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Summary  
This knowledge review tells us what works in tackling child poverty through whole-
area strategies: it is based on a rapid review of the research literature involving 
systematic searching, data scoping, validated local practice (VLP) examples and 
views from service providers and people who use services. It summarises the best 
available evidence to help senior local strategic partnership (LSP) managers to 
develop child poverty strategies and needs assessments, to plan and commission 
services locally and, ultimately, to improve outcomes for children, young people and 
their families. The National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) carried out 
this review on behalf of the Centre for Excellence and Outcomes in Children and 
Young People’s Services (C4EO).  

What did we find out? 
The key messages from our knowledge review – on the elements of an effective 
whole-area child poverty strategy – centred on two key desired outcomes and five 
components to achieve this vision. 

 

Components  Key outcomes  
Effective multi-agency partnerships – The requirements of 
the Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. Statutes 2010) will 
only be met if service providers (and the workforce through 
whom they provide) successfully draw on all experience, 
resource and expertise across a whole area. Engaging in a 
collective process of vision building and action planning, 
backed by strong leadership, and having partners with 
decision-making autonomy, are key. 

Maximisation of family income – 
A mixed economy of provision is 
required that can help the workless 
into work, help those in work to 
progress and financially support 
those unable to work. There also 
needs to be a non-judgemental 
official and public response to those 
living in poverty. 

Sufficient resources – Long-term and suitably high levels of 
funding are crucial. There must also be sufficient capacity for 
the development and implementation phases of a strategy 
and multi-agency resource pooling. 

Active participation of children, young people, families 
and communities – As key stakeholders, these groups must 
be included in the development of a vision and strategy. 
Attention needs to be given to language used, the structure of 
meetings, communication channels and training needs. They 
can provide a vital perspective on what is, and what is not, 
working for their communities. 

A focus on narrowing outcome 
gaps for children and young 
people living in poverty – 
Education and health inequalities 
can be reduced by: developing 
parenting skills early; targeting 
funding at schools in deprived 
areas; developing a collaborative or 
multi-agency approach to meet 
assessed need; and taking services 
(especially health services) to the 
community bases frequented by 
poor families. 

Differentiation – Sometimes a ‘people-focused’ approach 
may be more beneficial than a ‘place-based’ focus. Poverty 
can be rural as well as urban. Certain ‘groups’ may also 
require specific attention (young parents, young people 
leaving care, and households with a disabled member, for 
example). 



 

 

Monitoring and evaluation – Outcomes for children, young 
people and families should be prioritised above processes. 
Both national and local indicators can be used to monitor 
progress, and monitoring and assessment are most effective 
when they form part of a development cycle. 

Who are the key stakeholders? 
Key stakeholders identified in the literature include: 
• government sector (government and statutory bodies) 
• business sector (private enterprises) 
• non-profit sector (non-profit, non-governmental organisations)  
• household/community sector (children, young people, families and communities). 

 
Their contributions are valuable in the process of improvement 
Government sector 
• Statutory partners must be involved in whole-area partnerships, such as 

Children’s Trusts or LSPs. These include, for example, the police service, primary 
care trusts (PCTs), Job Centre Plus, Connexions and other agencies supporting 
the maximisation of income, benefits and access to employment. Strategies are 
needed to overcome barriers to working across different professional and 
geographical boundaries and to achieve effective resource pooling. If 
practitioners can be helped to see how poverty impacts upon their roles (for 
example, poverty can be a cause of ill health), there is a better chance of all 
agencies taking shared responsibility. 

• Local authorities (LAs) have a key strategic role to play. They need to act as a 
broker between central government and other statutory and third-sector partners. 
They also need to link a poverty strategy with Children and Young People’s 
Plans, local area agreements and comprehensive area assessments, as well as 
with other LA policies and strategies such as those on community, economic or 
sustainable development, neighbourhood renewal and the workforce. LAs also 
have responsibility for ensuring that services commissioned to the voluntary 
sector deliver objectives and reflect best value. In addition, as large employers 
and procurers of services, LAs and other public services have the potential to 
have a direct impact on the incomes and prospects of poorer families. 

Business sector 
• The business sector has a key role to play in supporting income maximisation 

and lifting families – and communities – out of poverty. It is important for private 
sector representatives to be involved in whole-area partnerships in order to 
attract local investment into areas of deprivation, promote retail service in 
deprived areas, develop networks with the local labour market, ensure that 
training provision matches needs and provide into-employment work tasters and 
placements. 
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Non-profit sector  
• Non-profit (or third-sector) partners offer a range of expertise on many issues 

relating to child poverty. This expertise should be tapped into and their 
involvement in whole-area partnerships harnessed. Such partners can be highly 
flexible and effective in meeting goals to achieve positive outcomes for children 
and young people. It is recognised that pooling resources, particularly where 
agencies are small, can be a challenge. Expectations about relative authority 
within partnerships also need to be managed. 

Household/community sector 
• Children, young people and families living in poverty can provide insight into a 

range of services that impact on their daily lives. They should be engaged in 
participative activities to shape strategies to tackle child poverty, including needs 
assessments, planning and monitoring plans. It is important to achieve a cross 
section of representation, rather than drawing on an elite, or ‘tokenistic’ group. 

• Community participation in decision-making can be encouraged by ensuring 
that: meetings are informal and professional skills or understanding are not 
required for participation; there is some form of facilitation or brokerage between 
community members and service providers; responsibilities are well distributed; 
and there is a good channel for recognising ‘grass-roots’ ideas. 

The evidence base 
The evidence for this knowledge review is based upon 79 items of literature, 
stakeholder data (comprising the views of service providers, parents, carers, children 
and young people) and three VLP examples submitted by LAs to C4EO. Many of the 
literature items were empirical research papers (30) or literature reviews (10). 
However, policy documents, practice descriptions, conceptual pieces and publicity 
materials were also included. While the available evidence provided a good basis for 
assessing best approaches to developing a whole-area child poverty strategy, there 
were also certain limitations. These include: 
• Focus of the evidence base – There is more evidence of barriers to strategy 

formation than there is evidence of enablers or solutions. There is also less 
evidence on approaches to monitoring and evaluating whole-area strategies than 
there is on other aspects of strategy development. Additionally, there are 
apparent evidence gaps relating to: tackling in-work poverty; developing effective 
methods for joint commissioning of services and multi-agency resource pooling; 
and finding strategies for reducing outcome differentials between children and 
young people from poor and affluent families (particularly in relation to health and 
economic outcomes). 

• Relative ‘newness’ of child poverty policy – Developments starting with the 
Children Act 2004 (England and Wales. Statutes 2004)and the Every Child 
Matters agenda (HM Government 2004), and leading to the creation of the 
Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) (now the Department for 
Education) and the cross-departmental Child Poverty Unit (CPU) are relatively 
recent. As a result, there are few published studies about child poverty strategy at 
the whole-area level. Although earlier evidence is helpful, the closer the evidence 
is to current models of service delivery, the more relevant it is likely to be. 



 

 

• Nature of the evidence base – While policy reviews and conceptual pieces are 
important in encouraging a climate of critique and challenge, items of this nature 
may not be as rigorous as some empirically based studies. 

Knowledge review methods 
This knowledge review is the culmination of an extensive knowledge gathering 
process. It builds on a scoping and review phase, which culminated in a research 
review that is available on the C4EO website (Waldman et al 2009)). 

Research literature was identified through systematic searches of relevant 
databases and websites, recommendations from our Theme Advisory Group and a 
consideration of studies cited in identified literature (‘reference harvesting’). The 
review team used a ‘best evidence’ approach to systematically select literature of the 
greatest relevance and quality to include in the review. This approach attempts to 
eliminate bias in the selection of literature, to ensure that the review’s findings are as 
objective as possible.  

 
The review also contains examples of local practice sent in from the sector that have 
been assessed and validated by specialists in the field of child poverty using agreed 
criteria. The full versions of all of the practice examples contained within this review, 
and those published since the review was written, are available on the C4EO 
website1

                                            
 
 

. Evidence has also been gathered from service providers during discussion 
groups at C4EO national conferences, while evidence from people using the 
services was collected via consultation with a small number of children, young 
people, parents and carers. Service providers and people using services are also 
contributors to a number of published studies and consultations included within the 
review.
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1. Introduction 
 
This review aims to draw out the key ‘what works?’ messages in relation to child 
poverty strategies. It addresses three questions that were set by the C4EO Theme 
Advisory Group (TAG), a group of experts in child poverty policy, research and 
practice. These questions are: 

Review questions 
• What are the facilitators and barriers to developing and implementing a whole-

area child poverty strategy?  
• What key elements ought to be included in a whole-area child poverty strategy in 

order for it to be effective? 
• How might the development and implementation of a whole-area child poverty 

strategy be best monitored and assessed? 

 
The review is based on:  
 
• the best research evidence from the UK – and where relevant from abroad – on 

what works in improving services and outcomes for children and young people  
• the best quantitative data with which to establish baselines and assess progress 

in improving outcomes 
• the best validated local experience and practice on the strategies and 

interventions that have already proved to be the most powerful in helping 
services improve outcomes, and why this is so 

• the views of service providers and people who use services on ‘what works?’ in 
terms of improving services and outcomes. 

 
C4EO will use this review to underpin the support it provides to Children’s Trusts to 
help them improve service delivery and, ultimately, outcomes for children and young 
people.  

Definitions of key terms 
For the purposes of this review, and on the advice of the Theme Advisory Group 
(TAG), the following definition of ‘child poverty’ has been adopted: 
 
Definition of child poverty 
The measure of child poverty used for this review is the number of children living in 
households below 60 per cent of contemporary median equivalised household 
income. This is known as the relative low-income measure, which looks at whether 
the poorest families are keeping pace with the growth of incomes in the economy as 
a whole. It can be presented based on figures before or after housing costs and its 
use is in accordance with international best practice. However, this is just one of four 



 

 

measures of child poverty in the Child Poverty Act 2010 (England and Wales. 
Statutes 2010). These are: relative poverty; absolute poverty; persistent poverty; and 
material deprivation. Their purpose is to provide a comprehensive definition of 
success that captures the many facets of poverty. Long-term poverty – and the 
material deprivation that can result – can reinforce the negative impact of low income 
on childhood wellbeing and life chances.

Types of evidence used 
The research included in this review was identified through systematic searching of 
key databases, reference harvesting or recommendations from the TAG. All 
research included has been appraised to ensure that the evidence presented is the 
most robust available.  
 
The review also contains practice examples that have been gathered from local 
areas and assessed as having a positive impact on outcomes by child poverty 
specialists (See Appendix 4 for C4EO’s validated local practice assessment criteria). 
Additionally, a number of case studies of innovative practice, identified in the 
reviewed literature, are presented within the review. It is important to note that these 
case study examples have not been through C4EO’s validation process. 
 
Evidence has also been gathered from service providers during discussion groups at 
C4EO national conferences. Meanwhile, evidence from parents and carers and from 
children and young people has been collected via small-scale consultation (see 
Appendix 5 for more details) and from a number of published studies and 
consultations. 
 
Unlike other C4EO reviews, there was no requirement for the child poverty review to 
compile a detailed summary of child poverty data. However, a small number of 
graphs are included in the Data annexe that illustrate various measures and 
implications of child poverty. Data contained within this annexe was obtained by a 
combination of search methods but primarily by obtaining online access to known 
government publications and access to data published by the Office for National 
Statistics.  

Strengths and limitations of the review 
Strengths of the review include: identifying the best available evidence from 
research literature, policy documentation and practice to inform three specific 
research questions (creating a well-targeted, focused review); comprehensive and 
documented searching for relevant information; an analysis of the quality and 
strength of evidence; and guidance from the TAG on the issues of greatest 
importance in child poverty strategy research, policy and practice.  

The main limitation of the review is that it did not include an initial scoping stage. 
The research review report therefore had to incorporate scoping and early review 
elements within a very tight timescale. Consequently, a good deal of additional work, 
and substantial alterations, have taken place between the research review and this 
knowledge review. Other limitations included that the consultation data from parents 
and carers, and from children and young people – although valuable – was based 
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upon relatively small samples (for details see Appendix 5); and that the validated 
practice examples were limited to three cases. The review team has sought to 
minimise the impact of these factors, first, by drawing on published consultation 
reports, and second, by including case study evidence from the literature. However, 
not all of the consultation evidence relates directly to the development of whole area 
strategies, and the case study evidence has not been through C4EO’s validation 
process. 



 

 

2. Context 

Policy context 
This section provides an overview of the key policy relating to child2

Recent policy 

 poverty.  

The Child Poverty Bill (GB. Parliament. HoC 2009) was introduced into the House of 
Commons in June 2009 and gained Royal Assent on 25 March 2010. The Act (GB. 
Statutes 2010) places a legal obligation on the current, and future, governments to 
end child poverty in the UK by 2020. It also places new duties on devolved 
administrations and local government to tackle child poverty.  
 
Details of the legislation are given by the Office of the Leader of the House of 
Commons3

 

. The purpose of the Act is to: ‘Enshrine in law the government’s 
commitment to end child poverty by 2020.’ The main benefits of the Act are stated 
as: 

To provide a clear definition of the eradication of child poverty by 2020, setting 
four challenging UK-wide targets based on the proportion of children living in: 
relative low income; combined income and material deprivation; absolute low 
income; and persistent poverty. It also requires that these targets continue to 
be met after 2020. 

 
The Office of the Leader of the House of Commons also states that an 
‘accountability framework’ has been established to ensure that sure progress is 
made towards the 2020 goal. The government, including Scotland and Northern 
Ireland, is required to produce child poverty strategies running through to 2020 that 
are refreshed every three years. It is intended that these strategies set out what 
action is needed to meet the targets in the Act. The government will be held 
accountable on the effectiveness of these strategies through annual performance 
reports to Parliament. Under the provisions of the Act, an independent Child Poverty 
Commission has also been established. This commission is charged with advising 
government on the development and implementation of its strategy. 
 
To drive progress in tackling child poverty by 2020, the government will publish a 
national strategy within 12 months of Royal Assent of the Bill, as stated in a recent 
policy document accompanying the Budget 2010 (HM Treasury 2010). The national 
strategy is intended to set out action across all the main policy areas or ‘building 
blocks’: parental employment and skills; financial support; education and childcare, 
health and family support; and housing and neighbourhoods. 
 
Ending child poverty: mapping the route to 2020 (HM Treasury et al 2010), the 
aforementioned policy document, sets out how the government – with its partners – 
                                            
 
2 A child is understood as being an individual aged under 16, or an unmarried 16- to 18-year-old in full-time 
education or training. 
3 www.commonsleader.gov.uk/OutPut/Page2927.asp  

http://www.commonsleader.gov.uk/OutPut/Page2927.asp�


Tackling child poverty through whole-area strategies 
 

10 
 

intends to build on existing child poverty action. It is intended that the paper will 
inform the new national strategy to be published within the coming year. The paper 
states that: ‘Local authorities are best placed to ensure that priorities and needs 
within the ‘building blocks’ are set out in local strategies and then translated into local 
integrated services.’ It continues by saying that ‘[a]pproaches tailored to local 
circumstances will deliver better outcomes for children living in the families that are 
already – or are most at risk – of poverty in their area’ (p 8).  
 
Of particular importance, Ending child poverty makes reference to two strategic 
objectives for the national strategy: meeting the 2020 income targets and minimising 
socio-economic disadvantage for children. The national strategy is legally required to 
set out the measures needed to meet the targets in the Act and minimise socio-
economic disadvantage for children.  
 
Additionally, it is intended that the Act, and local strategies, will empower local 
authorities to work with their partners to tackle child poverty, with new duties to:  
 
• carry out a local child poverty needs assessment to identify the characteristics, 

needs and issues of local areas and residents 
• prepare a joint local child poverty strategy setting out the contribution that each 

partner will make and address the issues raised in the needs assessment. 

 
The Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. Statutes 2010) gained Royal Assent in 
the same week as Budget 2010, which included measures aimed at reducing child 
poverty, such as an additional element of the Child Tax Credit, as well as the Child 
Trust Fund, and an expansion in free childcare places for pre-school children. 
Reforms, such as the Child Poverty Local Authority Innovation Pilot, were previously 
announced in the 2008 Budget. These will see investment in tackling child poverty 
increase to £950m by 2010/11. This pilot programme is testing new ways of tackling 
child poverty. It runs until March 2011, but an initial evaluation was published in 
February 2010 (GHK 2010).  
 
The government is also attempting to accelerate progress in tackling child poverty 
through the School Gates Employment Support Initiative (2010) – a scheme aiming 
to increase the amount of employment and enterprise support received by parents 
in, and around, their child’s school. Total Place (DCLG 2010b) is a somewhat 
different Whitehall initiative that is exploring how a ‘whole area’ approach to public 
services can lead to better services at less cost. 
 
Meeting the requirements of the Child Poverty Act may present new challenges for 
local authorities and their partners. This knowledge review is important because it 
presents research evidence and validated local practice on ‘what works’ in 
developing and delivering whole-area child poverty strategies. 

Policy prior to the Child Poverty Act  
There follows a summary of some of the key policy developments since Tony Blair’s 
(1999) landmark speech in which he promised to eradicate child poverty ‘within a 
generation’, by 2020. It shows that local authorities increasingly have a key role in 



 

 

leading local action and delivering child poverty strategies. (For trends in the 
proportion of children in poverty, see the Data annexe.) 
 
2004 The government set a series of interim targets towards the goal of 

eradicating child poverty, accompanied by a suite of welfare reforms aimed 
at improving life chances and outcomes for children, including the Children 
Act 2004 (England and Wales. Statutes 2004) and the implementation of the 
Every Child Matters agenda (HM Government 2004).  

 
2007 The creation of the Department for Children, Schools and Families (DCSF) 

(now the Department for Education) led to a new, integrated approach to 
serving the needs of children and young people. The department’s work 
programme for 2008–09 was centred on the overarching goal of achieving 
wellbeing and equality, represented in its seven departmental strategic 
objectives. 

 
 A new child poverty Public Service Agreement, reaffirmed the commitment 

to halve child poverty by 2010. Targets included raising the achievement of 
all children, narrowing the achievement gap and making sure that all 
children were on the path to success.  

 
 The DCSF’s (now the Department for Education) Children’s Plan (DCSF 

2007) announced a new aim of ‘making England the best place in the world 
for children and young people to grow up’ (p 5) and set out the 10-year plan 
to achieve this aim. One of its goals was to halve child poverty by 2010 and 
to eradicate it by 2020. 

 
 The Child Poverty Unit (CPU) was set up to drive an integrated strategy 

across the Treasury, the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and the 
DCSF (now the Department for Education). There is a strong expectation by 
government that local authorities should play a vital role in delivering on 
these child poverty strategies.  

 
2008  Ending child poverty: everybody’s business (HM Treasury et al 2008) set out 

the government’s detailed strategy to tackle child poverty. It highlighted the 
role of local authorities in leading local action and expressed commitment to 
supporting this role through the local area agreement process, alongside 
new governance and funding arrangements. This action pledge influenced 
the shaping and implementation of whole-area child poverty strategies in 
England.  
 
A report from the House of Commons Work and Pensions Select 
Committee, published in March 2008 (GB. Parliament. HoC. Work and 
Pensions Committee 2008), emphasised the need for further investment to 
meet the poverty targets and for ways to address low public sympathy for 
the poor. It also reinforced the importance of good-quality childcare for a 
good start in life and for getting parents, especially lone parents, into and 
remaining in work.  
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The 2008 budget announced £125 million for pilots over the following three years, to 
explore pioneering policy approaches to tackling child poverty and to provide robust 
evaluation. The pilots were launched in four phases and are spread across a variety 
of local areas – including remote rural areas, pockets of deprivation in otherwise 
affluent communities, as well as deprived inner-city areas. Although published 
evaluations of the impact of the pilots are not yet available, further details about them 
can be found at: 
(www.dcsf.gov.uk/everychildmatters/strategy/parents/childpoverty/pilots/pilots/) 

 
 
2009 The Child Poverty Bill received its first reading in the House of Commons on 

11 June 2009.  
 
2010 The Child Poverty Bill gained Royal Assent on 25 March 2010. Ending child 

poverty: mapping the route to 2020 (HM Treasury et al 2010), published 
alongside the Budget 2010, sets out the key themes and priority areas that 
will inform a UK-wide national strategy on tackling child poverty.  

Meeting the child poverty targets  
This review is being conducted at a time of global economic recession. While 
significant progress has been made, there remains a great deal to be done. Save the 
Children has argued that a negative impact on some families is already in evidence 
(Save the Children 2009). This is affecting government targets for eradicating child 
poverty (Hirsch 2009), which will impact further on data and policy. 
 
Progress on meeting child poverty targets has been slow, and some children and 
young people remain at particularly high risk of poverty including those: 
 
• in workless families – see Data annexe Figures 3 and 4 
• from a minority ethnic background – see Data annexe Figure 5 
• with one or more disabled adults in their family 
• who have three or more siblings 
• living in inner London – see Data annexe Figure 6 
 

In the Child Poverty Action Group’s (CPAG’s) manifesto (2009) on ending child 
poverty, published on the tenth anniversary of Tony Blair’s landmark speech, 
acknowledgment was given to the steps taken towards social justice in the last 
decade, and the importance of the presence, in mainstream politics and underpinned 
by statute, of the goal of a child poverty-free society.  
 
