category. 
 

Employment continuity 

The survey data afford us the opportunity to find factors contributing to employment continuity, 

especially among ethnic minority groups. The evidence above is expanded to include, not only 

training, but also human capital and social capital. The former includes education and training as well 

as individual health; the latter includes participation in voluntary organisations such as cultural, 

religious and sports. 

 

Panel data such as the NHPS data allow hypothesising of cultural explanations of unemployment 

among ethnic minority groups and to conduct robust analysis in response. There are suggestions in 

circulation that a partial, if not a major, explanation for unemployment among these groups is due to 

cultural factors or other deep factors such as low attachment to the labour market. These factors, it is 

often assumed, are inherently difficult to examine and hence resist policy intervention. 

 

By using an analysis which accounts for these inherent individual or group factors, that is, the so 

called probit model with random effect and state dependence, no evidence was found in support of the 

assumption. It was found that a lower rate of continuous employment is primarily due to the initial 

condition (discrimination) that people face when entering the labour market. 
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Table 5 above presented the base line figures which show lower employment rates among ethnic 

minority groups over the five waves of the panel survey. Against this context, Table 14 presents 

factors that contribute to (the continuity of) being in employment. It shows, at the bottom, that there is 

no evidence in support of the assumption that these respondents are somehow inherently or culturally 

unable to engage continuously with the labour market. Of all the significant factors shown in italicised 

figures, the largest effect is that of being employed in the previous wave. These two findings point to 

the importance of initial conditions that people face when they try to enter the labour market (instead 

of their inherently unobserved cultural factors for instance). As expected, human capital and social 

capital in terms of education and good health are both important in gaining and keeping employment. 

Women, however, are still in the bind between gaining and keeping employment and being actively 

involved in various voluntary organisations. This, of course, is compensated (0.3 versus -0.3) if a 

woman is in particularly good health. 

 

Table 14 Continuous employment model with human capital, social capital and ethnic 
difference. Probit model with random effect and state dependence with suitable correction. 

Factors Women Men 
Employed last year 2.0 1.8 
English as first language 0.3 0.3 
Human and social capital   
Education 0.6 0.3 
Good health 0.3 0.3 
Training -0.03 0.5 
Member of voluntary organisations -0.3 -0.03 
Ethnic group reference: White British   
Asian Indian -0.4 -0.4 
Asian Pakistani, Bangladeshi -0.4 -0.5 
Other 0.2 -1.1 
Black Caribbean 0.5 -0.7 
Black African -0.1 -0.8 
σu 0.0 0.0 
Significant coefficients are shown in bold italics 
+ve coefficients show high employment probability 
-ve coefficients show low employment probability 
Sigma coefficients show level of effect; 0 meaning no effect 

 
 
Even after identifying various factors that are amenable to policy intervention such as human capital 

and social capital, there remain significantly lower employment rates among Black African and Other 

minority groups. Black African and other minority groups with similar levels of education, health and 

voluntary or civic participation levels are still more likely to find themselves unemployed compared to 

the reference group (White British Group). 
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Chapter 3        Health 
 

10 Key Findings 

 

• There has been a gradual decline in the number of respondents whose health status was 
reported as excellent across the five waves, although that number has risen slightly from 
Wave 4 to Wave 5. Reporting of good health has increased year on year.  

 
• The number of respondents reporting they had one or more health problems in Wave 5 

was 44%; this is lower than in previous waves. The number of respondents reporting no 
health problems has increased from 50% at Wave 1 to 58% at Wave 5. 

 
• From those respondents interviewed at both Waves 4 and 5, 44% reported their health to 

have improved and 56% reported their health to have declined. 
 

• Self-reported psychological distress is higher for Newham residents when compared 
nationally on eleven out of twelve General Health Questionnaire (GHQ) items as 
measured by the Caseness scale. However the duration of psychological distress between 
waves was low among respondents interviewed at both Waves 4 and 5.  

 
• As was the case in Wave 4, Wave 5 respondents who defined their employment status as 

‘unemployed’ or as ‘long term sick/disabled’ reported higher psychological distress. 
Psychological distress was also higher for those in poor health and poverty. 

 
• Respondents who reported their health to be poor, being disabled and those who scored 

highly on the GHQ (indicating poor mental health) were most likely to say that their 
health limited their daily activities. 

 
• Using the Body Mass Index (BMI) categories, 49% of respondents were in the healthy 

weight range (slightly higher than Wave 4), 5% were underweight (lower than Wave 4), 
and 46% were overweight, obese or extremely obese (the same as Wave 4).  

 
• As was the case in Wave 4, more women than men in Wave 5 reported eating five 

portions of fruit and vegetables every day (30% as opposed to 25%). Respondents in the 
two youngest age groups (16–19 and 20-24) reported that they were much less likely to 
eat five portions of fruit and vegetables every day. 

 
• Self-reported smoking has fallen very slightly from 21% in Wave 4 to 20% in Wave 5. 
 
• There has been a continuing decrease in smoking over the five waves. While the same 

proportion of respondents in Wave 5 (5%) reported having started smoking as in 
previous waves, a higher proportion at Wave 5 reported giving up smoking (35%). 
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This chapter reports data and analysis from a range of health-related measures, including self-reported 

health status, disability status and mental health status. The chapter also describes a number of 

behavioural indices that in current social policy terms are considered to be key contributors, both 

positive and negative, to the health of individuals. These contributors include eating fresh fruit and 

vegetables, smoking and alcohol consumption. The BMI (Body Mass Index) of respondents is also 

described in the analysis.  

 

Self-reported health 

The self- reported health status of respondents over the five waves is shown in Figure 1 below.  

 

Figure 1 Comparison of self reported health at Waves 1 to 5 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 

As may be seen from Figure 1 above, the majority reported their health to be excellent or good. There 

was a decline in the reporting of health being excellent at Waves 3 and 4, with a small increase in 

Wave 5. The percentage of respondents stating their health to be excellent or good has remained fairly 

stable over the five years (Wave 1: 67%, Wave 2: 70%, Wave 3: 67%, Wave 4: 65%, Wave 5 69%). 

There was a five percentage point fall in the reporting of health status as fair from Wave 4 to Wave 5. 

However, the percentage of people reporting their health to be poor or very poor has remained low and 

very stable over the five waves. Table 1 below shows the comparisons of self-reported health status at 

Waves 4 and 5. 
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Table 1 Comparison of self-reported health at Wave 4 and Wave 5 

     Wave 5        health status   
 Excellent Good Fair Poor Very poor 

Wave 4 health status (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Excellent 35 50 21 2 0 

Good 16 52 20 6 1 
Fair 4 37 43 16 1 

Poor 2 2 38 36 7 
Very Poor 0 8 37 28 27 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 
 

In Table 1 above, the percentages highlighted in bold show those who reported their health status to be 

broadly the same at both interviews. The figures below the diagonal line refer to those who reported an 

improved health status at Wave 5 and percentages above the diagonal line indicate those who reported 

a worse health status at Wave 5 in comparison to Wave 4.  

 

Just over one in three (35%) who stated that their health status was excellent at Wave 4 felt it was still 

excellent at Wave 5. Of those who reported their health to be poor at Wave 4, 36% stated that it 

remained poor at Wave 5. Just over a quarter (27%) of those who reported their health to be very poor 

at Wave 4 remained in poor health at Wave 5.   
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Types of health problems 

The types of health problems reported by the respondents at all five waves are shown in Table 2 

below. 

Table 2 Types of health problem, Waves 1 to 5 

Health problem 

Wave 1 
 
 

(%) 

Wave 2 
 
 

(%) 

Wave 3 
 
 

(%) 

Wave 4 
 
 

(%) 

Wave 5 
 

(%) 

% of Wave 5 
respondents who reported 
 same problem at Wave 4 

Arms, legs, hands etc 20.6 19.3  18.2 16.7 16.2 57.6 
Difficulty in seeing  8.4  6.4   5.2  5.6 5.1 38.2 
Difficulty in hearing  4.5  4.8   3.5  4.1 4.8 43.3 
Skin conditions   9.6  9.6 10.0  6.7 5.1 29.6 
Chest/breathing 12.2 12.1 10.6 10.0 10.6 49.6 
Heart, blood pressure 15.3 14.8 14.5 13.5 13.7 57.1 
Stomach/liver/kidneys  5.7  5.7  5.7  5.1 4.8 49.3 
Diabetes  5.3  5.2  5.3  5.4 7.1 60.7 
Anxiety, depression  6.6  6.0  5.4  4.4 5.6 45.3 
Alcohol/drug problems  0.4  0.8  0.3  0.2 0.5 100.0 
Epilepsy  0.5  0.6  0.8  0.5 1.2 50.0 
Migraine   7.1  6.3  6.7  5.0 3.7 54.1 
Cancer  1.1  0.8  0.9  0.7 0.8 50.0 
Stroke  4.5  1.1  0.9  0.8 1.5 72.7 
No reported problems 50.3 52.1 52.1 55.5 57.7 82.1 
Number 1721 1469 1448 1450 1482  
 

Source: NHPS Individuals 

 

The proportion of respondents at Wave 5 reporting that they had one or more health problems was 

42%. This is lower than in previous waves. Over the five waves, the proportion of respondents 

reporting that they had no health problems has increased from 50% at Wave 1 to 58% at Wave 5.  

 

Over the four years, there appears to be a declining trend in some health problems. These include the 

following: problems with arms, legs, hands, etc, migraine, sight impairment and stomach/liver/kidney 

problems. Some health problems have remained at a fairly stable level over the years, for example 

instances of cancer. Table 2 also shows the proportion of respondents who reported having a specific 

problem at Wave 4 and still experiencing it at Wave 5. Although the majority reported no health 

problems at Wave 4 and Wave 5 (82%), there was considerable variation in the reported continuity of 

health problems. This may be due to treatment being received or ongoing medication relieving the 

problems. Almost three in five (57.6 %) of those who had problems with their arms, legs, hands etc at 

Wave 4 reported the same problem at Wave 5. By contrast, a lower percentage of people reported 

migraines, problems with stomach/liver/kidney, or skin conditions/allergies.  
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The average number of health problems analysed by self-reported health status is shown in Figure 2 
below. 
 
Figure 2 Average number of health problems by subjective health status (including those with 
zero) 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 
 
Unsurprisingly, as Figure 2 above shows, there is a strong linear trend for health problems related to 

self-reported health status. The poorer the status of self-reported health the higher the number of mean 

problems. Table 3 below shows the subjective health status of the respondents for those reporting 

various health problems.  

 

Table 3 Types of health problem, by subjective health status Wave 5 

Health problem Excellent/good Fair Poor/Very poor Number 
 (%) (%) (%)  
Arms, legs, hands etc 25.8 33.3 40.8 240 
Difficulty in seeing 36.0 20.0 44.0 75 
Difficulty in hearing 32.4 33.8 33.8 71 
Skin conditions/allergies 51.3 31.6 17.1 76 
Chest/breathing 44.8 27.3 29.9 154 
Heart/high blood pressure 34.5 36.0 29.5 203 
Stomach/liver/kidneys 35.7 37.1 27.1 70 
Diabetes 37.5 32.7 29.8 104 
Anxiety, depression 27.4 34.5 38.1 84 
Alcohol/drug problems 22.2 22.2 55.5 9 
Epilepsy 26.3 21.0 52.6 19 
Migraine  38.9 20.4 38.9 54 
Cancer 23.1 7.7 69.2 13 
Stroke 31.8 22.7 45.4 22 
None 89.1 10.4 0.5 856 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
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As Table 3 above shows, those with health conditions that would be classified as severe are more 

likely to report being in poor/very poor health compared with those with less severe health problems. 

About 60% of respondents who said that they suffered from the most serious health problems reported 

their health to be poor/very poor. The overwhelming majority (89%) of those who stated they suffered 

from none of the listed conditions reported their health to be excellent or good. 

 
Poor health may also be associated with a number of other social problems. This possible association 

was explored by focusing only on respondents who reported their health to be poor or very poor (11% 

of all respondents) and data are shown in Table 4, below. 

Table 4 The characteristics of those in poor health 

 
poor/very 

poor health 
 poor/very poor 

health 
 (%)  (%) 
Age  Ethnicity   

16 to 19    4.5* White British/Irish 16.4 
20 to 24   6.1 White Other   7.2 
25 to 34   3.1 Asian Indian 10.3 
35 to 44 7.2 Asian Pakistani  9.5 
45 to 54 17.9 Asian Bangladeshi 10.7 
55 to 64 22.9 Other Asian     5.2 
65 to 74 14.1 Black Caribbean 13.0 

75+ 37.5 Black African  6.5 
Sex  Other black    0.0* 

Male 10.1 Mixed race    4.6* 
Female 12.4   

  Employment status (self defined)  
Disabled (Self defined)  Self-employed  2.8* 

Yes 52.1 Employed 3.9 
No   6.0 Unemployed 12.6 

  Retired 24.4 
BMI level  Family care 7.0 

Underweight 18.8 Full-time student   5.2 
Healthy   8.5 Long-term sick/disabled 63.2 

Overweight 9.6   
Obese 16.9 Poverty status1  

Extremely obese 37.8 Poor 15.2 
  Not poor  8.3 

 

 

 

Maximum Number 

160 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
1 Household Income is less than 60% of national median household income (after housing costs) 
* cell count under 10; interpret with care 

 

As Table 4 above shows, the proportion of each age group reporting to be in poor or very poor health 

increases with age although the increase is clearly not linear. Interestingly, the 55-64 age group 

reported being in worse health than the 65-74 age group. The majority of those who described 
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themselves as disabled were reported being in poor or very poor health (52%); this was lower than at 

Wave 4 (59%). The long-term sick and disabled respondents were most likely to report being in poor 

health (63%). Almost 13% of unemployed respondents stated their health to be poor compared to 4% 

of employed respondents. 

 
Those who were classified as ‘obese’ were almost twice as likely to say that they were in poor health 

than those with a healthy BMI1, and those who were classed as extremely obese were almost four 

times as likely to say they were in poor health (38%) than those with a healthy weight. Those who 

were underweight also reported worse health. Respondents living in a poor household2 were almost 

twice as likely to report being in poor health than those not living in poor households. 

 

There were differences in self reported health between ethnic groups. The White British/Irish 

respondents had the highest proportion reporting poor health, a substantial change from Wave 4 in 

which the Black Caribbean respondents reported poorest health, although Black Caribbean 

respondents reported the second highest figure for poor health. Those from Other Asian groups were 

least likely to report poor health of all the ethnic groups for which there was a viable cell count. 

 

 

Disability or impairment 

Self-reported disability status of respondents is given in Table 5, below.  

Table 5   Disability or impairment: Waves 1 to 5 

Disability or 
impairment 

Wave 
1 
 

(%) 

Wave 
2 
 

(%) 

Wave 
3 
 

(%) 

Wave 
4  
 

(%) 

Wave 
5 
 

(%) 

% of Wave 4 respondents who 
reported same problem at Wave 5 

Self-reported disability 10.4 8.2 8.8 9.1 11.5 75.9 
       
Hearing impairment 12.5 14.8 12.3 14.7 17.0 60.8 
Profoundly deaf   1.7   1.9 * * 1.2 * 
Visually impaired 12.6 14.8   8.4   5.3 10.8 * 
Blind   2.5   3.7   5.7   2.1 5.9 69.0 
Mobility impaired 72.5 62.6 65.1 67.6 67.2 75.2 
Housebound 14.2 19.6 11.5 18.1 14.6 37.3 
Learning difficulties   5.0   5.6   2.2   6.7 7.7 * 
Number 179 120 126 133 171  
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* cell counts less than 5 
 

                                                           
1 The Body-Mass Index (BMI) is a standard formula for approximating body fat percentage. The BMI is 

calculated as weight in kilograms divided by height in metres squared. 
2 A poor household is defined as a household where the equivalised after housing costs household income falls 

below 60% of the national median. See Chapter 1 for fuller explanation of ‘poverty’ definitions. 
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Table 5 above shows that the proportion of respondents who reported a disability or impairment has 

remained relatively unchanged over the five waves, although the increase shown for the current Wave 

5 to 11.5% is the highest reported so far. Almost 76% of respondents who self-reported some form of 

disability or impairment at Wave 4 also did at Wave 5. There is no substantial variance in the different 

types of disabilities or impairments over the five waves, although the number of people reporting 

auditory and visual impairment has risen somewhat in Wave 5. Table 6 below shows disability status 

characteristics of the respondents and other health-related variables. 

Table 6   Disability Status 

 
Disabled 

(%) 
 Disabled 

(%) 
Age  Subjective health   

16 to 19 1.6 Poor/very poor 53.0 
20 to 24   0.9 Fair 18.5 
25 to 34   2.1 Excellent/good   5.4 
35 to 44   5.3 BMI level  
45 to 54 19.7 Underweight 17.6 
55 to 64 27.8 Healthy   10.4 
65 to 74 19.3 Overweight   9.3 

75+ 48.2 Obese 11.8 
Sex  Extremely obese 18.2 

Male 12.6   
Female   10.5 Employment status (self defined)  

  Self-employed   0.8 
Ethnicity (grouped)  Employed   2.1 

White British/Irish 21.1 Unemployed   9.3 
White Other   7.0 Retired 33.6 
Asian Indian   11.6 Family care   5.8 

Asian Pakistani 9.5 Full-time student   0.9 
Asian Bangladeshi  6.7 Long-term sick/disabled 83.3 

Other Asian  6.7   
Black Caribbean 3.6 Poverty status  

Black African  6.5 Poor   9.7 
Other black  * Not poor   8.9 
Mixed race 6.1   

  Maximum Number 133 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 

Table 6 above shows that those from older age groups were more likely to be disabled than younger 

age groups, although the trend is not linear; over three in ten retired respondents reported being 

disabled. More men than women stated that they were disabled (13% compared to 10%). Among the 

respondents classified as obese, 12% were disabled respondents and among the extremely obese, 

almost one in five (18%) disabled.  
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Differences by ethnicity show that White British group had the highest proportion that reported being 

disabled, followed by Asian Indian and Asian Pakistani groups. 

 

Psychological health 

The self-completion questionnaire that respondents complete at each wave includes the General Health 

Questionnaire (GHQ). The GHQ is a battery of twelve items each assessing the severity of mental 

health problems in the four weeks prior to interview. The items are used to create two scales which 

measure psychological distress. The GHQ Likert scale gives a measure of how distressed a person is 

(on a range of 0 to 36); the Caseness scale counts how many of the statements the respondents gave a 

negative answer to (answers range from 0 to 12) rather than a positive manner. In each case the higher 

the score, the more distressed is the respondent. 

 

Six questions or items on the scale allow for respondents to answer on a four point scale from ‘more so 

than usual’ (for which a score of 3 is given) to ‘much less than usual’, (for which a score of 0 is 

given). These six statements are: 

Have you recently.... 
 

 been able to concentrate on whatever you're doing? 
 felt that you were playing a useful part in things? 
 felt capable of making decisions about things? 
 been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? 
 been able to face up to problems ? 
 been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered ? 

 
Six questions or items on the scale allow for respondents to answer on a four point scale from ‘not at 

all’ (score:0) to ‘much more than usual’ (score:3). 

Have you recently.... 
 lost much sleep over worry? 
 felt constantly under strain ? 
 felt you couldn't overcome your difficulties ? 
 been feeling unhappy or depressed ? 
 been losing confidence in yourself ? 
 been thinking of yourself as a worthless person ? 

 

GHQ Caseness Scale 

Table 7 below shows the percentage of respondents answering with the negative or ‘mentally 

distressed’ response for each item (question) of the scale using the Caseness scale measure for Waves 

1 to 5. Wave 5 findings have been compared with the equivalent year of BHPS (Wave 15). The 

proportion of respondents distressed at Wave 4 who were also distressed at Wave 5 is shown for each 

of the items in the table.        
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Table 7 Percentage of Respondents giving a negative or ‘distressed’ answer (Caseness scale) 

 
Have you recently.... 
 

Wave 1 
(%) 

Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

BHPS  
Wave 15

(%) 
 

Britain 

BHPS  
Wave 15 

(%) 
 

London 

% distressed at  
Wave 4 still 
distressed  
at Wave 5 

Been able to concentrate on whatever you're doing? 18.8 18.1 21.8 18.9 18.8 18.0 17.7 44.2 

Lost much sleep over worry? 21.7 21.8 24.6 23.8 22.9 18.5 18.6 49.6 

Felt that you were playing a useful part in things? 16.0 14.7 17.4 14.6 15.9 12.6 12.5 35.1 

Felt capable of making decisions about things? 11.7 11.4 13.4 8.1 10.9 10.1 10.2 25.6 

Felt constantly under strain? 28.3 26.0 29.0 26.5 27.5 25 28.6 51.3 

Felt you couldn't overcome your difficulties? 17.7 17.1 19.0 18.8 17.8 14.1 14.4 41.0 

Been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities? 21.0 18.7 22.1 20.4 20.8 18.3 20.4 37.5 

Been able to face up to problems? 15.3 12.2 14.9 11.4 14.6 11.3 12.2 38.1 

Been feeling unhappy or depressed? 24.1 20.7 23.8 22.5 22.9 21.3 22.0 55.8 

Been losing confidence in yourself? 14.3 12.2 14.6 15.8 16.8 13.8 11.5 46.7 

Been thinking of yourself as a worthless person? 8.7 7.2 10.0 10.7 9.3 7.7 7.5 32.1 

Been feeling reasonably happy, all things considered? 13.9 13.8 14.1 14.9 11.4 12.9 13.6 38.9 

         

Proportion giving no distressed answers 45.6 48.8 43.4 48.3 43.9 54.9 52.0 69.7 

         

Maximum Number 1278 1196 1125 630 669 7856 763  

Source: NHPS, Individuals 



On eleven of the GHQ items more Newham residents gave ‘distressed’ answers than in Britain as 

measured by the BHPS. For only one item ‘felt capable of making decisions about things’ did fewer 

Newham residents than nationally give the distressed answer. When compared with London, there was 

only one statement where more London respondents gave distressed answers than Newham 

respondents, namely: ‘felt constantly under strain’. Overall whilst the proportion of respondents who 

did not give any distressed answers varied to some extent, the level is below that for Britain and 

London. 

 

GHQ Likert Scale 

Table 8 below shows the mean GHQ (Likert scale) score for respondents analysed by socio-

demographic variation and other relevant variables. 

 

Table 8    Mean GHQ score (Likert Scale) 

 Mean score  Mean score 
Age  Employment status (self defined)  

16 to 19   9.25 Self-employed 10.44 
20 to 24 10.73 Employed 10.54 
25 to 34 10.98 Unemployed 13.13 
35 to 44 12.04 Retired 11.16 
45 to 54 12.78 Family care 12.24 
55 to 64 11.45 Full-time student 10.03 
65 to 74 11.62 Long-term sick/disabled 17.13 

75+ 11.90   
    
Sex  Subjective health   

Male 10.50 Poor/very poor 19.16 
Female 11.21 Fair 13.23 

  Excellent/good   9.67 
BMI level    

Underweight 10.68 Poverty status  
Healthy 11.01 Poor 11.63 

Overweight 11.41 Not poor 10.68 
Obese 12.41   

Extremely obese   13.06 Use of health services  
  Used 12.66 

Ethnicity  Not used 10.87 
White British/Irish 11.12   

White Other 11.16 Disability (self-defined)  
Asian Indian 11.76 Yes 15.88 

Asian Pakistani 9.63 No 10.80 
Asian Bangladeshi 10.52  

Other Asian 11.03  
Black Caribbean 11.83  

Black African  12.06  
Other black 11.31  
Mixed race 10.39  

Source: NHPS, Individuals (Note: Higher scores indicate more distress) 
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At Wave 5, the mean GHQ scores as measured using the Likert scale was 10.86. The comparator 

figures for Britain and London were 11.13 and 11.12 indicating slightly higher levels of distress. The 

Wave 5 mean was fairly similar to Wave 1 (11.03); however, this belies the fluctuations in the 

intervening waves. In Wave 2, the mean had gone down to 10.79 whilst at Wave 3 it had risen to 

11.37.  

 

The mean GHQ scores were higher for women than for men. There was no clear pattern amongst the 

different age groups, although those aged 45 to 54 were the most psychologically distressed followed 

by people aged 35 to 44. Self-employed and full time students had the lowest mean scores for 

psychological health thus indicating the least psychological distress. Those who defined their 

employment status as ‘long-term sick and/or disabled’ reported much higher psychological distress. 

Respondents engaged in family care also recorded relatively high levels of psychological distress.  

 

Asian Pakistani respondents had lower mean scores for psychological distress than any other ethnic 

groups whilst the Black African group had the highest mean score for psychological distress, a 

reversal from the Wave 4 data.  

 

Respondents who were classified as not living in poverty had a significantly lower GHQ score than 

those living in poverty. The GHQ score for those not in poverty was lower at Wave 5 than at Wave 4 

(10.2 compared with 10.7). 

 

There was a modest and statistically significant positive correlation between poor mental health and 

self reported health (r=0.37). The mean GHQ score for those reporting their health to be excellent or 

good was 9.67 whilst for those reporting their health as poor or very poor the mean GHQ score was 

19.06, a substantial increase on the Wave 4 figure of 16.03. There was a significant positive 

correlation between poor mental health (high GHQ score) and the number of health problems reported; 

the more health problems reported the higher the GHQ score. Whilst those who were classified as 

obese and extremely obese based on Body Mass Index (BMI) had higher mean scores for 

psychological distress than the other BMI classified respondents.  
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Effect of physical health, mental health and disability status 

Respondents were asked if their health in any way limited their daily lives. Table 9 below shows the 

results.  

 

Table 9 Does your health in any way limit your daily activities compared to most people of your 
age? 
 Wave 1  

(%) 
Wave 2 

(%) 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Yes 22.1 19.2 18.8 20.2 20.7 
No 77.9 80.8 81.2 79.2 79.3 
Number 1723 1471 1448 1438 1476 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 

There was no clear trend between the waves. However, of the longitudinal sample, only 11% of 

respondents reported that their health limited their daily lives in each wave of the survey. There was 

more consistency between Waves 4 and 5 with 79% of respondents saying yes at Waves 4 and 5. 

Table 10 below shows the effects of health status and disability on daily activities. 

 

Table 10 Does your health limit your daily activities?  

