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Executive summary 
• Previous research has shown that levels of mortality and premature mortality 

are considerably higher in the city of Glasgow when compared with the 
similarly deprived UK cities of Liverpool and Manchester.  
 

• A number of hypotheses have been advanced to explain the ‘excess’ mortality 
(after taking deprivation into account) observed in Glasgow. One of these is 
that post-war urban change was greater in Glasgow (relative to Liverpool and 
Manchester) and this may, through particular influences, account for some of 
the ‘excess’ levels of poor health seen in the Scottish city. This report 
investigates the extent to which the first part of this hypothesis was plausible. 
 

• In common with other British cities, the cities of Glasgow, Liverpool and 
Manchester experienced large-scale urban change in the post-war period 
(circa 1945–1980). This process was characterised by slum clearance and the 
relocation of communities to public housing estates, overspill developments in 
surrounding areas, high-rise flats and new towns. It therefore had the potential 
to influence population health in several ways, especially through the 
important social determinants of housing, living conditions and social and 
community networks.  
 

• A literature review was undertaken to establish what was already known 
about post-war urban change in Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester. Routine 
statistics were also analysed to compare and contrast key aspects of this 
change in the three cities.  
 

• The existing literature identified key similarities between the three cities, in 
terms of immediate housing challenges in 1945, the types of policies used to 
meet these challenges over time, and the shortcomings and failures in the 
conception, design and implementation of urban change.  
 

• Key differences were also identified from the literature review. These 
included: more building of council housing outside city boundaries (‘outer 
estates’) by Liverpool and Manchester, a greater emphasis on high-rise 
developments by Glasgow, a more ambitious and more socially selective new 
towns programme in Scotland and differing institutional arrangements 
between Scotland and England (e.g. the role of the Scottish Office, which had 
no direct equivalent in England). 
 

• Analysis of routine data suggested a number of differences between the three 
cities. In terms of scale, levels of overcrowding in Glasgow were much higher 
than Liverpool and Manchester in 1951 and, though improving in absolute 
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terms, remained higher in relative terms throughout the twentieth century. The 
scale of slum clearance and construction of local authority housing (especially 
high-rise dwellings) was also higher in Glasgow compared with the English 
cities.  
 

• Despite an older stock and a greater share of local authority housing, public 
investment in housing repairs and maintenance in Glasgow was lower than in 
Manchester and (to some extent) Liverpool throughout the 1960s and 1970s. 
 

• Patterns of population change within the cities and outside their boundaries 
also differed. Within city boundaries, Glasgow and Manchester shifted families 
from inner areas to large peripheral estates; Liverpool did this on a smaller 
scale, but also expanded its more affluent suburbs.  
 

• Outside city boundaries, Glasgow saw more of its population move to new 
towns or leave the west of Scotland entirely; Liverpool and Manchester 
retained more of their population within their sub-regions of Merseyside and 
Greater Manchester. 
 

• Differences were also identified in relation to the new towns built to deal with 
overspill from the cities between the 1940s and 1970s. Based on census data, 
by the 1980s East Kilbride and Cumbernauld had a different socio-economic 
profile from Glasgow, being much less deprived. The differences are less 
stark when comparing Liverpool with its relevant new towns, Skelmersdale 
and Runcorn. By the 1980s, most of the peripheral estates and outer estates 
in Liverpool and Glasgow were more deprived than their parent city, though 
for Manchester the picture was more nuanced.  
 

• Glasgow experienced some aspects of planned urban change (e.g. 
demolitions, construction of council housing, the size of peripheral estates) on 
a greater scale than Liverpool or Manchester. However, qualitative differences 
in the way that urban change played out in Glasgow (e.g. the more socially 
selective nature of the new towns programme in Scotland, lower levels of 
investment in the local authority housing stock coupled with persistently 
higher levels of relative overcrowding, more high-rise dwellings) seem just as 
important.  
 