The manifesto also states that, in the longer term, more effort is needed to attain the 
2020 goal and to help children thrive in childhood and in their later lives. The CPAG 
has suggested ten policy changes to help achieve this goal: 
 
• protect jobs 

• mend the safety net 

http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/everychildmatters/strategy/parents/childpoverty/pilots/pilots/�


 

 

• move away from means tests 

• remove barriers to work 

• stop in-work poverty 

• put in place a child-first strategy for childcare 

• end the classroom divide 

• provide fair public services for those who need them most 

• end poverty premiums in taxes and services 

• ensure a decent home for every family. 

 

Research context 
This section briefly explains how child poverty is defined and describes the measure 
that has been adopted for this review.  

How is child poverty defined? 
Ways of defining and measuring child poverty are complex and contested, and a 
range of definitions and characteristics is used to inform policy and service 
development (Bradshaw 2006; Strelitz 2008). Here is Townsend’s (1979) definition, 
which remains in use by CPAG. It emphasises that poverty is relative (to time and 
place) and is more complex than being purely about ‘survival’ (CPAG 2008). 
 
 
Individuals, families and groups in the population can be said to be in poverty 
when they lack the resources to obtain the types of diet, participate in the 
activities, and have the living conditions and amenities which are customary, or 
are at least widely encouraged and approved, in the societies in which they 
belong (Townsend 1979 p 31). 
 

Child poverty can be measured in different ways. The particular measure adopted for 
this review, on the advice of the Theme Advisory Group, is the number of children 
living in households below 60 per cent of contemporary median equivalised 
household income. This is known as the relative low-income indicator, which looks 
at whether the poorest families are keeping pace with the growth of incomes in the 
economy as a whole. It can be presented based on figures before or after housing 
costs. The relative low-income indicator has received most prominence in relation to 
measures to end child poverty (See Data annexe, Figure 6). 

Regarding the relative low-income indicator, Part I of the Child Poverty Act 
(England and Wales. Statutes 2010) sets four UK-wide targets to be met by 2020. 
These targets are based on the proportion of children and young people living in:  
 
• Relative low income – whether or not the incomes of the poorest families are 

keeping pace with the growth of incomes in the economy as a whole. The target 
is to achieve less than 10 per cent. 
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• Combined low income and material deprivation – a wider measure of people’s 
living standards. The target is to achieve less than five per cent. 

• Absolute low income – whether the poorest families are seeing their income rise 
in real terms. The target is to achieve less than five per cent. 

• Persistent poverty – length of time in poverty. This target is to be set in 
regulations by 2015. 

 
In addition to meeting the 2020 income targets listed above, the new UK-wide child 
poverty strategy (or national strategy) also aims to minimise socio-economic 
disadvantage for children. It is important to highlight again the latter objective 
because it indicates a key strategic and policy goal at a national and local level. This 
goal is to improve outcomes for children and families for their own sake (to 
minimise disadvantage associated with a deprived upbringing) – rather than only 
tackling worklessness and in-work poverty, as well as maximising family incomes 
and improving children’s outcomes (to improve future labour market outcomes and 
break intergenerational poverty cycles).  
 



 

 

3. The evidence base 
The evidence for this knowledge review is largely based upon published literature. 
As well as the 32 literature items evaluated for the research review (Waldman et al 
2009), the team assessed an additional 47 items of literature, providing an evidence 
base of 79 items for this review. The review also draws upon stakeholder panel data, 
comprising the views of service providers, parents and carers, and children and 
young people (See Section 4 and Appendix 5 for details), and presents three 
practice examples from local authorities (see Appendix 4 for details of how these 
examples were validated). 
 
Additional literature items were identified through various means: 
 
1. Outstanding literature from the scoping stage – that was not available in time for 

the research review – was accessed and reviewed. 

2. Particularly relevant references that were cited in the above items were ordered 
and reviewed (this is a process known as ‘reference harvesting’). 

3. Various additional items – not identified during the scoping phase – were 
identified by members of the child poverty Theme Advisory Group (TAG and 
assessed by the review team. 

4. Pertinent items published since the publication of the research review have been 
scanned for relevance and reviewed and included where appropriate. 

 
All items have been reviewed using a detailed C4EO approved template for analysis. 
Each item is assessed for robustness of approach/methodology, for key findings and 
for case study examples where these are illustrative of a broader point or where 
there is evidence of impact or effectiveness. The main characteristics of the items 
reviewed are as follows: 
 
• Type of literature – 30 items are empirical research or evaluation studies (five of 

which are studies conducting secondary analyses of existing datasets); 15 are 
policy documents; 11 are practice descriptions, exemplars or toolkits; 10 are 
literature or evidence reviews; seven are conceptual or opinion pieces; and six 
are campaign, promotion or publicity materials. 

• Country of origin – The majority of the items are from England (42 items) or the 
UK (or more than one country within) (25 items). The remainder are from the 
European Union or Europe (six items), Scotland (two items) and Wales (one 
item). Only three items are from non-European countries (two from Australia and 
one from the USA). 

• Question relevance – As for the research review, most items relate to Review 
Questions 1 and 2 (see below). Many of the items are relevant not just to one, but 
to both of these questions. There is less evidence available for Review Question 
3, although the evidence base for this question is more robust than was the case 
at the time of writing the research review. 

Review Question 1 – What are the barriers and facilitators in developing a whole-
area child poverty strategy? 
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Review Question 2 – What key elements ought to be included in a whole-area child 
poverty strategy in order for it to be effective? 
 
Review Question 3 – How might the development and implementation of a whole-
area child poverty strategy be best monitored and assessed? 
 
Although the evidence base for this review is more extensive than was the case for 
the research review, there are still notable gaps. At a broad level, there is more 
evidence or discussion of barriers to strategy development than there is evidence of 
solutions or enablers. While there are a number of published practice examples of 
interesting strategy developments, these have rarely been evaluated for 
effectiveness. As indicated above, there is also less research evidence on 
approaches to monitoring and evaluating whole-area strategies than there is on 
other aspects of strategy development. More specifically, there are a number of gaps 
in relation to particular strategic approaches or desired outcomes, as outlined below. 
These are apparent literature gaps, which have also been raised by service provider 
panels as issues requiring attention: 

 
• In-work poverty – There is more evidence about approaches towards, and the 

outcomes of, tackling worklessness and encouraging families to take up benefits 
than there is about tackling in-work poverty. The literature identifies in-work 
poverty as an issue requiring attention, but little is currently known about the best 
approaches to minimise its effects. Reference is made to the importance of 
working with the private sector to tackle this issue. However, few suggestions are 
made as to how this can be achieved in practice. 

• Resource pooling/joint commissioning – There is broad recognition that, as 
part of a multi-agency approach, there should be aspiration towards resource 
pooling and the joint commissioning of services. The Department for 
Communities and Local Government has published non-statutory guidance to 
local areas in England on pooling and aligning budgets (DCLG 2010a). However, 
evidence on how to make resource pooling and joint commissioning work in 
practice is limited.  

• Supporting good leadership and workforce contribution – There is 
recognition that effective leadership is essential to effective whole-area strategy 
and that the workforce needs to be led and managed so that they work effectively 
together and have high aspirations and confidence in supporting families living 
with poverty. However, aside from some inspiring case studies, there is little 
detailed evidence on how to develop and sustain best practice. Recent research 
commissioned by the Children’s Workforce Development Council (CWDC) found 
that, although practitioners generally acknowledged child poverty as an issue for 
the Children’s Workforce, they were rarely able to cite examples of training or 
resources making direct reference to child poverty (McNeish and Scott 2010).  

• Reducing outcome gaps – The reduction in educational achievement, health 
and economic outcome gaps is crucial to any child poverty strategy. However, 
this review has been unable to identify many studies that provide evidence of 
strategies that have been effective in achieving this desired outcome. There is 
some evidence of potential strategies to narrow the achievement gap. However, 
strategies that have been effective in rectifying the ‘inverse care law’ (see 



 

 

Sections 5.1.2 and 6.1.2), or in reducing economic outcome gaps, are less 
apparent. 

• Targeted strategy – There are many individual examples within the literature of 
strategies that have been used for the benefit of specific individuals or groups or 
to address particular needs. While these appear to provide positive practice 
examples, there is currently no evaluation evidence of the benefits, or feasibility, 
of differentiating a whole-area strategy according to the needs of different groups. 
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4.  What do service providers and people who use 
services tell us about what works?  
 
Key findings 
• Knowledge of the Child Poverty Bill (GB. Parliament. HoC 2009) ranged from 

poor to good among service providers. 
• Three challenges were identified in developing a child poverty strategy: 

developing a multi-agency approach; maximising family income; and creating 
effective service provision. It was suggested these could be tackled through: 
o a shared understanding of what ‘child poverty’ constitutes 
o clarity about who is responsible for driving the child poverty agenda 
o cohesive working practices within and across organisations 
o an integrated programme of initiatives within central government 
o changes to service use and benefit take-up 
o changes to childcare provision and attitudes towards work 
o a long-term vision and long-term budgeting 
o proactive, consistent, prioritised and appropriately ‘housed’ services. 

• ‘Enablers’ are needed to develop a child poverty strategy. These include 
effective joint working, good data sharing, evidence-based practice, raising 
awareness about poverty (particularly among the Children’s Workforce) and 
social support for poor families. 

• ‘Levers’ for tackling child poverty that currently exist include policy agendas 
(for example, The Child Poverty Bill4

 

 (GB. Parliament. HoC 2009)Every Child 
Matters (HM Government 2004), Narrowing the Gap (C4EO, LGA and I&DEA 
2009)joint working (outreach work, resource pooling and investments in 
support centres, for example) and data sharing (for example, using indicators 
and cross-agency data use). 

The experiences of parents and carers and those providing services to children, 
young people and their families have much to add to our knowledge of ‘what works’ 
in tackling child poverty. This evidence is largely based on the views of 300 service 
providers who shared their knowledge on tackling child poverty at three C4EO 
national conferences. Additionally, panels of parents and carers, as well as children 
and young people, gave their impressions of poverty at a series of different events. It 
is, therefore, upon their experiences and opinions –, rather than the research 
evidence – that the rest of this review is based. See Appendix 5 for sample details. 
 
The section also incorporates the findings of consultation events with children and 
young people by Save the Children (Woodhead and Sexty 2006; Ark and Nott 2009), 

                                            
 
4 The legislation had not received Royal Assent at the time discussion groups were held. 
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and of a review of the literature on children’s and families’ experiences of living in 
poverty by Ridge (2009).  

4.1 Preparedness for the Child Poverty Bill 
In December 2009, service providers (some of whom were representatives of the 
workforce) were asked about their knowledge of the Child Poverty Bill (GB. 
Parliament. HoC 2009). Their knowledge ranged from poor to good, with some 
anxious about meeting their new duties and others more confident. Providers 
commented on preparing for the Bill by building new teams and establishing new 
management positions. They also mentioned that they were preparing briefing 
papers, reviewing existing provision, assessing the needs of people who use 
services, evaluating data sources, developing toolkits and considering ways to track 
service usage. 

4.2 Challenges in developing a child poverty strategy 
Service providers, as well as parents, children and young people, identified a 
number of challenges to developing a child poverty strategy, as outlined in the 
following sections. They identified two major challenges related to strategy 
components: effective partnership working and creating effective service provision – 
and one key outcome-related challenge: maximising family income. These themes 
are echoed in the literature regarding whole-area strategy (see Sections 5.1.1 and 
5.2.1). 
4.2.1 Outcome-related challenge – maximising family income 
A review of research evidence published by Ridge (2009) demonstrates the 
importance of understanding children and young people’s experiences of living in 
poverty when developing strategies to maximise family income. This review 
illustrates the challenges that parents face in meeting both their own, and their 
children’s, financial needs – often offsetting one against the other, and the anxieties 
children and young people face when growing up in households where there is acute 
financial worry or debt. The repercussions for children, young people and families 
can be extensive – from family tension, through social isolation to poor health and 
educational deprivation. 

 
Suggestions given by service providers and, to a lesser extent, people who use 
services, to help overcome the experiences – sometimes desperate – faced by 
families living in poverty, are presented in Table 1 below.  
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Table 1: Suggestions given by service providers and people who use services 
for maximising family income5

Service use and benefit take-up  

 

Employment support  Childcare provision  

Maintain a system of welfare 
assistance that is simple and stable 

Tackle anti-work attitudes and benefit 
dependency among young people  

Address the lack of affordable, 
accessible and/or good quality 
childcare  

Encourage families to use the services 
and benefits to which they are entitled 
(for example, free school meals, 
Children’s Centres and home 
insurance) 

Provide more apprenticeships to support 
the not in education, employment or 
training ( NEET) generation, including 
non-gender-segregated schemes 

Provide flexible childcare (for 
shift-workers and parents with 
other caring commitments, for 
example)  
 

Address people’s mistrust of tax 
credits and their fear of moving away 
from benefits 

Provide cheaper transport to help people 
go out to work 

Seek to reduce substantial 
deposits needed to secure a 
place with a childcare provider 

Allow for family diversity in the 
allocation of service use and benefits 
(for example, grandparents as primary 
caregivers) 

Create jobs for young people, giving 
extra support to youngsters lacking 
stability and parental support 

Provide greater access to 
breakfast and after-school clubs 
to enable parents to work. 

Provide flexibility to enable people with 
sporadic work patterns to claim tax 
credits. 

Assist people who are anxious about 
‘form-filling’ with regards to job searching 

 

Rethink immigration laws on paid 
employment and minimum wage laws. 

4.2.2 Component-related challenge – developing a multi-agency or 
partnership approach 
Service providers recognised that tackling child poverty was a responsibility shared 
across agencies. Parents and carers also identified a range of agencies who they 
said could help children and young people out of poverty, including adult services. 
Suggestions for facilitating partnership working included: 
 
• A shared understanding of what ‘child poverty’ constitutes and the ways in 

which organisations, and those who work within them, are dealing with child 
poverty (for example, how do transport strategies address child poverty?). 
Aligned thinking could prevent child poverty from being labelled as only a 
‘children’s services’ issue. 

• Clarifying who is responsible for driving the child poverty agenda (Children’s 
Trusts or local strategic partnerships, for example). Clear leadership – and 
commitment from managers and elected officials – could prevent child poverty as 
‘everyone’s business’ becoming ‘nobody’s business’. 

                                            
 
5 The data presented in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 are based on the views of people who use services and 
providers.  Full or detailed replies were not always given. 
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• Cohesive working practices are needed within organisations (in other words, 
between frontline and so-called ‘backroom staff’) in the fight against child poverty, 
as is increased cooperation across organisations, such as the joint 
commissioning of services for poor children (although this could be problematic 
for agencies operating across local authority boundaries). 

• An integrated programme of initiatives for tackling child poverty is needed 
within central government (the Skills Agenda and Safeguarding Children, for 
example). Additionally, ‘non-lead agencies’ should be required to prioritise child 
poverty work – perhaps through a legal ‘duty to deliver’ rather than a ‘duty to 
cooperate’. 

4.2.3 Component-related challenge – creating effective service provision 
Service providers identified a tension in meeting both short-term needs and long-
term goals. The need to deal swiftly with the most problematic issues was noted, but 
‘short-termism’ was also raised as a barrier to progress6

4.3 Moving the strategy forward 

. Some expressed the view 
that a long-term approach to the use of specific initiatives would help build trust 
between service providers and users. Children and young people also mentioned 
that proactive and consistent services/personnel were needed to deal with poverty. 
For instance, one young person said, ‘Services always come along after the problem 
has happened. They need to be there sooner.’ One group of providers requested 
more information about the medium- to long-term funding that was available to them. 
Others asked for assistance in deciding on their lowest priorities. A further 
uncertainty was where to ‘house’ child poverty work, for example, within Children’s 
Trusts or elsewhere. 

The following sections outline likely enablers in developing a child poverty strategy, 
and identify existing ‘levers’ that can be developed in order to overcome the negative 
experiences of living in poverty experienced by children, young people and families 
(Ridge 2009). These enablers and levers are as described by people who use 
services and by service providers at national conferences and through panel 
discussions and consultations.  
4.3.1 Enablers 
Service providers made several suggestions about the key elements for success in 
reducing child poverty and their views are outlined in Table 2, below (parents and 
carers contributed to the last two themes). Many of their comments mirror the 
approaches currently being pioneered by C4EO. 
 
Additional elements related to workforce development were not specifically 
mentioned by service providers or users, but have a role to play in reducing child 
poverty. These include: 

                                            
 
6 Although not mentioned by service providers, it is worth noting that this issue should be addressed 
by Children’s Trusts moving towards more preventative and early intervention services. 
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• Making use of integrated working materials such as the Children’s Workforce 
Development Council (CWDC) Common Assessment Framework (CAF) 
Common Core. 

• Providing training and information suited to workforce roles, including signposting 
to specialist advice and support when needed (McNeish and Scott 2010 pp 10–
12). 
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Table 2: Suggestions given by service providers and people who use services on the key elements for success in reducing 
child poverty 

Suggestion Details Additional comments 

Joint 
working  

Align local, regional and national funding streams and child poverty 
strategies. 

Form ‘thematic groups’ with local strategic partnerships. Total Place was 
identified as a good example in a ‘whole-area’ approach to public services. 

Involve ‘key players’ in driving the child poverty agenda and ensure 
high-level ‘buy-in’ from agencies. 

Examples include elected officials, health, children’s and adult education and 
housing services. Emphasise the economic benefits of tackling child poverty for 
these agencies. 

Develop guidance on the roles and duties of agencies to avoid 
duplicating work and resources. 

 

Develop advice on engaging with ‘key players’. Examples include headteachers, health professionals, economists, local 
businesses and elected officials. 

Children and young people, consulted by Save the Children, wanted 
to be involved in developing the child poverty strategy and driving its 
progress and action. 

Children and young people saw themselves as ‘active agents’ in the push to 
end child poverty (Ark and Nott 2009 p 4). Also see Section 3, ibid.  

Data 
sharing 

Provide more information on how to best assess child poverty needs, 
as well as specific cultural needs, and ways to prioritise relevant 
action.  

Data needs to be published at ward, postcode or super output area level – or in 
terms of the 20 to 100 local families most in need. 

Improve child poverty indicators by making them more realistic, 
shared and more widely used.  

Data on ‘in-work’ poverty was limited (see Section 5.1.1.) 

Give briefings on ‘good’ child poverty outcomes and ways to 
measure child poverty successes. 

For example, using joint strategic needs assessment or a self-assessment tool 
used by Beacon authorities. 

Regularly update child poverty data, as well as ensuring it is shared 
and widely used across agencies.  

Greater ‘trust’ is needed between agencies with regard to data sharing. 

Generate fuller child poverty data that is locally relevant, as well as 
linked to a national picture, compatible with all computer systems and 
centrally stored. 

For example, via the Communities and Local Government Hub. It was noted 
that qualitative were as useful as quantitative data. 
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Evidence-
based practice 

Give guidance on measuring child poverty impacts/outcomes – as well 
as advice on interpreting both child poverty data and ‘best practice’. 

 

Provide evidence of ‘what works’ and ‘cost analyses’ that use simple 
language, are localised, easily accessible and have their specific 
relevance outlined.  

These could be promoted by ‘local champions’. 

Offer examples of client profiles, ways of engaging with clients, 
targeting strategies for certain clients, and successful ways to use 
particular funds and services. 

For example, schools and Credit Unions. 

Awareness-
raising 

Raise the profile of child poverty efforts and promote the most effective 
work of agencies.  

This could involve a detailed evaluation or validating of child poverty 
strategies. 

Circulate ‘myth-busting’ facts about benefit claimants – which could 
lead to a more positive image of the poor in the mainstream press.  

Children and young people said positive media coverage of the poor and 
their plight would be a good thing.  

Use benefit take-up figures to better market its availability. Parents and carers said children, young people and families needed to 
be made more aware of problems caused by unhealthy living. 

Alert the public to child poverty in the UK and greater access to UK-
based learning materials related to child poverty. 

 

Re-name ‘child poverty’ to ‘poverty’ and widen the term to fit the 
intergenerational nature of poverty such as ‘family poverty’. 

This could achieve greater ‘buy-in’ from agencies, according to some 
providers. However, ‘poor’ was not a label children and young people 
(consulted via a panel, and through a Save the Children consultation by 
Ark and Nott 2009) tended to apply to themselves. This demonstrates 
the sensitivities around engaging them in poverty strategy planning. 

Social support Provide good and fair educational support, particularly for the poorest 
children, as well as access to good leisure facilities. 

Children and young people felt that education should be made ‘free’ (for 
example, free school meals, uniforms, trips and reducing FE and HE 
fees.) 

Provide parenting programmes and adult education services, as well 
as employment, legal and financial/debt mentoring. 

See Section 6.1.2 on the use of Citizens Advice Bureau. Children and 
young people felt that their parents should have access to support 
related to managing money, finding jobs and coping with debt. 

Give access to good, affordable housing in people’s own communities, 
as well better street lighting, speed bumps, CCTV and known police in 
neighbourhoods. 

Children and young people linked poor housing to poor health. 

Adopt preventative measures to stop children and young people 
engaging in criminal activity. 

For example, through the creation of ‘safe clubs’ away from street 
venues. 