 Health limits  
daily activities 

(%) 
Number 

 Health limits 
daily activities 

(%) 

Number 

All 21 1476 Disabled   
   Yes 91.2 172 
Subjective health status   No 8.8 1309 

Excellent 4.2 274    
Good 7.8 756 GHQ quartile group  

Fair 34.7 282 Lowest – 1 7.9 173 
Poor 77.8 137 2 10.2 174 

Very poor 100.0 29 3 15.8 284 
   Highest – 4 37.1 230 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
 

As expected, those who reported their health to be poor or very poor were significantly more likely to 

say their health limited their daily activities as were those who reported they were disabled and those 

who scored highly on the GHQ (i.e. those with poor mental health). Tables 11 and 12 below show the 

effects of physical and emotional health problems on social activities. 
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Table 11     The extent to which physical health interferes with social activities 

 Not at all 
(%) 

Slightly  
(%) 

Moderately 
(%) 

Quite a bit 
(%) 

Extremely 
(%) 

Number 

Subjective health       

Excellent 93.0   3.0   2.4   1.6 0 274 
Good 87.0  6.7   5.0   0.9  0.2 756 

Fair 50.9 19.8 17.7   9.3  2.3 282 
Poor 16.5 18.3 16.8 35.3 13.2 137 

Very poor   7.5 0.0   11.6 19.5 61.4 29 
Disabled (self defined)       

Yes   8.6 14.0 22.7 32.0 22.7 172 
No 81.6 8.9 6.3   2.8  0.4 1309 

Number 1069 116 82 37 5  
GHQ quartile group       

Lowest – 1 83.5   6.1 7.7   1.3 0.7 173 
2 81.2   9.9 3.8   4.9 0.3 174 
3 77.6 7.3 6.9   6.8 1.4 284 

Highest – 4  58.4 11.9 15.6 9.2 4.9 230 
Number 642 76 77 50 16 861 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 
 
Table 12   The extent to which emotional health interferes with social activities 

 Not at all  
(%) 

Slightly  
(%) 

Moderately 
(%) 

Quite a bit 
(%) 

Extremely 
(%) 

Number 

Subjective health 
status 

      

Excellent 95.6   2.1   1.4  0.9 0 277 
Good 89.1   7.7   2.2  0.7  0 775 

Fair 57.5 21.6   10.8  7.1  3.1 282 
Poor 24.9 22.5 27.7 20.2  4.7 138 

Very poor 10.9 1.3 14.2 28.7 44.9 28 
Disabled (self defined)       

Yes 18.7 17.9 30.3 19.1 14.0 172 
No 84.3  9.6  3.2  2.4 0.3 1309 

Number 1138 157 94 65 28  
GHQ quartile group       

Lowest – 1 86.3   9.9 1.7 1.4 0 173 
2 84.8   11.6 2.0 1.6 0 174 
3 83.5   7.4 4.0 3.8 1.4 284 

Highest – 4  59.4 14.9 12.9 10.6 1.9 230 
Number 672 92 47 40 8 861 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 
 

 

As can be seen in Tables 11 and 12 above, both physical and emotional health problems can impact 

substantially on social activities. Overall those who were in poor physical and mental health found that 

their problems impacted on their social activities ‘quite a bit’ or ‘extremely’. Disabled people were 

slightly more optimistic about how their emotional health impacts on their social activities than their 

physical health. 
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Respondents were asked a series of questions about whether their health limited the work they could 
do.  The three questions were as follows. 
 

Does your health limit the type of work or the amount of work you can do? 

Does your health keep you from doing some types of work? 

(If ‘yes’ to either of these questions they were asked…) 

For work you can do, how much does your health limit the amount of work you can do? 

 

Table 13 below shows health limitations on working analysed by subjective health status, disability 

and GHQ quartile group. 

 

Table 13   Percentage with health limitations to working by subjective health status, disability 
status and GHQ quartile 

   For those with health limitations to working 
 Health limits 

type or 
amount of 

work can do 
(%) 

 

Total 
Number 

Keeps from 
doing some 

types of 
work/can do 

nothing 
(%) 

Total 
Number 

Limits  
amount of 

work can do  
a lot/ 

somewhat 
(%) 

Total 
Number 

Subjective health status        
Excellent 3.6 276 100.0 10 540 9 

Good 7.8 757 96.6 59 81.2 39 
Fair 37.3 282 96.2 16 82.3 77 

Poor 75.6 137 98.1 104 93.6 83 
Very poor 100.0 29 100.0 29 93.9 18 

       
Disabled (self defined)       

Yes 93.9 171 99.3 160 86.0 141 
No 11.2 1311 95.9 141 79.8 141 

Number 307 1482 281 301 217 282 
GHQ quartile group       

Lowest – 1 11.5 175 98.0 18 92.0 10 
2 12.6 175 82.0 12 54.4 14 
3 16.4 284 97.4 22 83.0 36 

Highest – 4 35.6 230 96.8 62 87.0 61 
Number 121 606 115 118 90 121 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

 

As Table 13 above clearly demonstrates, with regard to work those in poor health were significantly 

more likely to say their health limited the type or amount of work they could do. Whilst it might be 

predicted that physical disabilities might limit the type and amount of work undertaken, a respondent’s 

score on the GHQ was also a significant factor with 35.6% of those in the highest quartile (the most 

distressed) saying that their health limited the amount or type of work they could undertake, an 

increase of almost three percentage points on the Wave 4 figure. 
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Table 14 below shows the effects of health status, disability and GHQ quartile group on respondents’ 

daily activities. 

 

Table 14 Percentage saying health hinders daily activities by subjective health status, disability 
status and GHQ quartile 

 Difficult doing 
housework 

(%) 

Difficult 
climbing stairs

(%) 

Difficult 
dressing self 

(%) 

Difficult 
walking for 10 

minutes  
(%) 

Total  8.0 10.2  2.7  8.4 

Subjective health status    
Excellent   1.3  2.1 0.9  2.2 

Good   2.5  3.1  0.4  1.9 
Fair 10.7 17.6  2.5 14.2 

Poor 34.7 36.7 10.4 33.5 
Very poor 62.2 73.1 45.0 60.9 

Number 118 150 40 125 
Disabled (self defined)     

Yes 51.1 57.3 20.9 53.4 
No   2.3 4.0   0.4   2.5 

Number 118 151 41 124 
GHQ quartile group     

Lowest – 1   3.0  6.6 1.1  2.9 
2   4.6   3.6 1.7  4.0 
3   6.2 8.5 2.1   5.9 

Highest – 4  15.0 20.3 5.9 14.2 
Number 65 89 25 62 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 

 

Those in poor physical health were substantially more likely to report difficulties in day to day tasks 

such as dressing themselves, climbing stairs or undertaking housework. The differences were not as 

substantial amongst those scoring highly on the GHQ, although they were all slightly higher than for 

the corresponding Wave 4 data.. 

 

Body Mass Index 

Since Wave 3, respondents have been asked to give both their height and weight. Using these data it 

becomes possible to compute the Body Mass Index (BMI) for each respondent. The BMI is a standard 

formula for approximating body fat percentage. The BMI is calculated as weight in kilograms divided 

by height in metres squared. Table 15 below shows the proportion of the sample which fell into each 

BMI category.  

 

There is a certain amount of change in these figures from the Wave 4 findings.  Just over 43% of the 

respondents had a BMI in the “healthy” range, somewhat lower than for Wave 4. The percentage of 
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respondents in the “obese” and “extremely obese” categories also fell in Wave 5. Table 16 below 

shows the BMI analysed by socio-demographic variance. 

 

Table 15 Body-Mass Index categories 

BMI label BMI range Number Wave 5 
% 

Wave 4 
% 

Underweight   0-19 62 4.2   6.8 
Healthy 19-25 644 43.5 47.4 
Overweight 25-30 418 28.2 31.1 
Obese 30-40 175 11.8 13.3 
Extremely obese 40+ 18 1.2 1.4 
Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals 
 

 

Table 16 Body-Mass Index 

 Mean 
Score 

Underweight
(%) 

Healthy
(%) 

Overweight
(%) 

Obese/ 
Extremely 

Obese 
(%) 

 

Number 

All sample 25.30  4.7 48.9 31.7 14.6 1318 
    

Men 24.91  2.9 48.2 37.4 11.6 659 
Women 25.71  6.6 49.6 26.1 17.7 658 

       
16 to 19 22.02 18.2 61.9 16.3   3.7 102 
20 to 24 22.94 11.5 65.3 17.9   5.2 155 
25 to 34 24.21  4.0 56.1 31.7   8.3 313 
35 to 44 26.22  0.9 45.5 36.7 16.9 269 
45 to 54 27.61  0.8 33.8 38.7 26.8 173 
55 to 64 27.61  1.0 35.2 36.6 27.2 136 
65 to 74 26.81  1.8 39.4 39.6 19.2  78 

75+ 25.00  8.9 47.9 30.9 12.3 80 
       

White British/Irish 26.04   1.5 37.9 31.8 28.8 365 
White Other 23.93   7.5 61.3 25.4 8.2  204 
Asian Indian 24.57   7.6 51.8 27.5 13.1 203 

Asian Pakistani 25.52   6.7 30.8 51.2   11.4 104 
Asian Bangladeshi 24.31 2.1 63.5 27.4  7.0 113 

Other Asian 23.73 10.1 59.5 23.4 7.0  71 
Black Caribbean 26.77  0.6 35.6 38.8 24.9  82 

Black African 25.55  4.7 45.1 34.9 15.3 148 
Other Black 29.19 0 55.6 10.3 34.1 9 
Mixed race 25.56  9.0 47.9 26.1 211 19 

       
Employment status (self defined)      

Self-employed 24.57   3.0 51.8 36.8   8.4  66 
Employed 25.45   2.0 50.4 33.7 13.9 500 

Unemployed 25.20   2.8 55.0 26.5 15.7 134 
Retired 26.04   4.7 41.2 37.0 17.0 189 

Family care 26.40   5.4 39.2 35.3 20.1 146 
Full-time student 22.66 13.9 60.5 21.4   4.2 200 

Long-term sick 28.62 1.5 30.5 29.5 38.4 62 

Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals 
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As Table 16 above shows, the average BMI at Wave 5 was 25.3. This was almost the same as at Wave 

4 (25.2). The mean score was 25.7 for women and 24.9 for men. There were no significant differences 

between men and women based on BMI. Although men were more likely to be in the ‘overweight’ 

category than women (37.4% to 26.1%), women were more likely than men to be in the obese group 

(17.7% to 11.6%). At Wave 4, there was little difference between women and men for the underweight 

category (6.8% to 6.7%), however in Wave 5 there is a substantial difference between the sexes for the 

underweight category (2.9% men, 6.6% women). Younger respondents tended on the whole to have 

lower BMI scores than older respondents. Differences between ethnic groups analysed by their BMI 

scores are substantial in places but there are no clear trends. Black Caribbean and Other Black groups 

had a higher than average BMI compared to the sample mean. The BMI scores for White British 

respondents were also higher than the average 

 

Table 17 below shows BMI scores analysed by respondents’ self-reported health status. 

 

Table 17 Self reported health status over last 12 months by BMI, Wave 5 

BMI Category 

  
Underweight 

(%) 
Healthy 

(%) 
Overweight 

(%) 
Obese/Extremely Obese 

(%) 
Excellent 20.3 22.6 13.1 13.3 
 Good 46.1 53.0 57.5 40.4 
 Fair 20.0 16.0 19.8 25.6 
 Poor 13.7 7.0 7.1 17.4 
 Very Poor  0 1.4 2.5 3.2 
Number 63 643 420 193 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 

 
 

As Table 17 above shows, it seems that poor health is a strong feature at both extremes of the BMI 

(underweight and obese/extremely obese). Among those who were classified as underweight, 66.4% 

stated that they were in excellent or good health, compared with 75.6% classified as having a healthy 

body weight. Just over one in seven (13.7%) classified as underweight reported their health to be poor 

or very poor, as did one in five (20.6%) classified as obese/extremely obese. 
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Consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables 

Respondents were asked how often, on average, they ate five pieces of fresh fruit and vegetables. The 

results are shown in Tables 18 and 19, below. 

 

Table 18 Wave 5 respondents eating five pieces of fresh fruit and vegetables a day every day 
standardised for age 

 Sample (%) Age Standardised (%) 
White 30.2 28.2 
Black Caribbean 20.0 18.1 
Black African 27.2 28.1 
Asian Indian 35.2 33.6 
Asian Pakistani 25.0 24.3 
Asian Bangladeshi 27.5 25.2 
Other 32.2 29.3 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
White includes White British, Irish and White Other. 
Other includes all mixed race respondents and any other ethnic group not accounted for separately. 
 

Table 19 How often respondent eats five pieces of fresh fruit and vegetables a day 

 Every Day 
 
 

(%) 

5-6 times a 
week 

 
(%) 

3-4 times a 
week 

 
(%) 

1-2 times a 
week 

 
(%) 

Less than  
once a  
week 
(%) 

Never 
 
 

(%) 

Number 

All 27.9 14.4 32.2 13.7  4.9 6.2 1482 
Men 25.2 15.2 31.3 15.5  6.2 6.2 717 
Women 30.4 13.8 32.9 11.9  3.7 6.3 765 
        
16 to 19 18.0  10.9 39.9 16.6 6.3 7.9 121 
20 to 24 18.6 16.4 31.5 20.9   5.0 7.0 166 
25 to 34 24.6 13.7 36.2 15.8   5.4 6.8 305 
35 to 44 31.4 11.1 32.0 11.8   5.4 6.8 305 
45 to 54 31.2 12.6 34.0 9.4  8.9 3.8 197 
55 to 64 33.7 19.7 22.8  13.7  4.7 5.0 151 
65 to 74 30.4  23.0 29.2  8.3  0.4 8.6 86 
75+ 41.9  15.5 22.5 10.4  1.8 5.4 97 
        
White 
British/Irish 30.2 14.3 25.8 15.4  5.1 8.2 396 

White Other 30.0 17.8 27.5 18.2   3.6 2.2 97 
Asian Indian 35.2 15.9 32.7 11.2   2.7 2.2 228 
Asian 
Pakistani 25.0 13.2 33.1 14.4   4.8 8.9 117 

Asian 
Bangladeshi 27.5 15.9 30.6 15.9   3.7 5.9 124 

Other Asian 30.7 13.3 40.3  8.5   4.7 2.4 64 
Black 
Caribbean 20.0  6.6 24.3 16.2 15.7 15.7 95 

Black African 27.2  16.7 31.3 13.7 5.1 4.3 170 
Other Black* - - - - - - 9 
Mixed race 35.1 15.3 28.0 16.2 5.4 - 35 
        
Poor 26.3 10.9 31.8 18.3 5.9 6.9 597 
Not poor 32.3 15.7 30.7 12.7 4.5 4.2 805 
Source: NHPS (row percentages), Individuals 
*cell count <10
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As may be seen from Tables 18 and 19 above, almost 30% reported eating, on average, five portions 

of fruit and vegetables every day, whilst 14.4% said they ate ‘five a day’ 5-6 times a week. Just over 

one in ten respondents (11.1%) reported eating five portions of fruit and vegetables a day either less 

than once a week or never.   

 

Women were significantly more likely to report eating five portions of fruit and vegetables every day 

than men (30.4% as opposed to 25.2%). The proportions claiming to eat ‘five a day’ increased steadily 

with age until after the age of 75. 

 

There were statistically significant differences by ethnicity in the consumption of fruit and vegetables. 

Asian Indian and Mixed Race groups were most likely to report eating five portions of fruit and 

vegetables a day every day. This remained the case after standardising for age within ethnicity. The 

Black Caribbean ethnic group were the least likely to say they ate five portions of fruit or vegetables 

every day. Those respondents who live in households which are classified as ‘not poor’ were 

significantly more likely to eat fresh fruit and vegetables every day/5 to 6 times a week whilst those in 

poverty reportedly eating fresh fruit and vegetables less regularly (48% as opposed to 37%). 

 

Access to fruit and vegetables 

Households were asked where they normally shopped for their fruit and vegetables. The findings are 

shown in Figure 3, below. 

 

Figure 3 Where do you buy your fresh fruit and vegetables? 
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Source: NHPS (Households) 
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The majority (55%) cited a supermarket as Figure 3 above shows. Only 4% said they bought their fruit 

and vegetables from a local shop, a fall from the 6% of Wave 4; 12% said that they bought their fruit 

and vegetables at a market stall: a fall of 7 percentage points from Wave 4. Over one in four (27%) 

said that they bought fruit and vegetables from a combination of these places (supermarket, market 

stall or local shop). There was no difference in the shopping habits between households in poverty and 

those not in poverty. 

Smoking 

Table 20 below shows the self-reported smoking habits of Wave 5 respondents.  

 
Table 20   Smoking behaviour by gender, ethnic group and employment status Wave 5 

 Smokers 
 

(%) 

Average 
cigarettes 

smoked per day 

Smokers 
 

(%) 

Average 
cigarettes 

smoked per day 
     

All sample 20.1 11 
Employment status 
(self defined) 
 

  

   Self-employed 5.7 10 
Sex   Employed 34.9 11 

Men 22 10 Unemployed 20.5 10 
Women 19.3 11 Retired 15.1 11 

   Family care 7.0 10 
   Full-time student 9.7 5 

Age   Long-term sick 6.0 18 
16 to 19 6 6   

 20 to 24 11.1 8 Ethnicity   
 25 to 34 23.5 9 White British/Irish 40.9 13 
35 to 44 22.8 13 White Other 18.4 11 
45 to 54 15.4 13 Asian Indian 6.0 6 
55 to 64 8.7 13 Asian Pakistani 5.4 6 
65 to 74 7 9 Asian Bangladeshi 8.0 7 

75+ 4.7 10 Other Asian 4.4 4 
   Black Caribbean 9.1 9 
   Black African 4.4 10 

   Other Black 0 0 
   Mixed race 4.0 7 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Some cell counts are very small and should be treated with caution 
 

Approximately the same proportion of the sample started smoking between Waves 4 and 5 as between 

Waves 3 and 4 (4 %). In Wave 4, just over 21% of respondents reported that they smoked. This figure 

falls to 20.1% for Wave 5. These data do not suggest that the legislation banning smoking in public 

places introduced in July 2007 has exerted a great deal of influence. 
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More men than women smoked at Wave 5 (22% compared to 19.3%); this reflects Wave 3 and Wave 

4 findings. Whereas at Wave 4 female smokers smoked, on average, the same number of cigarettes as 

male smokers, there was a slight increase in mean number of cigarettes smoked by women at Wave 5. 

For most ethnic groups the proportions smoking had decreased substantially compared with Wave 4. 

The exception being the White British respondents (41% at Wave 5 compared to 35% at Wave 4). 

 

The relationship between age and smoking habits is non-linear, with 25 to 44 year olds being the most 

likely to smoke. Age was also related to number of cigarettes smoked, those aged 35 to 64 tended to 

smoke more cigarettes per day on average than younger age groups. Those who reported being in full 

time employment were much more likely to smoke than any other employment status group (35%). 

The self employed and long term sick were least likely to smoke but the long term sick reported 

smoking the most cigarettes per day on average.  

 

Alcohol 

The consumption of alcohol, binge drinking and the number of under age drinkers is of extreme 

contemporary interest and Wave 5 respondents were asked if they ever consumed any alcohol. Figure 

4 below shows the differences in alcohol consumption by age. 

 

Figure 4 Alcohol consumption by age (%) 
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As is evident from Figure 4 above, 16 to 19 year olds appear to self-report the least amount of alcohol 

consumption across the whole sample. 35 to 64 year olds report the highest levels of alcohol 

consumption (peaking at 55-64) and the figure falls substantially for respondents aged 75 and over. 
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Table 21 below shows the frequency of self-reported alcohol consumption in terms of socio-

demographic variance. 

 

Table 21 Frequency of alcohol consumption by gender, age, ethnic group and employment 
status: (%) of those who self-reported consuming any alcohol 

 Almost 
every day 

5 or 6 
days a 
week 

3 or 4 days 
a week 

Once or 
twice a 
week 

Once or 
twice a 
month 

Once every 
couple of 
months 

Once or 
twice  a 

year 
All sample 8.93 2.45 11.73 35.37 21.89 11.55 8.05 
        
Men 9.09 3.12 12.5 41.19 17.6 10.79 5.68 
Women 8.63 1.36 10.00 26.36 28.63 12.72 12.27 
        
16-19 0 0 0 22.72 31.81 22.72 13.63 
20-24 0 0 5.45 36.36 36.36 10.90 10.90 
25-34 8.10 0.90 5.40 44.14 24.32 8.10 9.00 
35-44 2.06 3.44 17.24 33.10 20.00 12.41 10.34 
45-54 21.05 7.36 9.47 35.78 8.42 12.63 5.26 
55-64 12.82 0 15.38 33.33 20.51 8.97 3.84 
65-74 7.89 0 21.05 28.94 26.31 13.15 2.63 
75+ 15.38 0      11.53 26.92        15.38 19.23 11.53 

        
Self-employed 5.26 0 15.78 44.73 18.42 13.15 2.63 
Employed 9.27 3.78 10.99 38.48 21.99 8.93 6.52 
Unemployed 5.17 0 10.34 32.75 20.68 17.24 15.51 
Retired 17.07 0 21.95 25.60 19.51 13.41 2.43 
Family care 4.76 0 0 33.33 23.80 14.28 28.57 
Full-time student 0 0 6.66 33.33 31.11 17.77 13.33 
Long-term sick 12.5 6.25 6.25 28.12 21.87 12.5 12.5 

        

White 
British/Irish 

15.09 2.64 14.33 35.47 15.84 11.32 5.66 

White Other 3.84 5.76 3.84 30.76 26.92 13.46 15.38 

Asian Indian 2.32 0 2.32 60.46 25.58 0 9.30 

Asian Pakistani* - - - - - - - 

Asian 
Bangladeshi* 

- - - - - - - 

Other Asian* - - - - - - - 

Black Caribbean 3.50 0 17.54 29.82 28.07 7.01 15.78 

Black African 2.04 2.04 6.12 24.48 22.44 24.48 16.32 

Other Black* - - - - - - - 

Mixed race 3.83 5.74 3.88 29.77 28.64 12.01 14.33 

Source: NHPS individuals 
* too few in sample 
 

As Table 21 above shows, there is considerable variance in the self-reported consumption of alcohol. 

In terms of simple numbers, most alcohol is consumed by the 35 to 44 age group, people in full time 

employment and White British respondents. The least amount of alcohol is consumed by the 16 to 19 

age group, people engaged in family care and Black African respondents. Alcohol consumption for 

Asian Pakistani, Asian Bangladeshi, Other Black and Other Asian groups is almost non-existent. 
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Chapter 4         Housing 
 
 

10 Key Findings 

• Over the life of the survey the proportion of owner-occupiers has decreased and the 
proportion of renters increased every year. The proportion of owner-occupiers in Newham is 
around half of that in Britain as a whole. 

 
• Almost two thirds of the sample were living in rented accommodation. The increase in the  

proportion of the sample renting over the five waves of the survey is largely due to the 
growth of the private rented sector which is now similar to the proportion housed by the 
Local Authority. The proportion living in housing rented from the Local Authority or a 
Housing Association remained stable over the five waves. 

 
• Around one in seven households reported having problems paying for their housing in the 

previous 12 months. This rises to one in five of those renting from a Housing Association or 
private landlord.  

 
• One third of households in the Newham sample were very satisfied with their 

accommodation, with a further half saying that they were fairly satisfied. Those who owned 
their own homes, outright or with a mortgage, were more likely to be very satisfied than 
those who rented. The proportion of Local Authority tenants who were dissatisfied fell from 
almost two in ten to almost one in ten between Waves 4 and 5. 

 
• Shortage of space was identified as a problem by one fifth of households, down from one 

quarter last year. This was the most commonly identified physical problem with housing.  
 
• People who described their local area as poor were more likely than those saying their area 

was average or well-to-do, to report physical building problems, although for some problems 
the differences were not great (condensation, damp). 

 
• Overall satisfaction with accommodation decreased as the number of problems (both 

physical and environmental) increased. 
 
• Preference to stay was similar to that found at Wave 4 and is highest among the elderly, the 

self-employed and Asian groups. Preference to move was highest among full-time 
employees, White British and Black Caribbean groups.  

 
• Preference to stay was linked to the number of physical and environmental problems 

experienced, with those reporting a lower number of problems twice as likely to want to stay 
as those reporting a higher number of problems.  

 
• Two thirds of households said that if they wanted to buy a house now, they could not afford 

one at all. This has increased slightly since Wave 4. Just under one fifth at Wave 5 said that 
they could afford over £200,000.  
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This chapter is concerned with housing conditions of the residents of Newham. It covers housing 

tenure, housing costs, satisfaction with housing, physical and environmental problems with housing 

and moving preferences. Most of the analysis looks at the situation in Newham at the fifth wave of the 

panel survey. However, there are also comparisons of the situation across time, looking at the change 

since the previous year.  

 
 
 
Housing tenure and change 
 

The tenure of the households in the Newham sample has remained relatively stable over the life of the 

survey. There has been a decrease in the proportion of the sample who are owner-occupiers; primarily 

through a reduction in those who own their house with a mortgage from 32% of the sample at Wave 1 

to 21% at Wave 5. As the proportion of owner-occupiers has fallen from 44% to 36% over the five 

waves, the proportion of those who rent has increased accordingly. The largest increase has been the 

proportion of the sample who rent from a private landlord; increasing from 18% of the sample at 

Wave 1 to 26% at Wave 5. The proportion in the sample who rent from the Local Authority or from a 

Housing Association has remained fairly stable over the five years. The fall in the proportion of the 

sample who own their house with a mortgage, and the rise of privately rented accommodation may 

suggest an increase in those who ‘buy to let’ properties.  

 

Turning to the number of rooms in the property, over the five waves there has been a fall in the 

proportion of one-, two- or three-roomed houses and an increase in accommodation with four or more 

rooms; from around a third (34%) at Wave 1 to one-half (50%) at Wave 5. Again, this might suggest 

the conversion of previously owner-occupied housing to privately rented accommodation. The final 

two columns of Table 1 compare the situation in Newham at Wave 5 with figures for London and 

Britain taken from the BHPS at a similar time. There is half the proportion of owner-occupiers in 

Newham than in London as a whole; 36% in Newham and 72% in London. Whilst almost two-thirds 

of Newham residents in the NHPS (64%) rent their accommodation, this proportion is only 28% in 

London and just 26% in Britain. Houses in Newham also appear to be smaller than in London or in 

Britain; almost one-quarter of houses in Newham have just one or two rooms (excluding kitchens and 

bathrooms) whilst the proportion in London and Britain is around one in ten houses (11% and 8% 

respectively). In London and Britain, a large proportion (44% and 46%) of houses have five or more 

rooms, this figure is just under two in ten (19%) in Newham.  
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Table 1 Housing Tenure 

 Wave 1 
(%) 

Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5
(%) 

London 
(%) 

Britain 
(%) 

Tenure        
Owned outright 12 15 15 14 16 35 33 
Owned with mortgage 32 28 26 24 21 37 41 
Total Owner Occupied 44 43 41 38 36 72 74 
Local Authority rented 28 28 27 25 27 11 12 
Housing Assoc. rented 10 12 12 15 12 7 6 
Private Landlord 18 17 20 22 26 10 8 
Total rented 56 57 59 62 64 28 26 
        
Number of rooms        
One or two 29 27 23 20 23 11 8 
Three 36 33 33 29 27 19 18 
Four 20 24 25 31 31 26 29 
Five or more 14 16 19 20 19 44 46 
Number 1036 892 898 834 851 435 8769 
Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Households 

 
At Wave 5 there was a question which asked how many bedrooms the property had. One-fifth of 

houses had one bedroom (20%), one-third had two bedrooms (33%) and almost four in ten (38%) had 

three bedrooms and almost one in ten had four or more bedrooms (9%). There was a relationship 

between the number of people in the household and the number of bedrooms. Figure 1, below, shows 

the mean number of bedrooms by the number of people in the household. For single-person 

households the average number of bedrooms in the house was 1.6. The average number of bedrooms 

increases as the household increases.  