• Overall, Glasgow was probably unique in the relative scale of overcrowding 
confronting it in 1945, the policy mix the city adopted to address this and, 
more equivocally, the scale of its response. It is plausible that these factors 
combined to increase the relative vulnerability of Glasgow’s population to 
adverse health outcomes, making a contribution (albeit one that is not easily 
quantifiable) to the city’s excess of poor health.  
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• Limitations of this approach include: a lack of detail on causal pathways, 

health outcomes and residents’ lived experiences; a focus on quite large 
geographic units, which may miss the detail of change at neighbourhood 
level; and questions about the comparability and reliability of administrative 
and official statistics. Future research might use archive material to explore 
these issues more thoroughly.  
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Mortality rates in Scotland are the highest in Western Europe1 and those in Glasgow 

are the highest of any city in the UK.2 While there is a clear association between 

socio-economic disadvantage and poor health, it is also the case that both Scotland 

and Glasgow suffer from an unexplained ‘excess’ mortality (that is, over and above 

that explained by differences in deprivation).3 The Glasgow Centre for Population 

Health (GCPH) and NHS Health Scotland (NHSHS) are engaged in collaborative 

research investigating potential reasons for this ‘excess’.4  

Recently this research has focused on the three post-industrial cities of Glasgow, 

Liverpool and Manchester. Research published in 2010 showed that despite almost 

identical socio-economic profiles, Glasgow’s mortality profile was quite different to 

that of the two English cities: premature deaths were found to be more than 30% 

higher, with all deaths almost 15% higher.5 The excess has been shown to be 

widening since the mid-to-late 1970s. 

A number of hypotheses have been proposed to explain this disparity between the 

cities. One such hypothesis relates to post-war urban change experienced by 

Glasgow in comparison to the other cities. In all three cities (and indeed, all UK 

industrial cities), this process of urban change was characterised by slum clearance 

and the relocation of the population on a large scale to council housing estates, 

overspill developments in surrounding areas, high-rise flats and new towns, all 

factors that might potentially impact on aspects of population health. This dispersal 

of population and massive housing change did not occur in isolation. Rather, it was 

conceived and executed in the context of economic strategies to persuade 

employers (existing and new) to locate outside city boundaries, especially in the new 

towns, partly to provide jobs for residents of the new settlements, and partly to 

encourage more sustainable regional growth based on new, lighter manufacturing 

industries.6,7 It has been suggested informally that the scale of this change may have 

been greater in Glasgow, therefore impacting on a higher percentage of its citizens. 

The overall aim of this project was to establish whether the scale of post-war urban 

housing and population change experienced in Glasgow was indeed greater than in 
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Liverpool and Manchester. While the implications of regional economic policy for 

health in the three cities are outside the scope of this report, they will be considered 

in related research, due to be published later in 2015.    

1.2 How is urban change likely to have affected health and 

wellbeing? 

Post-war urban change involved population displacement, rehousing and the 

creation of new neighbourhoods on a large scale. It therefore had the potential to 

influence population health in several ways, especially through the important social 

determinants of housing, living conditions and social and community networks.8 

Mehdipanah et al. (2014) provide a useful conceptual framework to help visualise 

how the overall process of urban change could have affected health and health 

inequality (Figure 1).9 This highlights the importance of changes to the physical and 

social environment, but includes some additional elements: notably, economic 

growth, socio-economic make-up and context. This last element, which includes the 

political situation and institutional arrangements, may also be important when 

distinguishing between the three cities. 

From the perspective of the individuals and families involved, the process of urban 

change consisted of two components: moving to a different home, and moving to a 

different neighbourhood. The first element involved households moving from very 

overcrowded, inner-city homes, often lacking basic amenities like indoor toilets, 

bathrooms and electricity, to less overcrowded homes with basic amenities, though 

with higher rental costs. A recent review of housing interventions found just a single, 

good-quality study looking at the health impact of rehousing from slums in developed 

countries before 1970, which reported non-significant changes in mental and 

physical health following rehousing.10 However, we can make some inferences 

based on the available literature. A British longitudinal study found that living in a 

home without access to running water in childhood increases the risk of mortality 

from coronary heart disease in adulthood, while living in a home with poor ventilation 

increases the risk of all-cause mortality in adulthood.11 Other studies have found that 

overcrowding and poor ventilation also increase the risk of infectious diseases, 

including tuberculosis.12 It is therefore plausible that movement to a less 

overcrowded home with basic amenities had a positive impact on some aspects of 
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physical health, though for some this may have been partly offset by the reduction in 

income associated with higher housing costs. 

Some complexity is added when thinking about moving to high-rise housing. One 

study compared a range of outcomes for Glasgow residents living in deprived areas, 

by whether they lived in high-rise dwellings, low-rise flats or houses. It found that 

even after controlling for deprivation, many outcomes (housing quality, social support 

and fear of crime and psychosocial aspects; e.g. sense of control, feeling that the 

home is somewhere safe to retreat to, neighbourhood satisfaction), were worse for 

high-rise residents. Adult households appeared to be most disadvantaged by high-

rise living, though living at six storeys plus did not appear to confer additional 

disadvantage.13 If these findings are generalisable, then being relocated to a high-

rise flat in a deprived area had the potential to worsen mental health.  