Promote a ‘non-blame culture’ with regard to poverty.  
Provide support to get parents into work Children and young people said that their parents needed help with 

cheaper childcare, flexible working hours and transport and that older 
children needed access to flexible work and apprenticeships. 
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4.3.2 Existing levers  
Service providers were asked about the ‘levers’ currently in place to help to alleviate 
child poverty. The following existing mechanisms were mentioned, many of which 
are also identified in the literature (see Section 5): 

Policy agendas 
• The Child Poverty Bill (GB. Parliament. HoC 2009)has given rise to a ‘whole-

area’ approach to child poverty, moving the agenda away from ‘small-scale’ pilot 
studies. 

• Every Child Matters (HM Government 2004), Narrowing the Gap (C4EO, LGA 
and IDeA 2009) and Healthy Schools7

• Outcomes Based Accountability (an approach to planning and assessing 
services, see Section 7.1.2) and the Local Economic Assessment Duty (a policy 
intended to strengthen the economic role of local authorities) are potential 
‘building blocks’ in creating a child poverty strategy.  

 are key policy levers in tackling child 
poverty, but need to focus more closely on serious deprivation.  

Service Providers did not mention Narrowing the Gap materials, although these 
would potentially be useful levers. 

Joint working  
• Good partnerships and ‘outreach’ work already exist in some regions (for 

example, Job Centre Plus, primary care trusts – especially midwife and mental 
health services, along with health visiting for the most vulnerable families). 

• Sharing of good practice, for instance, the outcomes of local economic 
regeneration pilots. Some providers reported that authorities were already 
pooling their resources. 

• Responsive Children’s Centres, Sure Start and Youth Services in some localities 
– but these could be more ‘joined-up’ and ‘rooted’ in communities. Jobcentre Plus 
and the Citizens Advice Bureau were flagged as effective by some providers. 

• ‘Conversations’ with local strategic partnerships to establish the ways in which 
child poverty can be tackled. Consulting children, young people and communities, 
as well as school commissioners on child poverty issues is advantageous. 

• Investment in support centres as a way to provide clients with both preventative 
and reactive ‘personalised’ services – sometimes within the ‘less threatening’ 
confines of Children’s Centres. Employment advisers, welfare rights personnel 
and specialist debt management teams, the integration of benefit and housing 
advice centres, as well as trialling ‘family nurse’ schemes, are all possibilities. 

Data sharing  
• Use of local child poverty indicators, interactive information and statistics along 

with the use of MOSAIC (a tool for analysing small area data) to target resources. 
Although not mentioned by service providers, draft consultation guidance 
regarding local duties on child poverty sets out details of the duty on local 

                                            
 
7 See: www.home.healthyschools.gov.uk/ 
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authorities to undertake a needs assessment and regulations regarding the key 
statistics that a needs assessment must cover.  

• Data sharing by different agencies on housing benefits, as well as births and child 
mortalities. Also, dissemination of information on the 2008/09 recession with local 
networks. Local authority responses to the recession published by the Audit 
Commission (2009) were highlighted as a useful resource. 
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5. What are the facilitators and barriers to developing 
and implementing a whole-area child poverty 
strategy? 
 

Key findings: 
The reviewed literature highlighted a number of facilitators and barriers to achieving 
two identified desired outcomes for children, young people and families living in 
poverty. These were: 
 
• Maximisation of family income – A mixed economy of provision is required, 

which can help the workless into work, help those in work to progress, and 
financially support those unable to work. 

• Narrowed outcome gaps for children and young people living in poverty – 
Two key approaches to tackling the education gap are: developing parenting 
skills early; and targeting funding at schools in deprived areas. 

 
The literature identified a number of components that are needed in order to achieve 
the above outcomes for children, young people and families. These are outlined 
below: 
 
• Effective multi-agency partnerships – Local authorities (LAs) and their 

partners need to work collaboratively by having a shared, agreed vision, strong 
leadership and clear terminology from the outset, as well as trust and openness 
and some degree of autonomy for individual partners. 

• Long-term and suitable levels of funding are crucial. There must also be 
sufficient capacity – at least two years should be allowed for the development 
phase, with an ongoing resource commitment for implementation of the strategy. 

• Participation of children, young people and families must be included in the 
development of a vision. Attention should be given to the language used to 
communicate with these groups, as well as to the structure of provider–user 
meetings. 

• Targeted strategy – Sometimes a ‘people-focused’ approach may be more 
beneficial than a ‘place-based’ focus. Poverty can be rurally based as well as 
urban-centred. Also, certain ‘groups’ of children and young people may require 
specific attention (young parents, for example). 

 
The literature on whole-area child poverty strategies reviewed for this section 
identifies more challenges than solutions, but much can be learnt from these 
challenges.  
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This section is structured around the two identified desired outcomes of a child 
poverty strategy. It also considers the four components that were identified in the 
literature as key contributors to developing and implementing a whole-area child 
poverty strategy, if undertaken effectively. These themes are: 
 
• Outcomes: maximisation of family income; and narrowed outcome gaps for 

children and young people living in poverty 
• Components: effective multi-agency partnership; sufficient and pooled 

resources; active participation of children, young people and families; and 
targeted strategy. 

5.1 Desired outcomes of a child poverty strategy 
5.1.1 Maximisation of family income 
There is broad consensus in the literature that income maximisation is key to the 
eradication of child poverty (Howarth et al 2001; CESI 2007; ECACP 2008a and b; 
Utting et al 2008). Detailed analysis of the evidence suggests that strategy will differ 
according to whether the focus is upon: 
• tackling worklessness  
• maximising incomes of those already in work 
• maximising benefits take-up. 
 
Evidence suggests that, in reality, a mixed economy of provision will be required that 
can support parents into work, help them progress once in work, or support them 
financially if they are unable to work. As Buchanan (2006) states: ‘Consider 
principles of work for those who can and security for those who can’t’ (p 1138). 
 

Tackling worklessness 

Often referred to as ‘out of work poverty’, the majority of the literature focuses upon 
strategies to help workless families enter paid employment. This can be extremely 
challenging in economically deprived areas, in areas where there is a culture of 
intergenerational worklessness, or where areas have been hard hit by economic 
recession. Suggestions arising through the literature for supporting employment 
include (Howarth et al 2001; LGA 2001; Kemp et al 2002; Warwick Business School 
2006; CESI 2007; Axford 2008; ECACP 2008b; Kenny 2008): 
 
• Ensuring that there is high-quality employment information, advice and guidance 

(IAG) and that there are strong links between employment advice and wider 
advice and training (such as debt and income management). 

• Working with local businesses (as both employers and service providers) to 
promote retail service in deprived areas and to mitigate the potential for postcode 
discrimination by employers. Attract local investment into areas of deprivation. 
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• Developing good intelligence on, and networks with, the whole-area employment 
market to ensure that the training available matches the needs of the labour 
market. 

• Providing into-employment stepping stones, such as work tasters and 
placements. 

• Focusing upon soft skills and confidence-building training and support. 
• Removing barriers to work through suitable housing for care leavers, affordable 

childcare, welfare rights advice, mentor support and life skills. Also, target 
specific groups in poverty such as Bangladeshi women, parents with mental ill-
health, children and young people with a care history and disabled parents. 

 

Maximising incomes of low earners 
Often referred to as ‘in work poverty’, there is not a great deal in the literature that 
provides recommendations on how to alleviate poverty effects for families who, 
although in work, are on very low incomes. Ravenhall and Diamond (2009) note, 
however, that there is increasing awareness of this facet of poverty. A related issue 
recently highlighted by Goulden (2010) in a ‘round-up’ of four research studies is the 
notion of ‘recurrent’ poverty – the movement of families in and out of poverty over 
time. This is also sometimes referred to as ‘low pay/no pay cycling’. The author 
estimates that about one fifth of poverty is ‘recurrent’ meaning that some people only 
temporarily escape poverty. Goulden notes that paid employment only provides a 
sustainable route out of poverty if low pay, as well as job security and progression, is 
addressed. As Tomlinson and Walker (2010) comment: ‘Quality of employment 
rather than employment itself was a key factor in preventing repeat spells of poverty’ 
(p 1). Goulden’s analysis shows that, of all factors considered, people’s 
employment conditions had the strongest impact on the risk of recurrent poverty. 
 
Strategies identified through the literature to help overcome in-work, or recurrent, 
poverty are various and include the following: 
 
• Minimum wage legislation must be applied appropriately in local areas. 

Ensuring that equal pay legislation is fully complied with would also help raise 
wages, particularly in sectors where women predominate. Enhanced pay levels 
could be championed through ‘living wage’ campaigns (Goulden 2010). 

• Regulation to tighten up procedures around temporary work, for example, by 
implementing the EU directive on agency working, and by reducing the time 
required to gain employment protection rights, could help to raise the power of 
employees and to tackle cycles of worklessness and poverty. 

• Flexible working practices are essential. The government’s taskforce on family-
friendly working hours recently concluded: ‘... if real social problems such as child 
poverty and the gender pay gap are to be fully addressed, there is still more to 
do’ (DWP 2010 p 44). The government responded (HM Government 2010) by 
outlining its strategy for a flexible labour market, while also setting out its 
proposals for taking forward the taskforce’s recommendations, including the 
launch of a national online vacancy and customer matching system in Jobcentre 
Plus by April 2011.  



Tackling child poverty through whole-area strategies 
 

30 
 

• Careers information, advice and guidance must cover issues of security, pay 
and progression (Goulden 2010), as well as skills matching. 

• Improved or widened access to community transport to ease the cost, both in 
time and in money, for socially excluded individuals seeking to attend either 
training or employment (HM Treasury 2004).  

• Public sector organisations can ‘lead by example’ through their purchasing 
practices to minimise the use of temporary workers by their suppliers. (It is 
recognised, however, that private-sector employers that traditionally rely on 
temporary workers are unlikely to offer permanent jobs of their own volition) 
(Metcalf and Dhudwar 2010). 

• Childcare that is cheap, readily available, flexible and high quality is needed to 
help parents progress more easily within the workplace:  

o Provision must incorporate extended services for school-age children, 
including breakfast and after-school clubs and holiday schemes, as well as 
childcare for under fives (Kemp et al 2002; Warwick Business School 2006; 
CESI 2007; ECACP 2008b).  

o There should also be a clear and consistent entitlement to free childcare for 
non-employed parents who are in training or who are job searching (Kenny 
2008) and to affordable childcare for parents on low incomes (Goulden 2010). 

• Community banking facilities and credit union developments can help families 
avoid the dangers associated with borrowing from unlicensed moneylenders 
(LGA 2001; Warwick Business School 2006).  

• Discrimination against black and minority ethnic (BME) groups among some 
employers needs to be addressed. Such practices can keep some minority ethnic 
workers in low-paid, low-skilled work (Platt 2007). 

Maximising benefit take-up 
Responding to the low take-up by many poor families to the financial support to 
which they are entitled, the Take Up Taskforce identified eight principles of effective 
service delivery to improve this situation (Take Up Taskforce 2009). The detail of this 
report is not fully discussed here, but some key features are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3:  Ways to maximise benefit take-up 

 
With regard to the final point, ‘counteracting negative perceptions’, local strategic 
partnerships (LSPs) will need to be mindful of public attitudes towards poverty, 
particularly within the current climate of strained resources, when developing their 
strategies. Park et al (2007) used data from the British Social Attitudes Survey to 
analyse public attitudes towards poverty. Their analysis identified two groups: those 
with a liberal view (51 per cent), and those with a sceptical view (49 per cent) of 
poverty. Liberals tend to see poverty as a social phenomenon and believe in wealth 
redistribution policies, while sceptics see poverty as self-imposed and tend to believe 
that benefit levels are too high.  
The demographics of each group are different. Liberals are most likely to be a 
young, white or black, degree-educated, living in London and broadsheet readers. 
Lone parents and those who have experienced poverty are also more likely to be 
liberals. For sceptics, the reverse is generally the case. Sceptics are most likely to 
live in the East and South East of England, to feel that they have never experienced 
poverty, to be tabloid newspaper readers and to have GCSEs or O’ Levels as their 
highest educational achievement. Asians are also more likely than other ethnic 
groups to be sceptics. 
This research demonstrates that the task of counteracting negative perceptions is 
not straightforward and that, in some areas, greater educational campaigns or 

Methods 
 
An integrated 
and 
personalised 
package of 
support (Take 
Up Taskforce 
2009) 

 

 Process 
Partnership plans and needs assessments should 
encourage service providers to point parents in the direction 
of information regarding benefits. For example, general 
practitioners (GPs) could refer patients for benefits’ checks if 
they have been unable to work due to a prolonged period of 
sickness. Co-location of advice and employment services in 
familiar locations such as libraries, housing offices or GPs 
surgeries can also help, while outreach workers may be 
needed to ‘seek out’ hard-to-reach families in their 
communities. Use of the Common Assessment Framework 
(CAF) may be beneficial. 

A shared 
recognition of the 
impact of poverty 
(Take Up 
Taskforce 2009) 

 

 If practitioners can be helped to see how poverty impacts 
upon their roles (for example, poverty can be a cause of ill 
health) then there is a better chance of all agencies taking 
shared responsibility for benefit take-up. The end goal is that 
passing on information becomes embedded in everyday 
roles, which requires a greater exploration of data sharing 
protocols. The CAF Common Core, and common induction, 
can be used to convey the message to all parts of the 
workforce. 

Counteracting 
negative 
perceptions (LGA 
2001; Alcock 2004;  
Platt 2007; Take 
Up Taskforce 
2009) 
 

 Alcock alerts us to the dangers of ‘blaming the victim’ for 
being poor (p 93). There is a need for positive campaigning 
on benefit take-up – balancing stories on benefit fraud with 
stories of how benefits have supported individuals and 
communities. Those from BME communities (who are 
disproportionately likely to be living in poverty) can 
particularly benefit from such campaigns. 
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rationales for the strategy adopted may need to be provided in order to win hearts 
and minds. 
5.1.2 Narrowed outcome gaps for children and young people living in poverty 

Narrowing outcome gaps for children and young people, according to various 
authors, is key to achieving economic wellbeing in later life, and raising educational 
attainment should be viewed as part of a longer-term strategy to reduce child poverty 
(Machin and McNally 2006). Allen (2003 p 7) states: ‘...poorer children are one third 
as likely to get five or more good GCSEs as their wealthier counterparts, and young 
people from unskilled backgrounds are five times less likely to enter higher education 
than those from professional backgrounds’. 

 
A National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) review of research 
evidence relating to Narrowing the Gap across all Every Child Matters (ECM) 
outcomes by Waldman (2008) demonstrates that a number of factors are key to 
narrowing the outcome gap. These include: 
 
• For local leaders – taking a long-term and multi-perspective focus (through joint 

commissioning, integrated working, joint needs-based training for professionals 
and inclusion of the voice of children, young people and families) and ensuring 
that there is effective monitoring, evaluation and evidence-informed analysis. 

• For partnerships – through the development of strong multi-agency agreements 
(see Section 5.2.1); through having schools and other agencies working closely 
together; and possibly by having schools acting as connecting ‘hubs’ with and 
between services. 

• For parents – having access to, and engagement with, locally based prevention 
or early intervention services; having access to services when children are 
young; being involved with their children’s learning; and being helped to develop 
good parenting skills (including positive home-learning environments). (These 
points are explored in more detail in Table 4, below). 

• For vulnerable children and young people – having professionals and policy-
makers who understand the link between disadvantage, lower attainment and 
poorer outcomes and can use this knowledge to make a positive difference. 
Waldman (2008) outlines a range of specific factors that are key to narrowing the 
outcome gap for particular groups of children and young people (young carers, 
young offenders, those from BME communities and those permanently excluded 
from school, for example). 

 
Most of the literature relating to Narrowing the Gap focuses on the educational 
achievement gap and does not detail strategic approaches to narrowing health 
outcome gaps. However, one validated local practice (VLP) example draws attention 
to health, rather than educational, inequalities. The example refers to Hart’s (1971 p 
405) ‘inverse care law’ that suggests: ‘The availability of good medical care tends to 
vary inversely with the need for the population served.’ That is to say, deprived 
children and young people use emergency services and acute care but are less 
likely to access preventative and specialist services on a planned basis. (See 
Section 6.1.2). 
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Two other factors were identified through literature sources as being important in the 
effort to minimise the attainment gap between disadvantaged and other children and 
young people – the first is external to and the second, internal to schools. These 
are explored in Table 4. 
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Table 4: External and internal factors in narrowing educational outcome gaps 

External factors  

Blanden’s (2006) large-scale secondary 
analysis of British Cohort Study data concluded 
that specific factors enabled some children born 
into poverty in 1970 to ‘buck the trend’ by 
achieving economic wellbeing in adult life.  
 
The factors included: 

• having parents with some level of 
qualifications 

• being read to as children by one’s parents 

• having parents who showed some interest 
in their children’s development 

• attending schools with higher achieving or 
more advantaged peers. 

 Implications 

These findings suggest that tackling poverty early 
and within the family may reduce its negative 
effects. 
 
The National Evaluation of Sure Start (2008) 
discovered that there were more positive 
outcomes in Sure Start Local Programme (SSLP) 
areas than in similar non-SSLP areas. For 
example: 

• there was less negative parenting  

• children had better home-learning 
environments 

• three-year-olds had better social 
development, higher immunisation rates and 
fewer accidental injuries 

• there was greater access to child- and family-
related services. 

This suggests that strategies that develop the 
parenting and basic skills of families while children 
are young may have an impact on long-term 
educational outcomes.  

Internal factors 

Excellence in Cities (EiC) was a major 
government initiative that injected funding into 
urban areas (Kendall et al 2005). EiC outcomes 
were mixed and included: 
 
• improved motivation, behaviour and 

attendance among some pupils 

• improved mathematics scores at Key Stage 
3 (but no demonstrable impact on other 
subjects at Key Stage 3 or on any subject at 
Key Stage 4) 

• a greater impact upon attainment in schools 
in more challenging circumstances 

• a ‘partnership dividend’ i.e. ‘levels of 
attainment were higher in partnerships with 
high levels of engagement with the 
collaborative ethos of EiC’ (p 81). 

 Implications 

Investing heavily in schools can reap some 
benefits, especially in terms of ‘soft’ outcomes 
such as improved motivation and behaviour. 
Learning points would seem to be that: 
 
• a collaborative approach is crucial and can 

lead to improved outcomes for children 
provided partnerships are effective 

• as the most beneficial outcomes were for 
schools in challenging circumstances, funding 
should be targeted according to specific 
economic and social criteria rather than on 
whole regions (see Section 5.2.4 on place-
versus-people focus). 
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5.2 Components of a child poverty strategy 
5.2.1 Effective multi-agency partnership 
The importance of partnership or multi-agency working in tackling child poverty is the 
most prominent theme in the literature. But what is a partnership or multi-agency 
approach? The following sections explore this, the challenges associated with such 
an approach and a range of identified solutions. 

Definitions 
Janie Percy-Smith’s book: What works in strategic partnerships for children (2005) is 
an excellent source for anyone looking to develop a whole-area child poverty 
strategy. It is not possible to summarise the entirety of her book here. However, she 
attempts to define ‘partnership’ and hence provides useful context for a discussion of 
challenges and solutions. The author notes that although the term ‘partnership’ has 
many meanings, the main distinction is between those that are strategic (concerned 
with planning, coordination and communication) and those that are operational 
(concerned with managing and delivering). For this review, we have attempted to 
identify literature that focuses on strategic partnerships. She also notes a distinction 
between: 
 
• Executive partnerships – these can be actual or virtual, and usually directly 

contract organisations and agencies to provide services. Staff can work directly 
for the partnership, or can work for their own organisations, with some pooling of 
resources. 

• Advisory partnerships – these do not usually commission or procure services. 
Rather, outputs are implemented through individual partners’ budgets. Such 
partnerships aim to make agreements collectively about the actions that 
individual members will take. They often operate as steering groups. 

 
Although items reviewed for this study frequently identify the important role of 
partnerships in strategy development, they rarely explore the structure or format of 
the ‘partnerships’ they advocate. It is worth mentioning this caveat, because the 
challenges and solutions mentioned below will vary in their applicability, according to 
the partnership structures in place in different areas. 

Challenges 
A key challenge in developing effective partnerships, according to Howarth et al 
(2001), is attempting to reach consensus on priorities when so many organisations 
and agencies are involved in direction, planning and delivery. This can lead to dis-
economies of scale if not handled well (Geddes 2000; Curtis 2006). The literature 
indicates that a lack of ‘joined-up’ thinking and action can arise at many levels. 
Examples are provided in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Multi-agency partnership challenges  

Challenges 
Tensions between central 
and local government  
(Higgins and Ball 1999; 
Kemp et al 2002; Alcock 
2004; Warwick Business 
School 2006; HM Treasury 
and DCSF 2007). 

 Causes 
Issues of relative power, autonomy and 
resources can lead to tension. The effectiveness 
of child poverty alleviation at area level should 
not be judged in isolation from the effectiveness 
of central government welfare policy.  

Cross-departmental 
challenges within LAs  
(Geddes and Root 2000; 
Dacorum Borough Council 
2001; Stockport 
Metropolitan Borough 
Council 2001; Warwick 
Business School 2006). 