 
Figure 1 Average number of bedrooms by household size 

1.6

2.2
2.4

2.7 2.8

3.3

0

1

2

3

4

1 2 3 4 5 6+

Number of people in household

N
um

be
r o

f B
ed

ro
om

s

 
Source: NHPS, Households 

 

 73



Table 2 shows housing tenure by household type. Compared to the average for Newham, the single 

elderly, couples with no children, couples with non-dependent children and lone parent with non-

dependent children were all more likely to own their property outright. Couples with no children and 

couples with non-dependent children were also more likely to own their property with a mortgage, 

along with couples with dependent children. Those more likely to rent their accommodation from the 

Local Authority were single (elderly and non-elderly) and lone parents (with or without dependent 

children). Lone parents with dependent children and single non-elderly people were most likely to rent 

from a housing association. Those most likely to rent from a private landlord were those households 

consisting of two or more unrelated adults, such as students for example, and ‘other households’.  

 

Table 2 Housing tenure by Household type  

 Tenure  
 
 
 
Household Type 

Owned 
outright 

 
(%) 

Owned 
with 

mortgage 
(%) 

Local 
Authority 

rented 
(%) 

Housing 
Assoc. 
rented 

(%) 

Private 
Landlord 

 
(%) 

Number 

Single Non-elderly 14 20 32 16 19 149 
Single Elderly 32 1 43 12 11 90 
Couple: no children 23 31 19 2 25 130 
Couple: dependent children 6 34 19 14 27 158 
Couple: non- dependent children 28 28 25 13 6 64 
Lone parent: dependent children 3 15 37 17 28 122 
Lone parent: non- dependent 
children 

17 21 33 15 15 48 

2+ Unrelated adults 7 4 0 7 82 28 
Other Households 14 8 16 3 59 64 
Newham 15 20 27 12 26 851 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 

Table 3, below, uses the individual-level questionnaire data to look at housing tenure by the length of 

time the individual has lived in Newham. Those who owned their houses outright tended to have lived 

in Newham for thirty or more years (29%) or all of their life (35%), only 4% had moved into Newham 

in the last five years. The picture is more mixed for those who own their house with a mortgage; 

around one-fifth (21%) had lived in Newham all their life, but there were also sizeable groups who had 

lived in Newham for under ten years (16% under 5 years, 14% 5-9 years) and also for 15-19 years. 

Those who rented from the Local Authority tended to have lived in the borough for some time; 14% 

for thirty or more years, 31% for all their life. There were similar proportions within those who rented 

from a Housing Association of those who had lived in Newham all their life (25%) and those who 

were newcomers (27% moved into Newham within the last five years). Almost two-thirds (65%) of 

those who rented privately had moved to Newham within the past five years, with just under a fifth 

(18%) living in Newham for 5-9 years.   
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Table 3 Housing tenure by length of time lived in Newham 

 Tenure   
 
 
Length of time in 
Newham 

Owned 
outright 

 
(%) 

Owned with 
mortgage 

(%) 

Local 
Authority 

rented 
(%) 

Housing 
Assoc. rented 

(%) 

Private 
Landlord 

 
(%) 

Number 

Under 5 years 4 16 8 27 65 390 
5-9 years 5 14 15 8 18 189 
10-14 years 4 9 14 12 4 112 
15-19 years 3 16 10 13 1 113 
20-24 years  11 11 6 10 1 96 
25-29 years 10 8 2 1 0 57 
30+ years 29 6 14 3 3 141 
All of life 35 21 31 25 9 314 
Number 224 311 312 158 407 1412 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households 
 

The advantage of a longitudinal panel survey, such as the Newham Household Panel Survey, is that 

the same people can be tracked over time to look at individual-level change, rather than just aggregate 

change. Table 4 looks at the individual change in housing tenure between Waves 4 and 5. As in 

previous waves, the most stability is with those who own their houses outright, with 96% of 

individuals who wholly owned their property at Wave 4 also owning it at Wave 5. The small 

proportion (4%) remaining now own their property with a mortgage, suggesting that they may have re-

mortgaged in order to raise money. The proportion doing this is almost one-third of that reported at 

Wave 4 (11%), this may reflect a slowdown in the housing market or increased financial uncertainty.  

 

There is also a high level of stability among those who owned their property with a mortgage at Wave 

4; 88% at Wave 5 still own their property with a mortgage, whilst 12% now own their property 

outright. There has been some movement between those renting from the Local Authority and those 

renting from a Housing Association; 7% of those renting from the Local Authority and 19% of those 

renting from a Housing Association switched between the years. More than one in ten (12%) of those 

renting from a Housing Association in the previous wave were renting from a private landlord at the 

latest wave. Those renting from a Housing Association were the least stable over the year, with one-

third (34%) switching. For those who were renting privately or from a Housing Association, 3% each 

were owning their property with a mortgage at the latest wave, suggesting a move onto the housing 

ladder.  
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Table 4 Changes in housing tenure, Wave 4 and Wave 5 

 Tenure Wave 5  
 Owned 

outright 
 

(%) 

Owned 
with 

mortgage 
(%) 

Local 
Authority 

rented 
(%) 

Housing 
Assoc. 
rented 

(%) 

Private 
Landlord 

 
(%) 

Number 

Tenure Wave 4       
Owned outright 96 4 0 0 0 111 
Owned with a mortgage 12 88 0 0 1 211 
Local Authority rented 2 1 85 7 6 182 
Housing Assoc. rented 0 3 19 66 12 101 
Private landlord 0 3 7 5 86 118 
Newham 19 27 25 12 17 723 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated individuals 
 
Table 5 shows the change in housing tenure between Waves 1 and 5. These are for enumerated 

individuals who participated in the survey at both of these waves. Those who owned their house 

outright at Wave 1 were the most stable, with almost all still owning their house outright at Wave 5. 

Of those who owned their house with a mortgage at Wave 1, two-thirds (66%) were still paying off a 

mortgage at Wave 5, whilst most of the rest (29%) had paid it off and now owned their house outright. 

There was also quite a high level of stability amongst those who were renting at Wave 1. Only 4% of 

those who were renting from the Local Authority owned their own house at Wave 5 (3% with a 

mortgage, 1% outright), the figure is similar for those who were renting from a Housing Association 

(3% now owner-occupiers) and those renting privately (5%). The least stable tenure over the five years 

was private renting, with just under three-fifths (59%) still renting privately at Wave 5, most of the 

rest (27%) going into Local Authority rented accommodation and some (9%) renting from a Housing 

Association.  

 
Table 5 Changes in housing tenure, Wave 1 and Wave 5 

 Tenure Wave 5  
 Owned 

outright 
 

(%) 

Owned 
with 

mortgage 
(%) 

Local 
Authority 

rented 
(%) 

Housing 
Assoc. 
rented 

(%) 

Private 
Landlord 

 
(%) 

Number 

Tenure Wave 1       
Owned outright 96 5 0 0 0 44 
Owned with a mortgage 29 66 1 3 2 122 
Local Authority rented 1 3 86 5 5 98 
Housing Assoc. rented 0 3 16 72 9 32 
Private landlord 0 5 27 9 59 22 
Newham 25 27 30 11 7 318 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Enumerated individuals 
 
Housing rent costs 
 
Of those who rented their accommodation, more than four in ten (42%) rented from the Local 

Authority. One in ten rented from a property letting company, just under two in ten (18%) rented from 

a Housing Association and almost three in ten rented from a private landlord. Since the previous wave, 
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the proportion of renters who rented from a Housing Association declined by 6 percentage points 

whilst the proportion who rented from a private landlord increased by 5 percentage points. The 

majority of houses were rented unfurnished (54%), whilst one-quarter were furnished and one-fifth 

partly furnished. Since the previous wave, the proportion of houses rented furnished or unfurnished 

declined by 6 percentage points and 5 percentage points respectively, whilst the proportion of houses 

rented partly furnished more than doubled, from 10% to 21%.  

 

The last two columns of Table 6 compare the situation in Newham with that of London and Britain, 

taken from the BHPS. It appears that renting from Housing Associations is more common in London 

generally than in Newham (26% compared to 18%) and there is a higher proportion of private 

landlords in Newham than in London (29% to 22%). The proportion of rented accommodation which 

is rented furnished or partly furnished is a lot higher in Newham than in London or Britain; just over 

half of Newham rented accommodation is rented unfurnished (54%), whilst this figure is three-

quarters in London (75%) and almost nine in ten of rented property in the UK (87%).  

 
Table 6 Type of renting arrangement; Newham, London and Britain 

 
 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

London 
(%) 

Britain 
(%) 

Local Authority/Council 40 42 40 47 
Property letting company 10 9 6 3 
Housing Association 24 18 26 21 
Other organisation 1 2 5 4 
Private landlord 24 29 22 18 
Employer 1 0 0 2 
Number 517 540 125 2298 
     
Furnished 30 25 15 9 
Partly furnished 10 21 10 4 
Unfurnished 60 54 75 87 
Number 517 540 109 2198 
Source: NHPS, BHPS  (column percentages) Household  

 
Those respondents who were living in housing rented from the Local Authority were asked whether 

they had obtained their accommodation through the “Choice-based letting” scheme. This scheme 

allows tenants to re-locate to a property of their choice from the portfolio of available properties 

managed by the Local Authority. Of those who responded, 18% had made use of the scheme (41 

households) whilst 11% (24 households) did not know. Since the previous wave, the proportion who 

had made use of the scheme had increased from 14%.  

 
Table 7, below, shows the distribution of monthly rent, including any service or water charges, but 

after any rebates. Across all renter households, the average net rent was £422 per month (the median 

was £350). The average gross rent was £485 per month (median £361). Compared to the last wave, the 

mean amount of net rent paid has decreased by £26, whilst the amount of gross rent (what would be 
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paid including housing benefit) has increased by £5. The gross rent for around half of the rented 

accommodation was between £300 and £499 a month, with just under a quarter (24%) being higher. 

Taking into account housing benefit, the net rent figures include 13% of households who pay no rent 

at all, with one-fifth (20%) paying under £200 a month whilst one-third (33%) paid £500 or more. 

 
Table 7   Rent levels 

Rent levels Net rent actually paid 
(%) 

Gross rent, i.e. adding housing 
benefit (%) 

Zero 13 0 
£1 - £199 per month 20 11 
£200 - £299 per month 8 17 
£300 - £499 per month 27 48 
£500 or more per month 33 24 
Number 487 181 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households 
 
Just over one-third (35%) of households received some form of housing benefit, this is higher than the 

proportion in Britain (28%) For those who had received some form of housing benefit, the average net 

cost of the rent per month after benefits were deducted was £288 (the median £182), the average gross 

cost of the rent per month was £488 (the median £356). The net amount has decreased by £20 since 

the previous wave, but the gross amount has increased substantially, from £416 to £488.  The average 

monthly rent of the households that received 100% rent rebate benefit would have been £478, the 

median rent being £365. The mean average rent for those receiving 100% rent rebate has decreased by 

£81 since the previous wave, although the median rent is similar. This suggests that a small number of 

very high-rent properties are no longer occupied by NHPS respondents.  

 
Table 8   Whether received housing benefit 

Receives housing benefit Newham 
(%) 

Britain 
(%) 

Yes 35 28 
No 65 72 
Number 424 1500 
Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Households 

 
Table 9 looks at mortgage payments. The mean amount of mortgage payments is higher than the 

average rent. Two-thirds of those who pay a mortgage pay more than £500 a month, compared to one-

third of renters. The average mortgage payment was £690, compared to £429 average monthly rent. 

The median mortgage payment was £600 (compared to a median of £351 for renters).  
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Table 9 Mortgage payments 

Mortgage payments (%) 
Zero 0 
£1 - £199 per month 4 
£200 - £299 per month 8 
£300 - £499 per month 23 
£500 or more per month 66 
Number 143 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households 
 

The NHPS survey asks whether the respondent has had any problems paying their housing costs. 

Overall, 14% of respondents said that they had faced problems in the last year. The proportion of 

households having problems is greater for those who rent from a Housing Association or a private 

landlord. Couples with dependent children and lone parents with dependent children were also more 

likely than the Newham average to have experienced problems paying their housing costs. Those who 

were relatively unlikely to have problems included the single elderly households (who were likely to 

own their house outright) and households composed of two or more unrelated adults. Workless 

households, households in which there were no adult workers, were less likely to have experienced 

problems paying for housing in the past year. The average monthly rent for workless households was 

less than half of that of households where at least one person worked (£254 compared to £580).  

 

Table 10 Problems paying for housing 

 Problems paying for housing (%) 
Housing tenure  

Owned outright 0 
Owned with mortgage 13 
Local Authority rented 15 
Housing Assoc. rented 20 

Private landlord 20 
Household type  

Single Non-elderly 13 
Single Elderly 4 

Couple: no children 11 
Couple: dependent children 20 

Couple: non- dependent children 15 
Lone parent: dependent children 21 

Lone parent: non- dependent children 17 
2+ Unrelated adults 4 

Other Households 12 
  

Disabled household 14 
Not disabled household 11 

  
Workless household 10 
Working household 16 

  
Below poverty line 16 
Above poverty line 13 

Newham 14 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households  
Poverty line is 60% of median household income, after housing costs 
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Using the longitudinal nature of the data, the change between years for the same people can be 

explored. Table 11, below, shows that those who had no problems paying for their housing at Wave 4 

were also likely to have no problems at Wave 5 (92%), although almost one in ten did have problems 

at Wave 5. For those who had problems at Wave 4, just under half of them were still having problems 

a year later (47%).  

 
Table 11  Problems paying for housing, Wave 4 and Wave 5 

 Problem paying Wave 5 Number 
Problem paying 
Wave 4 

No 
(%) 

Yes 
(%) 

 

No 92 8 539 
Yes 53 47 103 
Newham 86 14 642 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households who were at the same physical address the previous year 
 
Housing satisfaction 
 

Overall, one-third (33%) of households in the Newham sample were very satisfied with their 

accommodation, and a further half (51%) were fairly satisfied. Fewer than one in ten (9%) said that 

they were fairly or very dissatisfied. These proportions are very similar to those found in the previous 

wave. There were differences, though, by housing tenure. Those who were owner-occupiers were 

more likely to be very satisfied (43% for those who own their property outright, 46% for those who 

own with a mortgage), whilst fewer than one-quarter of those who rent from a Housing Association 

(23%) or from a private landlord (24%) were very satisfied. In the previous survey, almost two in ten 

(18%) of those who rented from the Local Authority were dissatisfied with their accommodation, this 

year that proportion has fallen to just over one in ten (11%). There is greater dissatisfaction with 

property rented from Housing Associations (17% dissatisfied) this year compared to last year (9% 

dissatisfied).  

 
Table 12 Housing satisfaction by tenure 

 Housing satisfaction  
 

Tenure 
Very 

satisfied 
(%) 

Fairly 
satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very 
dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number 

Owned outright 43 47 4 7 132 
Owned with mortgage 46 48 4 2 176 
Local Authority rented 30 51 8 11 227 
Housing Assoc. rented 23 51 9 17 99 
Private landlord 24 54 11 12 219 
Newham 33 51 7 9 854 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 
Households composed of a single, elderly person were most likely to be very satisfied with their 

accommodation (54%); these people were most likely to own their housing outright. Couples without 

children were also more likely, compared to the average, to be very satisfied with their 
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accommodation. Those least likely to be very satisfied with their housing were lone parents with non-

dependent children (14%), although this group was the most likely to be fairly satisfied. Couples with 

dependent children were most likely to say that they were dissatisfied with their accommodation. 

 
Table 13 Housing satisfaction by household composition 

 
Household type 

Very 
satisfied 

(%) 

Fairly 
satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very 
dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number 

Single non-elderly 28 49 11 12 148 
Single elderly 54 39 7 0 90 
Couple: no children 47 48 2 2 131 
Couple: dependent children 26 48 9 17 156 
Couple: non-dependent children 25 60 5 11 65 
Lone parent: dependent children 29 49 10 12 122 
Lone parent: non-dependent 
children 

14 71 8 6 49 

2+ Unrelated adults 36 46 4 14 28 
Other Households 28 62 6 5 65 
Newham 33 51 7 9 853 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 
In the survey this year, the question about the respondent’s perception of the quality of their local area 

was asked in the individual self-completion questionnaire. This was not completed by all eligible 

adults, and so there are some missing cases. The question about satisfaction with the housing was 

asked in the household questionnaire, which is asked of just one person in the household. Table 14 

below looks at housing satisfaction by description of the local area for those individuals who both 

answered the household questionnaire and also completed the self-completion questionnaire. Those 

who described their local area as poor were most likely to be dissatisfied with their housing (13%) 

compared to those who said that their area was average or quite well-to-do (5%). Compared to Wave 4 

though, the proportion of those living in a perceived ‘poor area’ who were satisfied with their housing 

has increased from 72% to 78%.  

 
Table 14 Housing satisfaction by description of the area in which the respondent lives 

 Housing satisfaction  
Quality of the area Very 

satisfied 
(%) 

Fairly 
satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very 
dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number 

Poor 29 49 9 13 142 
Average/Well to do 35 52 9 5 340 
Newham 33 51 9 8 482 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Household 
Note: the question about the quality of the area was asked in the individual self-completion questionnaire whilst 
the question about satisfaction with the house was asked in the household questionnaire. The table contains the 
response for the respondent who completed the household questionnaire. 
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Housing problems (physical quality) 
 
Households were asked about the physical quality of their housing; whether it had any of a list of 

problems. The most commonly cited problem was shortage of space, consistently the most common 

problem over the five years of the survey. However, the proportion of householders mentioning this as 

a problem has declined from almost three in ten (29%) in the first year of the NHPS to just over two in 

ten (21%) in the most recent year. Most of this decline has been over the previous year (26% to 21%). 

Across all of the physical problems, there was either the same proportion or fewer saying that they had 

a problem compared to the previous year. After shortage of space, the next most common problems 

were damp walls and floors (14%) and condensation (13%). These two problems have declined over 

the previous year, with 4% and 5% fewer households respectively reporting them as problems.  

 
Table 15 Type of physical quality of housing problems across Waves 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 

 
Housing problem 

Wave 1 
(%) 

Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Shortage of space 29 27 26 26 21 
Not enough light 9 11 6 11 11 
Lack of adequate heating 7 8 6 8 6 
Condensation 15 15 14 18 13 
Leaky roof 11 9 8 10 9 
Damp walls, floor etc 18 16 12 18 14 
Rot in windows 15 12 9 11 10 
Number 1031 874 873 857 853 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households 
 
Using the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) the situation in Newham may be compared with 

the situation in Britain, since the same questions were asked in both surveys. Figure 2 compared the 

proportions in the Newham Panel and the BHPS who report physical problems with their property. For 

each problem, there was a higher proportion of people in Newham who report experiencing it than in 

Britain as a whole. Having a leaky roof was reported in Newham three times more regularly that in 

Britain (3% compared to 9%). Other problems were twice as prevalent in Newham than in Britain (rot 

in windows, damp floors/walls, lack of adequate heating, not enough light). The most common 

problem in Britain was – as in Newham – shortage of space, with 18% reporting this in Britain, 

compared to 21% in Newham. 
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Figure 2 Physical quality of housing problems by nature of problem, Newham, London and 
Britain 
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An index of physical problems was created by counting the number of physical problems experienced 

in the household. Shortage of space was excluded from the index because it can be taken to mean 

different things for different households. The index ranges from 0 to 6. Two-thirds of households in 

Newham did not report any of the problems at all (66%). At the other end of the scale, almost one in 

10 (9%) reported three or more problems, whilst 17% reported one and 7% reported two problems. 

Figure 3 shows how the number of physical problems has changed over the years of the NHPS. The 

outer ring represents Wave 5 and the inner ring represents Wave 1. The proportion of households 

reporting no problems has increased after a fall in Wave 4. 
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Figure 3 Number of problems with the physical quality of the building  
(inner most circle is Wave 1, outermost circle is Wave 5) 
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Source: NHPS, Households 

 
There is some variation in the number of physical problems reported by housing tenure. Those 

households who are more likely to report a greater number of problems are those which are rented 

from the Local Authority; these households report three or more problems: twice as much as the 

average for Newham as a whole (18% compared to 9%). Local Authority renters are also least likely 

to report no problems: 56% compared to the Newham average of 66%. Those who own with a 

mortgage are the most likely to report no problems (74%).  

 
Table 16 Number of problems in physical quality of the building by housing tenure 

 Number of problems with physical quality of the 
building 

 

 
Tenure 

0 
(%) 

1 
(%) 

2 
(%) 

3 to 6 
(%) 

Number 

Owned outright 69 17 6 8 132 
Owned with mortgage 74 17 4 5 175 
Local Authority rented 56 18 8 18 228 
Housing Assoc. rented 67 18 12 2 98 
Private rented 69 16 8 7 220 
Newham 66 17 7 9 853 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 
For the same physical households at each year, Table 17 shows the change in the number of problems 

reported. The table does not take into account changes in the household composition. Nearly eight in 
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ten (79%) of households that reported no problems at Wave 4 were still reporting no problems at 

Wave 5, with most of the rest (16%) now reporting one problem. Just over six in ten (61%) of those 

who had previously reported one problem were now reporting no problems, with just under two in ten 

(19%) still reporting one problem and a similar figure (20%) reporting an increase in the number of 

problems (6% two, 14% three or more). For those who had reported two problems, two in ten (20%) 

were still reporting two problems, with a similar proportion (20%) reporting an increase in the 

number, however, six in ten (60%) reported an improvement (31% reporting no problems, 29% 

reporting one). For those who had previously reported three to six problems, over four in ten (44%) 

were still reporting this figure, with similar proportions reporting both one or two problems (19% and 

17% respectively).  In total nearly six in ten (58%) of households at the same physical address 

reported the same number of problems, nearly two in ten (19%) reported a deteriorating condition and 

just over two in ten (24%) reporting an improvement.  

 
 
Table 17 Changes in the number of problems in physical quality of housing, Wave 4 to Wave 5 

 Number of problems Wave 5 Number 
Number of problems 
Wave 4 

None 
(%) 

One 
(%) 

Two 
(%) 

Three to six 
(%) 

 

0 79 16 4 1 210 
1 61 19 6 14 70 
2 31 29 20 20 35 
3 to 6 19 19 17 44 36 
Newham 64 18 7 10 351 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 

 
Shortage of Space 
 
Shortage of space was reported as a problem for just over one fifth of households (21%). This was a 

decline from the Wave 4 figure, and the lowest figure reported in any of the five waves of the NHPS. 

The decline from Wave 4 has been experienced for all housing tenure groups except for those renting 

from a private landlord. The sharpest fall was among those who rent from the Local Authority; at 

Wave 4 shortage of space was reported by almost four in ten (39%) of Local Authority renters, at 

Wave 5 this had fallen to one quarter (26%). Households with just one or two people were less likely 

to say that shortage of space was a problem. Households with three people were the most likely to 

report shortage of space as a problem (31%). Around one quarter of households with four or more 

people reported shortage of space as a problem.  
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Table 18 Shortage of space by tenure 

 Shortage of Space is a problem  
(% in each tenure) 

 
Tenure 

Wave 1 
(%) 

Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Owned outright 14 13 11 17 10 
Owned with mortgage 25 24 23 24 18 
Local Authority rented 36 36 31 39 26 
Housing Assoc. rented 39 27 32 29 27 
Private rented 29 38 29 20 23 
 
Newham 

 
29 

 
27 

 
26 

 
26 

 
21 

Number 1035 871 883 833 850 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households 
 
Shortage of space may be interpreted in a number of ways. Households were therefore asked whether 

they meant a lack of storage space or overcrowding. Just under a third of households reporting 

shortage of space as a problem said that it was lack of storage space – a similar figure to Wave 4 

(35%). The proportion of those saying that the shortage of space was a problem of overcrowding was 

15%, a decrease from the 25% who reported this at Wave 4. However, over half (54%) said that it was 

both, compared to just 34% at Wave 4. This means that 89% of those saying that shortage of space 

was a problem were experiencing a lack of storage space and 68% overcrowding, this compares to 

69% and 54% respectively at Wave 4. Households with four or more people were more likely to say 

that they were short of living space, with around nine in ten households (93%) of five or six or more 

people (86%) reporting shortage of living space as a problem. 

 

Table 19 Shortage of space by household size 

 
 
Household size 

All “shortage 
of space” 

(%) 

Shortage of 
living space 

(%) 
One person 14 48 
Two people 18 66 
Three people 31 69 
Four people 26 70 
Five people 23 93 
Six or more people 26 86 
Newham 21 68 
Source: NHPS, Households 
 The column “Shortage of living space” contains only those households who had said “Shortage of space” 

 
Physical quality of housing problems with local environmental problems 
 
Table 20, below, looks at the relationship between the physical quality of housing and the number of 

local environmental problems experienced by the household. The environmental problems were: 

vandalism or crime, street noise, noise from neighbours and pollution/environmental problems. Just 

under half (46%) of households who reported experiencing no physical problems also said that they 

experienced no environmental problems, whilst just 8% reported experiencing three or four of the 
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problems. A similar relationship was found for those households reporting just one physical problem, 

with 45% stating no environmental problems and 7% reporting three to four environmental problems. 

Those houses with more physical problems were also likely to report more environmental problems, 

10% of houses with two and 21% with three to six physical problems stated experiencing three to four 

environmental problems.  

 
Table 20 Local environmental problems by physical quality of the buildings 

 Number of local environment problems  
 
Number of physical quality problems 

0 
(%) 

1 
(%) 

2 
(%) 

3 to 4 
(%) 

Number 

0 46 29 17 8 565 
1 45 28 20 7 148 
2 32 29 29 10 62 
3 to 6 26 28 25 21 76 
Number 365 247 161 78 851 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 
The perception of the local area also seems to be related to how the respondent reported physical and 

environmental problems. Those who said that their local area was ‘poor’ were more likely to report 

having problems than those in ‘average’ or ‘well to do’ areas.  

 
 
Table 21 Percentage of households saying ‘yes’ to each physical housing problem and 
environmental problem by perception of area 

 Rating of local area 
 
Physical Building Problems 

Poor 
(%) 

Average 
(%) 

Well to do 
(%) 

Shortage of space 23 18 14 
Not enough light 11 9 4 
Lack of adequate heating 7 4 0 
Condensation 15 10 18 
Leaky roof 16 7 6 
Damp walls, floor etc 22 11 20 
Rot in windows 16 9 12 
    
Environmental Problems    
Vandalism or crime 60 40 41 
Street noise 46 27 22 
Noise from neighbours 37 23 14 
Pollution/environmental problems 13 12 4 
Number 240 579 50 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
Note:  the question about the quality of the area was asked in the individual self-completion questionnaire whilst 
the question about satisfaction with the house was asked in the household questionnaire. The table contains the 
response for the respondent who completed the household questionnaire. 
 