The second aspect of the change, changing neighbourhoods, is more complex. As 

discussed in a recent study, state-led housing restructuring can result in different 

types of ‘displacement’.14 As well as physical displacement, these include: functional 

displacement (where services and amenities become harder to access than before, 

and daily routines are disrupted); social displacement (where networks of social 

support are broken through the process of relocation, and cannot be replaced, 

maintained or restored); and psychological displacement (where imposed physical 

change or forced relocation causes people to lose identity, status and exhibit grief or 

mourning).15 (It might also be noted that moving to a new neighbourhood could also 

improve access to services or amenities: for example, if housing estates are planned 

to be close to new industrial estates or transport infrastructure). Once people and 

families are established in a new area, neighbourhood characteristics which are 

clearly relevant to urban change (including overcrowding and housing quality, 

neighbourhood satisfaction, neighbourhood safety, green space, social support and 

social networks) have the potential to influence mental health.16 Changing 

neighbourhoods therefore had the potential to have negative or positive impacts on 

health: its actual effects are likely to have depended on whether changes in 

neighbourhood quality were able to compensate for any detrimental displacement 

effects, and whether any improvements in neighbourhood quality were sustained 

over time. 
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Figure 1: Urban change and its potential effects on health and health inequalities. 

 
Source: Adapted from Mehdipanah et al (2014). 
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1.3 Research questions and approach 

The aim of the present study was to compare and contrast post-war urban change in 

the three cities of Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester. Ideally, this would be done by 

tracking the circumstances and health outcomes of individuals affected by urban 

change in the three cities between 1945 and 1980. However, no data source which 

would allow us to do this currently exists.  

Instead, this report takes a pragmatic approach. The research questions for this 

project were defined as follows: 

• What can previous research tell us about the scale of post-war urban change 

in Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester? 

• What can routine statistics tell us about the different aspects of this change in 

the three cities? 

 

The sections that follow aim to answer these questions through searches of the 

existing research literature and new, comparative analyses of routine data. A 

concluding section draws together the key findings and offers a discussion of their 

implications.  
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2.0 What can previous research tell us about 
the scale of post-war urban change in 
Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester? 

2.1 Methods 

 

A formal literature search of both databases and topic-relevant journals was carried 

out by NHS Health Scotland Knowledge Services. The search terms were identified 

through discussion within the research team, through scanning background 

literature, and by browsing database thesauruses. Search terms were selected to 

identify sources covering the subject (e.g. housing, demolition, new towns, peripheral 

estate) but with a particular focus on the relevant geographies (Glasgow, Liverpool, 

Manchester and associated settlements). A full copy of the search strategy is shown 

in Appendix A. What follows is a narrative literature review, which aims to set the 

historical context and policy changes over time; highlight similarities and infer 

differences between the three cities; and identify research questions to be tested 

though routine data.   

 

2.2 Results 

 

All three cities faced major housing challenges after 1945, with a net shortage of 

dwellings, high levels of overcrowding and many homes lacking basic amenities. 

While they had made some progress in the 1920s and 1930s, housing problems 

were still acute, made worse by the urgent need to replace homes destroyed by 

wartime bombing and (to some extent) the decision to build at low-density in the 

interwar period. Slum clearance and rebuilding programmes within the cities were 

therefore delayed due to the need to address immediate housing shortages. Adding 

to these pressures was the strong expectation from central government that a large 

number of residents of Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester would have to be 

rehoused outside city boundaries. It was proposed that the populations of Liverpool 

and Glasgow would shrink by 18% and Manchester by 23%.17 At a local level, there 
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was a tension between the desire to maintain a large population (bringing with it 

prestige and a tax base) and to meet the housing needs of citizens.  

 

Official plans and surveys give some idea of the scale of the challenge. In 1945, the 

City of Manchester Plan set out its long-term objectives to demolish and replace 

68,000 homes unfit for human habitation in a first phase, and a further 53,000 ‘near 

slums’ once that process was complete.18 A year later, the Bruce Plana for Glasgow 

aimed to demolish and rebuild 172,000 homes, while adding another 35,000 homes 

to its stock, within city boundaries.19 Lastly, a 1954 survey carried out in Liverpool 

estimated that nearly 88,000 dwellings (more than 40% of the stock) required 

demolition or extensive repairs.20  

 

Until the 1970s, the three cities all attempted to address these problems by 

extensive clearance and demolition programmes, targeted at their inner areas, and 

the building of council housing on a large scale. Housing needs were to be met 

through a combination of developing peripheral housing estates (within city 

boundaries), developing ‘overspill’ housing estates (outside city boundaries), building 

at higher density in deprived inner areas (through high-rise) dispersing population to 

new towns and promoting wider overspill (by signing agreements with other local 

authorities to rehouse residents). Table 1 provides a list of the main settlements 

which were created or greatly expanded by these processes and their relationship to 

the three cities.  