 Historical differences in working practices 
between the former departments that make up 
Children’s Services, and between Children’s 
Services and other LA departments such as 
economic regeneration teams, can cause 
challenges. Finding ways to link poverty strategy 
with other strategies such as community, 
economic or sustainable development and 
neighbourhood renewal. 

Challenges within LSPs 
or CTs  

(Higgins and Ball 1999; 
Geddes 2000; Rich et al 
2001; HM Treasury and 
DCSF 2007; O’Riordan 
2007; DCSF 2008a). 

 Engagement of all local services, particularly the 
third sector (which can be more flexible and 
effective in meeting goals) is important. 
However, coordinating different working 
practices, priorities and cultures can be a 
challenge. 

 
 

Solutions 

Percy-Smith (2005 Section 4) provides an 11-point plan for ‘getting started’ in 
partnership working. A diagram showing her suggestions is presented in Table 6. 
Following this, a range of similar suggestions arising through other reviewed 
literature is explored. Overlapping themes are identified by an asterisk in Table 6.
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Table 6: Getting started – activity sequence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Percy-Smith 2005 
 
Further suggestions about the factors that can enable an effective partnership 
approach were identified in the literature, as discussed below. 
 
• Size – Although very large partnerships have the benefits of drawing in a wide 

range of experience and of representing a variety of interests, they can 
sometimes operate more effectively through smaller sub-groups or even sub-
partnerships. In EiC areas, collaboratives of four to eight schools were regarded 
as being of appropriate size to be effective (Kendall et al 2005). 

• Positive, shared vision and actions – Partnerships should adopt a jointly held 
vision from their instigation (Spicer and Evans 2005; Ryan et al 2008). All parties 
should understand and agree to the vision, which should be paired with a detailed 
implementation plan (Allen 2003; Percy-Smith 2005; 2006), with clearly defined 
child-focused outcomes (Friedman et al 2005; Howarth and Morrison 2007; 
Smyth 2007; Axford 2008; Daniels et al 2008; Lord et al 2008). Ravenhall and 
Diamond (2009) argue that: ‘The local area agreement (LAA) should be the 
mechanism through which partnerships develop and deliver comprehensive and 
genuinely joined-up solutions to problems like child poverty’ (p 20). 

• Strong leadership – Senior buy-in is needed from individuals who can champion 
child poverty and retain its importance as a central priority in local authorities 
rather than as an ‘add on’ (Higgins and Ball 1999; Grisoni and Miller 2002; 
Howarth and Morrison 2007; Ryan et al 2008; Utting et al 2008). In order to 
overcome clashing management styles (Daniels et al 2008) or different 
professional ideologies (Howarth and Morrison 2007), there is also a need for 
partnership leaders who can successfully develop new structures and win staff 
over ‘emotionally and intellectually’ (Geddes and Root 2000; Ryan 2008 p 28). 

Is a 
partnership 
needed? 
 

Is a new structure 
required, or can an 
existing partnership 
be used? 

If a new 
structure, set up 
a working group 
 

Undertake needs 
analysis/audit of 
existing provision 
 

*Develop vision 
and mission 
based on jointly 
held values 

*Decide on 
partnership ‘type’ 
(see Section 
5.2.1) 
 

*Decide on 
membership 
(mandatory 
/voluntary) + 
chair 
 

Ascertain 
management 
structure (will a 
smaller executive 
board be needed to 
conduct business?) 
 

*Develop effective 
leadership (not 
necessarily one person) 

*Build team based on trust and 
openness (agree code of 
conduct) 
 

Develop  
Strategy 
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Decisions about which agency, or who will lead and be the ultimate decision-
maker require careful negotiation. 

• Distribution of roles and responsibilities – There are often uneven power 
relationships in large partnerships such as Children’s Trusts that comprise 
statutory and non-statutory partners, commissioners and service providers 
(Percy-Smith 2005; Howarth and Morrison 2007). The effects of this can be 
mitigated by utilising the different skills and expertise of partnership members and 
by giving some decision-making autonomy to partners (Roaf 2002; Allen 2003). 
However, expectations also need to be managed by making it clear that not all 
partners are necessarily ‘equal’ (Howarth and Morrison 2007). Percy-Smith 
(2005) comments: ‘The expectation of equality can become a barrier to good 
partnership working when it is inappropriate and unexplained’ (p 56). O’Riordan 
(2007) notes that agreed responsibilities should be translated into mandate (for a 
statutory partner such as the Police Service, a primary care trust or Connexions) 
or a corporate plan (if a voluntary partner). 

• Clear terminology – Building a common understanding of child poverty can be a 
challenge for partnerships (Geddes 2000; Ravenhall and Diamond 2009) when 
different organisations or individuals have different views of, or make various 
judgements about, the measures, causes and solutions of poverty (Axford 2008). 
A number of authors argue that, in the strategy development phase, there is 
‘need for carefully crafted compromise to avoid engaging in ideological conflict’ 
(Roaf 2002; Buchanan 2006; Curtis 2006 p 156; Howarth and Morrison 2007), 
supported by an agreed definition of terms (Utting et al 2008). 

• Open and clear communication – Several authors (Rich et al 2001; Allen 2003; 
Percy-Smith 2005; Howarth and Morrison 2007; O’Riordan 2007) point to the 
importance of open and clear communication between partners. Openness is 
crucial in helping all partners to feel that they can have their say and to build 
trust. Clear communication can be aided by having an agreed mechanism for 
sharing ideas and information. 

5.2.2  Adequate resources  
Evidence analysed for this review supports other evaluations in recognising that a 
lack of adequate resources can be a barrier to developing and implementing 
effective strategy (Higgins and Ball 1999; Rich et al 2001). The literature identifies 
two main resource constraints: funding, and time and human resource. 
 
Funding 
Geddes and Root (2000) question the ambitious policy goals set by the government 
concerning halving child poverty by 2010 and for its eradication by 2020. The 
authors query the extent to which these goals are matched by sufficient funds. This 
has an impact upon LAs and their partners at grass-roots level. Alcock (2004) 
suggests that the key message emerging from a discussion about funding is that 
long-term budgets are needed to meet long-term challenges. Short-term funding is 
often cited as a ‘major brake’ on local authority ability to invest in infrastructure 
(Warwick Business School 2006 p 31). Machin and McNally (2006) also comment 
that local funding needs to be matched centrally at a suitably high level. These 
observations from the literature are, to a certain extent, problematic, given the 
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current fiscal climate. The Welsh Assembly Government (2006) evaluation of 
Communities First notes that ‘programme bending’ (i.e. using public services and 
resources to address specific issues) may be the way forward, but is not currently 
well understood or used. 
 
Recent guidance issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government 
(DCLG 2010a) suggests that current constraints on public finances mean that it is 
ever more essential to find new ways of working that enable effective delivery while 
at the same time making savings. Given that local people care about the quality and 
relevance of the services they receive, but are less concerned about who supplies 
them, there is a strong argument for partnerships aligning or pooling their resources 
to create economies of scale and to deliver the best possible service to their 
communities. However, it can be challenging for partnerships to effectively pool the 
resources of all their members (Kendall et al 2005). Edgley and Avis (2007) note that 
the principle of collaboration is predicated on equality between professionals, but 
partners often have very different levels of resource available to them, which can 
strain a sense of equality and signify a ‘power differential’ (p 385).  
 
The DCLG (2010a), however, points out that budgets do not have to be pooled 
(managed by a single host with a formal partnership or joint funding agreement) to 
achieve economies of scale. Budget pooling most commonly takes place between 
public-sector partners or within long-standing partnerships with high levels of trust. 
Budget alignment (where partners work together to jointly consider budgets and to 
align activities to deliver agreed aims and outcomes but, ultimately, retain control of 
their own resources) can help in some circumstances, for example where there: 
 
• are no legal powers to pool funds 
• are fledgling partnerships 
• is a keenness to involve private-sector or third-sector partners, who are often 

unable to pool their resources. 

 
In the long term, budget pooling is desirable because it removes the need for 
individual agency decision-making and eliminates the need for repeated 
renegotiation of joint agreements. It can also help to address, and overcome, cultural 
differences between organisations. However, budget pooling can be bureaucratic 
and, therefore, alignment may be more appropriate and manageable in the following 
circumstances: 
 
• in the short term, while partnerships are becoming established 
• where partnerships have a limited likely longevity 
• where partnerships have a short-term remit 
• where partnerships have no prior history of working together. 
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Time and human resource 
The issues discussed above relating to funding apply similarly to the issue of time or 
human resource allocation. Percy-Smith (2006) and Edwards et al (2006) note that 
considerable effort needs expending in setting up an area-level strategy. There can 
often be an underestimation of the capacity required at this stage (Higgins and Ball 
1999; Percy-Smith 2006; Howarth and Morrison 2007; Smyth 2007). Higgins and 
Ball (1999) argue for at least two years to be given to the development phase of a 
strategy of this complexity, and that such development is a major political and 
managerial commitment that requires appropriate and ongoing resources for 
implementation. This is certainly an interesting argument given that this, or a future, 
government is committed to publishing a national strategy on child poverty within 12 
months of Royal Assent of the Child Poverty Bill (GB. Statutes 2010). Of course, it is 
important to note that the national strategy is being developed from an existing base 
of well-established policy and practice – and not from a blank sheet. 
 
The Welsh Assembly Government (2006) interim evaluation of Communities First 
concurs that fully functioning partnerships have taken between one and three years 
to get to this stage, while Cummings et al (2007) add that, as ‘trust’ is the basis of 
successful partnerships, they are necessarily slow to develop. 
5.2.3 Participation of children, young people and families 
The literature emphasises the importance of recognising children and young people 
as key stakeholders in child poverty policy development. For instance, Eurochild 
(2009) makes this statement: 
 

Child participation is a core principle of the UN Convention on the Rights of 
the Child and its application should be taken seriously. A child’s opinion is an 
added value … participation is even more important for the most vulnerable 
children (p 22). 

 
Elaborating upon this point, Ridge (2009 p 5) notes that: ‘there is a need for further 
research with children and families from specific groups [for example, young carers, 
children and young people living in a household with a disabled member, BME 
communities, lone parent families and teenage parents] to help us understand their 
experiences of poverty and how poverty interacts with other characteristics.’ She 
argues that it is essential for policy-makers and practitioners to develop a deep, 
meaningful awareness of the everyday realities of childhood poverty by building 
children and young people’s voices into the development of policy and practice 
(Ridge 2009 p 14). As the most powerful advocates for their children, parents must 
also be considered to be key stakeholders. 

Participation of low earners 
Howarth et al (2001) argue more generally that those on low incomes should be 
involved in the creation of a child poverty vision, while Spicer and Evans (2005) 
argue that the principle of participation should be central, underpinning the 
formulation of any strategy development. Such participation can have a two-fold 
benefit: first, a democratising and empowering effect for local people and 
communities; and second, a means of challenging accepted practices, provision and 
relationships (Percy-Smith 2005; Edwards et al 2006 p viii). 
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Notwithstanding the importance of child and family participation, the literature 
identifies a number of barriers to such participation, as well as within communities 
more widely as outlined in Table 7. 

 
Table 7: Barriers to community participation  

Barrier  
‘Consultation’ is 
mistakenly presented as 
‘participation’  
(Percy-Smith 2005; Spicer 
and Evans 2005)  

 Explanation, or solution  
Consultation imposes a predefined agenda on 
respondents, whereas in participation, the views of 
the community are integral in shaping questions 
and policy. Both consultation and participation are 
needed to obtain a range of perspectives and 
insights from children and young people.  

Lack of sufficient time and 
resources  
(Percy-Smith 2005; Spicer 
and Evans 2005) 

 Participation is resource intensive – finance, time 
and skill are required. There is a danger that 
participation can be viewed as an ‘administrative 
overhead’ rather than as an investment. This 
supports the call for appropriate and long-term 
funding and resource allocation outlined in Section 
5.2.2 

Lack of understanding 
between community-based 
organisations and 
authorities 
(Rich et al 2001; Dinham 
2005; Percy-Smith 2005; 
SQW Consulting 2008)  

 Community-based organisations can perceive local 
government as a primary obstacle to effective 
collaboration, while council officials can feel that 
community-based organisations have limited 
resources, poor administration and parochial 
interests (see paragraphs below for examples). 

 
Official and community 
views do not align 
(Percy-Smith 2005; Spicer 
and Evans 2005). 

 
If the views and preferences of children and young 
people do not align with central/trust priorities, 
‘considerable changes in the way in which partners 
work’ will be needed (p.185). This may include 
attention to: language used; the structure, format 
and location of meetings; and the format of 
materials.  

 
Achieving best balance 
(Geddes 2000 p 791; Alcock 
2004; Percy-Smith 2005; 
Spicer and Evans 2005) 

 A balance is needed between wide representation, 
overuse of regular, ‘articulate’ groups, which can 
lead to ‘consultation fatigue’, and charges of 
‘tokenism’. Participation should be appropriately 
supported (through policies, standards, support 
and training where necessary) so that the burden 
of social change is not passed on to local citizens, 
children and young people. 
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Evidence on participation  

To encourage community participation and local governance, two community 
engagement strategies, New Deal for Communities (the government’s flagship 
initiative for neighbourhood renewal) and Neighbourhood Management pathfinders 
(established by the then Office of the Deputy Prime Minister) were instigated. Each 
has had different results. Evaluations of the strategies indicate that: 
• Neighbourhood Management Pathfinders have been highly successful in 

developing understanding between service providers and community members, 
improving levels of community involvement and working practices and delivering 
better services and higher satisfaction levels (SQW Consulting 2008). 

• New Deal for Communities (NDC), has, according to an official evaluation of the 
first phase (ODPM 2005) begun to see change in relation to longer-term 
outcomes. For instance, better outcomes were found in NDC areas in relation to 
unemployment than nationally, or in similarly deprived non-NDC comparator 
areas. Phase 2 findings have not yet been reported. However, an independent 
evaluation (Dinham 2005) found that, from a participation angle, NDC reportedly 
undermined some communities and caused a sense of exclusion among local 
people. Although the initiative had a promising beginning and support from local 
people, when put into practice, community participants felt disempowered and 
believed that they were working to a pre-existing agenda. 

So what can be learnt from these two experiences? Evaluations of the two initiatives 
suggest that the following guidelines may help. Ensure that: 
 
• Opportunities for participation are informal, that pre-existing professional skills or 

understanding are not required and that appropriate training and capacity-
building activities are carried out. 

• There is some form of facilitation or brokerage between community 
representatives and service providers (the presence of ‘Neighbourhood 
Managers’ in Neighbourhood Management Pathfinders distinguished this strategy 
from New Deal for Communities). 

• Roles and responsibilities are well distributed between service providers and 
community members – not just filled by professionals. 

• There is a channel for communication so that the voices of all can be heard 
(whether or not the language used is technically ‘correct’). Make sure that there is 
a mechanism for recognising ‘grass-roots’ ideas. 

• Local histories and relationships are taken into account when building a 
participative strategy. 

5.2.4 Targeted strategy 

Although there is no clear statement emerging from the literature to suggest that 
varying strategy according to the needs of different groups or individuals is good 
practice, there are indications that targeting resources differentially may be 
beneficial. Three approaches or debates arose through the literature (Higgins and 
Ball 1999; Howarth et al 2001; CESI 2007; Edgley and Avis 2007; HM Treasury and 
DfES 2007; Platt 2007; Axford 2008; Cortis 2008); these are illustrated below.  
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• Place/people/family focus – Many strategies (for example, Sure Start) are 

‘place focused’ (resources are targeted at specific geographical areas) rather 
than ‘people focused’ (resources are targeted at families in need). A people-
focused strategy requires a global interpretation of poverty and also creative 
partnerships that can overcome the barriers of working across geographical 
boundaries. Initiatives focused on personalisation and resilience building (HM 
Treasury and DfES 2007) and support from Regional Improvement and Efficiency 
Partnerships and Government Offices in the regions, may help. 

• Urban/rural focus – Although poverty strategies often focus on urban poverty, 
the literature emphasises that the impact of rurally based poverty should not be 
underestimated or forgotten. In areas with an urban and rural composition, 
relevant outcomes that relate to both contexts should be included in strategic 
planning. 

• ‘Group’ differentiation – A large number of strategies are identified in the 
literature specifically targeted around, for example: lone parents; young parents; 
the homeless; BME groups; traveller children; families with disabled children; not 
in education, employment or training groups; and care leavers. The literature 
identifies that strategies focus variously on tackling discrimination, improving 
access to services and maximising income. Examples of some of these 
strategies are provided in Section 6. 

Finally, Edwards et al (2006) suggest that whole-area strategy should pay attention, 
not only to the alleviation of child poverty, but also to the wider Every Child Matters 
outcomes8

• recreation (both structured and unstructured) 
. This may require action related to:  

• transport and housing 
• health, wellbeing, education, crime reduction and safety. 

There is scope to generate additional benefits through this approach. For example, 
the development of a breakfast club will provide not only childcare to support parents 
into or within work, but also access to healthy food for children, and nutrition advice 
that may benefit children and possibly influence their parents (Kemp et al 2002).  

                                            
 
8 The accurate assessment of children and young people’s needs through the Common Assessment 
Framework (CAF) may lead to their individual needs being identified and, in turn, result in the 
provision of required action. 
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6. What key elements ought to be included in a 
whole-area child poverty strategy in order for it to be 
effective?  
  
This section focuses on the key elements that ought to be included in a whole-area 
child poverty strategy in order for it to be effective. Unlike Section 5, which centres 
on facilitators and barriers, this section provides case study examples. These 
examples, gathered from the literature and through validated local practice (VLP), 
feature ways to maximise family income and narrow outcome gaps, as well as ways 
to bring about multi-partnership working, long-term funding, people participation and 
targeted strategy. The section is in two parts, as follows: 
 

Desired outcomes of a child poverty strategy 
 
• Maximising family incomes: a VLP example from Devon is provided, as well as 

a case study from Halton in Cheshire. Both areas have worked to increase benefit 
take-up. 

• Narrowed outcome gaps: a VLP example from Derbyshire’s community 
paediatrician service is provided. 

 
Components of a child poverty strategy 
 
• Effective multi-agency partnerships: an example from the London Borough of 

Enfield is provided. 

• Long-term and suitably high levels of funding: Enfield, again, is used to 
exemplify this point.  

• Participation of children, young people and families in strategic planning: a 
VLP example from Ealing is provided to show one way of engaging children, 
young people and communities in decision-making.  

• Targeted strategy according to local needs: an example is given from Cornwall 
where ‘virtual wards’ have been created to overcome the problems associated with 
place-based delivery. 

6.1 Desired outcomes of a child poverty strategy 
6.1.1 Maximising family incomes 
The literature outlines a number of facilitators in developing into-work strategies 
(see Section 5.1.1), although few case study examples. There are very few practical 
examples of how in-work poverty can be alleviated. However, many government 
pilots are experimenting with ways of achieving this. A local practice example, 
verified by C4EO, is outlined in Table 8, below. This example features the work of a 
welfare rights unit in Devon. This example, and others reported in this section and 
Section 7, has been effective in addressing one particular aspect of a child poverty 
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strategy. However, taken more broadly, this example and others have multiple 
focuses and multiple benefits. 
 
Table 8: Income maximisation in Devon 

In Devon, the Welfare Rights Unit, part of Citizens Advice, has been creating income 
maximisation pathways for local families, helped by a joint agency team. The aim 
was to improve economic wellbeing and boost local economies as welfare-originated 
money tends to be locally spent. A priority for the unit was to secure the entitlements 
of families of children with special needs. Partner agencies were encouraged to 
inform people of the income maximisation service and to facilitate referrals. This was 
achieved through advertising campaigns, by contacting schools, holding advice 
surgeries in Children’s Centres and referrals through Connexions. So far, additional 
benefit income to an average of £4,000 per family has been awarded to 815 families 
in Devon with a child with disabilities or special needs. Moreover, the verified total 
additional benefit income raised for 2005–09 is above £3.8 million. A special school 
made this comment about the service: ‘… the project has filled an essential gap in 
ensuring that our children are not disadvantaged through lack of appropriate 
benefits.’ Other special schools made similarly positive comments, as did Children’s 
Centres, Connexions, the Children and Young People’s Service and a support group 
for families of children with special needs in Devon. 
 
A further case study, although not identified through the VLP process, provides an 
example of how one area (Halton in Cheshire) has worked to increase benefit take-
up for those unable to work and to improve employment prospects for parents. At 
the heart of Halton’s strategy is a contract between Children’s Centres and Citizens 
Advice Bureau (CABs). This is a strategy used in other areas also (see Dacorum 
Borough Council (2001)). Its purpose is to provide an integrated and personalised 
package of support for parents of young children, especially relating to debt, 
employment, tax credits and benefits. The diagram below shows how the contract 
works: 
 
Table 9: Income maximisation services in Halton 

 
 
 
 
Access to CAB staff 
Mainly by referral from:  
– Front-line health 
workers (GPs, for 
example) 

– Children’s Centre 
Staff 

– Voluntary 
organisations working 
with ‘hard-to-reach’ 
groups. 

Fast-track service 
This is a key feature and includes: 
– Contact made three hours after 
referral 

– Each client given a named 
adviser 

– Home visits offered to new 
parents 

– Online referral system tracks 
parents through the service. 

Service focus 
– Specialist 
employment law 
service 

– Representation 
service for parents (for 
example, on 
homelessness panel) 

– Parents can volunteer 
for CAB and learn new 
skills. 