Not surprisingly, the physical and environmental problems experienced in the household affected the 

satisfaction with the house. Just 3% of those who reported no physical problems said that they were 

dissatisfied with their house, compared to 40% of those reporting three to six physical problems. 
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Similarly, with environmental problems, just 5% of those reporting no environmental problems were 

dissatisfied compared to 19% of those reporting three to four environmental problems.  

 
Table 22 House satisfaction by housing problems 

 Housing satisfaction  
 Very 

satisfied 
(%) 

Fairly 
satisfied 

(%) 

Neither satisfied 
nor dissatisfied 

(%) 

Fairly/very 
dissatisfied 

(%) 

Number 

Physical Building problems      
0 37 55 5 3 565 
1 37 44 8 11 149 
2 11 51 14 24 63 
3 to 6 8 32 21 40 76 
      
Environmental problems      
0 40 49 6 5 365 
1 32 49 9 9 247 
2 21 57 7 15 162 
3 to 4 21 50 10 19 78 
Number 277 433 62 80 852 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 
Housing tenure and local environmental problems 
 
The number of environmental problems was related to housing tenure. As in Wave 4, those who rented 

privately were the most likely to report no environmental problems. Owner-occupiers were the least 

likely to report no environmental problems.  

 
Table 23 Number of problems with local environment by tenure 

 Number of local environment problems  
 
Tenure 

0 
(%) 

1 
(%) 

2 
(%) 

3 to 4 
(%) 

Number 

Owned outright 38 28 24 11 133 
Owned with mortgage 40 30 21 10 174 
Local Authority rented 41 30 18 11 227 
Housing Assoc. rented 42 24 25 10 98 
Private rented 52 29 14 6 219 
Newham 43 29 19 9 851 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 
Moving preferences 
 
Respondents in the individual questionnaire were asked whether they would prefer to move house or 

stay where they were. Just over half (53%) said that they would like to stay where they were, with 

43% preferring to move, and 4% not knowing. This is almost identical to the last two years. 
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Figure 4 Prefer to stay here or move 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 
Moving preference does vary by the characteristics of the household and the individual. There were no 

differences between men and women. Around half of respondents aged under 45 wanted to stay, and 

this proportion increased for the 45-59 group and was highest for the 60 years and over group.  This 

finding is echoed in the analysis of the employment status; 73% of respondents who were retired 

preferred to stay in their current address. Part-time employees and the self-employed were also more 

likely than the average to want to stay where they were, whilst full-time employees were the most 

likely to want to move (56%) with the unemployed also preferring to move (54%).  The White British, 

White Other, Other Asian, Other ethnicity and Black Caribbean respondents were less likely than the 

Newham average to want to stay, whilst the Asian Indians were the group most likely to want to stay.  

 

Turning to household composition, the group most likely to want to stay were the single elderly (74%) 

and the “other” households (79%), whilst the least likely to want to stay were the households 

composed of two or more unrelated adults (39%) and the single non-elderly households (40%). 

Overall, over half of the sample wanted to stay living where they were (55%), with 12% wanting to 

move, but stay within Newham and just one-third (33%) wanting to move out of Newham. Those most 

likely to want to move away from Newham were the younger respondents, the Black Caribbean, 

Other, White British, White Other respondents, and the single non-elderly households. Respondents 

living in households below the poverty line were more likely to say that they wanted to stay where 

they were (59%, compared to 52% living above the poverty line).  
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Table 24 Moving preferences by gender, age group, ethnic background, employment status and 
household composition 

 Moving preference Number 
 Stay here 

 
(%) 

Prefer to move 
within Newham 

(%) 

Prefer to move 
out of Newham 

(%) 

 

Sex     
Men 55 12 33 791 

Women 54 12 34 744 
Age group     

16 to 29 51 15 35 449 
30 to 44 49 16 36 432 
45 to 59 55 9 35 280 

60+ 72 4 24 251 
Employment status     

Full-time employee 44 11 45 399 
Part-time employee 61 14 26 94 

Self-employed 60 13 28 87 
Unemployed 46 20 34 65 

Retired 73 3 24 207 
Full-time student 55 16 29 235 

Inactive 56 14 31 331 
Worklessness     

Workless household 55 14 31 469 
Not workless household 55 12 33 934 

Poverty     
Above poverty line 52 11 37 842 
Below poverty line 59 13 28 577 

Ethnicity     
White British 51 8 41 391 
White Other 49 11 40 176 
Asian Indian 68 10 22 219 

Asian Pakistani 62 15 23 112 
Asian Bangladeshi 58 19 24 123 

Other Asian 54 10 36 80 
Other ethnicity 43 15 42 65 

Black Caribbean 51 5 44 88 
Black African 55 21 24 160 

Household composition     
Single non-elderly 41 11 47 116 

Single elderly 74 8 18 77 
Couple: no children 60 6 34 220 

Couple: dep children 52 17 31 329 
Couple: non-dep children 51 6 43 211 
Lone parent: dep children 48 15 37 150 

Lone parent: non-dep children 51 20 28 109 
2+ Unrelated adults 39 19 43 70 

Other Households 79 6 16 142 
Newham 55 12 33 1424 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals. 
 Poverty line is 60% of median household income, after housing costs 

 
Respondents who reported fewer physical or environmental problems were more likely to say that they 

would prefer to stay where they were. Whilst only a third (34%) of those with three to six physical 

problems wanted to stay, almost two-thirds (63%) of those reporting no physical problems said that 

they would prefer to stay where they were. A similar pattern was found with environmental problems; 
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less than one third of those with three to four environmental problems wanted to stay compared to 

two-thirds (65%) of those reporting no environmental problems. Those who reported shortage of space 

were likely to say that they would prefer to move; 71% gave this response.  
 
Table 25 Moving preferences by number of problems in physical quality of the building and in 
the local environment 

 Moving preference  
 Stay here 

(%) 
Prefer to move 

(%) 
Number 

Number of problems with physical quality of the 
building 

   

0 63 37 954 
1 46 54 241 
2 20 80 105 
3 to 6 34 66 119 
    
Shortage of Space 29 71 283 
    
Number of problems with local environment    
0 65 35 637 
1 54 46 371 
2 43 57 281 
3 to 4 31 69 131 
Newham 55 45 1420 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 
Table 26 looks at the preference to move or stay in the present accommodation, by length of time 

living in Newham. Recent movers into Newham (under five years) and those who had lived in 

Newham for between 15 and 29 years were more likely to want to stay in their present home, 

compared to the average Newham respondent. Those who have lived in Newham for 5 to 14 years, 

and those who had lived in the borough their whole life were more likely to want to move house. This 

is the same pattern that has been found at Waves 3 and 4.  

 
Table 26 Moving preference by length of residence in Newham 

 
Length of residency 

Stay in Present Home 
(%) 

Prefers to Move 
(%) 

Number 

Under 5 Years 59 41 354 
5 to 9 Years 51 49 186 
10 to 14 Years 46 54 110 
15 to 19 Years 54 46 109 
20 to 24 Years 65 35 96 
25 to 29 Years 65 35 57 
30+ Years 59 41 140 
Whole life 51 49 305 
Newham 55 45 1357 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 
Those who said that they preferred to move house were asked how likely they thought it was that they 

would move in the coming year. On average, most people thought that it was unlikely that they would 

move in the next year (84% saying that they did not expect to move). Those who were more likely 
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than the average to say that they do expect to move were younger respondents, White Other, Asian 

Pakistani and Black African respondents, lone parents with dependent children and households 

composed of two or more unrelated adults. The proportion who expected to move (16%) was higher 

than that found in the previous wave (9%).  

 
Table 27  Moving expectations by gender, age group, ethnicity, and household composition 

 Expects to move house Number 
 Yes 

(%) 
No 
(%) 

 

Sex    
Men 16 84 632 

Women 17 83 678 
Age group    

16 to 29 24 76 422 
30 to 44 19 81 391 
45 to 59 10 90 250 

60+ 3 97 236 
Employment status    

Full-time employee 23 77 376 
Part-time employee 16 84 83 

Self-employed 11 89 79 
Unemployed 21 79 57 

Retired 2 98 209 
Full-time student 22 78 212 

Inactive 14 86 295 
Worklessness    

Workless household 13 87 431 
Not workless household 18 82 862 

Poverty    
Above poverty line 18 82 769 
Below poverty line 14 86 536 

Ethnicity    
White British 10 90 368 
White Other 32 68 156 
Asian Indian 12 88 206 

Asian Pakistani 19 81 103 
Asian Bangladeshi 17 83 105 

Other Asian 18 82 76 
Other 15 85 61 

Black Caribbean 15 85 81 
Black African 19 81 146 

Household composition    
Single non-elderly 15 85 107 

Single elderly 3 97 73 
Couple: no children 17 84 212 

Couple: dep children 13 87 294 
Couple: non-dep children 15 85 189 
Lone parent: dep children 23 77 146 

Lone parent: non-dep children 14 86 86 
2+ Unrelated adults 42 58 74 

Other Households 14 86 129 
    
Newham 16 84 1310 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals.  
Poverty line is 60% of median household income, after housing costs 
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Respondents in the household questionnaire were also asked, if they were to buy a property now, what 

would be the maximum price they could afford. Two-thirds (67%) of respondents said that they could 

not afford to buy at all, just 4% said they could afford £300,000 or more. Since the Wave 4 survey the 

proportion of households saying that they could not afford to buy at all has increased from 62%.  
 
Table 28    Maximum amount could afford for a house 

Maximum amount afforded Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Cannot afford to buy at all 62 67 
Up to £100,000   6   2 
£100,001 to £200,000 17 12 
£200,001 to £300,000 12 14 
£300,001 or more   4   4 
Number 857 853 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Households 
 
Looking at the characteristics of those who say that they could not afford to buy a house at all, this 

was much higher amongst those who currently rented from the Local Authority (89%), a Housing 

Association (85%) or a private landlord (78%) compared to those who owned with a mortgage (34%) 

or owned outright (47%). The single, elderly householders were the most likely to say that they could 

not afford to buy anything (87%), with couples with no children (48%) and couples with dependent 

children (58%) being the least likely to give this response.  

 
Table 29   Maximum amount could afford for a house 

 Maximum amount could afford a house  
 Cannot 

afford 
Up to 
£100k 

£100k to 
£200k 

£200k to 
£300k 

£300k 
plus 

Number 

Housing tenure       
Owned outright 47 0 20 23 11 131 

Owned with mortgage 34 2 16 38 10 173 
Local Authority rented 89 3   5   3  0 228 
Housing Assoc. rented 85 3   5   3  1 98 

Private landlord 78 3 12   6  1 218 
Household type       

Single non-elderly 66 3 14 10   6 148 
Single elderly 87 0   7   4   2 90 

Couple: no children 48 1 17 29   5 129 
Couple: dep children 58 4 15 18   6 157 

Couple: non-dep children 65 3   6 21   5 66 
Lone parent: dep children 78 3   7 11   1 121 

Lone parent: non-dep 
children 

79 0 15   6   0 48 

2+ Unrelated adults 70 0 19   4   7 27 
Other Households 79 3   9   6   3 66 

       
Newham 68 2 12 14  4 852 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Households 
 

 93



 

 94



Chapter 5           Quality of life, neighbourhood and local services 
 

 

10 Key Findings 

 

• A large majority of Newham residents appeared to like living in their neighbourhood - 
81% of respondents responded positively to the question ‘overall, do you like living in 
this neighbourhood?  

 
• Among the longitudinal sample, the majority consistently reported that they liked living 

in their neighbourhood; very few residents maintained a negative view each time they 
were interviewed. 

 
• Residents in Manor Park and East Ham had slightly higher rates of neighbourhood 

affiliation than residents living in the other Community Forums. 
 

• Over eight in ten respondents (83%) said that their area is a place where people from 
different backgrounds got on well together. 

 
• Overall life satisfaction has increased between Waves 4 and 5. 

 
• Only a small minority of Newham residents (4%) reported their overall quality of life to 

be bad or fairly bad. 
 

• Women living in Forest Gate and Stratford/West Ham had the highest rates of worry 
about crime (74% and 71% respectively). 

 
• Some services, such as medical and health services, public transport and further 

education have been rated higher at each successive wave, suggesting that Newham 
residents find that these services are improving. Rates of satisfaction with refuse 
collection services fell between Waves 4 and 5. 

 
• Older Newham residents (those aged 60 and above) tended to rate services higher when 

compared to residents in younger age groups. 
 

• Among the longitudinal sample, residents living in Beckton and East Ham were more 
likely to give consistently positive ratings to council services. 
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This chapter explores how Newham residents view their local neighbourhood and their attitudes to 

community cohesion in the areas where they live. It also examines perceptions of quality of life and 

satisfaction with various dimensions of life and reports on life satisfaction scores. Crime and fear of 

crime, dimensions of quality of life and satisfaction with local services are also covered in the chapter. 

As well as comparing the results of Wave 5 with previous waves, the chapter also examines the 

response of Newham residents who have taken part in Wave 5 and at least two other waves. This sub-

sample of respondents is referred to as ‘the longitudinal sample’. 

Attitudes to local neighbourhood  

Overall, the results suggest that most residents have a positive view of the area where they live. At 

Wave 5, 81% of respondents responded positively to the question ‘overall, do you like living in this 

neighbourhood?’ In the longitudinal sample, 61% of respondents consistently reported that they liked 

their neighbourhood, compared to 39% who reported at least once that they did not like their 

neighbourhood. Only a very small minority of residents (8%) viewed their neighbourhood negatively 

at each wave.  

 

In previous reports, social cohesion in Newham has been measured by asking respondents whether 

they agree or disagree with the statement ‘to what extent do people from different backgrounds get on 

well together’ in the area where they live. The proportion agreeing was high across Waves 2, 3 4 

(79%, 85%, 83%) and this pattern is repeated again for Wave 5 - 83% definitely or tended to agree 

that their local area is a place where people from different backgrounds got on well together (Table 1). 

The proportion disagreeing has decreased slightly since Wave 2. 

 

Table 1 Extent of agreement with whether local area is a place where people from different 
backgrounds get on well together, Waves 2, 3, 4, 5 

Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 Level of agreement  (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Definitely agree 15 15 10 10 
Tend to agree 64 70 73 73 
Definitely disagree 16 12 12 11 
Tend to disagree 4 3 4 6 
Too few people from different backgrounds in 
local area 

1 0 1 
0 

All people from same background 1 0 0 1 
Number 1393 1369 1368 1406 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

 

Residents who held a positive view about a particular feature of their area were more likely to hold an 

overall positive view about living in Newham. For example, residents who liked the area and did not 
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wish to move away were more likely to agree that people from different backgrounds got on well 

together (Table 2).  

 

Table 2 "This local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 
together", by whether respondent likes their neighbourhood and mover preference 

 Definitely 
Agree 
(%) 

Agree 
 

(%) 

Disagree 
 

(%) 

Definitely 
Disagree 

(%) 

Number 

Likes Neighbourhood      
Yes, likes 11 76 8 4 1121 
No, dislikes 5 61 19 14 260 
Mover preference      
Stay here 10 81 6 2 738 
Prefer to move 10 62 17 10 619 

Newham 9 74 11 5 1406 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 

The length of time that respondents have lived in Newham seems to have an effect on their perception 

of the area. Findings from previous waves that more positive views tend to be held by recent residents 

compared to those who have been in the area a long time were again confirmed for Wave 5 (Table 3).  
 

Table 3 "This local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 
together", by date of arrival in UK 

 Definitely Agree
 

(%) 

Agree 
 

(%) 

Disagree 
 

(%) 

Definitely 
Disagree 

(%) 

Number

Arrival in UK 
Until 1979 8 82 6 4 147 
1980-1989 6 75 12 6   86 
1990-1994 12 65 15 7   76 
1995-1999   9 80 6 3 103 
2000-2003   9 80 6 2 137 
2004-2006 21 71 6 1 137 
Born in the UK   9 68 13 9 564 

Newham    10 72 11    6 1406 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

 

When attitudes to the local areas according to the time lived in Newham are examined in the 

longitudinal sample, the picture is slightly more complex (Figure 1). It appears that although 

perceptions of the local area do indeed fall among residents who have lived a long time in the 

borough, this decrease only takes place after having lived about 20 years in Newham. The most 

consistent rates of favourable views about living in the neighbourhood were given among those 

residents who have neither lived all their life in Newham nor recently arrived. Interestingly, there is a 

fall in consistent favourable rates among those residents who have lived about 15 to 19 years in the 

borough. 
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Figure 1  Percentage who answer positively at each wave that overall they like living in the 
neighbourhood by number of years lived in Newham 
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As far as the relationship between ethnicity and community cohesion is concerned, all ethnic groups 

reported a majority positive attitude. However, there were some important differences. A slight change 

from previous waves exists in so far as the Black Caribbean group had higher rates of negative attitude 

on community cohesion than the White Other group. Moreover, compared to Wave 4, rates of negative 

attitudes have increased among White Other, Black Caribbean and other Asian groups, whereas they 

decreased for Asian Indian and Black African groups. When the religion of respondents is examined, 

the Church of England/Anglican group had the highest rates of disagreement on whether their local 

area is a place where people from different backgrounds got on well together – more than one quarter 

(26%) disagreed with this statement.  
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Table 4 "This local area is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well 
together", by ethnic group and religion 

 Definitely 
Agree 
(%) 

Agree 
 

(%) 

Disagree 
 

(%) 

Definitely 
Disagree 

(%) 

Number 

Ethnic group      
White British 9 68 13   9 363 
Other White 15 69 11   4 156 

Indian 10 80   4   5 221 
Pakistani 11 72   9   3 134 

Bangladeshi   6 73 16   5 139 
Other Asian 11 84   2   0 92 

Black Caribbean   8 61 22   9 80 
Black African 12 75   8   4 158 

Other   9 82   7   1 58 
      
Religion      

No Religion   8 72 14   5 196 
Roman Catholic 10 70 13   7 215 

Church of England/Anglican 13 61 13 13 185 
Other Christian 13 73   9   4 182 

Muslim 10 76   9   3 400 
Hindu 10 81   3   4 120 

Sikh   6 71 12 12 34 
Other   8 92   0   0 11 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

 

Neighbourhood affiliation scores 

 

Another way of measuring how Newham residents perceive their local area is based on neighbourhood 

affiliation. Table 5 shows that respondents consistently rated their neighbourhood favourably, 

although on behavioural measures (getting advice and borrowing things), rates tended to be 

significantly lower. Generally, Newham residents appeared a little less positive about their 

neighbourhood compared with the national average, but these differences are small. Rates of 

agreement have also decreased slightly since Wave 4, although once again the differences are very 

small and can not be taken to be indicative of any major trend. It is worth noting that approximately 

three quarters of residents would be willing to work together with others to improve their 

neighbourhood, a figure that has remained constant throughout the panel survey  
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Table 5 Neighbourhood affiliation statements Waves 1, 3, 4, 5 and BHPS Wave 13 

  

Strongly 
agree/agree 

   

 
Wave 1

(%) 
Wave 3

(%) 
Wave 4 

%) 
Wave 5 

%) 

BHPS 
Wave 13 

(%) 
I feel like I belong to this neighbourhood 63 67 72 67 66 
The friendships and associations I have with other 
people in my neighbourhood mean a lot to me 66 64 64 63 63 
If I needed advice about something I could go to 
someone in my neighbourhood 50 50 54 48 59 
I borrow things and exchange favours with my 
neighbours 33 34 35 28 35 
I would be willing to work together with others on 
something to improve my neighbourhood 74 78 78 74 70 
I plan to remain a resident of this neighbourhood 
for a number of years 59 59 63 62 64 
I like to think of myself as similar to the people 
who live in this neighbourhood 64 57 64 62 50 
I regularly stop and talk to people in my 
neighbourhood 62 61 61 59 61 

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals 
NB: the question was not asked at Wave 2 as it was planned to be repeated every two years, however since Wave 
3 it has become a regular measure due to local focus on increasing neighbourhood affiliation. 
The latest available comparable data from BHPS are from Wave 13. 
 

Table 6 shows the responses to the neighbourhood questions by Community Forum. Residents in 

Manor Park and East Ham had slightly higher rates of neighbourhood affiliation than in the other 

Community Forums. Rates were noticeably lower for residents in Stratford & West Ham. 
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Table 6   Neighbourhood affiliation by Community Forum 

 
Beckton 

% 

Custom 
House 

& 
Canning 

Town 
% 

East 
Ham

% 

Forest 
Gate 

% 

Green 
Street 

% 

Manor 
Park 

% 
Plaistow 

% 

 
 
 

Royal 
Docks*

% 

Stratford 
& West 

Ham 
% 

I feel like I belong to this 
neighbourhood 64 67 69 64 69 72 68 83 59
The friendships and associations I 
have with other people in my 
neighbourhood mean a lot to me 56 63 71 63 64 74 59 74 45
If I needed advice about 
something I could go to someone 
in my neighbourhood 44 47 53 43 51 57 42 52 39
I borrow things and exchange 
favours with my neighbours 25 26 30 36 26 36 20 35 21
I would be willing to work 
together with others on something 
to improve my neighbourhood 79 74 82 74 71 69 75 74 70
I plan to remain a resident of this 
neighbourhood for a number of 
years 61 60 68 67 55 67 65 74 55
I like to think of myself as similar 
to the people who live in this 
neighbourhood 64 64 64 63 57 67 60 83 56
I regularly stop and talk to people 
in my neighbourhood 64 61 68 57 49 69 51 61 48
Number _86 225 249 162 245 158 168 33 138

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* Cell counts very small  for Royal Docks Community Forum – treat with caution 
 

Attachment to the neighbourhood can also be measured by combining the responses to the eight 

statements into a single measure, called ‘the neighbourhood affiliation score’ Mean scores were 

calculated by combining the responses into an eight point score, where the respondent scored 1 if they 

agreed or strongly agreed with the statement. The score has a range of 0 – 8, where high values 

indicate strong affiliation to the local neighbourhood and low values suggest less affiliation. 

Responses to individual scores for Waves 1, 3 4 and 5 are shown in Table 7, and comparisons have 

been made with BHPS Wave 13, the latest wave for which these questions are included. 

 

Table 7 shows the proportion of respondents and the number of neighbourhood affiliation statements 

they agreed with. Comparative results from BHPS Wave 13 are also provided. The trend over the 

waves shows an increase in rates of agreement with one to four statements and a decrease for five to 

eight statements. The results from Wave 5 change the trend observed in previous years whereby 

neighbourhood affiliation appeared to be increasing.   
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Table 7   Number of items of agreement about neighbourhood affiliation, Waves 1, 3, 4, 5 and 
BHPS Wave 13  

Number of items 
Agree/Strongly Agree 

Wave 1 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

BHPS 
Wave 13 

(%) 
0 4.4 3.6 4.2 6.0 4.8 
1 8.0 7.3 6.9 6.9 7.3 
2 7.9 9.0 7.8 11.4 10.8 
3 9.9 13.2 9.8 10.7 8.6 
4 13.5 9.4 10.9 11.6 11.0 
1 - 4 39.3 38.9 35.4 45.8 37.7 
5 12.7 13.8 13.6 13.8 12.0 
6 15.5 16.2 13.1 12.7 15.1 
7 14.2 14.4 16.7 13.4 15.6 
8 13.9 13.1 17.0 13.4 14.8 
5 - 8 56.3 57.5 60.4 54.2 57.5 

Source: NHPS; BHPS, Individuals 
 

The overall mean score of neighbourhood affiliation in Newham was 4.54, which was lower than 

Great Britain (Figure 2). The score was also lower than the overall London score (4.68), but higher 

than inner London (4.45).  

 

Figure 2 Overall neighbourhood affiliation mean scores: Newham, London and Great Britain 
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Source: NHPS; BHPS, Individuals 
Note: High mean score indicates strong affiliation to neighbourhood 

 

When looking at neighbourhood affiliation by age groups (Figure 3), young people in Newham had 

scores that compared with London but which were slightly lower than in Great Britain. For the 30-44 

year age group, scores in Newham were the same for London but lower than the national average. 

Among the 45-59 year age group, mean scores were slightly higher in Newham than in London but 
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lower than in Britain. Among the eldest age group (60+), Newham residents had a lower mean score 

than either in London or in Britain.  

 

Figure 3  Neighbourhood affiliation mean score by age group 
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Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals 
Note: High mean score indicates strong affiliation to neighbourhood 
 
 
As in previous years, there were differences in neighbourhood affiliation scores by ethnicity. Table 8 

shows that the Asian Bangladeshi group had the highest mean score (5.15) followed by the Asian 

Pakistani group (4.99). The ethnic groups with the lowest mean scores were White Other (3.65), Other 

(3.94) and Black African (4.31). 

 

Table 8 Neighbourhood affiliation mean scores by ethnicity  

Ethnic group Mean score Number

White British 4.78 378
White Other 3.65 174
Asian Indian  4.77 231
Asian Pakistani 4.99 137
Asian Bangladeshi 5.15 145
Other Asian 4.50 97
Black Caribbean 4.51 86
Black African 4.31 172
Other  3.94 58
Newham 4.54 1478
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Note: High mean scores indicate stronger affiliation to neighbourhood 
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Life satisfaction  
 
Life satisfaction scores were measured by asking respondents to rate various aspects of their lives. 

They were asked to score between 1 – 7, where 1 meant least satisfied and 7 most satisfied. These 

values were compared with London and Great Britain scores. As shown in Table 9, respondents 

seemed least satisfied with their job as was the case in London and Great Britain. Lower satisfaction 

means were also reported on income, similar to London and Great Britain. The overall score for life 

satisfaction had increased in Newham over the year and was at 5.05 at Wave 5 compared with 4.97 at 

Wave 4 and 4.89 at Wave 3 and this average was slightly higher than in London and Great Britain. 

The difference with Great Britain was 0.29, compared to (-0.22) at Wave 4, and (-0.37) at Wave 2.  
 

Table 9   Average domain life satisfaction scores (range 1-7), Wave 5 

 Newham London 
 

Britain 
 

Difference 
Newham-GB 

Health 5.05 4.58 4.50 0.55 
Income of household 4.08 4.34 4.24 -0.16 
House/flat 4.76 5.07 5.05 -0.29 
Spouse/partner 3.60 3.60 3.95 -0.35 
Job 2.78 2.87 2.71 0.07 
Social life 4.77 4.45 4.46 0.31 
Amount of leisure time 4.40 4.31 4.38 0.02 
Use of leisure time 4.36 4.29 4.43 -0.07 
Life overall 5.05 4.67 4.76 0.29 
Source: NHPS, BHPS,  Individuals 
Note: High mean score indicates high level of satisfaction. 

 

There were some differences in life satisfaction scores by ethnicity as shown in Table 10. Overall life 

satisfaction scores were highest among Asian Other and Asian Pakistani groups, and lowest among 

Black African, Black Caribbean and Other White groups.  