 

In the early to mid-1970s, housing policy in the three cities shifted towards the 

rehabilitation of the existing housing stock, though demolition and clearance 

programmes continued, albeit at a reduced level, into the 1980s. This phase was 

much more selective and crucially targeted the inner ring of housing, not the newer 

post-war estates. The 1980s saw a further shift towards housing as a tool to promote 

                                                           

a The 1945 Glasgow Development Plan (also known as the Bruce Plan) argued for 
comprehensive redevelopment of the City of Glasgow and the rehousing of the existing 
population (c. 1m) at much higher densities within city boundaries. In contrast, the 1946 
Clyde Valley Regional Plan, published in 1949 and often referred to as the Abercrombie 
Plan, argued for large-scale dispersal, including the rehousing of 250,000–300,000 
Glaswegians outside the city, especially in new towns.  
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economic growth (by attracting affluent professionals to live in the city centre, 

increasing local consumer spending and the business and tax base) and 

dramatically curtailing the role of cities as landlords (e.g. through Right-to-Buy and 

support for local housing associations from national government).  

 

While all three cities employed similar ‘high-level’ policies within each phase of urban 

change, there were important differences between them in the timing, scale and mix 

of strategies adopted to achieve these aims. In part, this can be attributed to the 

differing institutional arrangements in Scotland, in particular the existence of the 

Scottish Office, which brought the various departments of government together 

under a single cabinet minister, and also the national-level quangos it controlled – 

such as the Scottish Special Housing Association (SSHA) and the Scottish 

Development Agency. These quangos had no direct equivalents in England.21 In 

England, turf wars were between the cities, county councils and surrounding local 

authorities (e.g. Manchester vs. Hyde and Cheshire County Council). It should be 

noted that the simple chronology described here ignores the overlap between 

different phases of policy, and the substantial ‘unplanned’ migration from cities, 

including households and families moving to the suburbs, which also took place at 

this time. 
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Table 1: Major settlements created or expanded and their relationship to the three cities: 
c. 1945–80. 
 Glasgow Liverpool Manchester 
Peripheral 
estates: 
within city 
boundaries 

Barmulloch 
Castlemilk 
Cranhill 
Drumchapel 
Easterhouse 
Milton 
Penilee 
Pollok/Nitshill/Darnley 
Robroyston 

Childwall Valley  
Croxteth 
Deysbrook 
Horrocks Avenue 
Lee Park 
(Childwall) 
Mather Avenue 
Netherley 
Sparrow Hall 
Speke 

Aardwick 
Beswick 
Hume 
Wythenshawe 

Outer 
estates: 
outside city 
boundaries, 
in estates 
managed by 
city housing 
departments 

 Cantril Farm 
Halewood 
Huyton 
Kirkby 

Carrbrook 
Darnhill 
Gamesley 
Handforth 
Hattersley 
Haughton Green 
Knutsford 
Langley 
Partington 
Sale 
Stockport 
Whitefield 
Wilmslow 

New towns East Kilbride (1947) 
Glenrothes (1948) 
Cumbernauld (1955) 
Livingston (1962) 
Irvine (1966) 

Skelmersdale 
(1961) 
Runcorn (1964) 

Warrington (1968) 
Central Lancashire 
new town (1970) 

Other 
overspill: 
rehousing in 
other local 
authorities 
by 
agreement  

c. 57 local authorities, 
including: 
Arbroath 
Campbeltown 
Dunbar 
Erskine 
Forfar 
Girvan  
Grangemouth 
Haddington 
Jedburgh 
Johnstone 
Kirkintilloch 
Stranraer 