 

Children’s Centre/CAB contract 
= ‘the mechanism’ 
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Source: TfC 2008 pp 71–73 

The strategy has been found to have real impact on parents and families. The 
reported outcomes are: 
• Finance – around £180,000 secured in new benefits and over £220,000 of debts 

managed. 
• Parent satisfaction – a telephone survey found all participating parents to be 

‘very satisfied’ with the service. Ninety-five per cent said they felt more in control 
of their finances and 78 per cent reported feeling better off financially. 

• Skills/employability – twelve parents were taken on as CAB volunteers and a 
further five went on to secure paid employment. Benefits are reported as 
increased self-esteem and enhanced wellbeing. 

6.1.2 Narrowing outcome gaps 
Most of the literature relating to Narrowing the Gap outlined in the previous section 
referred to research evidence on strategies to reduce the achievement gap for 
children and young people. An example of how one local authority is working 
towards narrowing health outcome gaps for children and young people in poverty, 
validated by C4EO, is provided in Table 10. This example features community 
paediatricians in Derby City and southern Derbyshire, and is a useful addition to the 
evidence around strategies to create greater equality in outcomes for all young 
people. 
 

Table 10: Derby’s community paediatricians 

By remodelling into a ‘community-facing’ service, the Community Paediatric Service 
in Derby City and southern Derbyshire is aiming to narrow the outcome gaps for 
children and young people in poverty by ensuring that vulnerable groups have 
equitable access to its service, particularly early in life. Expensive medical time is 
being targeted to where it is most needed to reverse the ‘inverse care law’ (Hart 
1971). Its programme of work is facilitated by multi-agency planning, clinical 
leadership and information, as well as by recruitment, training and support, which 
includes developing a shared vision and agreeing priorities across agencies, 
recruiting senior doctors as champions, adopting an inclusive and responsive 
service-management approach, carrying out a clinically led data-collection system 
and recruiting staff with specific high-level skills. So far, 47 per cent of the service’s 
patient contacts are with children and young people in the most deprived quintile of 
the population, with 70 per cent in the most deprived two quintiles (of a total of 5,312 
contacts). Moreover, the service is accessed by all resident ethnic groups, and 90 
per cent of attendance and multi-disciplinary meetings take place in community 
bases and schools (rather than hospitals and child development centres). Regular 
user-satisfaction surveys show good results despite the difficult circumstances in 
which doctors see patients. Evidence collected from audits, peer reviews and health 
measures show that vulnerable children and young people are not falling through the 
net.  
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6.2 Components of a child poverty strategy 
6.2.1 Effective multi-agency partnerships, and long-term and suitably high 
 levels of funding  
In the London Borough of Enfield, the local strategic partnership (LSP) has 
developed a child-focused local area agreement (LAA) which is the mechanism for 
developing a joined-up approach (known as ‘One Large Intervention’ (OLI)) to 
tackling child poverty. The aim of OLI is to provide wraparound services for children 
and young people from birth to 19 years old and to provide intensive family support 
through two specialist centres (Smyth 2007). 
 
This case study provides an interesting example of a multi-agency approach to child 
poverty, and also an illustration of effective pooled funding in action. It therefore 
exemplifies key elements 1 and 2 above (i.e. effective multi-agency partnerships, 
and long-term and suitably high levels of funding). The following diagram shows how 
the mechanism works:  
 
 
Table 11: Enfield’s ‘One Large Intervention’ (OLI) 
 
 
 
 
 

Joint funding 
– Neighbourhood renewal 
funding (NRF) allocated to 
OLI rather than a range of 
projects 

– Mainstream local 
authority (LA) funds also 
used (‘programme 
bending’) 

– LSP pooled additional 
monies (from PCT, 
Metropolitan Police, Big 
Lotttery Fund etc.) 

– Streams aligned to fund 
a single service. 

Joint working 
– LSP action group works 
with Metropolitan Police 
to reduce crime and 
improve safety 

– LA work programme 
aligned with that of the 
police service so that 
there is joint working 
towards targets 

– Regular fortnightly 
meetings 

Measuring success 
– LSP committed to 
measuring outcomes 

– Investment in ‘Enfield 
Observatory’, an online 
data sharing service 

– All targets attributed a 
performance indicator (PI), 
which are measured over 
time. 

 

LAA = 
‘the mechanism’ 

Source: CESI 2007 
 
6.2.2 Participation of children, young people and  families 
Janie Percy-Smith (2005) provides detailed guidance on what to consider when 
involving communities in decision-making, and ways of involving communities to best 
effect, as summarised in Table 12. 
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Table 12: Community participation – checklist  

1. What is the purpose of the participation? 
2. Who needs to be involved (community groups, individuals, etc.)? 
3. What will my role be (communicator, facilitator, etc.)? 
4. What balance needs to be struck between keeping control and gaining others’ 

commitment? 
5. What time and effort is needed for preparation (preparation is key)? 
6. Is my own organisation committed to participation? 
7. Can I communicate in the language of those I wish to involve? 
8. Do I need to make initial contact informally? 
9. How can I build on existing networks, but make sure these are not the only 

channel for communication and involvement? 
10. What time and resources will be needed? 
 
Source: Percy-Smith 2005 p 84 taken from Wilcox 1994 p 24 
 
Ways of involving communities in decision-making will vary according to the desired 
purpose of involvement. So, for example, exhibitions, emails, websites and stalls at 
community events are all useful mechanisms for informing the community, 
whereas, surveys, audits and workshops are better ways of seeking local views. If 
long-term engagement is the desired goal, then community forums, direct 
community elections and sub-committees or consultative groups may be the way 
forward (Percy-Smith 2005 p 87). 
 
Regarding the participation of children and young people in decision-making, Percy-
Smith (2005 p 93) notes that: ‘while agencies may feel that there are benefits for 
children and young people in getting involved, these benefits may not be readily 
apparent to children and young people themselves’ . The requirement within the 
Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. Statutes 2010) for local authorities to engage 
children, young people and families living in poverty in the development of child 
poverty needs assessments and strategies, means that it is imperative that 
Children’s Trusts and LSPs find ways to engage those most in need of support in 
strategic planning. This poses a unique challenge because the children and young 
people who most need to be engaged are those who have historically had the least 
opportunity to have their voices heard. Ridge (2009 p 13) notes that ‘considerable 
care needs to be taken to ensure that participants are treated as subjects, not 
objects, and that the research activity is inclusive, respectful and participatory.’  
 
An example of how one local authority has engaged with local residents, validated by 
C4EO, is provided in Table 13. This example features a process known as 
‘Storycatching’ that is being used by Ealing Early Years Childcare and Play (a 
department of Ealing Council) and SAFE 0–12 (an early intervention service in the 
borough).  
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Table 13: Ealing’s ‘Storycatch’ process 

Ealing Council is engaging with local residents through a project seeking to 
maximise family income. The council is one of ten local authorities taking part in the 
‘work-focused services in children’s centres’ pilot that seeks to reduce child poverty 
by integrating work-focused services into Children’s Centres and multi-agency 
working (Marangozov 2009). The pilot is being evaluated as part of a wider 
evaluation of Children’s Centres – through a reflexive, inclusive, yet simple tool. The 
process – known as ‘Storycatch’ – is used by Children’s Centres and allied workers 
as a coherent way of engaging with each other, as well as with children, young 
people and families. It is a narrative approach giving parents, children and young 
people a greater voice in relation to service use and outcomes. Comments from 
centre staff on the process include: ‘It’s so vital to have people’s experiences 
represented in more than tick-box ways’ and ‘It’s about relationships and this way 
you can get some of that … finding out what makes a difference might be missed 
without the stories’. (See Section 7.1.2 for methodology.) 
 
A further example of effectively engaging children and young people in decision-
making, although not identified through the VLP process, is illustrated in Table 14. 
This example is of a project run in Hendon, Sunderland – an area in which multiple 
poverty indicators feature. In 1996, the area became operational as a Barnardo’s 
poverty strategy pilot area. The focus of the pilot was on encouraging children and 
young people to participate in sports and community life. Groups of children and 
young people came together to answer the question: ‘How can we build a positive 
community in Hendon East End that is safe and exciting for young people?’ Traynor 
and Davidson (2001 p 22) comment: ‘This was an empowering exercise for those 
who were involved, and also increased young people’s representation and 
participation in local issues.’ 
 
Table 14: Processes and impact of Hendon’s scheme  

• Around 40 children and young people designed and conducted an online 
questionnaire of approximately 400 local youngsters (a good example of 
consultation by young people for young people). 

• Results were presented to the City Council and other interested parties. 
• A pilot worker mediated between children and young people and officials at 

council meetings (the role of a mediator is important, particularly with regard to 
language and expectations. This supports the findings of the Neighbourhood 
Management Pathfinders evaluation in Section 5.2.3). 

• Plans were made to install new sports facilities in the area.
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A useful example of a range of methods for engaging children and young people in 
decision-making can be found in the recent consultations undertaken with 129 
children and young people by Save the Children (Ark and Nott 2009) to gather their 
views on the then Child Poverty Bill. The recommendations from these consultations 
were influential, and aided the passage of the Bill through parliament. Other 
resources on engaging children and young people in planning and decision-making 
can be found in the Participation Works website (www.participationworks.org.uk). 
 
Overarching the various approaches used during the Save the Children consultation 
was a commitment to making participants feel comfortable and able to share views. 
In order to achieve this, all discussions were in the third person. ‘This ensured 
sessions did not get personal while allowing children to speak discreetly about their 
own experiences where they felt comfortable’ (Ark and Nott p 5). As well as holding 
small discussion groups, Save the Children also used the following aids to help 
children and young people express their views: 
 
• Community mapping – participants are asked to draw a ‘map’ of their 

community showing facilities that they think need to be present for children to do 
well in life. These maps can then be compared against official priorities to 
demonstrate areas of commonality and difference. 

• Ranking statements on poverty – useful to get the process of discussion going. 
Children and young people can be provided with a series of statements that they 
then rank in order of importance to them.  

• Story telling – encourages participants to discuss ‘real life’ examples, either in 
the third person, or directly in relation to their own experiences to bring the topics 
under discussion to life. 

 
6.2.3 Targeting strategy 
There are many examples in the literature of local strategies targeting specific client 
groups, or ‘types’ of poverty. It is not possible to explore all of these here, but two 
contrasting examples are provided. The first relates to ‘people’ rather than ‘place’ 
provision, the second to a specific client group. 
 
People rather than place 

In Cornwall, the Real Choices Steering Group has set a firm target to reduce child 
poverty via an improved system of joined-up working and by shifting efforts from 
treatment to prevention. Table 15 details the features of the ‘Real Choice’ 
programme. The reference to ‘virtual wards’ is particularly noteworthy: 
 

http://www.participationworks.org.uk/�
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Table 15: ‘Real Choice’ to reduce poverty  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comprises Cornwall Council, Jobcentre Plus, 
the LSP, Inclusion Cornwall, the Children and 
Young People’s Partnership (CYPP) and the 
Voluntary Sector Forum. 

Community and voluntary sector delegate 
flexible funds. 

Families in need identified by common 
parameters rather than by geography. ‘This 
will ensure that money is ploughed more fairly 
to families in need, regardless of where they 
live.’ 

A partner organisation takes the lead on 
assisting families using all current provision 
and resources. 

Source: Smyth 2007. 
 
‘Group’ targeting 

The example shown in Table 16 is of a Newcastle-based strategy aiming to reduce 
the cohort of young people aged 16 to 18 not in education, employment or training 
(NEET). The NEET issue is a persistent concern for governments, and one that is 
exacerbated by the current economic recession. Newcastle tends to feature 
disproportionately high NEET levels because it suffers from higher than average 
levels of poverty and deprivation and has a comparatively high proportion of adults of 
working age who live in households where nobody is in paid work (DCSF 2008b). 

Genuine multi-agency 
involvement 

Pooled funding 
 

Use of ‘virtual wards’ 

Lead partner organisation 
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Table 16: NEET reduction in Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
 
 Before the strategy was introduced, agencies worked in isolation to 

improve outcomes for children and young people. No clear prevention 
strategy for those identified as NEET existed. 

 Partners came together to devise a strategy using an Outcomes Based 
Accountability methodology (see Section 7.1.2). This included 
Connexions, the local Skills Council, education, social care and housing 
services, the police, the youth offending service, schools, community 
and voluntary organisations, among others 

  

Connexions service 

 
 • Timely and impartial information, advice and guidance (IAG) for the 

over 13s. 

• A remedial IAG service to support NEETs. 

• Measures to enable young people from vulnerable groups to access 
services and overcome barriers to education, employment and 
training. 

• Connexions staff to understand how their work contributes to the 
target to reduce the NEET rate and to be able to evaluate their 
outcomes. 

• Quality of Learning and Skills Council (LSC)-funded provision 
across Tyne and Wear to be monitored and evaluated. 
Improvements to be sought where needed. 

• Training available for ‘significant adults’ in young peoples’ lives, so 
that they can guide them towards education, employment or 
training. 

 • Fall in proportion of NEET young people from 15 per cent in 2003 to 
nine per cent in 2007. 

• Increase in number of interventions from voluntary and community 
organisations, illustrating the value of a partnership approach. 

• Increase in number of young people seen by Connexions staff and 
moving into education, employment or training. 

Source: DCSF 2008b pp 75–80; Utting et al 2008 p 17 
 

This section has provided a number of real examples of strategies being employed by 
local areas to tackle child poverty. Combined with the facilitators and barriers discussed 
in Section 5, these examples provide useful suggestions regarding the key elements 
that ought to be included in a child poverty strategy in order for it to be effective. The 
case studies do not provide all the answers, nor will they necessarily be replicable in all 
areas or contexts. Nevertheless, they provide useful illustrations of the different ways in 
which strategy can be formulated. 
 

 

Background 

Strategy 

Budget 

Objectives 
 

Outcomes  
 



 

53 
 

7. How might the development and implementation of 
a whole-area child poverty strategy be best 
monitored and assessed?  
Sections 5 and 6 reported on two key outcomes in the drive to tackle and reduce 
child poverty in the UK – ‘maximising family income’ and ‘narrowing outcome gaps 
for children and young people living in poverty’. This section reports on ways in 
which progress on meeting these two key outcomes might be monitored and 
evaluated. The findings presented in this section focus on what is being evaluated 
and how progress is evaluated. It is worth noting that the evidence base was less 
extensive for this line of enquiry than for the other review questions. Nine of the key 
items from the main review and four items of additional literature related to this 
review question.  

Key findings 

What is being evaluated? Local authorities and their partners should prioritise the 
monitoring and evaluation of outcomes for children and young people over the 
monitoring of processes.  

How is progress evaluated?  

• Through good-quality local data that enables strategies to be planned and 
progress to be monitored. Expert advice may be needed to access and use the 
evidence. 

• Through a monitoring and assessment system that forms part of a development 
cycle. This involves target setting, using indicators to monitor progress, 
evaluation and review. A validated local practice example from Ealing in London 
is provided.  

• Through national and local indicators that can assist in planning and monitoring 
progress.  

7.1 Why measure outcomes? 
7.1.1 Requirement to undertake a needs assessment 
Evidence suggests that monitoring and evaluation are key features of an effective 
whole-area child poverty strategy (Geddes and Root 2000; Traynor and Davidson 
2001; CESI and CPAG 2007). Moreover, local authorities (LAs) have an obligation, 
under the duties placed upon them by the Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. 
Statutes 2010), to undertake a local child poverty needs assessment. This 
assessment should help all partners to understand the drivers of child poverty in their 
local area, and the characteristics of those living in poverty, in order to provide a 
solid foundation for strategy development. Draft guidance issued to local areas 
outlines regulations in relation to the type of data that should be collected and key 
poverty indicators that should form the basis of statistical monitoring (DfE, 2010). 



Tackling child poverty through whole-area strategies 
 

54 
 

C4EO’s data tool is available to help LAs undertake these assessments and 
provides access to all the publically available data needed for them. Evidence from 
the literature highlights potential models for monitoring and evaluating such data 
effectively, as discussed in Section 7.2. 
7.1.2 Measuring outcomes for children, young people and families  
Partnerships can use monitoring to assess whether or not there has been an 
improvement in service provision and to assess outcomes at ‘population’ level. A 
report by the Centre for Economic and Social Inclusion (CESI 2007) recommends 
that child poverty targets should be mandatory in all of the most deprived LAs. A key 
message from the literature is that it is more important to monitor and evaluate 
outcomes for children and young people than it is to monitor and evaluate systems 
and processes. Desired outcomes for children, young people and families should be 
the driver for any monitoring and assessment strategy. As Friedman et al (2005 p 
260) argue, it is important to focus on ‘outcomes for local people, not data for 
bureaucracy’. 
 
A number of the items identified the importance of partnerships having access to 
good data, including high-quality local data, to enable trend forecasting (DCSF 
2008a) and for financial planning (Friedman et al 2005; Utting et al 2008). This 
provides partners with the robust evidence they need to underpin strategy 
development (CESI and CPAG 2007). Good-quality local data is also needed in 
order for partners to monitor and evaluate progress towards targets (Friedman et al 
2005; CESI and CPAG 2007). Therefore, data generation should be a part of 
strategy development and implementation through the inclusion of monitoring and 
evaluation activity (Higgins and Ball 1999). However, existing quantitative and 
administrative data is not always appropriate as a basis on which to make targeting 
decisions (Edwards et al 2006; Howarth and Morrison 2007). Those planning to use 
such data for targeting purposes may need to ‘seek expert advice on how to interpret 
and use such evidence’ (Edwards et al 2006 p vi).  

7.2 Methods for measuring outcomes  
7.2.1 Models for monitoring  
The literature suggests that models, such as Outcomes Based Accountability (OBA) 
and Theory of Change (Friedman et al 2005), can be helpful in monitoring and 
evaluating whole-area strategies. Beginning with OBA, this is a way to measure 
outcomes for children, young people and families. Utting et al (2008) suggest that 
OBA requires a shift away from the setting of output targets and reliance on process 
measures to monitor performance and ‘success’. Moreover, it is important that 
partners consider how best to assess outcomes for children, young people and their 
families because, otherwise, services can meet process targets without improving 
outcomes for children, young people and their families.  
 
It is essential to remember the distinction between outcomes and outputs, as shown 
in Table 17. Using this model, partners meet to agree on the outcomes to be 
prioritised, examine the baseline data and analyse the story behind the data to 
determine what factors and circumstances are driving each trend. They agree an 
action plan, including how the partners will work together, budget and time-scale. 
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Table 17: Outcomes Based Accountability 
 Describe aspects of wellbeing for 

whole populations (for example, 
all children) as with the Every 
Child Matters outcomes – or they 
refer to the wellbeing achieved 
for users of a particular service 
or intervention over time. 
 
A successful parenting 
programme for parents of three-
year-olds might lead to fewer 
temper tantrums by their children 
after three months; fewer 
conduct disorders after five 
years; and less involvement in 
crime after ten years. 
 

 Describe service specifications, 
delivery mechanisms and 
procedures. 
 
A successful parenting 
programme might deliver a 
significant number of training 
sessions and increase the 
number of trained facilitators 
and participating parents. These 
may have a knock-on effect on 
outcomes for children but, in 
themselves, are not outcomes. 
 

Source: Utting et al 2008 
 
Regarding Theory of Change (TOC), Traynor and Davidson (2001) and Friedman et 
al (2005) advocate the use of this methodology to support action planning, which 
should include monitoring activities. These authors suggest that monitoring be 
underpinned by action research principles (in other words, monitoring and formative 
assessments are concurrent with the activity and final outcomes are defined first, 
and then interim and short-term goals developed subsequently). Moreover, Friedman 
et al (2005) recommend that planning and actions be closely linked. This means that 
monitoring and assessment occurs at the same time as the activity. 
 
A local practice example, validated by C4EO, sits well with an OBA or TOC model. 
This example from Ealing, outlined in Section 6.2.2, combines an ‘appreciate story’ 
methodology with Freidman et al’s (2005) evaluation approach. The process is 
described in Table 18. 
 
Table 18: Ealing’s ‘Storycatch’ process 
This approach, taught at workshops, is an evaluation-based learning system seeking 
to speed up the provision of services. Its achievements include evaluating the work 
of Children’s Centres in addressing child poverty, gathering evidence of particularly 
effective practice and encouraging reflection on practice with evaluation as part of an 
everyday activity. The approach enables professionals to be recognised for their 
unique contributions, fosters greater inclusion for families, celebrates good practice 
and gives good data for centre management and service delivery. A Children’s 
Centre Strategic Manager said the process was ‘in itself a change and practice 
improvement’. Recognising the impact of the ‘Storycatch’ process, an Information 
and Development Worker from the authority was second place winner of the ‘Child 
Poverty Champion’ title in 2009, awarded by the Child Poverty Unit, and the South 
Acton Children’s Centre was second in the ‘Superb Service’ category.  

Outcomes Outputs 
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7.2.2 Development cycle  
Our review suggests that any form of monitoring and assessment, whether or not 
underpinned by OBA, TOC, or similar methodologies, is most effective when it forms 
part of a development cycle. As can be seen from Figure 1, the cycle involves a 
number of inter-related stages. The development cycle starts at the top of the 
diagram and flows clockwise. It is a continuous cycle in which the review phase is 
not final, but rather feeds into a new cycle of development. 
 