Table 10 Average domain life satisfaction scores, by ethnic group  

 Health Income of 
household 

House 
or flat

Spouse 
partner 

Job Social 
life 

Amount 
of leisure 

time 

Use of 
leisure 
time 

Life 
overall

White British 4.78 4.39 5.25 6.21 4.88 4.89 4.85 4.77 4.85 
Other White 5.27 4.01 4.35 6.24 4.24 4.30 3.89 3.93 4.73 
Asian Indian 5.03 4.09 4.73 5.65 4.85 5.04 4.38 4.47 5.12 
Asian Pakistani 4.98 3.77 4.72 6.24 4.60 4.98 4.43 4.54 5.34 
Asian Bangladeshi 4.87 3.86 4.68 6.01 4.75 5.24 3.87 4.05 5.26 
Asian Other 5.39 4.55 5.18 6.53 4.70 4.87 4.30 4.43 5.45 
Black Caribbean 5.07 3.37 4.48 5.34 3.91 4.21 4.11 3.68 3.88 
Black African 5.46 3.67 4.13 5.66 4.11 4.51 4.09 3.94 4.28 
Other. inc mixed 5.39 4.38 4.04 5.63 4.17 4.63 4.70 4.64 5.04 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Note: High mean score indicates high level of satisfaction. 
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Respondents were asked to rate their quality of life overall in addition to satisfaction with various 

aspects of their life. Table 11 shows that just over three-quarters (78%) of respondents reported their 

quality of life to be very or fairly good – a decrease of four percentage points compared to Wave 4. 

Only 4% reported it to be bad or fairly bad, whereas 17% said it was neither good nor bad. There were 

some differences by ethnicity as shown in Table 11. As in Wave 4, Asian groups had the highest 

proportion of respondents who rated their quality of life as very good or fairly good, with the Other 

Asian group rating the highest (87%). White and Other groups showed the lowest ratings. As in Wave 

4, the Black Caribbean group also had the highest proportion of respondents who rated their quality of 

life as fairly or very bad, with more than one in ten (13%).  

 

Table 11 Reported overall quality of life by ethnic group  

 

Very good 
 
 

(%) 

Fairly good 
 
 

(%) 

Neither 
good nor 

bad  
(%) 

Fairly or 
very bad 

 
(%) 

Number 

White British 22 53 18 6 377 
Other white 18 63 17 2 173 
Asian Indian 17 64 14 2 231 
Asian Pakistani 15 64 13 5 137 
Asian Bangladeshi 12 66 18 4 145 
Asian Other 15 72 11 1 96 
Black Caribbean 23 38 26 13 85 
Black African 21 61 16 2 172 
Other, inc mixed 17 62 15 5 58 

Newham 19 59 17 4 1474 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
 
 
Table 12 shows differences by age groups. The younger aged respondents (16 to 29 years old) were 

more likely to rate their quality of life as very good or fairly good (82%) compared to other age 

groups. Those aged 60 or over had the lowest proportion rating their quality of life as very or fairly 

good (70%).  

 

Table 12 Reported overall quality of life by age group  

 

Very good 
 

(%) 

Fairly good 
 

(%) 

Neither good 
nor bad 

(%) 

Fairly or 
very bad 

(%) Number 
16 to 29 19 63 15 3 460 
30 to 44 19 62 14 4 508 
45 to 59 16 56 19 7 268 
60+ 19 51 22 6 235 
Newham 19 59 17 4 1471 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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Respondents’ ratings of their quality of life were compared with their views on staying or moving. 

There seemed to be a relationship between those reporting their quality of life to be fairly or very good 

and preferring to stay. As shown in Figure 4, of those who reported they would prefer to stay, 81% 

rated their quality of life as fairly or very good. This compares to 76% of those who reported a 

preference to move. 

 

Figure 4 Reported quality of life by whether prefers to move 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 
 

Crime and anti-social behaviour  
 

Worry about crime and becoming a victim of crime can be a concern for many people. It can affect 

their sense of safety and movement in an area. At Wave 5, respondents were asked if they worried 

about being a victim of crime, whether they had been a victim of crime in the previous year and how 

they perceived their area.  

 

The worry about crime indicator has been created from two variables: the first variable is based on the 

question ‘Do you ever worry that you or anyone else, who lives with you, might be a victim of crime?’; 

and the second variable from the response to the first question. If it was ‘yes’, respondents were asked; 

‘Is this a big worry, a bit of a worry or an occasional worry?’ Table 13 shows that 54% of 

respondents reported that crime was a big or a bit of a worry for them – an increase of five percentage 

points compared to Wave 4. Rates of respondents who reported being not at all worried about crime 
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remained the same as in Wave 4. Four in ten (40%) however, said that they were not at all worried 

about crime. 

 

Table 13 shows that women reported being worried about crime more than men (59% vs. 47%). The 

decrease in worry about crime when compared to Wave 4 is reflected in rates for both men and 

women. Fear of crime appears to be marginally higher among the oldest age groups, although it should 

be noted that rates among those aged 60 and over were nearly the same as for those in the 30 to 44 

year age group. Also, those in the 60 years and over age group were least likely to have reported being 

victims of crime in the previous year. 

 

Table 13 Worry about crime  

 Worry about Crime? 
 No 

 
(%) 

Occasional 
worry 
(%) 

Bit of a 
worry 
(%) 

Big worry 
 

(%) 

Number 

Sex      
Male 45   8 28 19 696 
Female 35   5 34 25 790 
      
Age      
16 to 29 42   5 31 22 460 
30 to 44 34 11 30 24 510 
45 to 59 37   3 31 28 269 
60+ 47   5 35 14 236 
      
Time lived in Newham      
Under 5 years 45   8 33 14 395 
5 to 9 years 40   6 29 25 212 
10 to 14 years 32 13 33 22 131 
15 to 19 years 28   4 31 37 117 
20 to 24 years 35   6 32 27 97 
25 to 29 years 27   7 41 25 49 
30 or more years 39   6 30 26 127 
Whole life 41   4 32 23 296 
      
Ethnicity      
White British 41   8 28 22 378 
Other White 45   7 32 17 174 
Asian Indian 31   4 39 26 231 
Asian Pakistani 33   5 32 29 137 
Asian Bangladeshi 43   9 25 23 145 
Other Asian 35   3 36 25 97 
Black Caribbean 43   4 28 24 86 
Black African 40   7 33 20 172 
Other, inc mixed 52   5 30 14 58 
      
Newham 40   6 32 22 1478 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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The unclear pattern observed in Wave 4 of worry about crime by length of residency in Newham is 

repeated, except for those who had lived in the borough for less than 5 years. These newly arrived 

residents appear to be less worried about crime than those who have lived in Newham for longer. 

There were some differences in worry about crime by ethnic groups, which again repeated the same 

pattern as observed in Wave 4. Other Asian and Asian Indian groups were slightly more worried about 

crime compared to other ethnic groups. 

 

Respondents were asked if they had been a victim of crime in the previous year and if so what type of 

crime. The same rate was reported in Wave 5 as in Wave 4 – 24% of respondents reported having been 

a victim of crime in the previous year. The type of crime which respondents most reported they had 

been a victim of was ‘car broken into’ (27%) followed by street robbery and vandalism. However, less 

than one in ten respondents had been a victim of any one of these crimes. Not surprisingly, those who 

had been a victim of crime were also more worried about crime compared to those who had not been a 

victim. Of those who had been a victim of a burglary, over half expressed a big worry about crime 

(56%) compared to only 9% of those who had not been a victim of any crime.  

 

Table 14  Whether worry about being a victim of crime by crime victimisation in last year  

 

No 
 

(%) 

Occasional 
worry 
(%) 

Bit of a 
worry 
(%) 

Big worry 
 

(%) 

 
Number 

Victim in last year: any 
crime 16 8 33 42 363 
By specific crime:      

    Street robbery 15 9 26 50 86 
    Car stolen 21 14 13 51 40 

    Car broken into 17 7 34 42 129 
    Home burglary 9 7 27 56 48 

    Vandalism 9 5 37 48 59 
    Physical attack 15 5 21 59 70 

    Other crime 18 15 30 37 45 
Not victim in last year 47 6 31 16 1123 

Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 

There were some important differences in perceptions of crime by Community Forum area as shown 

in Figure 5. The highest rates of worry about crime were found among women living in Forest Gate 

(74%) and Stratford & West Ham (71%) compared to only 32% of men living in Beckton and 51% of 

men in Manor Park. Overall, it seems that Forest Gate, Canning Town and Stratford residents worry 

most about crime.  
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Figure 5   Percentage of men and women who worry about crime by Community Forum 
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A measure of how safe people feel tends to be asked through questions on how safe people feel 

walking in the area during the day and at night. As shown in Table 15, although the vast majority 

(87%) said that they felt very or fairly safe walking during the day, just over one in ten felt a bit unsafe 

or very unsafe. Moreover, these rates have increased slightly compared to previous waves.  

 

Table 15  How safe respondent feels walking alone in the area during the daytime  

 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Very safe 49 44 39 
Fairly safe 44 48 48 
A bit unsafe 6 6 10 
Very unsafe 1 2 2 
Number 1448 1435 1470 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 

 

Table 16 shows how safe respondents felt walking alone in the area after dark. Only a minority of 

respondents reported that they never go out at night (15% compared to just over one in ten (12%) at 

Wave 4 and 17% at Wave 3). Of those who said that they went out after dark, 16% felt very safe at 

Wave 5, compared to only 11% who felt very safe at Wave 4 and 16% at Wave 3. However, there was 

a decrease among those who felt fairly safe compared to Waves 3 and 4 and an increase in those 

feeling very unsafe compared to Wave 4. 
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Table 16  How safe respondent feels walking alone in the area after dark  

 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Very safe 16 11 16 
Fairly safe 41 44 36 
A bit unsafe 24 29 29 
Very unsafe 19 16 19 
Number 1200 1272 1249 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 

 

As in Wave 4, respondents were asked about various crime and disorder problems. Wave 5 contains 

some changes to these questions compared to previous waves and some new indicators have been 

provided. In Wave 4 there were 12 different types of behaviour and in Wave 5 there were 15. Of the 

behaviours in Wave 5 only 5 were identical to the ones in Wave 4 – ‘teenagers hanging around on 

streets’; ‘homes being broken into’; ‘cars being broken into or stolen’; ‘prostitution, kerb crawling and 

other sexual acts’; ‘fire setting’. The changes at Wave 5 were as follows: ‘drunk on streets’ became 

‘drunk or rowdy on the streets or in other public place’; ‘vandalism and deliberate damage’ and 

'graffiti' have been merged; ‘dealing drugs’ became ‘dealing and using drugs’; ‘abandoned cars’ 

became ‘abandoned and burnt out cars’. The anti-social behaviour ‘people attacked on the streets’ no 

longer appeared in Wave 5.  

 

These responses were analysed by how worried respondents were about each of the items. Just over 

two thirds (69%) reported loitering teenagers to be a common problem, followed by irresponsible 

parents (60%), fly tipping (54%) and vandalism or graffiti (50%). As in previous waves, there were 

some variations in perceptions of how common these crime and disorder activities were in the area by 

gender, age and ethnicity. There were also differences in perceptions by length of residency in 

Newham, whether respondents liked or disliked their neighbourhood and whether they preferred to 

stay or leave. Respondents who have lived in Newham for less than five years were less concerned 

about crime and disorder issues compared with those who had lived in Newham for longer. There was 

a strong relationship between disliking an area and perceiving anti-social behaviour to be high. 

Similarly, those who expressed a preference to leave were also more concerned about crime and anti-

social behaviour in their area. 

 

 



Table 17   Proportion of residents indicating various neighbourhood problems to be very or fairly common 

 
Loitering
Teenagers

Drunks or 
rowdy 

behaviour 

Vandalism 
or      

graffiti 
Prejudice 

attacks Burglaries
Irresponsible 

parents 
Car 

crime 
Lack of 
respect 

Left 
cars 

Drug 
use Prostitution

Fire 
setting

 
Noisy 

neighbours

People 
sleeping  
rough 

 
Fly  

tipping 
Sex   

Men 70 43 51 24 31 62 46 46 24 44 18 13 26 15 53 
Women 68 46 50 28 33 59 51 48 31 45 20 14 26 19 55 

                
Age                

16 to 29 72 50 54 31 30 62 48 49 28 45 25 15 30 20 50 
30 to 44 72 44 52 23 29 60 52 47 27 45 18 13 26 15 55 
45 to 59 67 43 50 27 42 63 49 50 31 51 17 14 30 19 62 
Over 60 61 36 41 22 30 56 44 42 26 38 12 9 14 10 51 

                
Ethnicity                

White British 71 41 52 27 33 68 50 55 27 52 14 15 25 12 61 
Other White 59 40 43 21 31 55 47 47 23 33 17 10 23 17 45 
Asian Indian 73 53 56 33 32 54 52 45 33 42 32 13 35 25 58 

Asian Pakistani 78 61 56 34 31 61 52 40 27 53 29 25 24 18 62 
Asian Bangladeshi 65 34 43 29 26 57 42 39 21 38 17 7 34 16 43 

Asian Other 57 51 49 13 36 38 45 32 34 46 24 11 16 10 49 
Black Caribbean 78 44 50 24 35 75 61 58 27 42 22 11 26 27 59 

Black African 71 39 50 18 32 64 47 42 26 33 12 10 20 14 42 
Other, inc mixed 70 52 61 27 23 52 33 54 32 64 21 17 35 18 59 

                
Newham 69 44 50 26 32 60 49 47 45 28 19 13 26 17 54 

  
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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Table 17   Proportion of residents indicating various neighbourhood problems to be very or fairly common 

 
Loitering 
Teenagers

Drunks or 
rowdy 

behaviour 
Vandalism 
or graffiti 

Prejudice 
attacks Burglaries

Irresponsible 
parents 

Car 
crime 

Lack of 
respect 

Left 
cars 

Drug
use Prostitution

Fire 
 setting

 
Noisy 

neighbours

People 
sleeping 
rough 

 
Fly 

tipping 
   
Worry About crime              

No 55 32 33 14 20 49 35 32 18 27 13 8 15 12 39 
Yes, Occasional 85 64 72 47 50 79 69 71 45 66 35 28 42 28 72 

Yes, a bit 73 48 57 28 35 57 52 49 28 49 17 10 28 15 57 
Yes, big worry 78 34 53 21 27 75 46 49 22 55 11 13 31 17 64 

               
Resident at address last 
year               

Yes 72 47 54 29 35 64 52 51 30 49 22 14 28 19 58 
No 59 35 39 17 20 47 38 35 19 29 10 10 19 11 40 

               
Time lived in Newham               

Under 5 years 58 36 44 19 23 42 38 32 17 33 14 11 22 8 40 
5 to 9 years 74 48 44 21 31 61 51 50 27 38 16 11 26 17 55 

10 to 14 years 73 42 54 22 26 66 53 46 32 48 20 13 23 20 53 
15 to 19 years 68 46 57 31 36 66 49 54 36 51 24 18 22 23 69 
20 to 24 years 66 51 53 30 38 67 56 49 27 46 18 19 35 21 68 
25 to 29 years 84 58 60 28 44 75 49 56 35 49 18 14 27 14 57 

30+ years 66 47 60 30 38 63 54 51 45 58 24 18 22 22 66 
Whole life 75 47 52 32 35 68 52 56 26 49 21 11 32 20 55 

               
Likes Neighbourhood 65 39 45 22 28 54 43 41 24 39 15 10 21 15 50 
Dislikes Neighbourhood 83 63 72 41 46 81 71 72 42 68 36 28 45 25 66 
               
Stay Here 60 35 41 20 25 50 39 34 20 31 12 8 19 13 46 
Prefer to move 80 56 63 35 40 73 61 63 37 61 27 18 36 22 64 
               

Newham 69 44 50 26 32 60 49 47 45 28 19 13 26 17 54 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals  
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Satisfaction with services 
 

Respondents were asked about their perceptions on a range of local services. Table 18 shows the 

proportion of respondents who rated local services from excellent to very good over the five waves. 

On the one hand, some services, such as medical and health and public transport have been rated 

higher at each successive wave. On the other hand, there has been a marked deterioration in the 

satisfaction with refuse collection – from 54% who rated this service as excellent or very good at 

Wave 4 to 43% at Wave 5. 

 

Table 18 Rating of services, excellent and very good  

 Percentage saying excellent or very good  

 
Wave 1 

(%) 
Wave 2 

(%) 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Schools 35 43 40 47 44 
Medical/ Health 36 44 47 55 57 
Social Services 25 29 28 37 36 
Housing 19 27 23 32 30 
Advice centre 27 32 29 39 39 
Police 28 34 37 44 43 
Public Transport 54 54 64 68 69 
Shopping 61 61 69 69 66 
Leisure 50 50 56 60 52 
Further Education 45 45 43 51 52 
Street Cleaning 31 31 34 46 35 
Refuse Collection 46 46 47 54 43 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Respondents who answered “Don’t know” have been excluded from percentages 

 

Table 19 shows variations in ratings by different socio-demographic characteristics. As in previous 

waves, the results show that those aged 60 and over tended to rate all services highly compared to 

those of younger age groups. Trends among different ethnic groups are more difficult to interpret, but 

it appears that the Black Caribbean group was less satisfied with services than other groups. The trend 

of residents who liked their neighbourhood also rating local services more highly than those who did 

not like their neighbourhood was repeated at Wave 5. Similarly those who preferred to stay in the area 

were more positive about local services compared with those who preferred to move. 
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Table 19 Proportion of residents rating various local services as excellent or very good  

 Schools 
 

(%) 

Medical 
 

(%) 

Social 
Services 

(%) 

Housing 
 

(%) 

Advice 
Centre  

(%) 

Police 
 

(%) 

Transport 
 

(%) 

Shopping 
 

(%) 

Leisure 
 

(%) 

Further 
Education 

(%) 

Street 
Cleaning 

(%) 

Refuse 
Collection 

(%) 
Sex      Male 40 54 32 29 38 40 67 66 52 44 41 40 

Female 48 59 40 31 40 46 70 66 51 60 46 48 
Age             

16 to 29 42 52 32 27 34 43 62 62 51 52 37 42 
30 to 44 43 51 37 26 40 43 67 65 53 49 41 43 
45 to 59 40 58 32 24 34 41 71 67 51 50 46 40 
Over 60 63 73 45 53 58 43 82 74 52 65 57 63 

Ethnicity             
White British 33 57 28 33 41 33 67 61 46 49 46 33 
Other White 48 59 59 48 53 60 79 71 59 61 49 48 
Asian Indian 43 55 32 23 42 44 67 73 56 53 36 43 

Asian Pakistani 50 55 29 19 46 49 70 68 49 55 40 50 
Asian Bangladeshi 59 51 33 34 39 44 64 66 46 51 44 59 

Asian Other 49 64 39 31 14 54 76 67 45 42 31 49 
Black Caribbean 33 55 34 21 27 30 50 55 56 41 41 33 

Black African 48 59 36 27 42 44 67 65 59 52 46 48 
Other, inc mixed 56 56 63 38 34 50 75 61 56 60 54 56 

             
Likes Neighbourhood 48 62 40 33 43 47 71 70 54 55 45 48 
Dislikes Neighbourhood 28 37 20 17 24 25 61 49 44 41 37 28 
             
Stay Here 52 63 38 37 49 52 73 74 53 55 46 52 
Prefer to Move 35 48 33 22 28 32 62 57 50 47 40 35 
Newham 44 57 36 30 39 43 69 66 52 52 35 43 
 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Respondents who answered “Don’t know” have been excluded from percentages 



Respondents were also asked how satisfied they were with Newham council. Table 20 shows 

responses by different socio-demographic characteristics. As at Wave 4, the difference by gender was 

not statistically significant, but there were statistically significant differences by age, ethnicity, 

whether liked or disliked an area and preference to stay or leave. Older age groups were more satisfied 

with the local council and similar to findings reported above those who disliked their area were more 

dissatisfied with their council compared to those who liked their neighbourhoods. Those who preferred 

to move were also more likely to be dissatisfied with the council compared to those who liked their 

neighbourhood. 

Table 20 Satisfaction with local council  

 Very 
Satisfied 

 
(%) 

Satisfied 
 
 

(%) 

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

(%) 

Dissatisfied 
 
 

(%) 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

 
(%) 

Number 

Sex       
Male 8 58 18 10 6 681 

Female 8 60 18 11 4 767 
Age       

16 to 29 5 59 20 10 6 447 
30 to 44 6 59 18 13 4 496 
45 to 59 9 53 20 11 7 263 
Over 60 13 62 14 9 2 231 

Ethnicity       
White British 10 53 17 15 4 372 
Other White 11 62 14 11 2 165 
Asian Indian 6 55 23 6 9 224 

Asian Pakistani 6 71 17 4 3 134 
Asian Bangladeshi 3 70 12 8 7 143 

Asian Other 11 67 16 4 2 95 
Black Caribbean 4 48 17 22 9 85 

Black African 7 59 21 9 4 164 
Other, inc mixed 5 67 15 11 3 58 

Likes Neighbourhood 9 62 17 8 3 1152 
Dislikes Neighbourhood 3 43 19 23 12 266 
       
Stay Here 10 67 16 6 1 760 
Prefer to Move 5 49 20 17 9 637 

Poverty       
Above Poverty Line 9 55 18 12 6 828 
Below Poverty Line 7 65 17 8 4 611 

Employment status       
Self-employed 11 56 14 13 6 73 

Employed 6 54 19 13 7 541 
Unemployed 3 64 19 10 4 158 

Retired 16 62 13 6 3 193 
Family care 12 67 12 7 2 207 

Full-time student 5 57 24 10 5 204 
Long-term sick/disabled 9 57 22 9 4 63 

Newham 8 59 18 10 5 1447 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
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At each wave of the survey, respondents have been asked how satisfied they are overall with the way 

the council runs things. Overall, satisfaction levels (combining those who were very or fairly satisfied) 

have risen steadily from Waves 1 to 4, and have remained constant (i.e. the same as in Wave 4) at 

Wave 5. 
 

Figure 6. Overall satisfaction with the council 
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Table 21 shows the level of satisfaction with the way the council runs things in Newham for 

respondents who were interviewed at both Waves 4 and 5 of the survey. The figures in bold on the 

diagonal line, show the proportion of respondents who rated the council similarly at both waves. 

Figures above show the proportion of people whose satisfaction with the council was lower at Wave 5 

than at Wave 4 and the reverse is the case for figures below the diagonal line. 

Table 21 Comparison Wave 4 and Wave 5 overall satisfaction with the way the council runs 
things in Newham  

Wave 5 satisfaction with council  

Wave 4 satisfaction 
Very 

satisfied 
Satisfied Neither Dissatisfied Very 

dissatisfied 
Number 

 (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)  
Very satisfied 16 61 18 4 0 45 
Satisfied 9 65 17 6 2 366 
Neither 3 54 22 17 4 117 
Dissatisfied 0 37 14 32 17 78 
Very dissatisfied 10 30 10 17 33 32 
Numbers 46 374 107 73 38 638 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals 
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Overall, most Newham residents maintain a favourable view concerning the council. Figure 7 shows 

the proportion of residents in the longitudinal sample who consistently reported that they were 

satisfied with the council. The highest rates were in Beckton and East Ham, where two in three 

residents reported that they were very satisfied or satisfied each time they were interviewed. The 

lowest rates were in Royal Docks and Plaistow, where about half of the residents were consistently 

very satisfied or satisfied with the council 

 

Figure 7 Percentage who are consistently satisfied with the council over time by Community 
Forum 
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Chapter 6    Social capital, social participation and discrimination 
 

10 Key Findings 

 

• Just over a third of Newham residents (35%) reported being members of at least one 
organisation. This rate, as in previous waves, remains lower than the national average. 

 
• Civic engagement over time (measured as being a member of an organisation) is 

relatively high. Among the longitudinal sample, 60% have been a member of an 
organisation at some time or another across the five waves. 

 
• Newham residents participate in a wide range of activities. Nevertheless, almost one 

quarter of residents never or almost never eats out, a rate much higher than for Britain as 
a whole. 

 
• More than half of Newham residents have used a computer in their home during the past 

3 months and Internet use in the home has increased significantly - between Wave 4 and 
Wave 5 the rates increased from 33% to 50%. 

 
• Just over three-quarters of respondents (77%) said that they had done some type of 

physical activity in the previous four weeks. 
 

• Interest in politics is only slightly lower among Newham residents compared to the 
national average - 35% stating very or fairly interested in politics at Wave 5 compared to 
43% in Britain. At the same time, the proportion of residents not at all interested in 
politics remains relatively high and has increased since Wave 1 (38% at Wave 5 
compared to a national average of 22%).  

 
• Over time, men seem to maintain a greater interest in politics than women. 

 
• Experience of discrimination, unfair treatment and harassment reveals that 20% of 

respondents at Wave 5 felt they had been treated unfairly in the previous year, 12% felt 
they had suffered harassment, and 11% felt they had suffered discrimination in the 
workplace. 

 
• The likelihood of experiencing some form of discrimination or harassment increases 

over time. Around one third of respondents reported experiencing unfair treatment and 
harassment and just under one in five reported employment discrimination. 

 
• Over time, women appear to be more likely to have experienced some form of 

discrimination, unfair treatment or harassment. 
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This chapter covers different dimensions of social capital. It reports on membership of organisations, 

participation in leisure activities, and interest and engagement in politics. It reports on the range and 

type of physical activity undertaken by respondents. It also describes discrimination and harassment as 

reported by respondents. As in Chapter 5, the chapter also examines the response of Newham residents 

who have taken part in Wave 5 and at least two other waves. This sub-sample of respondents is 

referred to as ‘the longitudinal sample’. 

 

Organisational membership and activity  

Respondents were asked if they were members of any organisation from a list of fifteen. An ‘other’ 

category was also given, to allow respondents to report their membership of any other organisations 

that were not listed. Just over a third of the respondents (35%) reported being members of at least one 

organisation and the trend is upward since Wave 1. Being a member of an organisation can be 

considered a form of civic engagement. Figure 1 shows the proportion of respondents claiming 

membership of at least one organisation over the waves.  

 

Figure 1 Membership of at least one organisation, Waves 1, 3, 4 and 5 

29%
32% 31%

35%

71%
68% 69%

65%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

Wave 1 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5

P
er

ce
nt At least one

None

Source: NHPS, Individuals  

 

The increase in membership of organisations between Wave 4 and Wave 5 is largely due to religious 

group membership, as can be seen in Table 1. A further increase in membership includes sports clubs, 

but membership of leisure clubs decreased slightly (from 7.2% to 5.4%). As far as other organisations 

are concerned, there has been no noticeable change in membership rates between Waves 4 and 5. 
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Rates of membership of each of the listed organisations are lower than the national average, with the 

exception of being a member of a religious group.  