Ellesmere Port 
Widnes 
Winsford 

Burnley 
Crewe 
Macclesfield 
Winsford 

Sources: Pacione (2009); Bradbury (1967); Shapely (2007); Hansard; Lawton and Pooley 
(1986); Rodgers (1986); Glasgow City Council archives. Note: this list excludes areas where 
a large number of multi-storey flats were built (e.g. the Gorbals, Summerston, Red Row). 
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Until the mid-1950s, Glasgow City Corporation was overtly hostile to Scottish Office 

plans to promote overspill17 and develop the new towns.22,23 Relations with the 

Scottish Special Housing Association (SSHA) in this period were also poor: although 

the SSHA had planned to build 4,000 homes in Glasgow between 1945 and 1950, 

fewer than 400 of these were actually built.24 Instead, Glasgow City Corporation 

continued to press for a (modified) version of the Bruce Plan, building 35,000 

dwellings at four peripheral estates – Easterhouse, Drumchapel, Pollok and 

Castlemilk – between the late 1950s and early 1960s.22,25 However, growing land 

shortages, together with political pressure from voters and the Scottish Office, 

prompted a change of heart. Overspill agreements were ultimately signed with other 

Scottish local authorities, and the city also agreed to contribute to the costs of 

building Cumbernauld new town.17,23,24,26  

 
In Liverpool, the local authority was just as resistant to overspill as Glasgow in the 

1950s, with Jack Braddock, then leader of the Corporation, commenting in 1956 that: 

‘if it is intended to press Liverpool to rehouse its housing applicants miles from the 

city, we shall be prepared to resist it.’17 Liverpool’s main response was to build outer 

estates on its own terms in what is now Knowsley local authority, notably at Kirkby, 

but also at Huyton and Halewood. Originally, it was planned that 40,000 former 

Liverpool residents would be housed at Kirkby, but this figure was raised to 50,000 

under pressure from Liverpool City Council.20,27 Some peripheral housing estates 

within city boundaries, at Speke, Deysbrook and Croxteth, were also expanded or 

built during this period,28 but these were designed at a far smaller scale relative to 

their counterparts in Glasgow. Speke, for example, was designed to grow in the 

1950s to accommodate around 22,000 people,29 whereas Easterhouse’s population 

peaked at more than 56,000.b By the mid-1950s, Liverpool Council was also in 

negotiations with Lancashire and Cheshire County Council, and with Widnes, 

Ellesmere Port and Winsford,30 to accommodate overspill from the city.20 It also built 

some new peripheral estates (for example, Cantril Farm, designed to accommodate 

18,500)31 in the 1960s. 

                                                           

b 1971 Census, Easterhouse defined as postcode sectors G34.0, G34.9, G33.4, G33.5 and 
G69.8(PT). 
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In contrast, although Manchester sought to develop its Wythenshawe peripheral 

estate, located in the south of the city, it has been argued that it ‘embraced the policy 

of overspill housing [to council estates built outside its boundaries] more fully than 

any other city.’32 The 1945 City of Manchester Plan envisioned that an expansion of 

the Wythenshawe estate could absorb more than 40,000 people, but also argued 

that: ‘the biggest problem of all will be the moving of some 120,000 of our people to 

a new town or to existing towns some distance away, whichever they prefer.’18 It was 

partially successful: 43% of council housing constructed by Manchester City 

Corporation between 1955 and 1975 was built outside city boundaries,33 with more 

than a dozen housing estates constructed in neighbouring local authorities 

(especially in Rochdale, Tameside and Trafford) and also in places such as High 

Peak and Macclesfield.34 It also reached an overspill agreement with Winsford in 

Cheshire, which would see more than 4,000 homes built for Manchester (and 

Liverpool) migrants.35 However, Manchester Corporation failed in its attempt to 

create vast new communities at Mobberley, Lymm and Westhoughton in Cheshire 

which between them would have housed 200,000 former city residents.36  

 

From the late 1950s to the mid-1970s, but with greatest vigour during the 1960s, all 

three cities used high-rise, multi-storey building as a means to address their housing 

issues. This was encouraged after legislation in 1957 and, especially for Scotland, 

1962, which increased subsidies for multi-storey housing over six storeys.37 The 

literature suggests of the three cities, Glasgow pursued this policy most 

enthusiastically, not just in terms of the number of tower blocks built, but also of 

those tower blocks > 20 storeys high.17,38  David Gibson, chairman of Glasgow’s 

Housing Committee, argued that ‘let the planners check that all available city land is 

being built on. Let them push the frontier upwards instead of outwards. Where 10 

floors are planned let them build 20 instead.’39 By the 1980s, one-third of all such 

‘super-high’ blocks in Britain were located in Glasgow.40 Liverpool also appeared to 

favour this policy early on, seeing high-density as an ‘uncomplicated’ way to build at 

volume within city boundaries and avoid its land trap: more than 70 multi-storey 

tower blocks were built in the city during the 1960s.41 In contrast, Manchester was 

strongly opposed to high-rise throughout the 1940s and 1950s (indeed, a 

commitment to low-rise building was official council policy for most of this period). 
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However, it too subsequently broke with this approach and followed Liverpool and 