Figure 1: Development cycle  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.2.3 Child poverty indicators 
The evidence suggests that LAs and their partners should use indicators to establish 
the extent to which actions are leading to an improvement in the level of child 
poverty in the area (Friedman et al 2005; Percy-Smith 2005; CESI 2007; CESI and 
CPAG 2007; Eurochild 2009). They should consider national and local indicators, as 
outlined below. 

National indicators 

Three of the studies outline the importance of high-level indicators to measure 
progress (CESI and CPAG 2007; Eurochild 2009; London Health Observatory 2009). 
One of the toolkits, which is primarily aimed at members of local strategic 

5. Look at the local partnership’s 
achievements to date. Consider how 
the strategy might need to change or 
develop in the short term in order to 
feed into a new cycle of monitoring and 
evaluation in order to achieve long-term 
goals. 

1. Effective targets are measurable. 
Some may be short term, others 
longer term and more ambitious. 

2. Partners can select 
indicators from 
nationally available lists 
and develop local-level 
indicators to measure 
‘locally specific issues’. 
 

3. Collect and record local 
as well as national data to 
build a picture of progress 
towards targets. 
 

4. Look at what the data says about 
whether or not the partnership is 
moving in the right direction. Consider 
if there is any short-term impact on the 
way to longer-term outcomes and what 
about the strategy has been effective 
and why. 
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partnerships, and particularly those that have chosen to include the new child 
poverty indicator (NI 116) within their local or multi-area inequalities agreement to 
target child poverty, suggests the use of high-level indicators (such as the children 
and young people in low-income families indicator). Eurochild (2009) discusses the 
importance of indicators reflecting the multi-dimensional nature of child poverty and 
covering issues such as material deprivation, housing, health, exposure to risk and 
risk behaviour, social participation and family environment and education. 
 
Rather than solely focusing upon NI 116 as an isolated measure of child poverty, 
there are baskets of indicators that partners can use to inform delivery plans and 
progress towards these, which could help to tackle child poverty (Ravenhall and 
Diamond 2009). The development by the London Health Observatory of a local 
basket of inequality indicators, commissioned by the Department of Health, is one 
such example of a positive initiative to ‘help support local action to achieve the 
government’s national inequalities targets for life expectancy and infant mortality, by 
highlighting information relevant to addressing the targets and assisting local areas 
with monitoring progress towards reducing health inequalities’ (London Health 
Observatory 2009).The Child Poverty Unit (CPU) has also recently developed a 
basket of poverty indicators (DCSF 2010). Some examples of these indicators are 
provided in Table 19, below.  
 

Table 19: Basket of indicators examples 
 
 
Child poverty 
 

 – Achievement gap between pupils eligible for free school 
meals and their peers at Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 4  
– Under-18 conception rate 
– Proportion of children in poverty 

Parental 
employment  
 

 – Work benefits (Jobseekers Allowance, Incapacity Benefit, 
Income Support, Severe Disablement Allowance and Carers 
Allowance) received by people of working age 

Take-up of 
childcare  

 – Delivery of Children's Centres/Sure Start 
– Take-up of formal childcare by low-income families 

 
Increased 
skill levels  
 

 

 – Learners achieving a Level 1 qualification in literacy  
– Number of learners achieving an Entry Level 3 qualification 
in numeracy 

Source: DCSF 2010  
 
Enfield’s ‘One Large Intervention’, which was outlined in Section 6.2.1, provides an 
example of tackling child poverty (London Child Poverty Commission 2007). Not only 
is this case study helpful in thinking about multi-agency partnerships, but also in how 
indicators can be used to monitor success, as outlined below: 
 
• All local area agreement outcomes and targets are attributed a performance 

indicator to be monitored over time. 
• The local strategic partnership is committed to monitoring and reporting 

outcomes. 
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• Resources are invested in the Enfield observatory, which comprises an online 
data-sharing system and a staffed service, and collects data from a range of 
national and local sources. 

Local indicators  

Guidance to local authorities and their partners in relation to the duties placed upon 
them under the Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. Statutes 2010) makes clear 
that a good needs assessment will draw on a range of sources, from statistical data 
to local knowledge. ‘The range and nature of data included should be locally framed, 
and hard statistical data should be blended with, and set within the context of, other 
sources of evidence’ (DfE, 2010). Examples given include: descriptive statistics of 
the local area; data on local service use; and local intelligence and case studies. 
 
Several studies suggest that the development of indicators should be an inclusive 
process involving communities (Geddes and Root 2000; Friedman et al 2005). 
Involving local people and other stakeholders in the process of developing the 
indicators can help to ensure that they are relevant to local needs. Smyth (2007 p 
21) reminds us that setting priorities is an art rather than a science and states: ‘Local 
views and political judgements are important contributions to the mix of technical 
data and other evidence.’ Friedman et al (2005) used one local authority as a case 
study to explore the benefits of outcome-based accountability in measuring the 
effectiveness of strategies to support children and young people. In this case, local 
people were encouraged to help develop local indicators that might ‘fill the gaps’ left 
by national performance frameworks. This inclusive approach helped to ensure that 
the indicators had resonance with the local community (Friedman et al 2005). 
 
When developing indicators, LAs and their partners will need to be aware of the 
language they are using. As discussed in Section 4, our stakeholder panels of 
children and young people rarely identified themselves as being ‘poor’. They tended 
to refer to tangible experiences, such as being in care, in debt or having unemployed 
parents. The language defining an indicator must therefore be transparent to all with 
an interest in developing and monitoring it. Indicators must be relevant to local 
communities and to children and young people as well as to service providers and 
officials. 
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8. Conclusions and main messages 
This review has brought together evidence from a diverse range of sources to 
identify ‘what works’ in developing a whole-area child poverty strategy. Its findings 
are of importance to local authorities (LAs) and their partners as they seek to fulfil 
their duties in relation to the Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. Statutes 2010). 
The findings will help support LAs to deliver the three main duties placed upon local 
areas: to cooperate and work with partners to mitigate the effects of child poverty; to 
prepare and publish a local needs assessment; and to prepare a joint child poverty 
strategy.  
 
Evidence from the literature, from the discussions of service providers (and to a 
lesser extent children and young people, and parents and carers), and from 
validated local practice (VLP) unites around two key desired outcomes.  
 
• Maximising family income to lift children, young people and their carers out of 

poverty. 
• The necessity of narrowing outcome gaps between children and young people 

from affluent and poor backgrounds in order to support economic wellbeing in 
later life. 

There is particular overlap between the views of service providers, VLP and the 
findings from the literature in terms of the importance of the following components 
(notwithstanding the recognised challenges associated with each): 
 
• Developing a multi-agency/partnership approach to tackling child poverty, 

including the importance of effective governance and the role of the workforce. 
• Sharing data and developing evidence-based practice on the theme of child-

poverty reduction. 
• Encouraging the active participation of children, young people, families and 

communities in strategic decision-making about child-poverty policy development. 

 
These two sets of themes are relevant to LAs and their partners as they seek to 
meet their duties in relation to the reduction of child poverty. 

8.1 Desired outcomes of a child poverty strategy  
8.1.1 Income maximisation 
There is wide acknowledgement within the literature that a key to alleviating child 
poverty is maximising family income, or, put another way, working to minimise the 
income gap between poor and affluent families. Clearly, the mechanisms for raising 
family income are various (earnings, tax credits and welfare benefits, for example) 
and so a mixed diet of approach and provision is likely to be required. If the central 
premise is providing an adequate standard of living for all families in Britain, then 
there needs to be an open-minded and non-judgemental response on the part of 
ministers, councillors, policy-makers, service providers and the public. To this end, 
there needs to be recognition that families find themselves in poverty for different 
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reasons, especially in the current economic climate, and therefore that different 
strategies aimed at maximising income are appropriate and will need to be 
employed. Reasons for low family income, identified through the review include: 
 
• worklessness 
• being in work, but in receipt of low earnings, or being in recurrent poverty 
• being unable to work, but unsure of how to, or unable to, access benefits. 

 
The review has found that a variety of strategies needs to be employed in order to 
maximise family income across all these groups. These include: 
• Focusing on positive publicity about the merits of a society in which people do not 

live in poverty, which counteracts negative stereotypes about those in receipt of 
benefits. Section 6.1.2 provides good examples of primary care trusts and 
Children’s Centres joining forces with the Citizens Advice Bureau, benefits 
agencies and employment services to bring welfare advice services to families in 
the places they frequent. 

• Close working with local employers, training providers, Connexions and schools 
to ensure that the education and training offer matches the needs of the local 
labour market, and that there are suitable ‘soft skills’ building opportunities. 
Additionally, to ensure that information, advice and guidance covers issues of 
pay, security and progression. 

• Considering the range of support measures that needs to be in place to support 
parents into work, specifically: flexible and affordable childcare; flexible working 
opportunities; adherence to minimum wage and equal pay legislation; regulations 
to minimise – and tighten up procedures around – temporary work; and the 
provision of in-work training to enhance progression. 

8.1.2 Narrowing outcome gaps  
An equally important determinant in mitigating the effects of child poverty and 
breaking the intergenerational cycle of poverty is striving to narrow outcome gaps 
between poor and affluent families. While the review yielded evidence related mainly 
to educational and health outcomes, there are clearly other specific factors that are 
key to escaping poverty: tackling crime; drug and alcohol misuse; minimising the 
teenage pregnancy rate; and addressing relationship breakdown, for example. 

Educational outcomes 

Research has demonstrated that achieving well at school can be helped by having 
parents who demonstrate an interest in their children’s education. There is evidence 
that strategies focusing upon positive parenting within the home, while children are 
very young (i.e. of pre-school age), can help to reverse the effects of poverty on 
longer-term educational achievement. There is also evidence that collaboration 
between schools and other agencies can lead to improved outcomes among 
students attending schools in challenging circumstances, providing partnerships are 
effective. Direct school funding can also have a positive effect upon ‘soft outcomes’ 
such as behaviour, motivation and attendance and, to a lesser extent, achievement. 
The national evaluation of Excellence in Cities (EiC) found, in fact, that EiC funding 
had a greater impact upon such outcomes in schools serving the most 
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disadvantaged areas – which is an argument for targeting funding towards schools 
where poverty is likely to be most prevalent. 
Health outcomes 

Reducing health inequalities is important, because poor health can impact 
negatively, in a wider sense, upon wellbeing, personal confidence and self-esteem, 
as well as upon future educational or employment prospects. Although the literature 
concluded little about strategies to reduce the gap between the poor and the affluent 
in terms of health outcomes, one VLP example provides an illustration of how the 
‘inverse care law’ might be reversed, so that poor families, children and young 
people achieve levels of clinical care that match their health needs. Factors 
contributing to more equitable outcomes would seem to include: 
 
• a multi-agency approach to child health, with all relevant agencies involved in the 

development of a vision and in planning the strategy 
• senior doctors championing the cause of vulnerable children and young people 
• recruitment of staff with high skill levels and specialist experience 
• a clinically led data-collection system 
• multi-disciplinary meetings with families that take place in community bases and 

schools rather than in hospitals and doctors’ surgeries. 

8.2 Components of a child poverty strategy  
8.2.1 A multi-agency approach 
At the heart of the evidence is a clear message that strategies developed to tackle 
child poverty will only work if they successfully draw on the full range of experience, 
resource and expertise across a whole area. Child poverty measures clearly extend 
beyond the remit of children’s services alone and there is wide recognition among 
stakeholders and within the literature that partnerships need to be forged that 
engage the full range of potential partners who work with children, young people and 
families – statutory and non-statutory providers, commissioners and service 
providers.  
 
There are many challenges associated with developing a multi-agency approach 
(historical, hierarchical, cultural, practical and financial, to name a few). Percy-
Smith’s (2005) ‘getting started activity sequence’ (see Table 6) provides a useful 
starting point in terms of the logistics of developing a partnership, but does not 
necessarily provide answers to the complex issue of ‘winning hearts and minds’ and 
encouraging commitment and enthusiasm among relevant parties. The literature 
provides some suggestions that can be summarised as follows: 
 
• Service providers should engage in a collective process of vision building 

and action planning. This development phase is an opportunity to clarify terms 
and desired outcomes, allocate roles and responsibilities and discuss structures 
and communication channels. It is important to involve all likely key players at this 
stage. 
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• Relevant agencies should ensure there is effective leadership. Senior 
members with the passion to champion the cause – but also with the skills to 
manage change, and potentially conflict – are needed. 

• Service providers should keep size and structure manageable. Breaking into 
sub-groups, or even sub-partnerships can be a useful method of offering some 
decision-making autonomy to smaller or non-statutory agencies, and utilising the 
skills of a diverse range of partners. 

• Tools and systems developed to encourage joint working need to be used. 
These include the common core of skills and knowledge, the Common 
Assessment Framework and information-sharing systems and guidance. 

8.2.2 Engaging children, young people and communities in strategy 
development 
Notwithstanding the various practical, financial and conceptual challenges 
associated with encouraging engagement, the literature suggests that it is good 
practice to involve children, young people, families and communities in the 
development of a child poverty strategy. It can have a democratising and 
empowering effect and is a means of challenging traditional methods of service 
delivery.  
Percy-Smith (2005) offers practical guidance including key questions to ask, and 
advance planning to undertake, before embarking upon a community engagement 
strategy (see Table 12). Additional evidence from the literature suggests that key 
success criteria in engaging children, young people and the community include: 
keeping meetings and communications informal; paying attention to ’real life’ 
language and terminology; offering training and support where required; ensuring 
that there is a clear channel for the communication of ‘grass-roots’ ideas; and, 
crucially, considering having a ‘broker’ to manage the interface between officials and 
the public. 

8.2.3 Sharing data and developing evidence-based practice 
A strong message emanating from the review is that any child poverty strategy must 
have a clear monitoring and evaluation framework in order to be effective. Key 
messages include:  
• The importance of prioritising outcomes for children, young people and families 

over internal processes. 
• Viewing monitoring and evaluation as part of a development cycle, where the 

outcomes of the evaluation are built into the subsequent phases of strategy 
formation. 

• The importance of developing good-quality local data. Such data can be 
developed from both existing and new indicators, which should be identified in 
consultation with a range of agencies, the community and children and young 
people.  

It is important for partnerships to establish the questions about child poverty and 
family hardship that they hope to answer over time, and the best means of gathering 
data to support this venture, before embarking upon a detailed monitoring and 
evaluation strategy. 
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8.3 Closing comments 
In conclusion, as Edwards et al (2006) remind us, any whole-area child poverty 
strategy should concern itself broadly with the Every Child Matters outcomes. This 
will require attention to recreation, transport, housing, health and education as well 
as income, benefits, employment and training. A joined-up approach – where 
children’s services, other LA departments (such as economic regeneration, 
sustainable development and neighbourhood renewal teams) and a range of non-
statutory partners work together to alleviate all aspects of poverty – is a desirable 
goal. The Child Poverty Act (England and Wales. Statutes 2010) provides a 
framework for such an outcome, and encourages all partners to work together to the 
achievement of the eradication of child poverty. 
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Data annexe 
Figure 2: Trends in the proportion of children in poverty, 1994/95–2007/08  

 
Source: Adams et al 20099

 
 

 
Figure 3: Risk of low-income household by economic status, 2007/08 

                                            
 
9 Data from 1998/99 onwards is for the UK, earlier data is for Great Britain with estimates for Northern 
Ireland imputed for the years 1998/99 to 2001/02  
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Source: Adams et al 2009 
 
Figure 4: Children at risk of living in low-income households, 2007/08 

 
Source: Adams et al 2009 
 
 
Figure 5: Children living in low-income households by ethnicity in 2007/08, 
United Kingdom 
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Source: Adams et al 2009 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6: Percentage of children taking free school meals by region, 2008  
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Appendix 1: Knowledge review methods 
Most C4EO reviews consist of a scoping study followed by a research review (see 
Figure 7, below) and culminate in a knowledge review (like this report). The child 
poverty study, unlike other C4EO reviews, has combined the scoping study and 
research review stages. This means that the research review included literature from 
a broad scoping search strategy identified as being relevant to the review questions. 
(Waldman et al 2009) 
 
Figure 7: The review process  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following summarises the data sources included in the knowledge review. 

Literature from the research review 

In order to identify literature for inclusion in the research review the team used 
systematic searching of bibliographic databases (containing literature on education, 
social sciences, psychology and health); web searches; current research; and 
recommendations from the Theme Advisory Group (TAG). Parameters were used to 
identify exclusion and inclusion criteria, for example, all literature had to be available 
in English and published from 1999 onwards. The parameters are listed in the 
research review report (see Waldman et al 2009 p 73). 
 
The team then screened and coded the literature (see Appendix 2 for further detail 
on the scoping process). The review team were guided by a ‘best evidence’ 
approach to select literature of the greatest relevance and quality for the review. 
This entailed identifying: 
 
• the items of greatest relevance to the review questions from those that were 

available  

• the items that came closest to providing an ideal design to answer the review 
questions 

• the quality of the research methods, execution and reporting. 
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The team reviewed all priority items that were accessible within the allocated time 
and wrote a summary for each item using a standard template. The review team also 
assessed the quality of the evidence. 

Additional literature  

Additional literature for this knowledge review was identified from various sources: 
 
• literature that had been identified but was not available at the time of writing the 

research review 
• literature recommended by the research review peer reviewer 
• literature identified by the TAG. 

All additional literature was summarised using the same template. The team 
reviewed the research evidence and also summarised any relevant case studies that 
provided examples of good practice. 

Stakeholder panels 

The team analysed data from stakeholder panels including: 
 
• Service providers – records of delegates’ discussion groups from the C4EO 

national child poverty conferences in September 2009. 
• Parents/carers – 39 parents/carers on the Family and Parenting Institute panel 

who provided responses to a series of questions related to the child poverty 
research review and to child poverty in general.  

• Children and young people – data from the National Children’s Bureau 
gathered through panel consultations and text-message responses, as well as 
published consultation reports. 

Validated local practice 

In order to identify ‘what works’, the best validated local practice (VLP) examples of 
successful development and implementation of whole-area child poverty strategies 
are included. This is evidence provided by local authorities, Children’s Trusts and 
their partners and is subject to a validation process by C4EO. (See Appendix 4 for 
details of VLP process and assessment criteria). 
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Appendix 2: Searching process and results 
 
This appendix contains details of the search results and search strategy. The first stage in 
the process was for the Theme Lead to set the key review questions and search 
parameters and agree them with the National Foundation for Educational Research 
(NFER) team. The list of databases and sources to be searched was also agreed with the 
Theme Lead. The keywords comprised a poverty set; a set of terms relating to local 
authorities to cover their relatively new ways of working; and a strategy-related set. The 
keywords were adhered to as far as possible for all bibliographic databases, with closest 
alternatives selected where necessary.  
 
A list of websites considered relevant to the search was compiled by the NFER team and 
supplemented by key organisations identified in the National Children’s Bureau’s 
organisations database, the British Education Internet Free Collection and by others 
identified in the course of the bibliographic database searches. Members of the Theme 
Advisory Group were invited to suggest relevant documents, networks and websites. 
 
The next stage in the process was to carry out searching across the specified databases. 
The database and web searches were conducted by information specialists. Owing to the 
spread of database holdings across consortium member institutions, the database 
searching tasks were divided between NFER, the Social Care Institute for Excellence and 
the National Children’s Bureau, whose information specialists worked in close consultation 
to ensure consistency. Initial screening was done at this stage to ensure that the results 
conformed to the search parameters. Searches were limited to items published in the 
English language between 1999 and 2009. The records selected from the searches were 
then loaded into the EPPI-Reviewer database and duplicates were removed. The review 
team members used information from the abstract and/or the full document to assess the 
relevance of each piece of literature in addressing the key questions for the review. They 
also noted the characteristics of the text, such as the type of literature, country of origin 
and relevance to the review question. A 20 per cent sample was selected at random and 
checked for accuracy by another member of staff.  
 
The numbers of items found by the initial search, and subsequently selected, can be found 
in Table 1. The three columns represent:  
 
• items found in the initial searches 
• items selected for further consideration (that is, those complying with the search 

parameters after the removal of duplicates)  
• items considered relevant to the study by a researcher who had read the abstract 

and/or accessed the full document. 
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Table 1. Overview of searches 
Source Items found 

by database 
searches 

Items selected for 
further 

consideration 

Items 
considered 

relevant to the 
study 

Databases    

Applied Social Sciences Index 
and Abstracts (ASSIA) 201 75 36 

Australian Education Index (AEI) 281 30 6 

British Education Index (BEI) 302 74 49 

ChildData 1,805 290 70 

Cumulative Index to Nursing and 
Allied Health Literature (CINAHL 
Plus) 

18 18 2 

ERIC 659 94 29 

Medline 4 4 1 

PsycINFO 372 33 13 

Internet databases/portals    

British Education Internet Free 
Collection 324 11 0 

Social Care Online 1,014 89 5 

Social Policy and Practice 1,384 354 161 

Theme Advisory Group 
recommendations (including 
texts and organisations) 

146 146 122 

 



 

82 
 

Search strategy 
This section provides information on the keywords and search strategy for each database 
and web source searched as part of the review.  
 
All searches were limited to publication years 1999 to 2009, in English language only. 
 