 

Table 1   Membership of organisations, NHPS Waves 4 and 5, BHPS Wave 15 

 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
BHPS 
(%) 

 Religious group 9.9 16.6 11.0
 Leisure centre 7.2 5.4 N/A
 Trade union 6.5 6.0 13.5
 Professional organisation 5.4 3.5 9.0
 Sports club 4.9 6.1 17.7
 Social group/working men's club 2.1 1.5 9.9
 Political party 2.0 1.9 2.2
 Youth organisation 1.8 1.2 N/A
 Tenants or residents group 1.6 1.1 5.7
 Parents association 1.6 1.8 2.8
 Other organisation 1.6 1.7 7.1
 Friends of group 1.5 2.0 N/A
 Community Forum 1.5 1.4 N/A
 Other community group 1.3 0.8 2.3
 Women's group 0.9 0.9 0.9
 Pensioners organisation 0.8 0.6 2.1
 Environmental group 0.6 1.0 3.0
 Disability organisation 0.5 0.5 N/A
 Service users group 0.2 0.1 N/A
 LGBT group 0.0 0.2 N/A

Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals 

 

Organisational membership by age is shown in Figure 2. There has been an increase in membership 

among most age groups except notably the oldest respondents, where rates dropped from 31% at Wave 

4 to 25% at Wave 5. The increase in membership of organisations among the youngest age group is 

due mainly to increased membership of religious organisations. Membership of an organisation is 

strongly associated with a level of interest in politics – among respondents who were very interested in 

politics, 55% were members of an organisation compared to only 21% who were not interested in 

politics – these rates compare respectively to 68% and 42% in the British population as a whole 

(BHPS).  
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Figure 2   Membership of at least one organisation by age, Waves 1, 3, 4 and 5 
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Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 

The single most important factor for civic engagement appears to be good health and a lack of 

disability. Residents who reported that their health limits their activities or who were disabled had 

significantly lower rates of membership and activity in groups than healthy and non-disabled residents. 

Second to health is occupational status. Newham residents who were in paid employment (or who 

were students) were more likely to be a member of, or be active in one of the listed groups than 

residents who were not in paid employment (i.e. retired, unemployed, long-term ill and home-maker 

residents). Poverty also has an effect – higher rates of group membership and group activity were 

observed for residents who were not in poverty (i.e. above the 60% median After Housing Costs 

poverty indicator). There was also a gradient observed according to education levels, with better 

qualified respondents more likely to be a member of and active in one of the listed groups. 

For Newham residents, good health, having a job, not being poor and a good level of education 

therefore appear to be the most important factors determining civic engagement. In addition to these 

characteristics, other factors may also have an impact. Rates of membership and activity in a group 

tended to be lower among residents who were separated, divorced and widowed. Rates of membership 

and activity in a group were slightly higher in middle age groups compared to younger and older age 

groups. This is mainly due to the higher rates of working residents in the middle age group, between 

the age of 35 and 49 (i.e. they were more likely to belong to trade unions and professional 

organisations than students and retired residents; middle-aged residents were also more likely to 

belong to parent-teachers groups). The Black ethnic groups had higher rates of group membership than 

other ethnic groups. Finally, the length of time that respondents had lived in Newham also appears to 
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have an effect – the longer residents had lived in Newham, the more likely they were to be engaged in 

activities. 

In the longitudinal sample, respondents were asked if they were a member of an organisation at every 

one of the waves except Wave 2. This means that some respondents could be a member at each wave 

(score 4) and some respondents were not a member at any wave (score 0). The results show that 40% 

of Newham residents in the longitudinal sample were consistently not a member of any organisation 

and at the other end of the scale, only 8% were a member at every wave. Just over half of the sample, 

(52%) were a member of an organisation at least once. Figure 3 shows that there are some gender 

differences to persistent civic engagement. These differences occur among Newham residents who 

were never a member of an organisation across the waves – 61% of these residents were women 

compared to 39% who were men. These gender differences gradually disappear as the level of civic 

engagement increases, and among residents who were consistently a member of an organisation, they 

were no longer significant.  

Figure 3 Civic engagement – membership of an organisation over time by gender 
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Leisure activities  
 
Participation in leisure activities was wide ranging in Newham, although as in previous waves rates 

were compared with Britain (Table 2). Respondents were asked how often they participated in a 

number of listed activities. In Wave 5, a number of activities were included that did not appear in 

previous waves. These included ‘going to community events at a place of worship’, ‘using leisure 

centres’, ‘playing sport at or for a sports club’, ‘taking part in musical activities’, ‘visiting libraries’, 

‘visiting parks’ and ‘going shopping’. By far the most common activity was ‘going shopping’ with 

more than three quarters of Newham residents reporting doing this activity at least once a week. The 

second most common activity was ‘visiting parks’ (19%) followed by ‘going to a community event at 

a place of worship’ (17%) and visiting libraries (13%).  

 

In Wave 4, it was observed that the differences in activities and the regularity of participation are 

likely to reflect an ability to pay for and specific preferences of diverse communities. This trend seems 

to have persisted. It is noticeable that almost one quarter of residents (23%) never or almost never eat 

out, a rate much higher than for Britain as a whole (6%).  
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Table 2 Participation in leisure activities  
 

    

At least 
once a 
week 

At least 
once a 
month 

    
Several 
times a 
year 

Once a 
year or 

less 

Never, 
almost 
never 

    (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
Watch live sport Newham 5 4 7 8 76 
 Britain  6 7 11 15 61 
Go to the cinema Newham 2 18 27 13 39 
 Britain  2 14 32 18 35 
Go to theatre/concert Newham 1 6 14 16 63 
 Britain  1 5 31 29 34 
Eat out Newham 13 29 30 6 23 
 Britain  18 39 31 6 6 
Go out for a drink Newham 7 13 9 4 67 
 Britain  30 20 18 7 25 
Do DIY, car maintenance Newham 4 12 19 10 55 
 Britain  15 18 22 10 36 
Attend evening classes Newham 5 5 7 6 77 
 Britain  17 4 3 4 72 
Attend local groups Newham 2 3 5 5 85 
 Britain  6 8 9 5 75 
Go to community events Newham 2 8 11 8 71 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Go to community event at place of 
worship Newham 17 7 9 6 61 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Do voluntary work Newham 2 3 4 6 84 
 Britain  7 4 4 4 81 
Use leisure centres Newham 11 7 11 7 65 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Play sport at/for sports club Newham 8 4 6 4 77 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Take part in music Newham 3 3 5 4 84 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Visit libraries Newham 13 18 16 7 46 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Visit parks Newham 19 30 23 5 22 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Go shopping Newham 78 15 3 1 3 
 Britain  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
              

Source: NHPS; BHPS (row percentages), Individuals 
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Activities and fitness level 

 

Respondents were asked about any physical activities they had undertaken in the four weeks prior to 

their interview. The list of activities from which respondents were asked to choose was different at 

Wave 5 compared with Wave 4.1  

 

Activities have been classified as ‘everyday’ (for example: physically active housework, walking at 

brisk/fast pace, physically active work)2 or sport/exercise (these include all physical activities where 

respondents would have to make a conscious decision to undertake the activity for example, dancing, 

running, team sports etc). 

 

Table 3 below shows the differences in self-reporting specific sporting activities and physically active 

everyday activities. As can be seen, allowing everyday physical activity to be included as ‘exercise’ 

considerably boosts the activity rate amongst respondents.  

 

Table 3   Type of activities undertaken in the previous four weeks 

 All  
(%) 

Men  
(%) 

Women  
(%) 

No activity 22.5 21.1 23.8 
Everyday activities only 12.6 9.7 15.3 
Sport/exercise only 25.9 29.1 23.0 
Both 38.9 40.1 37.9 
Number 1485 689 796 
Source: NHPS (column percentages), Individuals 

 

Table 4 shows the characteristics of the respondents who were active in at least one activity in the four 

weeks prior to being interviewed. Rates of respondents who said that they had done some type of 

activity in the previous four weeks have increased since Wave 4, from just over six in ten respondents 

(62%) to just over three-quarters (78%). As in Wave 4, a higher proportion of men (79%) than women 

(76%) reported taking part in at least one of the activities. Activity rates decline gradually with age, 

falling sharply after age 75. However, it should be noted that even among the 65 to 74 year age group, 

more than two-thirds had done some type of activity in the previous four weeks. Rates were lower 

among unemployed respondents than among employed respondents.  

 

                                                           
1 Due to changing government directives over time on what constitutes regular exercise and what activities 
should be included, relevant adjustments are made in the NHPS questions to ensure that the results at any wave 
are compatible with the government’s recommendations. 
2 It should be noted that no account has been taken of physically active employment that has not been recorded 
as such by the respondent. 
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The expected finding that good health is associated with activities was clearly evident. As might be 

expected those in good health were more likely than those in poor health to be active. As in previous 

waves, those who reported that they were long term sick or disabled, were involved in family care and 

those who were retired, were the least likely to participate in physical activities than the other groups. 

Respondents with lower levels of psychological stress were more likely to be involved in physical 

activity whilst those who were classified as extremely obese also had lower rates of participation in 

physical activity. 

 
Table 4   Participation in at least one sporting/exercise/physical activity by respondent 
characteristics  

 Active  Active 
 (%)  (%) 
All respondents 78 Sex  
  Male 79 
Age  Female 76 

16 to 19 90   
20 to 24 83 Employment status (self defined)  
25 to 34 84 Self-employed 93 
35 to 44 80 Employed 84 
45 to 54 75 Unemployed 76 
55 to 64 75 Retired 58 
65 to 74 69 Family care 72 

75+ 37 Full-time student 88 
  Long-term sick/disabled 54 
BMI level    

Underweight 76 Poverty status  
Healthy 81 Poor 74 

Overweight 76 Not poor 80 
Obese 75   

Extremely obese 67 GHQ  
  Lowest quartile 83 

Ethnicity  2nd 81 
White British/Irish 78 3rd 83 

White Other 79 Highest quartile 77 
Asian Indian 77   

Asian Pakistani 75 Disabled (self defined)  
Asian Bangladeshi 69 Yes 45 

Asian Other 74 No 82 
Black Caribbean 84   

Black African 82 Subjective health rating  
Other  79 Excellent 86 

  Good 82 
  Fair 73 
  Poor 56 
  Very poor 24 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
GHQ: lowest quartile – less psychological distress; highest quartile – high psychological distress 
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Table 5 shows the proportion of all respondents and men and women who said that they took part in 

each of the activities listed. The activity most frequently undertaken was physically active housework, 

with more women than men reporting it (46% vs. 38%). The next most frequently undertaken activity 

was walking at brisk/fast pace. Men were more likely to be involved in exercises, gardening/DIY, gym 

training, running/jogging, cycling and team sport.  

 

Table 5    Participation in physical activities, by gender 

 All 
(%) 

Men 
(%) 

Women 
(%) 

Physically active work 7 9 4 
Physically active housework 42 38 46 
Gardening/DIY 22 26 19 
Walking 41 41 41 
Swimming 13 13 13 
Cycling 9 14 5 
Gym 14 17 11 
Aerobics etc 6 4 8 
Other type of dancing 6 3 9 
Running/jogging 12 15 10 
Football/rugby 9 16 2 
Badminton/tennis 3 5 1 
Squash 1 1 0 
Number 1485 696 789 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 

 

The mean number of physical activities undertaken by respondents is given in Table 6. It also provides 

means by respondent characteristics. The number of physical activities undertaken in a week by 

respondents decreases with age. Men generally took part in more activities than women. On average, 

those in better physical health took part in more activities than those in poor health. Respondents with 

a healthy BMI level were slightly more likely to take part in more activities and the number of 

activities undertaken decreased as respondents’ BMI scores increased. 
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Table 6    Mean number of physical activities undertaken by respondents involved in at least one 
activity in last 4 weeks, by respondent characteristics 

 Mean number  Mean number 
Age  Employment status (self defined)  

16 to 19 3.32 Self-employed 2.29 
20 to 24 2.26 Employed 2.57 
25 to 34 2.16 Unemployed 1.76 
35 to 44 2.20 Retired 1.13 
45 to 54 1.95 Family care 1.42 
55 to 64 1.76 Full-time student 2.65 
65 to 74 1.51 Long-term sick/disabled 0.95 

75+ 0.62   
Sex  Poverty status  

Male 2.28 Poor 1.73 
Female 1.86 Not poor 2.29 

    
BMI level  GHQ  

Underweight 2.19 Lowest quartile 2.43 
Healthy 2.25 2nd 2.45 

Overweight 2.01 3rd 2.43 
Obese 1.90 Highest quartile 2.03 

Extremely obese 1.34   
    

Ethnicity  Disabled (self defined)  
White British/Irish 2.20 Yes 0.84 

White Other 1.85 No 2.22 
Asian Indian 2.18 Subjective health   

Asian Pakistani 1.53 Excellent 2.57 
Asian Bangladeshi 1.69 Good 2.20 

Asian Other 1.93 Fair 1.83 
Black Caribbean 2.53 Poor 1.05 

Black African 2.19 Very poor 0.67 
Other  2.36   

 All respondents 2.06 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
GHQ: lowest quartile – less psychological distress; highest quartile – high psychological distress 
 

 

The current government recommendation (Department of Health3) is to do 30 minutes of moderate 

activity at least 5 times a week. Table 7 reports the percentage of people who reported doing this level 

of activity (including both everyday physical activity such as gardening and exercise sessions such as 

jogging that were undertaken in addition to daily activities) by respondent characteristics.  

                                                           
3 Department of Health. At least five a week: evidence on the impact of physical activity and its relationship to 

health. London: Department of Health; 2004.  
http://www.dh.gov.uk/PublicationsAndStatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/PublicationsPolic
yAndGuidanceArticle/fs/en?CONTENT_ID=4080994&chk=1Ft1Of
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Table 7   Participation in at least 5 x 30 minutes of activity per week, by respondent 
characteristics  

 Activea Inactiveb  Activea Inactiveb

 (%) (%)  (%) (%) 

All respondents 22 28    
      
Age   GHQ   

16 to 19 24 18 Lowest quartile 24 21 
20 to 24 15 23 2nd 23 21 
25 to 34 22 21 3rd 23 26 
35 to 44 24 24 Highest quartile 30 30 
45 to 54 23 35    
55 to 64 28 32 Disabled (self defined)   
65 to 74 26 33 Yes 16 56 

75+ 17 64 No 23 25 
      
Sex   Ethnicity   

Male 22 26 White British/Irish 27 30 
Female 23 34 White Other 23 28 

   Asian Indian 17 30 
BMI level   Asian Pakistani 17 27 

Underweight 13 29 Asian Bangladeshi 15 28 
Healthy 25 24 Asian Other 15 33 

Overweight 21 32 Black Caribbean 28 27 
Extremely obese /Obese 22 30 Black African 24 28 

   Other 26 21 
      

Employment status (self 
defined) 

  Poverty status   

Self-employed 21 19 Poor 20 30 
Employed 25 23 Not poor 24 27 

Unemployed 21 29    
Retired 21 46    

Family care 23 40    
Full-time student 16 17    

Long-term sick/disabled 14 51    
      

Source: NHPS, Individuals  
Base population maximum numbers: Active = 304; Inactive = 386 
a Active refers to people who undertake 30 minutes of activity at least 5 times a week 
b Inactive refers to people who never undertake 30 minutes of activity or do so less than once a week 
GHQ: lowest quartile – less psychological distress; highest quartile – high psychological distress 

 

As already shown, inactivity increases with age, although the differences are not large until after age 

75. Gender differences were not significant, but more women than men reported not doing any activity 

sessions. 

 

Slightly more White British/Irish and Black Caribbean people did the recommended level of activity a 

week compared with other ethnic groups. Asian groups were less likely to have met the recommended 

amount of activity, for example, only 15% of Asian Bangladeshi respondents stated that they did 5 or 
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more 30 minute sessions a week; nonetheless, it should be noted that cell size is very small at this level 

of analysis. A greater proportion of the Asian Bangladeshi group also reported never engaging in 

physical activity (28%) compared with other ethnic groups. 

 

There were no significant difference between respondents’ GHQ scores or BMI and rate of engaging 

in 5 or more 30 minute sessions a week. Disabled people were significantly less likely to do the 

recommended level of physical activity than people who were not disabled. More than half (56%) of 

those who said they were disabled exercised less than once a week or never compared with a quarter 

of those who were not disabled. 

 

Use of internet 

 

The NHPS contains a number of questions at Wave 5 on the use of computers and internet within the 

past three months at the time of the interview. More than half of Newham residents had used a 

computer at their home in the previous 3 months, although rates fell significantly with age (Table 8). 

The use of a computer at home was less common among Asian ethnic groups, and also among 

residents in a household below the poverty line. However, almost half of the respondents in 

households below the poverty line used a computer at home during the previous 3 months. Women 

were more likely to have used a computer at work than men.  

 

Internet use in the home has increased significantly among Newham residents - between Wave 3 and 

Wave 5 the rates increased from 33% to 50%. Rates of internet use at home were almost as high as the 

rates of computer use, suggesting that where a household had a computer there was also an internet 

connection. Internet use was highly correlated with sending and receiving emails, with nine in ten 

respondents having sent or received an email. However, the internet was also used for a wide range of 

activities as well as a source of practical information (Table 9). Only among the older age groups was 

the use of internet mainly restricted to emails and general information.  

 



Table 8   Use of computers and internet during the past 3 months 
 USE COMPUTER USE INTERNET 

  Home work* school college**
public 
place 

not used in last three 
months home work* 

school 
college** 

public 
place 

from 
mobile not used 

Sex            
Male 58 47 76 14 32 54 43 76 14 3 35 

Female 52 65 84 10 38 47 60 84 10 3 41 
            
Age            

16 to 29 75 56 82 20 11 69 53 83 20 5 13 
30 to 44 64 52  13 28 59 48 74 13 3 31 
45 to 59 43 60  8 45 40 56  7 3 50 

60+ 14 37  1 85 9 23  1  89 
            
Ethnicity            

White British 47 71 53 13 46 41 64 64 11 3 50 
Other White 63 28 54 12 30 61 24 66 12  30 

Indian 56 65 79 11 35 55 61 79 12 6 37 
Pakistani 45 33 87 10 37 39 28 85 15 2 42 

Bangladeshi 51 59 88 17 37 46 59 88 14 3 41 
Other Asian 64 46 80 6 29 61 46 75 6 0 33 

Black Caribbean 56 62 90 8 28 54 59 90 7 8 30 
Black African 61 52 91 17 25 56 48 86 16 1 28 

Other 69 53 83 12 23 58 53 80 11 4 24 
            
            

Above poverty line 58 61 80 13 32 55 57 82 12 4 34 
Below poverty line 49 35 79 11 41 43 32 78 12 1 45 

            
Newham 54 54 79 12 36 50 51 80 12 3 39 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* of those who said they are employed or self-employed 
** of those whose said they were a full-time student 
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Table 9  Purpose for use of internet (if used internet in the last 3 months) 

 Email 
General 
Info News

Educational 
research 
school work 

Job 
searching 

Chat 
rooms 
message 
boards 

Travel 
holidays Shopping

Buying 
or selling 
through 
online 
auction 

Playing 
downloading 
music 

Internet 
banking 
bill paying 

Web 
radio web 
television 

Telephone 
video 
conferencing 

Sex             
Male 84 77 49 53 24 40 44 26 35 32 24 12 

Female 90 77 58 45 21 40 44 22 27 31 19 11 
             
Age             

16 to 29 90 76 65 57 32 33 44 24 39 28 25 12 
30 to 44 82 77 48 51 15 47 49 24 31 37 21 14 
45 to 59 87 82 37 28 13 42 37 26 13 33 15 8 

60+ 91 70 18  7 64 21 17 2 23 5 5 
             
Ethnicity             

White British 92 87 47 34 24 57 54 30 33 38 24 8 
Other White 88 74 49 64 38 47 53 31 26 38 23 28 

Indian 85 78 51 52 24 41 46 21 34 39 20 7 
Pakistani 87 71 61 38 21 22 18 13 26 9 16 3 

Bangladeshi 85 77 65 46 24 35 43 31 39 39 18 16 
Other Asian 91 73 65 54 24 39 53 16 34 28 35 21 

Black Caribbean 76 73 40 46 6 22 33 23 33 27 23 6 
Black African 89 76 57 52 15 25 30 16 25 21 18 8 

Other 80 63 64 64 17 49 54 31 28 23 19 7 
             
             

Above poverty line 89 79 53 47 24 46 48 27 31 36 22 12 
Below poverty line 83 74 54 51 21 30 37 18 29 24 20 9 

             
Newham 87 77 53 49 23 40 44 24 30 31 22 12 

Source: NHPS, Individuals 
 



Political engagement 
 
Interest in politics has fluctuated over the five waves with 35% stating very or fairly interested at 

Wave 5 compared to 39% at Wave 4 (Table 10).4 This is not too dissimilar to the level of interest in 

politics in Britain which was at 44% (BHPS). Just over a third of respondents (38%) in Newham and 

just under a quarter of respondents in Britain were not interested in politics. By age, as shown in 

Figure 4, young people (aged 16 to 29) were slightly less interested in politics than their 

contemporaries in Britain (31% vs. 32%). All age groups over 30 years old in Newham seemed much 

less interested in politics compared with similar age groups in Britain. Above the age of 30, interest in 

politics in Newham also appeared to be fairly uniform in contrast to the national pattern where those 

aged 30 to 59 were a lot more interested in politics compared with the age groups at either end of the 

continuum. 
 
Table 10 Interest in politics, Waves 1 to 5 and BHPS Wave 15  
 

 
Wave 1 

(%) 
Wave 2 

(%) 
Wave 3 

(%) 
Wave 4 

(%) 
Wave 5 

(%) 
BHPS  
(%) 

Very interested 7 9 9 9 9 7 
Fairly interested 31 25 26 30 26 37 
Not very interested 38 36 33 28 27 34 
Not at all interested 23 30 33 33 38 22 
Number 1714 1469 1458 1450 1485 15,302 

Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Individuals 

 

Figure 4 Interest in politics by age group (percentage very or fairly interested) 
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4 It should be noted that Wave 4 data were collected in a year when there was a General Election, and this may 
account for the slightly higher rates of respondents interested in politics at Wave 4 compared to Wave 5. 
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Source: NHPS, BHPS, Individuals 

There were differences in interest in politics by ethnic groups in Newham (Figure 5). As in Wave 4, 

Asian Pakistani respondents seemed least interested. Comparatively, there was a higher level of 

interest in politics among Other, White British, Asian Other, and Black African groups. 

 
Figure 5 Interest in politics by ethnic group (very or fairly interested in politics)  
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The level of interest in politics was analysed among the longitudinal sample whose interest was 

recorded at each wave. At each wave, respondents were given a score ranging from 1 (very interested) 

to 5 (‘not at all interested’). A summary measure of these scores can be calculated across the five 

waves, where a higher score indicates respondents who were the least interested in politics and a lower 

score indicates respondents who were most interested in politics. Figure 6 charts these scores by 

gender and age. It can be seen that overall, men appear to be more interested in politics than women, 

except among the young age groups and respondents aged around 40-50. The mean scores do not 

fluctuate a great deal according to the age of the respondent. 
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Figure 6 Mean scores of interest in politics over time by gender and age 
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The same mean score for interest in politics over time can be used to examine differences according to 

ethnic group. Respondents in the Black African group appear to have been more consistently 

interested in politics and the Asian Bangladeshi group the least, with White respondents in between. 

 

Discrimination in employment, unfair treatment, harassment or public violence  

Within the survey, questions dealing with harassment and discrimination are asked. The questions that 

deal with harassment and discrimination have not been consistent over the five waves. Despite the 

differences in wording between the waves, there are some telling conclusions which can still be 

drawn. One feature is the lack of consistency in respondents who reported that they had experienced 

some form of harassment at Wave 1 but did not continue to report the experience at Wave 2 (the 

questions in these two waves asked if they had ever experienced that form of harassment, as such a 

respondent saying they had ever experienced that particular form of harassment at Wave 1 should also 

have said they experienced it at Wave 2).  
 

At Wave 5, 13% of respondents said they had experienced some form of harassment, abuse or 

violence because of their gender, race, religion, disability/impairment, sexual orientation or English 

language accent. In addition, 17% said they felt they had been treated unfairly by any officials in 

public or private organisations or by service providers (including by shop assistants) because of their 
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gender, race, religion, disability/impairment, sexual orientation or English language accent. Moreover, 

9% of respondents said they had experienced some form of discrimination in the workplace.  

 

At Wave 5, respondents were again asked about their experiences of harassment and discrimination in 

the past year; however it should be noted that there were additional categories of harassment that 

respondents could acknowledge at Wave 5. In particular, respondents were also asked if they had been 

treated unfairly in the past year on the basis of their English language accent. At Wave 3, respondents 

were only asked if they had experienced discrimination based on their English language accent and not 

if they had experienced harassment or abuse because of it.  

 

With regard to the original five categories of unfair treatment, harassment and discrimination (gender, 

race, religion, disability and sexual orientation), 20% of respondents at Wave 5 felt they had been 

treated unfairly in the previous year, 12% felt they had suffered harassment, and 11% felt they had 

suffered discrimination in the workplace. These rates are slightly higher than at Wave 4.  

 

Table 11   Experience of discrimination, unfair treatment, harassment or violence in past 12 
months and reason 

 Gender 
 
 

(%) 

Race or 
Ethnicity 

 
(%) 

Religion 
 
 

(%) 

Disability* 
 
 

(%) 

Sexual 
Orientation** 

 
(%) 

English 
Language 

accent 
(%) 

Age 
 
 

(%) 
Employment 
discrimination 4 7 3 1 1 5 6 
Unfair treatment 4 11 6 4 1 8 8 
Harassment or 
violence 5 8 4 2 1 4 4 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Note:  The percentages do not sum by rows or columns.  The percentage reported in each cell is the percentage 
saying they had experienced the form of discrimination for a particular reason. Respondents could report more 
than one type of discrimination or harassment. 

 

Unfair treatment  

As can be seen in Table 12 below, similar proportions reported the various forms of harassment 

between Waves 4 and 5. The disability figures have oscillated between waves; however this finding 

should be interpreted with caution due to the small numbers involved (the analysis here was restricted 

to just those individuals who said they had a disability).  
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Table 12   Experience of unfair treatment by any officials in public or private organisations or 
by service providers (including by shop assistants)  

In the last year have you been treated unfairly by any officials in 
public or private organisations or by service providers (including by 
shop assistants) because of: 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

 
Wave 5 

(%) 
Gender 6 6 4 
Race 12 11 11 
Religion 5 5 6 
Disability/impairment* 13 21 15 
Sexual orientation 1 1 1 
English language accent  6 8 
Age  8 8 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* of those who said they have a disability. Extremely small numbers interpret with caution 
 

Employment discrimination 

As can be seen in Table 13 below, the proportions reporting the various forms of employment 

discrimination between Waves 3 and 5 have increased slightly. Rates are low, with the exception of 

disabled employees, where 17.9% reported having experienced discrimination at work because of their 

disability.  