Glasgow in building at high-density throughout the 1960s.17  

 

In general, the process of rehousing tenants during the 1950s and 1960s was 

delivered in a top-down way, with little consideration of tenants’ views,42,43 although 

there is a suggestion that (by the early 1970s at least) Liverpool was more 

responsive to tenants’ needs and kept them better informed than Manchester.44 

Tenants’ attitudes towards being uprooted from their original neighbourhoods were 

mixed, and both place- and time-specific. A study of the Gorbals area in Glasgow 

found that 60% of tenants affected by slum clearance did not want to leave the 

area,45 and by 1969 over a third of the tenants in Glasgow’s Easterhouse had 

outstanding transfer requests, almost three-fifths of whom wished to return to the 

Gallowgate area of the city’s East End.6 And every tenant of the City’s Red Road 

flats who was questioned in the 1970s wanted to leave to live elsewhere.6 Interviews 

with former Liverpool residents living in Kirkby in the 1960s found that while 38% of 

people had actively sought to move there, almost as many (36%) had not wanted to 

do so.27 On the other hand, interviews in Liverpool and Manchester slum clearance 

areas in the early 1970s found that around half would have preferred to leave 

anyway, a third would have preferred to stay regardless, and the balance would have 

been happy to stay if their homes had been improved.44 As noted elsewhere, 

interpreting attitudes on this issue is not straightforward:46 this difficulty is likely to be 

compounded by the addition of geographical comparisons.  

  

In all three cities, many of the residents who were dispersed to the peripheral and 

outer estates initially welcomed rehousing (despite higher rents), commenting 

favourably in the early years on the better quality of homes in the dispersal areas, 

reduced overcrowding relative to where they had come from and access to green 

space that the peripheral and overspill estates offered.27,47,48 However, this initial 

satisfaction with their new homes was often followed by subsequent disenchantment 

with their surroundings. Early shortcomings included the lack of shops and other 

basic amenities, increased travel to work and school times (and associated costs, 

compounded by a lack of good public transport links), poor design of estates with 

insufficient semi-private space and a visually monotonous built and natural 

environment.31,47,49-51 While green space was available on the post-war estates, it 
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was often of poor quality, unattractive and badly maintained, with a particular lack of 

playgrounds and playing fields for young people and children.31,34,47,52,53 A common 

theme that emerges from the literature on the post-war housing estates is of that of 

low-level disorder (vandalism, graffiti and environments that made people feel 

unsafe, e.g. with poor street lighting).32,47,52,53 In some locations (Cantril Farm 

(Knowsley) and Langley (Rochdale)), poor design of street layouts may have 

contributed to a higher rate of road accidents on the estates.  

 

During the 1960s and 1970s, problems emerged with the physical conditions of 

many of the homes built in peripheral and outer estates. Insulation from cold and 

noise was often inadequate.27,54 ‘System-built’ housing was expensive to maintain (if 

one glass panel was damaged, the whole unit had to be replaced).32 Communal 

heating systems were vulnerable to breakdown and made it more expensive for 

tenants to heat their homes,55 a problem compounded by steel-framed windows 

which encouraged cold, condensation and damp.54 In some high-rises, replacing the 

windows was not possible because asbestos had been added to the interior walls as 

a fire safety measure.56 Revenue costs (of refuse collection, lighting, etc.) were often 

under-resourced, and the maintenance service provided by local authorities was 

often poor.32,40,57 In some cases, the actual housing designs were completely 

inappropriate for the local environment; e.g. flat roofs which failed to shed rain, 

housing designs which had been pioneered in dry, arid climates. In many others, the 

pressure to build at speed and low cost meant that quality was sacrificed, resulting in 

water penetration and cracking walls.58,59 Interviews with tenants living in 

Easterhouse and Kirkby, and the available housing statistics, confirm these issues 

were common to all three cities and associated council estates.49,51,53 At Hulme 

(Manchester),42 Brunswick and Radcliffe (Liverpool)60 and in the Gorbals 

(Glasgow),22 massive structural problems meant thousands of homes were built, 

decanted and demolished in less than twenty years. In addition, there is some 

evidence that relative levels of overcrowding remained higher in the Glasgow areas 

compared to the English estates (for example, comparing figures for Easterhouse 

and Kirkby in 1971).53 This is consistent with other literature showing that Glasgow 

still had very high levels of overcrowding relative to Liverpool and Manchester in 

1971,61 with the difference observed across all neighbourhoods.62   
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For those relocating to the new towns, perceptions of housing quality and 

neighbourhood satisfaction were more positive from the start and maintained over 

time. This was particularly the case for the Scottish new towns: in East Kilbride, 94% 

of residents gave a positive reaction to living in the town in a 1970 survey. 