A brief description of each of the databases searched, together with the keywords used in 
the searches, is outlined below. The search strategy for each database reflects the 
differences in database structure and vocabulary. 
 
The following conventions have been used: ‘(ft)’ denotes that free-text search terms were 
used, ‘$’ denotes a truncation of terms, ‘?’ is used as a wildcard to accommodate variant 
spellings, and ‘(+NT)’ denotes that narrower subject terms have been included (where 
available). 
 

Applied Social Sciences Index and Abstracts (ASSIA)  
(searched via CSA Illumina 13/02/09) 

ASSIA is an index of articles from over 500 international English language social science 
journals. 

Poverty set 
#1 poor families 
#2  poverty  
#3   poor children 
#4   low income families 
#5   disadvantaged young people 
#6   child welfare 
#7   homeless children 
#8   homeless young people 
#9   disadvantaged children 
#10 deprivation 
#11 welfare benefits 
#12 NEET (ft) 
#13 not in education employment or training (ft) 
#14 tax credit$ (ft)  
#15 take-up and benefit$ (ft) 
#16 free school meals 
#17 family support 
#18   #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 or 

#14 or #15 or #16 or #17  
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Local authority/whole-area set 
#19 interagency collaboration 
#20 integrative approach 
#21  integrated services 
#22  local education authorities 
#23  local government 
#24  local authorities 
#25  government 
#26  service delivery 
#27  preventive programmes 
#28  early intervention programmes 
#29  partnerships 
#30  children$ service$ (ft) 
#31  children$ trust$ (ft) 
#32  integrated work$ (ft) 
#33  integrated activit$ (ft) 
#34  multiagency or multi-agency (ft) 
#35  whole service (ft) 
#36  extended school$ (ft) 
#37  child-centred (ft) 
#38  duty and cooperat$ (ft) 
#39  interventions 
#40 #19 or #20 or #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 

or #31 or #32 or #33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 or #39 

Initiatives set 

#41 Children’s Fund (ft) 
#42 early excellence centre$ (ft) 
#43 Education Maintenance Allowance$ (ft) 
#44 Excellence in Cities (ft) 
#45 Local Network Fund$ (ft) 
#46 Narrowing the Gap (ft) 
#47 Sure Start (ft) 
#48 children’s centre$ (ft) 
#49 Youth Inclusion Programme$ (ft) 
#50 Step Up to Science (ft) 
#51 Mentoring Plus (ft) 
#52 Neighbourhood Support Fund$ (ft) 
#53 school breakfast club$ (ft) 
#54 Pupil Learning Credit$ (ft) 
#55 National Childcare Strategy (ft) 
#56 New Deal (ft) 
#57 Neighbourhood Nurseries Initiative (ft) 
#58 #41 or #42 or #43 or #44 or #45 or #46 or #47 or #48 or #49 or #50 or #51 or #52 

or #53 or #54 or #55 or #56 or #57 
#59  #40 or #58 
#60 #18 and #59 
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Change management search 

#61 organisational change 
#62 change and management (ft) 
#63 change and strat$ (ft) 
#64 #61 or #62 or #63 
#65  local government 
#66 local authorities 
#67 local education authorities 
#68 government 
#69 #65 or #66 or #67 or #68 
#70 #64 and #69 

Author search 

#1 Barnard-Helen 
 

Australian Education Index (AEI) 
(searched via Dialog 09/02/09) 
 
AEI is Australia’s largest source of education information covering reports, books, journal 
articles, online resources, conference papers and book chapters. 

Poverty set 

#1 economically disadvantaged 
#2 disadvantaged environment 
#3 low income groups 
#4 child welfare 
#5 disadvantaged  
#6  children at risk 
#7  socioeconomic status 
#8  homeless people 
#9  high risk persons 
#10 welfare recipients 
#11  free school meal$ (ft) 
#12  poverty (ft) 
#13  deprivation (ft) 
#14  social exclusion (ft) 
#15  famil$ income (ft) 
#16  poor children (ft) 
#17  famil$ support (ft) 
#18  parent$ support (ft) 
#19 #1 or #2  or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 or 

#14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 
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Local authority/whole-area set 

#20  agency cooperation 
#21  intervention 
#22  prevention 
#23  local government 
#24  local education authorities 
#25  state government 
#26  delivery systems 
#27  children’s service$ (ft) 
#28  children$ trust$ (ft) 
#29  child advocacy (ft) 
#30  child-centred (ft) 
#31  extended school$ (ft) 
#32  integrated service$ (ft) 
#33  integrated work$ (ft) 
#34  integrated activities (ft) 
#35  inter-agency or interagency (ft) 
#36  multi agency or multiagency (ft) 
#37  partnership$ work$ (ft) 
#38  local authorit$ (ft) 
#39  workforce reform$ (ft) 
#40  service delivery (ft) 
#41  service provider$ (ft) 
#42 #20 or #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 or #31 

or #32 or #33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 or #39 or #40 or #41 

Initiatives set 

#43  Children’s Fund (ft) 
#44  early excellence centre$ (ft) 
#45  Education Maintenance Allowance$ (ft) 
#46  Excellence in Cities (ft) 
#47  Local Network Fund (ft) 
#48  Narrowing the Gap (ft) 
#49  National Childcare Strategy (ft) 
#50  Neighbourhood Nurseries Initiative (ft) 
#51  New Deal (ft) 
#52  Neighbourhood Support Fund (ft) 
#53  Mentoring Plus (ft) 
#54  Pupil Learning Credit$ (ft) 
#55  school breakfast club$ (ft) 
#56  Step Up to Science (ft) 
#57  Sure Start (ft) 
#58  children$ centre$ (ft) 
#59  Youth Inclusion Programme$ (ft)  
#60   #43 or #44 or #45 or #46 or #47 or #48 or #49 or #50 or #51 or #52 or #53 or #54 

or #55 or #56 or #57 or #58 or #59 
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#61  #42 or #60 
#62 #19 and #61 

Change management search 

#63  change strategies 
#64  organisational change 
#65  change management (ft) 
#66 #63 or #64 or #65 
#67  local government 
#68  local education authorities 
#69  local government employees 
#70  state government (ft) 
#71  local authorit$ (ft) 
#72   #67 or #68 or #69 or #70 or #71 
#73   #66 and #72 
 

British Education Index (BEI) 
(searched via Dialog 27/10/08) 
 
BEI provides information on research, policy and practice in education and training in the 
UK. Sources include over 300 journals, mostly published in the UK, plus other material 
including reports, series and conference papers. 

Poverty set 

#1  economically disadvantaged 
#2  disadvantaged environment 
#3  low income groups 
#4  child welfare 
#5  disadvantaged  
#6  children at risk 
#7  socioeconomic status 
#8  homeless people 
#9  high risk persons 
#10 welfare recipients 
#11  free school meal$ (ft) 
#12  poverty (ft) 
#13  deprivation (ft) 
#14  social exclusion (ft) 
#15  famil$ income (ft) 
#16  poor children (ft) 
#17  famil$ support (ft) 
#18  parent$ support (ft) 
#19  NEET (ft) 
#20  not in education employment or training (ft) 
#21 #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 or 

#14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 or #19 or #20 
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Local authority/whole-area set 
#22  agency cooperation 
#23  intervention 
#24  prevention 
#25  local government 
#26  local education authorities 
#27  delivery systems 
#28  children’s service$ (ft) 
#29  children$ trust$ (ft) 
#30  child advocacy (ft) 
#31  child-centred (ft) 
#32  extended school$ (ft) 
#33  integrated service$ (ft) 
#34  integrated work$ (ft) 
#35  integrated activities (ft) 
#36  inter-agency or interagency (ft) 
#37  multi-agency or multiagency (ft) 
#38  partnership$ work$ (ft) 
#39  local authorit$ (ft) 
#40 workforce reform$ (ft) 
#41 workforce near remodelling (ft) 
#42  service delivery (ft) 
#43  service provider$ (ft) 
#44 #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 or #31 or #32 or 

#33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 or #39 or #40 or #41 or #42 or #43 

Initiatives set 
#45  Children’s Fund (ft) 
#46  early excellence centre$ (ft) 
#47  Education Maintenance Allowance$ (ft) 
#48  Excellence in Cities (ft) 
#49  Local Network Fund (ft) 
#50  Narrowing the Gap (ft) 
#51  National Childcare Strategy (ft) 
#52  Neighbourhood Nurseries Initiative (ft) 
#53  New Deal (ft) 
#54  Neighbourhood Support Fund (ft) 
#55  Mentoring Plus (ft) 
#56  Pupil Learning Credit$ (ft) 
#57  school breakfast club$ (ft) 
#58  Step Up to Science (ft) 
#59  Sure Start (ft) 
#60  children$ centre$ (ft) 
#61  Youth Inclusion Programme$ (ft) 
#62 #45 or #46 or #47 or #48 or #49 or #50 or #51 or #52 or #53 or #54 or #55 or 

#56 or #57 or #58 or #59 or #60 or #61 
#63 #44 or #62 
#64 #21 and #63 
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Change management search 

#65  change strategies 
#66  organisational change 
#67  change management (ft) 
#68  #65 or #66 or #67 
#69  local government 
#70  local education authorities 
#71  local government employees 
#72  local authorit$ (ft) 
#73  #69 or #70 or #71 or #72 
#74  #68 and #73 

Author search 

#1 Barnard-Helen 
 
British Education Index Free Collection (formerly the British 
Education Internet Resources Catalogue)  
(searched via the WWW 16/02/09) 
 
The free collection search interface of the British Education Index (BEI) includes 
access to a range of freely available internet resources as well as records for the 
most recently indexed journal articles not yet included in the full BEI subscription 
database. NB. These searches were executed after the organisation website 
searches had been carried out and therefore duplicate items were ignored as much 
as possible. This accounts for the relatively low selection rate. 

Initiatives set (129 items found, of which one item was selected initially) 

#1  Children’s Fund (ft) 
#2  early excellence centres (ft) 
#3  Education Maintenance Allowance (ft) 
#4  Education Action Zones (ft) 
#5  Excellence in Cities (ft) 
#6  Local Network Fund (ft) 
#7  Narrowing the Gap (ft) 
#8  National Childcare Strategy (ft) 
#9  Neighbourhood Nurseries Initiative (ft) 
#10  New Deal (ft) 
#11  Neighbourhood Support Fund (ft) 
#12  Mentoring Plus (ft) 
#13  Pupil Learning Credits (ft) 
#14  breakfast clubs (ft) 
#15  Step up to Science (ft) 
#16  Sure Start (ft) 
#17  children’s centres (ft) 
#18  Youth Inclusion Programmes (ft) 
#19  #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 

or #14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 
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Poverty (185 items found, of which seven items were selected initially) 

#20 poverty  
#21 social mobility 
#22 socioeconomic status 
#23 welfare recipients 
#24 low income groups 
#25 homeless people 
#26 high risk persons 
#27 family income 
#28 economically disadvantaged 
#29 disadvantaged 
#30 disadvantaged environment 
#31 children at risk 
#32 child welfare 
#33  free school meals (ft) 
#34  deprivation (ft) 
#35  social inclusion (ft) 
#36  social exclusion (ft) 
#37  poor children (ft) 
#38  family support (ft) 
#39  parent support (ft) 
#40  NEET (ft) 
#41  not in education employment training (ft)  
#42  tax credits (ft) 
#43  take-up and benefits (ft) 
#44  #20 or #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 or 

#31 or #32 or #33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 or #39 or #40 or #41 or 
#42 or #43 

Local authority/whole-area set 

#45  preventative practice (ft) 
#46  local authorities (ft) 
#47  agency cooperation 
#48 child advocacy 
#49 integrated activities 
#50 intervention 
#51 local education authorities 
#52 local government 
#53 prevention 
#54  central government (ft) 
#55  frontline (ft) 
#56  children’s trusts (ft) 
#57  children’s services (ft) 
#58  duty of cooperation (ft) 
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#59 duty to cooperate (ft) 
#60 extended schools (ft) 
#61  integrated working (ft) 
#62  interagency (ft) 
#63  inter agency (ft) 
#64  multiagency (ft) 
#65  multi agency (ft) 
#66  partnerships (ft) 
#67  workforce reform (ft) 
#68  workforce remodelling (ft) 
#69  workforce modernisation (ft) 
#70  service delivery (ft) 
#71  service providers (ft) 
#72  whole-area 
#73  whole-area 
#74  whole service 
#75  #45 or #46 or #47 or #48 or #49 or #50 or #51 or #52 or #53 or #54 or #55 or 

#56 or #57 or #58 or #59 or #60 or #61 or #62 or #63 or #64 or #65 or #66 or 
#67 or #68 or #69 or #70 or #71 or #72 or #73 or #74 

#76 #44 and #75 

Change management search (10 hits, of which three were selected initially) 

#77  change management (ft) 
#78  change strategies or organisational change (ft) 
#79  #77 or #78 
#80  local education authorities 
#81 local government employees 
#82 local government 
#83  children’s services (ft) 
#84  central government (ft) 
#85  local authority (ft) 
#86  local authorities (ft) 
#87  #80 or #81 or #82 or #83 or #84 or #85 or #86 
#88  #79 and #87 
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ChildData 
(searched via National Children’s Bureau Inmagic interface 24/02/09) 
 
ChildData is the NCB database, containing details of around 35,000 books, reports 
and journal articles about children and young people. 
 
Poverty set 

#1 economically disadvantaged (ft) 
#2 disadvantaged-environment (ft) 
#3 low income groups (ft) 
#4 child welfare (ft) 
#5 disadvantage$ (ft) 
#6 homeless people (ft) 
#7 homelessness (ft) 
#8 welfare recipients (ft) 
#9 free school meals (ft) 
#10 poverty (ft) 
#11 social exclusion (ft) 
#12 family income (ft) 
#13 poor children (ft) 
#14 parent support (ft) 
#15 NEET (ft) 
#16 not in education employment or training (ft) 
#17 tax credits (ft) 
#18 take-up and benefits (ft) 
#19 social class (ft) 
#20 #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 

or#14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 or #19  

Local authority/whole-area set 

#21 agency cooperation (ft) 
#22 local government (ft) 
#23 local education authorities (ft) 
#24 education authorities (ft) 
#25 local government (ft) 
#26 central government (ft) 
#27 government (ft) 
#28 delivery systems (ft) 
#29 frontline delivery (ft) 
#30 children’s services (ft) 
#31 children’s trusts (ft) 
#32 child advocacy (ft) 
#33 child-centred (ft) 
#34 duty of cooperation (ft) 
#35 duty to cooperate (ft) 
#36 extended schools (ft) 
#37 integrated service (ft) 
#38 integrated working (ft) 
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#39 integrated activities (ft) 
#40 inter agency (ft) 
#41 interagency (ft) 
#42 multi agency (ft) 
#43 multiagency (ft) 
#44 partnership$ (ft) 
#45 workforce (ft) 
#46 workforce reform (ft) 
#47 workforce remodelling (ft) 
#48 workforce modernisation (ft) 
#49 service delivery (ft) 
#50 service providers (ft) 
#51 whole-area strategies (ft) 
#52 whole service (ft) 
#53 #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 or #31 or 
 #32 or #33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 or #39 or #40 or #41 or #42 or 
 #43 or #44 or #45 or #46 or #47 or #48 or #49 or #50 or #51 or #52  
#54 #20 and #53 

Change management set 

#55 change strategies (ft) 
#56 organisational change (ft) 
#57 change management (ft) 
#58 change (ft) 
#59 #55 or #56 or #57 or #58 

Services set 

#60 local government (ft) 
#61 local education authorities (ft) 
#62 local government employees (ft) 
#63 local authorities (ft) 
#64 education authorities (ft) 
#65 children’s services (ft) 
#66 central government (ft) 
#67 #60 or #61 or #62 or #63 or #64 or #65 or #66 
#68 #59 and #67 
#69 #54 or #68 



Child poverty 

93 

Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL 
Plus) 
(searched via EBSCO Host 18/02/09) 
 
CINAHL Plus provides indexing for 3,802 journals from the fields of nursing and 
allied health. Due to the focus of the database coverage, a broad search was carried 
out for material pertaining to children and poverty. 
 

#1 poverty 
#2 poverty areas 
#3 #1 or #2 
#4 child 
#5 #3 and #4 

 
Education Resources Information Center (ERIC)  
(searched via Dialog 18/02/09) 
 
ERIC is sponsored by the United States Department of Education and is the largest 
education database in the world. Coverage includes research documents, journal 
articles, technical reports, programme descriptions and evaluations and curricula 
material. 

Poverty set 

#1 poverty  
#2   economically disadvantaged 
#3   low income groups 
#4  welfare recipients 
#5   homeless people 
#6   poor children (ft) 
#7   child poverty (ft) 
#8   disadvantaged 
#9  #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8  

Local authority/whole-area set 

#10   agency cooperation 
#11  local government 
#12  children$ service$ (ft) 
#13  children$ trust$ (ft) 
#14  extended school$ (ft) 
#15  integrated services 
#16  integrated activities 
#17  education authorit$ (ft) 
#18  integrated work$ (ft) 
#19  inter-agency or interagency (ft) 
#20  multi-agency or multiagency (ft) 
#21  local authorit$ (ft) 
#22  school districts 
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#23  institutional cooperation 
#24  partnership work$ 
#25  #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 or #14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 or #19 or #20 or 

#21 or #22 or #23 or #24 
#26  #9 and #25 

Change management search 

#27   change strategies 
#28  organisational change 
#29   #27 or #28 
#30  local government 
#31   local authorit$ (ft) 
#32   education authorit$ (ft) 
#33   school districts 
#34   #30 or #31 or #32 or #33 
#35   #33 and #34 

Medline 
(searched via Ovid SP 18/02/09) 
 
MEDLINE is the primary source of international literature on biomedicine and 
healthcare. Due to the focus of the database coverage, a broad search was carried 
out for material pertaining to children and poverty. 
 

#1 Poverty 
#2 poverty areas 
#3 #1 or #2 
#4 child 
#5 #3 and #4 

PsycINFO 
(searched via Ovid SP 10/02/09) 
 
PsycINFO contains references to the psychological literature, including articles from 
over 1,300 journals in psychology and related fields, chapters and books, 
dissertations and technical reports. 

Poverty set 

#1   welfare recipient$ (ft) 
#2   social deprivation 
#3   disadvantaged 
#4   poverty 
#5   NEET (ft) 
#6   not in education employment or training (ft) 
#7   lower income level 
#8   family socioeconomic level 
#9   socioeconomic status 
#10  #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9  
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Local authority/whole-area set 

#11  workforce moderni?ation (ft) 
#12  workforce reform$ (ft) 
#13   workforce remodel?ing (ft) 
#14  local education authorit$ (ft) 
#15  partnership$ (ft) 
#16  cooperation 
#17  extended school$ (ft) 
#18  children?s trust$ (ft) 
#19  frontline (ft) 
#20 children?s service$ (ft) 
#21  local government (ft) 
#22  interagency (ft) 
#23  local authorit$ (ft) 
#24  multi-agency or multiagency (ft) 
#25  integrated work$ (ft) 
#26  integrated services 
#27  #11 or #12 or #13 or #14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 or #19 or #20 or #21 or 

#22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 
#28 #10 and #27 

Initiatives set  

#29   Children?s Fund 
#30 Excellence in Cities 
#31   Education Maintenance Allowance$ 
#32   Sure Start 
#33   Mentoring Plus 
#34   Early Excellence Cent$ 
#35   Neighbourhood Support Fund 
#36   National Childcare Strategy 
#37   breakfast club$ 
#38  Narrowing the Gap 
#39  #29 or #30 or #31 or #32 or #33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 
#40 #28 and #39 

Social Care Online  
(searched via WWW 17/02/09 and 18/02/09) 
 
Social Care Online is the Social Care Institute for Excellence’s database covering an 
extensive range of information and research on all aspects of social care. Content is 
drawn from a range of sources, including journal articles, websites, research 
reviews, legislation and government documents and service user knowledge.  
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Initiatives set (485 items found, of which 38 were initially selected) 

#1  Childrens Fund (ft)  
#2 Early Excellence Centres (ft)  
#3 Education Maintenance Allowance (ft)   
#4 Excellence in Cities (ft)   
#5 Education Action Zones (ft)   
#6 Local Network Fund (ft)   
#7 Narrowing the Gap (ft)   
#8 National Childcare Strategy (ft)   
#9 Neighbourhood Nurseries Initiative (ft)   
#10 New Deal (ft)   
#11 Neighbourhood Support Fund (ft)   
#12 Mentoring Plus (ft)  
#13 Pupil Learning Credits (ft)   
#14 breakfast clubs (ft)   
#15 Step Up to Science (ft)   
#16 Sure Start (ft)   
#17 children’s centres (ft)   
#18 Youth Inclusion Programme  
#19 #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 or #8 or #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 

or #14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 

Poverty (461 items found, of which 33 items were initially selected) 

#20  social mobility (ft)  
#21 low incomes   
#22 child welfare (ft)  
#23 disadvantaged (ft)  
#24 children in need  
#25 socioeconomic (ft)  
#26 homeless people   
#27 high risk (ft)   
#28 child poverty (ft)   
#29 free school meals (ft)   
#30 poverty   
#31 deprivation (ft)   
#32 social exclusion   
#33 family income (ft)   
#34 poor children (ft)   
#35 family support   
#36 parent support (ft)   
#37 tax credits   
#38 welfare recipients (ft)  
#39 #20 or #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 or #27 or #28 or #29 or #30 or 

#31 or #32 or #33 or #34 or #35 or #36 or #37 or #38 
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Local authority/whole-area set 

#40  agency cooperation (ft)  
#41 intervention   
#42 preventative practice   
#43 collaboration   
#44 interagency cooperation   
#45 multidisciplinary services   
#46 local government   
#47 local authorities (ft)   
#48 local education auth$ (ft)   
#49 central government   
#50 delivery (ft)   
#51 frontline (ft)   
#52 children’s services   
#53 children’s trusts   
#54 child centred   
#55 child advocacy (ft)   
#56 duty to cooperate (ft)   
#57 duty of cooperation (ft)   
#58 extended schools (ft)   
#59 integrated services (ft)   
#60 integrated (ft)   
#61 multiagency (ft)   
#62 partnership (ft) 
#63 #40 or #41 or #42 or #43 or #44 or #45 or #46 or #47 or #48 or #49 or #50 or 

#51 or #52 or #53 or #54 or #55 or #56 or #57 or #58 or #59 or #60 or #61 or 
#62 

#64 39 and #63 

Change management set (68 hits, of which 18 were initially selected) 

#65  change strategies (ft)  
#66 organisational change (ft)  
#67 change management  
#68 #65 or #66 or #67 
#69 local government  
#70 local education authorities (ft)  
#71 local government employees (ft)  
#72 local authorities  
#73 children’s services  
#74 central government 
#75 #69 or #70 or #71 or #72 or #73 or #74 
#76 #68 and #75 
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Social Policy and Practice  
(searched via Silverplatter 16/02/09) 

Social Policy and Practice is a bibliographic database with abstracts covering 
evidence-based social policy, public health, social services, and mental and 
community health. Content is from the UK, with some material from the USA and 
Europe. 