 

Table 13   Experience of discrimination by an employer 

In relation to getting, or keeping particular jobs, have you 
experienced discrimination against you by an employer in the last 
year on the grounds of 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Gender 2.3 2.1 3.5 
Race 5.4 5.3 6.9 
Religion 2.0 2.6 3.2 
Disability/impairment* 1.6 0.9 0.9 
Disability/impairment 
as % of those who said they are disabled* 

11.4 10.1 17.9 

Sexual orientation 0.1 -- 0.7 
English language accent 4.0 2.2 4.6 
Age -- 3.9 6.1 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* Extremely small numbers interpret with caution 
 
 

Harassment or violence 

Rates of Newham residents experiencing harassment, abuse or violence have risen slightly since Wave 

4 to attain a level roughly comparable to Wave 3. However, as with discrimination, only a small 

minority of respondents experienced some form of harassment or violence at each wave, consequently 

fluctuations should not be interpreted as representing a significant rise. 
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Table 14   Experience of harassment, abuse or violence 

Experience of harassment, abuse or violence because of: Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Gender 4.0 2.8 4.6 
Race 9.7 6.2 7.9 
Religion 4.6 5.2 4.5 
Disability/impairment* 7.4 12.9 13.2 
Sexual orientation 1.0 0.9 1.3 
English language accent  2.8 4.1 
Age  2.5 3.8 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
* of those who said they have a disability. Extremely small numbers interpret with caution 
 

Figure 7 shows the percentage of the longitudinal sample who have experienced a form of 

discrimination or harassment at some point between Wave 1 and Wave 5. Two observations can be 

made. The first is that the probability of experiencing some form of discrimination or harassment 

increases over time. However, only a minority of residents experienced either unfair treatment, 

discrimination, or harassment (around one third for unfair treatment and harassment, and less than one 

in five for employment discrimination). The second observation is that women report higher rates than 

men on each of the three indicators.  

 
Figure 7   Percentage of residents that have experienced a form of discrimination or harassment 
at sometime between Waves 1 and Wave 5 
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Chapter 7            Young People 

 

10 Key Findings 

 

• Young people continued to report high levels of self-esteem; their self-esteem scores 
were higher than comparable scores in Britain. 

 
• Young people who agreed with negative statements about themselves were more likely 

to be concerned about bullying. 
 
•  Young people in Newham were happier than young people in Britain with all aspects of 

their lives except their family. 
 

• Use of computers and the internet amongst young people continues to be extremely high. 
However their pattern of usage has changed; more young people only use a computer in 
one location (usually their home) compared with previous waves. There was a large fall 
in the number of young people who use a computer at school. 

 
• Young people in Newham were less concerned about bullying than young people in 

Britain. 
 

• Young people continued to feel that it was important to do well at school. Young people 
growing up in a household where the adults had low levels of qualifications were more 
likely to feel that ‘Teachers are always getting at them’.  

 
• Young people who reported eating regularly with their parents were more likely to talk 

to them about things that matter. 
 

• Young people’s fear of crime was influenced by their parents’ attitudes. 
 

• The majority of young people felt safe in their homes, but young people felt safer in 
school than in the area immediately outside their school. 

 
• The majority of young people reported their health as being excellent or very good. The 

numbers eating healthily continue to improve. 
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The Newham Household Panel Survey aims to gather as complete a picture of household attitudes and 

behaviour as possible. To this end all young people aged 11 to 15 years old living in sampled 

households were asked to complete a short self-completion questionnaire.  The questionnaire covered 

such topics as leisure activities, relationships with family, their attitudes and aspirations and measures 

of self-esteem and satisfaction. The responses given by the young person are confidential and not seen 

by either their parent/guardian or the interviewer. At Wave 5, 134 young people successfully 

completed a young person’s questionnaire; a response rate of 65%. Although the sample size is small 

it does allow an investigation into the behaviour and attitudes of young people within the context of 

‘the household’ and the behaviour of their parents/guardians. 
 
 
Levels of self-esteem 
 
Young people were asked a series of questions to find out how they felt about themselves. Presented 

with a set of eight descriptive statements they were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with 

each statement; four of the statements were positive and four negative. Table 1 shows the percentage 

of young people who strongly agreed or agreed with each statement. The proportions agreeing with 

positive statements represented a slight increase on Wave 4 while the numbers who agreed with the 

negative statements showed a slight decrease. On balance young people at Wave 5 seemed to have 

higher levels of self-esteem. For all positive statements, a slightly higher percentage of boys than girls 

agreed or strongly agreed with them, this is the reverse of the pattern seen at Wave 4. 

 

Table 1  Agreement with self-esteem statements by gender and age, NHPS Wave 5 and BHPS 
Wave 15

 % Agreed or strongly agreed 
 NHPS BHPS 

 All Boys Girls Age  
11 to 13 

Age 
14 to 15 All 

I feel I have a number of good qualities 96 94 98 94 98 92 
I am able to do things as well as most other people 92 90 96 90 96 90 
I am a likeable person 96 98 96 95 98 95 
I can usually solve my own problems 94 92 96 85 90 87 
       
I feel that I do not have much to be proud of 19 22 14 20 15 19 
I certainly feel useless at times 33 35 31 29 41 53 
All in all I am inclined to think I am a failure 10 8 15 8 14 10 
At times I feel I am no good at all 27 23 34 23 37 39 
Number (Maximum) 134 78 56 88 46 1403 
Source: NHPS, YP Individuals, BHPS YP Individuals 
 
 

With regard to the positive statements there are few differences between the views of young people in 

Newham and young people in Britain. However, there are quite large differences on two of the 
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negative statements. Young people in Newham were less likely to agree that they felt ‘useless at 

times’ (33% in Newham; 53% in Britain) and less likely to feel ‘no good at all’ (27% in Newham; 

39% in Britain). 

 

Composite score of self-esteem 

The composite score of self–esteem was created by summing all positive responses.1 The resultant 

scale ranges from zero to eight. At Wave 5, the average composite self-esteem score was 6.84, higher 

than in both previous Waves. Young people aged 11 seemed to have the highest level of self-esteem 

with an extremely high score of 7.47, however it should be noted that no child aged eleven scored less 

than five on the scale, this is unusually high with the normal range of scores being between two and 

eight. 

 

Table 2 Mean self-esteem scale scores by age, gender, ethnicity and poverty status 

 Mean score 
 Wave 3 Wave 4 Wave 5 
All 6.73 6.68 6.84 
Age    

11 6.83 6.89 7.47 
12 6.79 6.19 6.42 
13 6.68 6.24 6.72 
14 6.88 7.31 6.76 
15 6.55 6.87 6.77 

Gender    
Male 6.71 6.86 6.79 

Female 6.74 6.39 6.91 
Ethnicity    

White 6.49 6.60 6.54 
Asian 6.79 6.55 6.52 
Black 7.15 7.07 7.59 

Poverty    
Household living in poverty 6.71 6.96 6.80 

Household not in poverty 7.03 6.27 6.92 
    

Source: NHPS, YP Individuals 
 

Analysis by ethnicity showed that Black young people continued to have the highest level of self-

esteem whilst the self-esteem scores of Asian and White young people were very similar. Closer 

examination of the ethnic differences demonstrated that Black young people were significantly more 

likely to disagree with three negative statements; that they ‘do not have much to be proud of’ (3% of 

Black young people disagreed with this statement compared with 36% of White young people and 

30% of Asian young people); that they ‘certainly feel useless at times’ (13% of Black young people 
                                                           
1  The composite score was created by assigning a value of +1 for all the agree responses for the positive 

statements and a value of +1 for the disagree responses on the negative statements, resulting in a scale which 
runs from 0 to 8. 
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disagreed with this compared with 39% of Asian and White young people); and ‘at times I feel I am no 

good at all’ (6% of Black young people disagreed with this statement compared with 43% of Asian 

young people and 30% of White young people). 

 

Peer influence on self-esteem 

A number of factors can influence self-esteem for example the behaviour of others or the environment 

in which the child is growing up. Table 3 examines the 8 self-esteem statements by looking at 

responses to other attitudinal and behavioural questions.  

Table 3 Self-esteem measures by bullying, attitudes to school and teachers, and smoking  

 Strongly agree or agree with statement 

 
 

 

 
Has good 
qualities 

(%) 

Able as 
most 

people 
(%) 

 
Likeable 
person 

(%) 

 
Can solve 
problems 

(%) 
Worries about bullying       
A lot/a bit 37 37 39 35 
Not at all 63 63 61 65 
     
How much means to do well at school     
A great deal/quite a lot 99 99 98 99 
A bit/very little 1* 1* 2* 1*

     
Likes most teachers     
Yes 82 82 79 80 
No 18 18 21 20 
     
Ever tried cigarette     
Yes 17 17 17 19 
No 83 83 83 81 
Max. Number agreeing with statement 124 119 124 121 

  
Nothing to 
be proud 

(%) 

 
Feels 

useless 
(%) 

 
Think of as 

failure 
(%) 

 
No good  

at all 
(%) 

Worries about bullying     
A lot/a bit 58 56 57* 62 
Not at all 42 44 43* 38 
     
How much means to do well at school     
A great deal/quite a lot 91 95 92 94 
A bit/very little 9 5 8 6 
     
Likes most teachers     
Yes 83 74 71* 76 
No 17 26 29* 24 
     
Ever tried cigarette     
Yes 21 14 21* 22 
No 79 86 79* 78 
Max. Number agreeing with statement 24 43 14*  34 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 
* Small numbers – interpret with caution 
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In keeping with the Wave 4 findings there is some suggestion that positive experiences lead to feeling 

positive about self and negative experiences have the opposite effect. Concern about bullying seems to 

have the biggest impact on all the self-esteem statements. Around two thirds of young people who 

agreed with the positive statements that they were able, likeable, had good qualities and could solve 

problems were not concerned at all about bullying. However, of those young people who agreed that 

they felt they were a failure, useless, no good, or felt they had ‘nothing to be proud of’, around three in 

five were concerned about bullying. Slightly more young people with lower self-esteem admitted to 

having tried a cigarette.  

 

Other factors were also examined although the tables are not produced here. With regard to household 

type young people in lone parent households had slightly higher self-esteem than those growing up in 

couple households (7.17 compared with 6.70). There was no relationship between the child’s level of 

self-esteem and the parents GHQ scores. 

 

Happiness with aspects of own life  

Young people were asked how they felt about different aspects of their life by using pictures.  They 

were shown a series of seven faces ranging from a very happy face to a very sad face and asked which 

came closest to how they felt. The results for the NHPS Wave 5 and the comparator BHPS Wave 15 

are shown in Table 4. 

 

As with previous waves, young people were most happy with their friends; 97% of young people said 

they were happy with their friends and no child rated their happiness with their friends above 5 (1 

represented completely happy and 7 represented not at all happy). This is reinforced by the increasing 

number of close friends the young people reported as having. At Wave 2, on average young people 

reported having six close friends, this increased at Wave 3 to 7 close friends and by Wave 4 young 

people were reporting an average of ten close friends; at Wave 5 the figure was eleven. Young people 

who lived in households with an income below the poverty line had more friends than those not in 

poverty, as did boys and those aged 12 and 13 although none of these differences was large enough to 

be statistically significant. 

 

However, whilst happiness with friends increased, there was a sizeable fall in the proportion of young 

people who said they were happy with their family; falling from 96% at Wave 4 to 87% in Wave 5. 

Happiness with family was the only aspect of their lives where there were fewer young people happy 

in Newham than in Britain. Of all the aspects, young people were least happy with their 

neighbourhood with 10% saying they were unhappy.  
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Adults were also asked to rate their overall satisfaction with life on a scale of one to seven. In the 

context of the household, although there was a significant positive relationship between the overall life 

satisfaction levels of mothers and fathers these were unrelated to the overall life satisfaction ratings of 

the children. 

Table 4 Happiness with aspects of life, Newham Wave 5 and Britain Wave 15 

 
 

Newham   
(NHPS Wave 5) 

Britain  
(BHPS Wave 15) 

 
How feels about their 

Happy 
(%) 

Neither 
(%) 

Unhappy 
(%) 

Happy 
(%) 

Neither 
(%) 

Unhappy 
(%) 

Schoolwork 80 14 6 79 15 6 
Appearance 78 18 4 76 14 10 
Family 87 8 5 91 6 3 
Friends 97 2 1 95 4 1 
School 81 11 8 80 11 9 
Neighbourhood 76 14 10 -- -- -- 
Life overall 88 5 7 86 10 4 
Source: NHPS, BHPS  (row percentages) YP Individuals; Maximum Numbers NHPS = 134; BHPS =1414 
 
 

Use of computers 

Nearly all the young people who completed the questionnaire said that they had used a computer 

(96%). This is fractionally lower than at Wave 4 (98%). Four out of five young people said they had 

used a computer at home. In all other locations (school, public library, internet cafe, friends or 

relatives) there were large declines in reported usage between Wave 3 and Wave 5. However, from 

examining the patterns of computer usage it seems as if young people used computers in fewer total 

locations. 

 

At Wave 3, 35% of young people reported that they only used a computer in one location while 28% 

said they used a computer in two different locations with a further 28% having used a computer in 

three different locations. By Wave 5 the proportion of young people who used a computer in just one 

location had risen to 81% with the majority of these only using a computer at home; 13% said they 

used a computer in two different locations and 5% reported they had used a computer in three 

locations. There was a large fall in the proportion of young people who said they used a computer at 

school falling from 70% in Wave 3 to 29% in Wave 5. 

 

 

Use of the internet 
 
Almost all young people (98%) reported that they used the internet. Interestingly even those who said 

they did not use a computer reported using the internet. From the whole Wave 5 sample only one child 

said they used neither the internet nor a computer.   
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The most popular use for the internet continued to be ‘for homework’, although this has fallen from 

91% at Wave 4 to 85% at Wave 5, followed by ‘e-mail’ which 68% of young people claimed to have 

used the internet for (up from 58% at Wave 4). Other notable increases were for ‘downloading music’ 

(increased from 42% to 53%) and ‘chat rooms’ which almost doubled from 15% at Wave 4 to 27% at 

Wave 5. 

 

There were few differences remaining between boys and girls in the type of internet usage and only 

one significant difference by age; young people in the 14 to 15 age group continued to be more likely 

to download music than the 11 to 13 years old (77% vs. 40%).   

 

As can be seen in Figure 1 young people of Asian ethnicity were significantly more likely to use the 

internet for their homework than White or Black young people (96% of Asian young people compared 

with 73% of White young people and 79% of Black young people). Black young people were more 

likely to use the internet to download music, whilst White young people were significantly less likely 

to use the internet for e-mail than Asian or Black young people. 

 

Figure 1 Use of Internet by ethnicity  
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Bullying 

Young people were asked various questions about bullying and their experiences of bullying. As can 

be seen in Table 5, the proportion of young people who were most concerned about bullying halved 

between Wave 4 and Wave 5 falling to just 4%. Although the number who said they were not at all 

concerned about bullying increased to 62% this was still lower than at Waves 2 and 3. Young people 

in Newham were slightly less concerned about bullying than young people in Britain. 
 

Table 5 Concern about bullying Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 and BHPS Wave 15 

 NHPS 
Wave 2

(%) 

NHPS 
Wave 3 

(%) 

NHPS 
Wave 4

(%) 

NHPS 
Wave 5 

(%) 

BHPS 
Wave 15

(%) 
A lot 7 3 8 4 8 
A bit 26 25 34 34 33 

Not at all 67 72 58 62 59 
Number 210 190 111 130 130 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 
 
 
Despite the fall in concerns about bullying, the proportion of young people in Newham who said they 

had been bullied in the last year increased slightly in Wave 5 to 22% (from 18% in Wave 4). Of those 

who had been bullied, the most common location was at school (54% of bullying took place in school 

and 58% of bullying was by someone from school). For the most part bullying did not occur 

frequently; of those young people who said they had been bullied in the last year 27% of young people 

said the bullying occurred more than twice a week with a third saying it occurred less than once a 

month, however the number of children who were bullied was very small (n=30) and the results 

should be interpreted with caution. 

 

Attitudes to school and staying on in education 

Young people continued to have a positive attitude towards schools and further education. Four out of 

five young people (80%) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement ‘I like most of my teachers’ and 

76% disagreed that ‘teachers are always getting at me’, nevertheless almost a quarter of young people 

(24%) agreed or strongly agreed with the latter statement. Three quarters of young people said that it 

meant a ‘great deal’ to them to do well at school and a further 23% said that it meant ‘a lot’. There 

were no differences by sex, age, ethnicity, poverty or growing up in a ‘workless’ household.  

 

There was a significant correlation between feeling that ‘teachers are always getting at me’ and the 

highest education qualification in a household. Young people growing up in a household where the 

adults had low levels of qualifications were more likely to agree with the statement than those growing 

up in a household where there were higher levels of qualifications amongst the adults. 
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The majority of young people said they wanted to continue their education after the age of 16. Of 

those that had an idea of what they wanted to do post Year 11, 59% wanted to continue studying and 

25% wanted to do a combination of work and study; around one in eight wanted to leave to get a job 

(13%). At Wave 5 more young people had an idea of their future plans; just 8% of young people said 

they had not thought about what to do post Year 11 compared with 19% who did not know at Wave 4. 

 

Of those young people who planned to stay on in education after turning 16 years old, almost two 

thirds (64%) said that they wanted to continue studying in Newham, an increase from Wave 4 (56%). 

Those aged 11 to 13 were more likely to say that they would continue education in Newham rather 

than elsewhere than 14 to 15 year olds (79% vs. 54%). Girls were also more likely than boys to want 

to continue studying in Newham (74% vs. 56%). Black young people were the least likely to say they 

wanted to continue their education in Newham (42% compared with 78% of White and 74% of Asian 

young people).  

 

As can be seen in Table 6, the proportion of young people aged 16 to 19 years old who want to 

continue their education continues to rise. At Wave 5, 82% thought it was very likely they would go to 

college or university and 17% thought it was likely. 

 

Table 6 Education expectations in Newham, 16 to 19 year olds 

 
How likely is it that you will go to college/University? 

Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Very likely 76 82 74 82 
Likely 21 16 21 17 
Not very likely/Not at all likely 4 2 5 1 
Number 43 49 68 87 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 
Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 
NB reports for Waves 1, 2 and 3 reported 16 – 20 year olds. 
 

Sources of advice 

The proportion of young people who said they had received advice on what to do after leaving school 

has increased steadily since Wave 3. At Wave 5, nearly two thirds of young people (64%) aged 11 to 

15 years said they had received advice on what to do after leaving school; at Wave 4 the figure was 

59% and at Wave 3 it was 46%.  Those young people who said they had received advice were asked 

whom they had spoken with; young people were allowed to cite as many sources as applied to them. 

As Table 7 shows, the most common source of advice for 11 to 15 year olds was their parents, (61%); 

this is lower than at Wave 4. For those aged 16 to 19 years old the most frequently cited source was 

‘school/college advisor’. More 14 to 15 year olds than 11 to 13 year olds reported having sought 

advice from Connexions and from friends and these differences were statistically significant.  
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Table 7 Sources of advice on what to do post-school by age group 

 Age Group 

Source of advice 11 to 13 
(%) 

14 to 15 
(%) 

All  
11 to 15 

(%) 

16 to 19 
(%) 

Parents 55 68 61 48 
Connexions service 2 27 13 30 
School/college advisor 15 21 18 70 
Teacher/tutor 44 62 51 35 
Family member/other 44 48 46 29 
Friends 23 44 33 -- 
Number 47 34 82 72 
Source: NHPS, Individuals 
Some cell sizes are under 10 cases. Interpret with care. 
Percentages sum to more than 100% as respondents could give more than one response. 
 
 

Family cohesion 

Young people were asked how often they had an evening meal together with their family, how often 

they talked with their parents and how often they argued. Young people were more likely to have said 

they frequently talked with their mother than their father. Half of the young people (50%) said they 

spoke with their mother about things that mattered to them every day or most days compared with 

28% doing so with their fathers. One in eight young people (12.5%) said they hardly ever spoke with 

their mothers compared with 28% hardly ever speaking with their fathers. Young people also 

quarrelled more with their mothers; 17% said they quarrelled with their mother ‘most days’ compared 

to 9% who quarrelled that frequently with their fathers. It was also noted that young people who spoke 

frequently with their mothers were also more likely to speak with their fathers; the same was true of 

arguing. 

 

The majority of young people said they had eaten an evening meal with their family more than 3 times 

in the last seven days with 46% saying they had done so 6 or 7 times. Only 8% of young people said 

they had not eaten an evening meal with their family in the last 7 days. The number of evening meals 

young people had eaten together with their families was significantly associated with how often they 

talked to both their mother and father. The more evening meals they had together with their family, the 

more likely they were to say that they talked with their mother and/or father about things that mattered 

to them as reported in Figure 2. For example, young people who had meals with their family 6 – 7 

times a week talked to their mother and their father more frequently than those who had meals less 

than this. Those who reported not having had meals with their families were least likely to talk to their 

mother or father.  
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Figure 2 Number of evening meals eaten together in past week by whether talks to parents more 
than once a week 
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Membership of gang or crew 
 
Self-reported membership of a gang or a crew continued to fall (Table 8), although one in ten young 

people still preferred to respond ‘cannot say’. Likewise the number of young people who had friends 

in gangs continued to fall; almost two thirds of young people said ‘none’ of their friends were in a 

gang or crew at Wave 5. The proportion of young people who did not know remained around the 8% 

level. There were no differences in gang or crew membership or the number of friends in gangs or 

crews with regard to age, sex or ethnicity. 

 

Table 8 Gang or Crew Membership Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 

 Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Own Membership     
Yes 19 15 13 8 
No 76 78 73 82 

Can’t say 5 7 14 10 
Number 214 195 102 132 

Number of friends in gang or crews     
None 53 56 59 64 

A few 30 28 23 24 
Most 9 11 11 4 

Don’t Know 8 4 7 8 
 214 194 110 129 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 
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Participation in anti-social behaviour 

Previous waves have noted that young people who were members of gangs or crews were more likely 

to be involved in anti-social behaviour. But, whereas the proportion of young people who claimed to 

belong to a gang or crew has fallen since Wave 2, the proportion who said they were involved in a 

fight 2 or more times in the previous month that involved physical violence, such as hitting, punching 

or kicking increased (Table 9). It is still true to say that those who belong to gangs are more likely to 

have been involved in a fight in the last month (36% vs. 29%) but it would appear that young people 

not involved with gangs who had fought did so more than once a month. However, the numbers 

involved are small and this should be treated with caution. 

 

Those aged 14 to 15 years old were more likely to have been involved in a fight in the last month; girls 

aged 11 to 13 years old were the least likely to have been involved in a fight. There were no ethnic 

differences. 

Table 9 Number of fights in the past month Waves 2, 3, 4 and 5 

 Wave 2 
(%) 

Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

None 76 75 62 66 
Once 16 18 21 18 

2 – 5 times 7 6 12 13 
6 or more 1 1 5 3 

Number 215 196 111 133 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 
 

Vandalism also appears to have increased slightly. At Wave 5, 72% of young people said they had 

never deliberately broken or damaged property that did not belong to them; this has fallen from Wave 

4 (79%). Almost a quarter (24%) of young people at Wave 5 said they had deliberately broken or 

damaged property that did not belong to them whilst 4% said they had done so several times. Boys 

were more likely than girls to have said they had deliberately broken or damaged property that did not 

belong to them (37% of boys had done so compared with 14% of girls). There were no other 

significant differences. 

 

Fear of crime  

Fear of crime amongst young people has decreased slightly between Waves 4 and 5. At Wave 4, 21% 

of young people said crime was not a worry at all and 20% said they had an occasional worry; by 

Wave 4 this had increased to 24% who had no worries and 24% who had an occasional worry. Those 

aged 11 to 13 years old were most likely to have said that crime was a ‘big worry’ to them (22% vs. 

11% of 14 to 15 year olds) but they were also more likely to have said they had no worries at all (27% 

vs 18%). Those aged 14 to 15 years olds were most likely to say they had ‘the occasional worry’. 

There was no relationship between fear of crime and gender, ethnicity or gang membership.  
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When the child’s fear of crime was compared to their parents it was found that children’s attitudes 

mirrored their fathers more than their mothers, however, the views of the children were strongly 

correlated with both mothers and fathers. Further analysis controlling for the sex of the young person 

revealed that the opinions of young girls was correlated with those of their mothers. 

 

Personal safety 

At Wave 5 young people were asked how safe they felt in 6 different locations; at home, walking 

alone in Newham during the daylight, walking alone in Newham after dark, at school, in the area 

immediately outside their school and in parks and open spaces in Newham (Table 10).  

 

Table 10 Feelings of safety amongst young people, Wave 5 

 
 
How safe or unsafe do you feel ... 

Very 
safe 
(%) 

Fairly 
safe 
(%) 

A bit 
unsafe 

(%) 

Very 
unsafe 

(%) 

 
Number 

At home 84 15 1 -- 133 
Walking alone in Newham during the daylight 32 56 10 2 130 
Walking alone in Newham after dark 3 16 39 42 124 
At school 55 38 3 4 126 
In the area immediately outside their school 19 58 21 3 128 
Parks and open spaces in Newham 19 41 31 9 123 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) YP Individuals, Don’t know responses have been excluded 
 

Almost all children felt safe in their home (99%); only one child said they felt a bit unsafe and one 

child said they felt very unsafe. The next safest place was felt to be their school with 55% feeling very 

safe and 38% feeling fairly safe. However, the same was not true of the area  immediately outside their 

school; only 19% of children said they felt very safe here with 58% saying they felt fairly safe. Young 

people felt most unsafe walking alone in Newham after dark. There were no differences by age, sex or 

ethnicity. 

 

Health of 11 to 15 year olds 

Young people were asked to self-rate their health from excellent to very poor compared to other 

people of their age (Table 11). The proportion of young people rating their health as excellent has 

increased with each Wave. At Wave 5, four out of five young people said that their health was 

excellent or good. 

 

Those children growing up in poorer households were more likely to describe their own health as 

‘excellent’ (47% vs. 18%) whilst those not growing up in poverty were more likely to say their health 

was ‘good’ (56% vs. 37%). There was no relationship between the child’s self reported health and that 

of their parent/guardian. There were no statistically significant differences by age, gender or ethnicity. 
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As with Wave 4, young people’s self rating of their health was significantly correlated with self- 

esteem, more so for boys than for girls. 

 

Table 11 Self-rated health, Waves 3, 4 and 5 

 Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Excellent 27 28 36 
Good 57 45 44 

Fair 14 24 16 
Poor 2 2 3 

Very Poor 0 1 0 
Number 180 111 132 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals 

 

Diet of 11 to 15 year olds 

Young people were asked a range of questions about their dietary habits, both healthy and unhealthy. 

At Wave 5, two thirds of young people (66%) claimed to eat fresh fruit and vegetables every day or 

nearly every day, and 27% said they did so about once a week, these figures have been increasing 

since Wave 3 (Figure 3). Younger children aged 11 to 13 reported eating fresh fruit and vegetables 

more regularly than those aged 14 to 15 (72% vs. 53%).  

 

 Figure 3 Eating fresh fruit and vegetables, Waves 3, 4 and 5 
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Source: NHPS, YP Individuals 
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Young people were asked about their consumption patterns of ‘fast food’ and ‘crisps sweets and fizzy 

drinks’. Continuing the trend, young people’s consumption of such foods declined between Waves 3 

and 5 (Table 12). Nonetheless, young people who consumed more crisps and sweets were also more 

likely to eat ‘fast food’ regularly. 