Satisfaction with the English new towns was high compared to the peripheral and 

outer estates but lower than for the Scottish new towns.62 Some migrants to the new 

towns did express dissatisfaction with lack of social amenities or with the poor quality 

of amenities available, especially in the early years.64,65 There is clearer evidence 

that as with housing, new town residents were satisfied with the availability and 

quality of green space and that this was maintained over time.64 And while in some 

new towns (e.g. Skelmersdale), there is some evidence that poor design contributed 

to lower feelings of safety;66 in others (e.g. East Kilbride) there was a much greater 

sense of safety and wellbeing.64    

 

Both for the new towns and the peripheral and outer estates, there is evidence that 

some of those who moved to the new settlements experienced mental health 

problems, at least in the short term, due to loneliness and the lack of material and 

social support from old social networks.27,34,67,68 On the other hand, there is evidence 

that others were able to maintain existing networks of support and build new 

ones,51,69 though social support was also underpinned by economic factors – for 

example, in East Kilbride, a stronger local business base increased the opportunities 

for women to work outside the home and make new friendships,64 as well as 

boosting household incomes. This was much less of an option for those living in the 

peripheral and outer estates, because of the more limited job opportunities available 

locally.  

  

New towns were also much more relevant to the process of urban change in 

Glasgow than in either Liverpool or Manchester. The Scottish new towns programme 

both began earlier and was more ambitious in scale than the English programme. By 

way of illustration, East Kilbride (designated in 1947) was planned to experience 

population growth of more than 80,000, whereas Skelmersdale (designated in 1961 

to absorb Liverpool overspill) was expected to see its population grow by 63,000.21 In 

the case of Manchester, the new towns programme seems less relevant. Plans were 

made to expand Warrington (1968) and create a Central Lancashire new town 
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(1971) to accommodate its overspill, but these ambitions were scaled back 

dramatically in 197770 and much of the planned new housing was never built. This 

partly reflected reduced demographic pressures and the fact that much large-scale 

dispersal from Manchester had already taken place.71 As a result, Warrington and 

Central Lancashire new town are rarely mentioned in the literature relating to 

Manchester, although Alexander (2009) argues that Wythenshawe might be 

considered an informal new town, since it was conceived using similar principles.21  

 

There also appear to be some qualitative differences in the social composition and 

economic trajectories of the new towns. Migrants to East Kilbride and Cumbernauld 

tended to be younger and better skilled than those they left behind.72,73 As early as 

1966, when Glasgow had fewer than three skilled workers for every unskilled, East 

Kilbride had a figure approaching 15.74 Scotland’s new towns were still attracting 

Glasgow migrants in the 1980s and 1990s.75 It is less clear whether the same can be 

said for the English new towns. In 2002, an official report by the House of Commons 

noted that Skelmersdale and Runcorn suffered from high levels of deprivation.76 This 

is in contrast to East Kilbride, which continues to compare favourably with the rest of 

Scotland in socio-economic terms,77 and Cumbernauld, which is similar to Scotland 

in terms of its deprivation profile.78  

 

As alluded to above, in the 1970s, housing policy in the three cities shifted away 

from comprehensive demolition and clearance, and towards rehabilitation of inner 

ring housing, through General Improvement Areas (GIAs) and Housing Action Areas 

(HAAs). The reasons for the shift appear multifaceted: changes in legislation, 

reductions in resources meaning comprehensive development was less viable, 

arguments from central government and other agencies that the previous strategy of 

comprehensive redevelopment had failed, and pressure from tenants and their 

organisations all appear to have played a role.22,79 Efforts were focused on places 

such as Kensington Field and Granby (Liverpool), the east end and Maryhill 

(Glasgow) (principally through the Glasgow East End Renewal (GEAR) project) and 

Hulme and Moss-side (Manchester). While this change in spatial and policy 

emphasis improved the housing quality in inner city areas,80 it has been criticised for 

‘masking’ the broader cuts in resources available for housing and ignoring the scale 

of need outside GIAs and HAAs.81-83  
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This view was partly vindicated by the negative consequences seen in the peripheral 

and outer estates during this era. In Liverpool, it has been argued that ‘as soon as 

large-scale public investment ceased in vulnerable neighbourhoods…these 

neighbourhoods quickly exhibited signs of distress, and in some cases, collapse’.60  