Poverty set 
#1   children in need 
#2   poverty 
#3   lower income 
#4   poor children (ft) 
#5   take-up and benefit$ (ft) 
#6   NEET (ft) 
#7   not in education employment or training (ft) 
#8  #1 or #2 or #3 or #4 or #5 or #6 or #7 

Local authority/whole-area set 

#9   local education authorities or local education authority 
#10   local authorities 
#11  local government 
#12  frontline (ft) 
#13  integrated work$ (ft) 
#14 whole system view 
#15  whole systems approach 
#16  whole-area 
#17  partnership$ 
#18  children’s trust 
#19  integrated approach 
#20  joint working 
#21 whole service (ft) 
#22  multiagency 
#23  children’s services 
#24  interagency approach 
#25  interagency cooperation 
#26  interagency  
#27   #9 or #10 or #11 or #12 or #13 or #14 or #15 or #16 or #17 or #18 or #19 or 

#20 or #21 or #22 or #23 or #24 or #25 or #26 
#28   #8 and #27 

Change management search 

#29   change management 
#30 organisational change 
#31   #29 or #30 
#32   local education authorities or local education authority 
#33  local authorities 
#34   local government 
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#35   #32 or #33 or #34 
#36   #31 and #35 

Author search 

#1   Smith-Noel 
 
 

Organisations 
 
A list of key organisations was approved by the Theme Advisory Group. The list, 
which primarily included the group’s specific recommendations, was supplemented 
by some additional organisations, which had been identified as potentially useful by 
the NFER librarian during pre-formal searches. 
 

Organisation URL 

Records 
initially 
selected by 
NFER 
library 

Action for Children www.actionforchildren.org.uk/  3 
ATD Fourth World www.atd-uk.org/  2 
Barnardo’s www.barnardos.org.uk/  5 
Bevan Foundation www.bevanfoundation.org/  2 
C4EO www.c4eo.org.uk/  16 
Cabinet Office Social Exclusion 
Taskforce 

www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/social_e
xclusion_task_force.aspx  8 

Cabinet Office Strategy Unit 
(Social Mobility Project) 

www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/strategy
.aspx  1 

Centre for Analysis of Social 
Exclusion 

http://sticerd.lse.ac.uk/case/   3 

Centre for Economic & Social 
Inclusion (CESI) 

www.cesi.org.uk/ 3 

Centre for Market and Public 
Organisation (Bristol University) 

www.bristol.ac.uk/cmpo/  
 2 

Centre for Research in Social 
Policy (Loughborough 
University) 

www.crsp.ac.uk/  
6 

Child Poverty Action Group www.cpag.org.uk/  1 
Child Poverty Solutions – Wales www.childpovertysolutions.org.uk 3 
Child Poverty Toolkit www.childpovertytoolkit.org.uk  1 
Children in Wales (including 
End Child Poverty Cymru) 

www.childreninwales.org.uk/index.
html  10 

Children’s Legal Centre www.childrenslegalcentre.com/  3 
Children’s Workforce 
Development Council 

www.cwdcouncil.org.uk/  1 
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Chronic Poverty www.chronicpoverty.org/ 1 
Citizens Advice www.citizensadvice.org.uk/  2 
Daycare Trust www.daycaretrust.org.uk/  1 
Department for Children, 
Schools and Families (DCSF) 

www.dcsf.gov.uk/index.htm 11 

Department for International 
Development (DFID) 

www.dfid.gov.uk/  0 

Department for Work and 
Pensions’ Child Poverty website 

www.dwp.gov.uk/childpoverty  4 

End Child Poverty www.endchildpoverty.org.uk/  2 
European Cities Against Child 
Poverty 

http://againstchildpoverty.com/  1 

Every Child Matters (Child 
Poverty) 

www.everychildmatters.gov.uk/par
ents/childpoverty/  3 

Fabian Society www.fabians.org.uk/  1 
Family Action www.family-action.org.uk/  1 
Government Social Research 
Unit 

www.gsr.gov.uk/  1 

Improvement and Development 
Agency for Local Government 
(IDeA) 

www.idea.gov.uk  
0 

Institute for Social and 
Economic Research, University 
of Essex 

www.iser.essex.ac.uk 
0 

Institute for Public Policy 
Research 

www.ippr.org.uk/  1 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation  www.jrf.org.uk/  23 
Local Authorities and Social 
Exclusion Network 

www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/wbs/
research/lgc/research/lase_networ
k/  

0 

Local Government Association www.lga.gov.uk  1 
Local Government Information 
Unit 

www.lgiu.gov.uk  0 

London Child Poverty 
Commission 

http://213.86.122.139/  14 

Low Pay Commission www.lowpay.gov.uk/   2 
Make Poverty History www.makepovertyhistory.org/ 0 
National Centre for Social 
Research (NatCen) 

www.natcen.ac.uk/  1 

National Children’s Bureau www.ncb.org.uk/ 0 
Neighbourhood Renewal Unit www.neighbourhood.gov.uk/  1 
Northern Ireland Anti-Poverty 
Network 

www.niapn.org/  0 

Northern Ireland Executive www.northernireland.gov.uk/  1 
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NSPCC www.nspcc.org.uk/  1 
One Parent Families 
(Gingerbread) 

www.oneparentfamilies.org.uk/  1 

Research in Practice www.rip.org.uk/  0 
Save the Children www.savethechildren.org.uk/ 2 
Scottish Government www.scotland.gov.uk  5 
Scottish Poverty Information 
Unit 

www.povertyinformation.org/ 2 

Shelter www.shelter.org.uk/  1 
Social Care Institute for 
Excellence 

www.scie.org.uk/  1 

Social Policy Research Unit 
(York) 

www.york.ac.uk/inst/spru/  8 

The Poverty Site www.poverty.org.uk  3 
Townsend Centre for 
International Poverty Research 
(Bristol University) 

www.bris.ac.uk/poverty/ 
2 

UNICEF Innocenti Research 
Centre 

www.unicef-irc.org 3 

Welsh Assembly Government http://wales.gov.uk/ 2 
 

Summary of characteristics of coded items  
The sources of data that elicited the highest number of items deemed to be relevant 
to the study were the database Social Policy and Practice followed by Theme 
Advisory Group recommendations (see Appendix 2 for more details on the 
databases and sources searched). 

Scoping stage 
Table 2 shows that the majority of the 459 coded items were relevant to review 
questions 1 (154) and 2 (166). Far fewer items related to review question 3.  
 
Table 2. Relevance to the review questions  

Relevance to review question  Number of items 
Relevant to question 1 154 
Relevant to question 2 166 
Relevant to question 3 51 
General relevance only 154 
Inadequate information, but could be relevant 23 
Note – items may be categorised as relevant to more than one question. 
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The majority of the relevant sources were based on empirical research (128 items). 
They also included opinion/discussion pieces (78), reviews/ synthesis (73) and policy 
(50). As Table 3 shows, there were also items such as practice descriptions (43) and 
guides (23). 45 items had inadequate information with regard to literature type. 
 
Table 3. Type of literature 

Type of literature Number of items 
Research/data 128 
Opinion/discussion piece 78 
Review/synthesis 73 
Policy 50 
Inadequate information 45 
Practice description 43 
Practice guide 23 
Theory 13 
Other  9 
Total  462 
Note – a small number of items were coded as relevant to more than one category. 
 
Items classified as research included reviews/synthesis (75 – including the 73 coded 
as review/synthesis for type of literature); 27 were qualitative and 23 quantitative. 
The remainder employed a mixed methods approach (20), assessment (1) or other 
research design (3). For many items there was inadequate information.  
 
The majority of the items were UK focused (196) or focused on England specifically 
(146), although there were 24 that were focused on other European countries. The 
remaining were non-European in origin. In total, 32 sources contained inadequate 
information to identify the country involved. 
 
The team found that the majority of the sources focused on national (153) or local or 
regional areas (114), and found that these items, as might be expected, provided the 
best evidence for the review. Fewer covered specific organisations or projects (54) 
or practice intervention (7). 
 
The sources covered the following cross-cutting issues: equality and diversity (128), 
change management (56), workforce development (44) and leadership (22). Cross-
cutting issues were not addressed by 139 of the items and 125 items did not contain 
adequate information for the team to make an informed decision about their 
relevance. 
 
 



Child poverty 

 103 

Appendix 3: Parameters document 
 
1.C4EO Theme  
 
Child Poverty 

 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
2.Priority 
 
The development and delivery of effective area-wide child poverty strategies, 
including community engagement and development, to ensure a whole-area 
approach to tackling child poverty, which covers the whole local authority and its 
partners, including the delivery of adult services. 
 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
3.Context for this priority  
 
The most recent Households Below Average Income (HBAI) figures were released 
on 10 June 2008. These figures show that the number of children living in poverty 
rose by 100,000 in 2006-07 to a total of 2.9 million. Thus, the number of children 
living in poverty has risen for a second consecutive year to April 2007. 
 
Because progress in meeting child poverty targets has been slow, the Government 
has recently made a number of significant commitments towards helping children 
and their families out of poverty. This is borne out both by the re-organisation of 
policy-making responsibility in this area as well as by a series of new policy 
initiatives. 
 
There is a strong expectation within central government that local authorities will play 
a key role in delivering the latest child poverty strategies. To this end, the 
Government will invest an additional £125 million with local authorities and their 
partners to establish new pilots and approaches to inform and shape policy in the 
next decade; 10 million in 2008-09, 35 million in 2009-10 and 80 million in 2010-11.  
 
This C4EO review is being launched to establish the what works evidence base, with 
which to promote and underpin effective area-base strategies to remediate child 
poverty.   
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
4. Main review questions to be addressed in this scoping study (no more than 
five; preferably fewer) 
 

1. What are the facilitators and barriers to developing and implementing a whole-
area child poverty strategy?  

2. What key elements ought to be included in a whole-area child poverty strategy 
in order for it to be effective? 
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3. How might the development and implementation of a whole-area child poverty 
strategy be best monitored and assessed? 

 

5. Which cross-cutting issues should be included?  
• Equality and diversity 
• Workforce development  
• Change management 
• Leadership 
 

6. Definitions for any terms used in the review questions1 
‘Child Poverty’ is usually defined primarily in terms of income. It is measured through 
the number of children living in households below 60 per cent of contemporary 
median equivalised household income. This is known as the relative low income 
indicator, which looks at whether or not the poorest families are keeping pace with 
the growth of incomes in the economy as a whole.  
A ‘child’ is understood as being an individual aged under 16 years, or an unmarried 
16 to 18 year old in full-time education10

7. What will be the likely geographical scope of the searches? 
. 

(Work conducted in/including the following countries) 
 
  England  
  UK  
  Europe and other English language countries 

8. Age range for CYP: 
0-18 years 

9. Literature search dates 
Start year: 2000, with TAG-identified seminal works to 1990 

 
 

                                            
 
10  Information for the Introduction is largely taken from the C4EO background document on child poverty policy, 

available at   http://www.c4eo.org.uk/reviews/files/povertybackground.pdf. 

http://www.c4eo.org.uk/reviews/files/povertybackground.pdf�


Child poverty 

 105 



Child poverty 

 106 

Appendix 4: Validated local practice process and 
assessment criteria 

What is validated local practice? 
Validated local practice examples describe how local authorities (LAs) and their 
partners have successfully tackled key challenges and improved outcomes for 
children and young people. Their success in achieving improved outcomes has been 
assessed as being sufficiently well evidenced to merit inclusion within the review. 

Collection methods 
C4EO collected practice examples by sending invitations to local authorities and 
trusts to submit promising or proven practice examples to C4EO relevant to each 
theme after the knowledge workshops. A call for practice examples was also placed 
on the C4EO website and publicised through various publications. Members of the 
Theme Advisory Groups were also asked to use their own contacts and networks to 
publicise the call for practice examples. Respondents submitted examples in hard 
copy or via email. 

Validation process 
LAs and their partners were asked to submit their practice examples in a form that 
was designed to encourage them to fully describe their practice and to provide 
evidence of how it had improved outcomes. The forms were then assessed by a 
validation panel made up of a small group of sector specialists, professionals drawn 
from across the children's sector who have an expertise and a track record of 
achievement in Child Poverty. Two sector specialists assessed each example 
against the following validation criteria: 

Adequacy of the information supplied. Is there enough to apply the validation 
process? If not, and if the practice has potential, the National Foundation for 
Educational Research will request more information; we will try to do this at 
screening stage.  
 
Strength of the rationale. Was the intervention/practice fit for purpose and based 
upon a clear and sound rationale? Was it based on prior and good-quality evidence 
of need and what works in similar contexts? 
 
Sufficiency of impact and outcome evidence. Is there sufficient external and/or 
internal evaluation evidence that the practice/intervention has made a difference and 
led to improved outcomes? Are there good practitioner, service user and other 
stakeholder views? Do others implementing the same or similar practice or strategy 
changes or interventions report similar findings?  
 
Evidence of what has/has not worked and why. Is there some good guidance 
here that will be useful to others? What are the golden threads for what works? What 
barriers and ways of overcoming these have been documented? 
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Actual or potential for replication or transfer to other contexts and settings. What 
evidence is there that the practice has already been successfully transferred to 
different settings, or has the potential for replication? Which elements are especially 
transferable? What elements are non-negotiable, and which are open to adaptation 
to suit other contexts? What do people need to put in place to transfer the practice, 
without substantial loss of effect? 
 
Where two sector specialists assessed an example as being strongly supported by 
practice experience and evidence or describing promising practice along with a good 
rationale for the intervention and some evidence of success and potential to be 
replicated, the Theme Lead was asked to review the assessment. Only examples 
endorsed by the Theme Lead were validated.  
 
This review has only drawn on validated practice examples. 
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Appendix 5: Stakeholder data 
This Appendix gives details of the stakeholder data used to inform Section 4. It 
specifies how the data was collected and the questions posed.  

Service providers  
C4EO held child poverty conferences in Manchester, Birmingham and London on the 
10, 15 and 17 September 2009, respectively. Delegates were invited to take part in 
group discussions based on the challenges they, and their organisations, faced in 
tackling child poverty. They were also were asked to think critically about what was 
needed in tackling child poverty, as well as sharing their experiences with others.  
 
Approximately 300 service providers, in total, participated in the discussions. These 
providers represented most local authorities in England and included elected 
officials, assistant directors, heads of service, principal managers and other lead 
officers in areas such as Children and Young People’s services, Children’s Centres 
and Children’s Trusts, welfare rights, early years, children’s health, economic 
regeneration, finance and housing strategy. 
 
Delegates in Manchester were asked the following questions and a facilitator 
recorded their replies on a laptop computer:  
• How are you preparing for the new responsibilities placed upon you as a result of 

the Bill? How well prepared do you feel? 
• Are some agencies likely to be harder to engage than others? Why? 
• What particular issues/specific concerns are you facing locally? 
• How, specifically, will you use the knowledge gained today? 
• What support do you need to develop systems or strategy (please offer tangible 

examples)? 
• What levers/opportunities are already in place locally to support your efforts? 
• Is there a particular web-based resource that would be helpful to you? 

Following the discussions held in Manchester, delegates in Birmingham and London 
were asked slightly different questions. Again, their replies were recorded on a 
laptop computer by a facilitator. They were asked: 
 
• How are you preparing for the new responsibilities placed upon you as a result of 

the Bill? 
• How well informed do you feel (on a scale of 1 to 10)? 
• What barriers are you facing in your partnership working? 
• What particular issues/specific concerns are you facing locally? 
• We have learnt from the Beacons that their success depended on several factors. 

What existing opportunities or levers do you have in your local area related to: 
innovative partnerships? Preventative approaches? Data collection and analysis? 
How is ownership and effective leadership being encouraged? 
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The comments provided by discussion groups at the three venues were forwarded to 
the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) by C4EO for analysis. In 
most cases, service providers had replied in full to each of the questions posed. The 
comments were then analysed through a simple coding process, which involved 
grouping the replies into key themes. Additionally, a small number of service 
providers submitted unprompted comments.  
Children and young people  
The National Children’s Bureau provided the NFER with children and young people’s 
views on poverty, which it drew from three sources shown in Table 20. The data 
provides interesting illustrations, but caution should be applied when reflecting on the 
information for these reasons:  
 
• The sample sizes are small and should not be considered representative of the 

views of all children and young people or of those living in poverty.  
• Regarding the ‘Friday text Question’, the children and young people’s responses 

were brief. 
• Regarding the Barnardo’s consultation, children and young people struggled with 

the language of some questions and the term ‘poverty’ was not wholly 
understood11

Table 20: Children and young people data sources  

. Even when reframed in easier language, some questions were 
beyond children and young people’s experience and knowledge, given that they 
were concerned with service delivery strategy and processes. 

Method and date Source Sample Questions  

Pre-existing 
consultation  
 
Between 24 February 
and 6 March 2009 

Save the Children’s 
consultation events 
(on behalf of CPU) 

129 children and young 
people aged five to 19 in 
London, Manchester and 
Bradford (see Ark and Nott 
2009, for full methods) 

Feedback on the proposals contained in the 
government’s consultation paper ‘Ending 
child poverty: making it happen’ – namely, 
children’s understanding of poverty; the 
building blocks to achieve the vision of ending 
child poverty by 2020; and ways children and 
young people can be involved in planning, 
monitoring and driving action on the child 
poverty strategy.  

Friday text question 

 

18 May 2009 

Text message from 
Office of the Director 
of Children’s Rights 

 

Children and young people 
aged 13 to 22 from boarding 
schools, children’s homes, 
foster homes and care 
leavers  

If you were in charge of money that should 
be spent to help children out of poverty? 
What would you do with it? 

How would you make poverty history? 

Consultations  

 

Barnardo’s 
consultation events 

 

Four children and young 
people from the North West 
of England, London, and 
Bristol 

Children and young people were asked to 
comment on five statements resulting from 
an early version of NFER’s knowledge 
review on poverty. 

                                            
 
11 Young people tended not to view themselves as living in poverty because: other people living around them were in similar 

situations; young people tended not to gather in groups under the umbrella of ‘being poor’; and if young people had financial 

concerns, they viewed themselves as being ‘in debt’ rather than ‘in poverty’. 
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Parents/carers  

The Family and Parenting Institute (FPI) manages a panel of 39 parents/carers 
recruited in 2008. Fifteen members meet twice yearly and the remaining 24 are part 
of a wider virtual panel. The panel was approached by FPI to provide responses to a 
series of questions related to child poverty. They were asked two things: 
 
• To comment on a four-page report summary from an early version of the NFER’s 

knowledge review on child poverty. 
• ‘If you were in charge of a pot of money that was to be spent on plans to get less 

children living in poverty for an area with a city and some suburbs:  
o What groups and agencies should decide how the money is spent? 
o What sort of things would you want to include in your plan?  
o How could you tell if your plan had been successful?’ 

 
Table 21 gives details of the sample. Although the panel is small, it generally reflects 
the wider parent population.  
 
Table 21: Parent/carer sample – total number = 39 

Characteristics  Details  

Main characteristics  Married = 24 

Two children = 21 

In full- or part-time employment = 23 

White British = 32 

Christian = 21 

No religion or faith = 14 

Age range  18 to over 55 (most between 35 and 54) 

Age of children  0 to 19 years (most between 0 and 15) 

Geography  All Government Office regions (but low representation of East Midlands, 
North East and North West compared to other areas) 

Gender  34 women (87%) and 5 men (13%)  

Health  20 parents of a child with a disability (over 50 per cent and above national 
average) 

Six parents/carers had a disability themselves 
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