 

Table 12 Young people’s consumption of ‘unhealthy’ food stuffs 

 Wave 3 
(%) 

Wave 4 
(%) 

Wave 5 
(%) 

Fast Food    
Every day or nearly every day 8 13 7 

About once a week 40 41 42 
Every now and then 40 39 41 

Never or hardly ever 12 7 10 
    

Crisps, sweets and fizzy drinks    
Every day or nearly every day 56 50 41 

About once a week 22 32 27 
Every now and then 20 17 31 

Never or hardly ever 1 1 1 
Number 187 111 132 

Source: NHPS (column percentages) YP Individuals 
 

Older children claimed to eat ‘fast food’ more regularly than young children and boys were slightly 

more likely than girls to eat fast food every day (11% vs. 2%). Older children were also slightly more 

likely to have said they had ‘crisps, sweets and fizzy drinks’ nearly every day (53% vs. 34%). There 

were no ethnic differences with regard to eating ‘fast food’, however, Black young people were the 

least likely to eat crisps, sweets or drink fizzy drinks every day; 21% of Black young people said they 

did so nearly every day compared with 57% of Asian and 42% of White young people. 

 

Weight of 11 to 15 year olds 

Young people were asked to self-report their height and weight so that their Body Mass Index (BMI) 

could be calculated. The BMI is a standard formula for approximating body fat percentage. It is 

calculated by dividing weight by height squared. This figure is then used to find the corresponding 

BMI-for-age percentile for the child’s age and sex. The children were categorised as underweight, 

healthy weight, at risk of overweight or overweight. It should be noted that for children (generally 

taken to be those aged under 20) the BMI can be unreliable as children grow at different rates.  

 

Regrettably, in keeping with previous waves, only a third of children supplied sufficient information to 

enable their BMI to be calculated, as such, the results presented in this section should be treated with 

extreme care. Of those young people who provided information on their weight and height, the 

majority (60%) were classified as healthy, 18% as underweight, 19% overweight and 3% were 
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identified as possibly being obese. These figures show a slight increase in the proportion of young 

people who were underweight (at Wave 4 the figure was 13%). 

 
Young people were asked how they themselves viewed their weight. Since Wave 3, self perception of 

body has changed very little. At each wave, around two thirds of young people feel they are ‘about the 

right weight’ while around one in five felt they were slightly overweight. When comparing self 

perception of body weight with BMI, those young people who responded seemed to have an accurate 

impression of their weight.  However, there has been a slight increase in the proportion of young 

people who say they do diet (Figure 4) 

Figure 4 Do young people ever diet, Waves 3, 4 and 5 
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Chapter 8   Conclusions 
 

The NHPS has provided detailed information about change taking place among individuals and 

households over time. In the five waves of the survey, a steady improvement is noticeable among 

respondents. In some areas it is fairly clear. For example, poverty rates are lower than when the survey 

started, the gap in employment has narrowed compared to London and Britain, people report 

improvements in housing conditions, there is increased participation in civic life, more people want to 

stay in Newham and eight in ten people like their neighbourhoods.  
 

This is not to say that local people do not face complex challenges of multiple disadvantages in a 

borough which is one of the most deprived in the country. The evidence over the five waves suggests 

that a combination of factors is at play in contributing to the improvements described above. Newham 

has a diverse and dynamic population that is highly aspirational and motivated to improve their life 

conditions. The council and its partners are initiating and responding through various strategic policy 

interventions and regeneration programmes to assist and enable local people to realise their potential. 

A combination of these complex dynamics appears to be having the desired positive impact, steadily. 
 

A key objective in establishing this survey was to understand experiences of poverty among local 

people and in different social groups. Many disadvantages are related to poverty, they can be a cause 

or a consequence. This often not easy to establish. However, a dynamic understanding of poverty 

helps to gain a comprehensive picture of respondents’ life experiences and life opportunities. Over the 

five waves of the survey, a much deeper knowledge has been acquired about the inter-relationships 

and impacts of different internal and external factors in people’s lives and how they then respond and 

behave. This type of hugely privileged information obtained through rigorous social research provides 

much needed evidence to support and inform policy interventions to make a real difference in people’s 

lives. It appears this is happening as discussed below. 
 

The overall poverty rates in Newham have decreased over the five waves both among the cross-

sectional samples and the longitudinal respondents (those who have participated in the survey in at 

least three out of five waves). Although poverty still remains high in Newham with twice the rate 

compared with London and Britain, the gap with London and Britain is narrowing. This is partly due 

to decreasing poverty rates in Newham and partly due to poverty rates having increased in London and 

Britain over the five wave life of this survey.   
 

The NHPS has been able to show the intensity of poverty experienced by Newham residents. Over the 

years, it seems that an improving shift has been taking place. A high proportion (26%) of Newham 

residents experienced intense poverty (defined as less than 30% of the national median income) in the 

 157



first wave of the survey. This proportion has been gradually decreasing over the years with just over 

one in ten (11%) residents in this poverty band at Wave 5. 
 

There seems to be a corresponding shift taking place in the labour market, which may be facilitating 

the change. As discussed in the Employment chapter, people with low levels of qualifications, 

qualifications obtained abroad which may not be accredited in this country and those with low levels 

of English language proficiency have gained employment in these ‘new’ jobs. As these are likely to be 

low paid jobs, the effect seems to be movement from intense poverty to severe or below the poverty 

line bands, that is, a step change improvement. However, dissatisfaction with jobs has risen with more 

employed people in Newham dissatisfied with their jobs compared to London and nationally. Job 

security and total pay have remained important aspects of a job over the waves. Residents in Newham 

continue to be aspirational about their improved job prospects and a higher proportion compared to 

respondents in London and Britain expects to achieve their aspirations.  
 

Employment dynamics in Newham continue to have a different pattern to that observed in London and 

Britain. The rates of economic inactivity and unemployment remain high in Newham but the gap in 

the unemployment rate between Newham and London has narrowed. This suggests that the effects of 

the labour market have recently been somewhat less severely experienced by Newham residents.  
 

Employment persistence is important to sustain movement out of poverty as well as to benefit from 

many social and psychological advantages of being employed. Training appears to impact on 

employment persistence. It was found that those who had received some training as opposed to none 

and those who had received regular training had a higher rate of continuous employment over the 

waves compared to those who received less or no training. Men and women in Newham, however, 

continued to receive substantially less training compared to men and women in London and Britain. 

Further analysis was carried out to understand the effect of not only training, but human capital and 

social capital to explain the differential rates of continuous employment among ethnic minority 

groups. It was found that lower rates of continuous employment are primarily due to the initial 

conditions that people face when entering the labour market, instead of inherent cultural characteristics 

or low levels of attachment to the labour market as tends to be assumed.  
 

Those in employment report better health status compared to those unemployed. Over the waves, the 

self-reported excellent and good health status has remained fairly stable. However some individuals 

experience fluctuations in their health year on year, mostly marginally though. Importantly, more 

people at Wave 5 reported not having any health problems compared to people at Wave 1 (58% vs. 

51%). This trend is encouraging. Improvements in health have also been noted in respondents’ Body 

Mass Index (BMI) where there was an increase of 2 percentage points in the healthy weight range 

between Waves 4 and 5.  
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Nearly four in ten men and women reported undertaking everyday activities or sports/physical 

activities to keep fit. Three in four respondents (74%) continued to report eating five a day fruit and 

vegetables 3 – 4 times a week or more in Wave 5 than in Wave 4. The proportion of people smoking 

has dropped slightly from 21% at Wave 4 to 20% at Wave 5.  
 

The health picture overall is one of steady improvement for the majority of people. However, those 

who self-rated their health as poor were more likely to experience various problems. They reported 

more health problems and high levels of psychological distress, were less likely to be in the healthy 

BMI range, were more likely to live in households in poverty and were more likely to be unemployed. 

Those in poor health comprised about one in ten panel respondents (11%). 
 

There have been some changes in housing tenure over the five waves. The proportion of owner 

occupiers has fallen from 44% to 36% over the five waves, while rented accommodation has increased 

accordingly. At Wave 5, the majority of respondents (67%) stated that they could not afford to buy 

property at all. Nearly two thirds of all households lived in rented accommodation at Wave 5 

compared to just over half at Wave 1. The largest increase has been in the private rented sector. The 

majority of households (65%) living in private rented accommodation had lived in Newham for under 

five years. 
 

While the high level of satisfaction with housing remained the same at Wave 5 as at Wave 4, it 

increased substantially among Local Authority tenants, with dissatisfaction almost halving.  

Satisfaction with housing was found to be associated with experiences of physical housing quality 

problems - with higher levels of satisfaction noted with fewer housing conditions problems and vice 

versa.  
 

There also continues to be a link between physical quality of housing and local environmental 

problems, and moving preferences. The less problems households reported the less likely they were to 

express a preference to move. The majority of people (81%) said that they liked living in their 

neighbourhoods. Similarly, the majority of people believe there is a high level of community cohesion 

in their area with 83% agreeing that people from different backgrounds get on well together. 
 

The strong connection with the neighbourhood was further found in the high neighbourhood affiliation 

scores. The mean neighbourhood affiliation score was higher in Newham than Inner London though 

slightly lower than Outer London and Britain. Asian Bangladeshi and Asian Pakistani residents in 

Newham had the highest neighbourhood affiliation scores and they scored higher for overall life 

satisfaction when compared with other ethnic groups. Overall life satisfaction score was higher in 

Newham compared to London and Britain. Nearly eight in ten respondents rated their quality of life 

very good or fairly good. These respondents were also more likely to prefer staying in Newham. They 
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were more likely to describe their area as average or well to do as opposed to poor. They were also 

more likely to rate local services highly and express high levels of satisfaction with the council. 
 

Those who disliked their area reported different types of anti-social behaviours to be fairly common in 

their neighbourhood. They tended to perceive their area as poor and reported being more dissatisfied 

with local services and their neighbourhood.  They were more likely to prefer moving out of the area.   
 

Civic engagement has seen a rise over the years. More people have become members of at least one 

organisation over the waves from 29% at Wave 1 to 35% at Wave 5. Respondents interested in politics 

were more likely to be members of organisations. Respondents in good health, with a good job, not 

poor and in receipt of a good level of education were more likely to be civically engaged than those 

who were not.  Internet use also increased from 33% at Wave 3 to 50% at Wave 5.  
 

Young people continued to report high levels of self-esteem, more so than young people in Britain. 

The number of close friends young people reported having has increased from six at Wave 1 to eleven 

at Wave 5. A higher proportion of young people knew what to do post Year 11 compared with Wave 4 

(92% vs. 81%). More young people appear to be seeking advice about their futures after school and a 

steady increase over the years has been noticed (64% at Wave 5 compared to 59% at Wave 4 and 46% 

at Wave 3). There has been a steady improvement in the self-rating of health. Four out of five young 

people rated their health to be excellent to good.  
 

The picture emerging over the five waves of the survey is one of steady improvement in most aspects 

of people’s lives. Also it is one of changing conditions locally with shifting socio-economic 

landscapes bringing their own challenges for the future.  Local people seem to have a strong sense of 

connection to the area in which they live. They generally appear to participate in opportunities 

afforded them and tend to be optimistic about their futures. It is however important to acknowledge 

that a substantially high proportion of residents in Newham still experience high levels of deprivation 

and multiple disadvantages.  There are also inequalities in experiences among the different social 

groups, for example, the Asian Bangladeshi group continues to experience high rates of poverty 

compared to other ethnic groups.  
 

As noted earlier however, the motivations and aspirations of local people to improve their life 

conditions and the responses from public bodies to assist them in achieving their potential is a 

compelling story emerging from the survey evidence. Furthermore, this story is not unrealistic and 

perhaps illustrates a dynamic of a shared goal.  
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Methodological Appendix 
 
This appendix contains background information on the NHPS.  Its aim is to help readers of the reports 

from both this and previous waves to interpret the findings presented.  Background information 

regarding the NHPS fieldwork is included together with descriptions of the NHPS samples and the 

definitions used in the reports. Also included are a discussion of statistical significance of findings, 

and details of the age standardisation that has been used.  

 

Fieldwork 

The fieldwork for the Newham Household Panel Survey Waves 4 and 5 was conducted by Ipsos-Mori. 

For the main individual and household questionnaires the interviews were conducted using CAPI 

machines (Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing); paper questionnaires were used for the adult 

self-completion and young people’s self-completion questionnaires. In contrast, for the first three 

waves of the survey which were conducted by ISER, University of Essex all the interviews were 

conducted using paper questionnaires. All questionnaires can be downloaded from 

http://www.newham.info/NHPS 

 

Table 1 below shows the dates of the fieldwork for all waves of the survey. 

 

Table 1  NHPS Fieldwork dates 

 Start Date Finish Date 

Wave 1 June 2002 December 2002 

Wave 2 June 2003 December 2003 

Wave 3 June 2004 December 2004 

Wave 4 November 2005 April 2006 

Wave 5 August 2007 February 2008 

 

 

Response Rates 

At Wave 5 individual interviews were conducted with 1485 adults aged 16 and over; in addition, 19 

proxy interviews were completed. In total this represents 80% of all eligible household members 

where a household questionnaire was completed. With regard to the self-completion questionnaires, 

924 adult and 134 young people’s questionnaires were returned. The total number of households 

interviewed at Wave 5 was 854.  
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Demographic and social characteristics of the Wave 5 NHPS sample 

The four tables in this section show a number of basic features of Newham’s population: the age 

structure, the distribution by ethnic group, the type of households in which residents live, and the 

length of residence in Newham for members of each ethnic group. Where available, there is a 

comparison with the sample of the BHPS for Great Britain Wave 15, which was used in some tables in 

the report.   
 
 

Table 2 Age distribution of all sample members  

 Newham 1 
(NHPS Wave 5) 

GB  
(BHPS Wave 15) 

Newham 
(2001 Census) 

0-4 7.2 5.3 8.53 
5-9 7.0 5.5 8.08 
10-14 7.3 6.9 7.91 
15-19 8.1 6.9 7.91 
20-24 8.7 5.7 8.40 
25-29 10.8 5.5 9.32 
30-34 7.8 6.0 9.45 
35-39 8.1 6.9 8.04 
40-44 7.7 7.7 7.02 
45-49 5.8 7.0 5.25 
50-54 4.3 6.2 4.50 
55-59 4.4 6.9 3.33 
60-64 3.2 5.4 3.31 
65-69 2.2 4.2 2.73 
70-74 2.3 4.4 2.21 
75-79 2.5 3.6 1.77 
80+ 2.5 2.8 2.24 
Number 2499 11414 243891 
Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Enumerated Individuals (weighted) excludes missing cases 

 

Table 3 Distribution by ethnic group 

 Wave 5 Wave 5 
 Respondents Enumerated2

 % Number % Number 
White – British 27.0 398 23.6 580 
Other White 12.9 190 11.9 293 
Indian 15.4 228 15.5 391 
Pakistani 7.9 117 8.1 205 
Bangladeshi 8.4 124 9.1 230 
Other Asian 5.9 87 5.9 149 
Black Caribbean 6.5 96 6.9 175 
Black African 11.6 170 12.5 316 
Other, inc mixed 4.4 65 4.8 117 
Number  1476 2454 2454 
Source: NHPS (column percentages) Individuals and Enumerated Individuals (weighted) excludes missing cases 

                                                           
1 The age is not known for 25 individuals 
2 The ethnicity is not known for 70 individuals 
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Table 4 Distribution by household type  

 Enumerated distribution Households 
 Newham 

Wave 5 
GB (BHPS) 

Wave 15 
Newham 
Wave 5 

GB (BHPS) 
Wave 15 

Single Non-Elderly 6.4 5.8 17.3 13.6 
Single Elderly 3.9 7.8 10.6 17.7 
Couple: no children 11.7 24.9 15.3 28.5 
Couple: dependent  children 30.7 36.1 18.4 20.6 
Couple: non-dependent children 11.3 11.5 7.6 7.9 
Lone par: dependent children 16.7 8.0 14.1 6.2 
Lone par: non-dependent children 5.5 3.5 5.7 3.7 
2+ Unrelated adults 5.1 0.9 3.2 0.9 
Other Households 8.7 1.7 7.7 1.0 
Number 2524 11425 854 4911 
Source: NHPS, BHPS (column percentages) Individuals and Households excludes missing cases 
 
 

Households are defined according to the main relationship of other household members to the head of 

the household. This means that in a household defined as ‘couple with dependent children’ for 

example, there may also be other family members present (i.e. a brother, parent, grandparent or other 

relative). Households defined as ‘other households’ are typically other family relationships that do not 

fit comfortably within the existing categories, for example brothers and sisters sharing a home. 
 
 
Table 5 Ethnic group by years lived in Newham  
 

  
All life 

 
Under 5 

 
5-9 

 
10-14

 
15-19

 
20-24

 
25-29

30 and 
over 

Number 

White – British 41.5 12.2 6.0 4.1 5.2 5.4 5.7 19.9 386 
Other white 2.7 61.1 18.9 4.9 1.1 3.2 1.1 7.0 185 
Indian 22.0 23.4 5.0 3.7 8.3 16.5 9.2 11.9 218 
Pakistani 22.1 24.8 19.5 7.1 8.8 4.4 3.5 9.7 113 
Bangladeshi 10.6 29.2 16.8 13.3 21.2 7.1 1.8 0-- 113 
Other Asian 3.5 41.2 22.4 8.2 16.5 7.1 -- 1.2 85 
Black Caribbean 33.7 5.6 20.2 5.6 11.2 6.7 3.4 13.5 89 
Black African 5.0 31.4 22.6 20.8 9.4 6.3 2.5 1.9 159 
Other, inc mixed 24.2 37.9 9.1 18.2 1.5 3.0 -- 6.1 66 
All 21.7 27.4 13.4 8.0 8.1 7.1 4.0 10.4 1414 
Source: NHPS (row percentages) Individuals excludes missing cases 
 
 
 

 163



Longitudinal and cross-sectional samples used in analysis 
 

The NHPS is a panel survey, whereby attempts are made to interview the same individuals at each 

wave. This enables change to be explored at the individual level across time, rather than to look at 

changes in the estimates for the whole population, which is the main purpose of repeated cross-

sectional data.  For this purpose the part of the sample which is of most interest is the longitudinal 

sample, i.e. those individuals who provide information at two or more successive waves.  Longitudinal 

analysis needs to focus at the individual rather than the household level, since it is not possible to 

define households systematically as fixed units across time.  However it is straightforward to use the 

longitudinal samples to analyse the changing household situation of individuals.  

 

In the panel there is a level of drop-out or attrition between waves.  This may be because of refusal, or 

because the panel member could not be contacted, or it may be because they are no longer eligible for 

a regular interview, for example because they have moved out of Newham.  Over the course of the 

panel survey some 3,977 adults have been interviewed. At Wave 5 1,485 respondents were 

interviewed, of these 653 had been interviewed in Wave 4 and 368 were interviewed in Wave 1; 780 

people were new to the survey, however, this does not necessarily mean that they were ‘new’ to 

Newham. 

 

In the Wave 5 report two definitions of the longitudinal sample are used.  The first contains only those 

present at Wave 5 who were also present at two or more previous waves; this sample consists of 490 

individual respondents. The second uses a rather larger sample consisting of those present at both 

Wave 4 and 5, regardless of whether they were present at earlier waves. 

 

Enumerated individuals refers to the total number of people present in the households interviewed, this 

will include children as well as people who, for whatever reason, could not be personally interviewed. 

The panel survey has involved 6,515 individuals in Newham since its inception. Of these, 954 are part 

of the longitudinal sample. 

 

A larger sample is available from a cross-sectional perspective, i.e. for analysis of Wave 5 data on 

their own without taking into account earlier respondent characteristics.  This includes the longitudinal 

sample described above, plus those who were first interviewed in Wave 5.   
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Poverty Rates 
 
In keeping with government practice poverty has been defined in terms of household income. Income 

is defined as reported monthly income from all sources received in the most recent period.  The 

household income figure is derived by summing all the income from all adult household members.  

Where a household member failed to provide an interview, their income share is estimated on the basis 

of their known personal characteristics and from other household characteristics.   

 

The total household income is then equivalised to take account of the differential needs that different 

households have (i.e. adjusted for size and composition). In the BHPS and the NHPS, household 

income is equivalised using the McClements scale. In calculating equivalised income for the Annual 

Households Below Average Income (HBAI) report, the DWP (Department for Work and Pensions) 

has also previously used the McClements scale. However, in future the DWP will use the Modified 

OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) equivalisation method rather than 

McClements.3 The Modified OECD scale is the EU standard, however, it has no comparable scale to 

adjust for After Housing Costs (AHC). To allow for an AHC scale to be used, DWP statisticians have 

created a companion scale for AHC equivalised incomes to be used alongside the Modified OECD 

scale.4 For this report the NHPS has followed the BHPS and uses the McClements equivalisation 

scale. 

 

Those in poverty are defined as those with less than 60% of the national median income.  This national 

value is derived from the BHPS, and is defined in terms of current income, so that it rises each year 

with inflation. 

 

There are two income definitions, the first is equivalised money income before housing costs are 

deducted, and the second is this same income after housing costs.  At Wave 5 the value of the first was 

£1,223 per month, and the second £1,105 per month.  In comparing Newham with other parts of the 

country, it is appropriate to make use of the ‘after housing costs’ measure since housing costs will vary 

significantly between areas and we need to take this into account in estimating people’s real standard 

of living.   

 

                                                           
3 This follows consultation between November 2004 and May 2005 
4 See ONS briefing Households Below Average Income statistics: Adoption of new Equivalence Scales HBAI 

Team, July 2005 
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McClements Equivalisation Scale 
 
The McClements Equivalisation Scale is a conversion factor to allow for the effects of household size 

and composition to enable more accurate income comparisons to be undertaken. There are two 

variations: before housing costs and after housing costs. The McClements Equivalisation Scale creates 

a weight for each household based on its composition. The conversion factor is the sum of the 

individual weights given to each household member in accordance with the table below. The total 

household income is then divided by the McClements conversion factor. 

 

Table 6 McClements Equivalisation Scale 

 Before Housing Costs After Housing Costs 
 Head 0.61 0.55 

 Spouse 0.39 0.45 
 Other second adult 0.46 0.45 

 Third adult 0.42 0.45 
 Further adult 0.36 0.40 

 Dependent child aged:   
  0-1 0.09 0.07 
  2-4 0.18 0.18 
  5-7 0.21 0.21 

  8-10 0.23 0.23 
  11-12 0.25 0.26 
  13-15 0.27 0.28 

  16+ 0.36 0.38 
 
  

For example: 

In a single person household the Before Housing Costs conversion factor would be 0.61. 

For a Household income of £1,250 a month the equivalised household income would be £2,049. 

(1250/0.61 = 2049.18) 

 

In a lone parent household with two children aged 11 and 13 the Before Housing Costs conversion 

factor would be 1.13.  (0.61+0.25+0.27 = 1.13) 

For a Household income of £1,250 a month the equivalised household income would be £1,106. 

(1250/1.13 = 1106.19) 
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Standardisation 

In Chapter 3, Health, we have reported some of the ethnicity figures as standardised. These figures 

have been standardised for age and ethnicity based on the 2005 GLA ethnic projections for Newham 

for 2006. A direct standardisation method has been used.5 It should be noted that the GLA projections 

do not give separate figures for White British and White other, rather their figures for White include 

White British, White Irish and White Other; Black Other contains Black other, Mixed:  White & Black 

Caribbean and Mixed:  White & Black African; Asian Other includes Mixed:  White & Asian and 

Asian or Asian British:  Other Asian; Other contains Mixed: Other Mixed and Chinese or Other:  

Other. 

 

As such, where standardised figures are reported, ethnicity in the NHPS has been recoded as shown in 

Table 7. The proportions used for the age ethnicity standardisation are shown in Table 8 

 

Table 7 Recoding of ethnicity for standardisation 

Aggregated Ethnic Group NHPS Ethnic Category 
White White:  British 
  White:  Irish 
  White:  Other White 
Black Caribbean Black or Black British:  Caribbean 
Black African Black or Black British:  African 
Asian Indian Asian or Asian British:  Indian 
Asian Pakistani Asian or Asian British:  Pakistani 
Asian Bangladeshi Asian or Asian British:  Bangladeshi 
Other Mixed:  White & Asian 
  Mixed:  White & Black Caribbean 
 Mixed:  White & Black African 
 Mixed:  Other Mixed 
 Chinese or Other:  Chinese  
 Chinese or Other:  Other 
 Black or Black British:  Other Black 
 Asian or Asian British:  Other Asian 

 
Table 8 Standardisation matrix 

 16 to 34 35 to 54 55 and over 
All 0.49 0.33 0.18 
White 0.42 0.29 0.28 
Black Caribbean 0.36 0.42 0.22 
Black African 0.49 0.43 0.08 
Indian 0.52 0.32 0.16 
Pakistani 0.60 0.30 0.10 
Bangladeshi 0.65 0.27 0.08 
Other 0.53 0.35 0.12 
 

                                                           
5 See Compendium of Clinical and Health Indicators User Guide, Annex 3 for a fuller description 
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A note on the statistical significance of findings 
 

Most of the tables in this report show percentages of responses for different subgroups in the 

population of Newham.  There is likely to be interest in whether differences between groups are 

statistically significant.  Sampling theory allows us to compute how likely it would be to find a 

reported result purely by chance if there were really no difference between the groups.  Thus we can, 

for example, say for any given sample size and group difference that if it meets the 95% confidence 

level, only one time in twenty would that result have arisen purely by chance. It is not practical to 

calculate significance tests for all possible comparisons, but the table below provides a basis for 

judging whether differences are significant.  Whether a particular percentage point difference is 

significant depends both on the size of the groups being compared and the mean value of the 

percentage across the two groups.  Percentages closer to zero (or 100%) tend to have narrower 

confidence intervals than percentages closer to 50%.  The table shows, for a range of sub-group 

sample sizes likely to be found in the NHPS, what difference between two percentages is likely to be 

statistically significant at the 95% confidence limit.  Thus for two groups above about 50 cases in 

each, and where the average percentage is around 50%, the differences between the response 

percentages needs to be greater than 19.6% to be statistically significant at this level.  However for 

two groups of approximately 850 each (e.g. the whole sample of men and women), differences greater 

than 4.7% will be significant.  The last five rows relate to comparisons between a relatively small 

group and the rest of the respondent sample. 
 
Table 9 Percentage point differences in response variable required for statistical significance at 
95% confidence level 
 
Number of cases per group 
 

Average percentage value of response variable 

Group 1 size Group 2 size 10% 25% 50% 
50 50 11.8 17.1 19.6 
50 200 9.2 13.3 15.5 

100 100 8.2 12.0 13.1 
100 200 7.3 10.4 12.0 
200 200 5.9 8.4 9.8 
100 300 6.9 9.8 11.4 
300 300 4.7 6.9 8.0 
400 400 4.1 6.1 6.9 
850 850 2.9 4.1 4.7 
50 1650 8.4 12.2 14.1 

100 1600 6.1 8.8 10.2 
200 1500 4.5 6.5 7.4 
300 1400 3.7 5.5 6.3 
400 1300 3.3 6.1 5.7 
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