In Glasgow, relative deprivation grew more extreme in the peripheral estates 

throughout the 1970s and 1980s relative to the older communities of the Gorbals, 

Parkhead-Shettleston and Maryhill.22 This process was compounded by deteriorating 

regional economic circumstances. During the 1970s, the labour markets of Liverpool, 

Manchester and the entirety of Glasgow and the Clyde Valley have been 

characterised as ‘disaster areas’ due to the sheer scale of their job losses, 

particularly for men.84 Unemployment in the cities and dependent settlements rose 

dramatically throughout this period, arguably hitting the peripheral and outer estates 

hardest because of their distance from available employment opportunities, with 

Kirkby and the Glasgow peripheral estates among the worst hit.85  
 

In the 1980s, there was a further shift towards promoting city-centre housing for 

owner-occupation and renting as part of a package of measures to change external 

perceptions, to promote economic growth through property development and to 

reverse population decline. This should be understood in the context of a radical shift 

in economic and social policy, which occurred in the late 1970s. The literature 

suggests this occurred not only at a national level but also, with varying degrees of 

enthusiasm, at a local level. In Glasgow, the shift in policy was early and sustained,86 

illustrated by the Merchant City Initiative which began in 198287 and a public 

investment strategy which favoured the city centre (by a considerable margin) over 

the peripheral estates.6, 88–93 Manchester was initially sympathetic to this approach, 

as evidenced its 1984 City Centre Plan,94 but between 1984 and 1987, its ‘new left’ 

economic strategy was hostile to the private sector and aimed, rhetorically at least, 

to include minorities and the socially disadvantaged.95 In the late 1980s, it shifted 

towards a more straightforward property-led, ‘place marketing’ phase, focused on 

neighbourhoods in Castlefields and East Manchester.33,94  Liverpool stands out as 

being a ‘latecomer’ to this approach. Its own left Labour administration (which held 

power from 1983 until 1987, and in which the Militant Tendency played a prominent 

role), while just as short-lived as Manchester’s, differed from the other two cities by 
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embarking on a fresh programme of council house building, as part of a broader 

public-sector-orientated Urban Regeneration Strategy, during this period.41 

Nonetheless, from the late 1980s, Liverpool, embracing ‘new realism’ after the 

expulsion of 43 councillors from office,25 also reorientated its housing policies 

towards encouraging city-centre living, initially in the University, Marybone and 

Waterfront districts, then later the Ropeworks, Commercial and Lime Street 

districts.96 The results of this strategy appear mixed: city-centre populations 

increased in the 1980s and 1990s, with young, relatively affluent people attracted to 

these areas.75,96 Doubts have been raised about how sustainable or socially 

inclusive this approach was, especially since few low-income households or families 

moved into these new neighbourhoods.96   

  

2.3 Conclusions 

 

The existing literature does not allow us to compare the scale of urban change in a 

comprehensive way across the three cities directly. Almost all the publications 

identified focus on a single geographical area (a city or related settlement), rather 

than taking a comparative approach. There are a few exceptions, though these 

generally compare two relevant geographies, not all three, and tend to focus on a 

single aspect of urban change. Yelling (2000)97 includes an analysis of spatial 

variation in slum clearance in Manchester and Liverpool, but, since the focus of his 

analyses is on England and Wales, excludes Glasgow. Farmer and Smith (1975) 

present comparative data for all three cities, but only for formal overspill (thus 

excluding movement to the English new towns and to peripheral and outer estates) 

between 1945 and 1972.98 English et al. (1974)44 include some survey evidence of 

differences between Liverpool and Manchester in housing management and 

attitudes to clearance. Glendinning and Muthesius (1994)17 provide a narrative 

account of housing policy in relation to high-rise dwellings in Liverpool, Manchester 

and Glasgow, but their interest is confined to this single aspect of urban change. 

Finally, a Centre for Environmental Studies report (1985) also provides some 

comparisons between the housing estates of Kirkby in Liverpool and Easterhouse in 

Glasgow.53  
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However, the narrative approach does allow some general conclusions to be drawn, 

and suggests areas for original research. First, the sheer scale of demolition and 

house building within the cities in the post-war period (c. 1945–1975) was large in 

Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester, but no studies were identified that compare the 

scale of this change for all three cities. However, the literature strongly suggests that 

at least some housing policies (the development of peripheral estates within city 

boundaries, high-rises, and property-led regeneration) were pursued more 

intensively in Glasgow than in the English cities. It is less clear whether the relative 

scale of slum clearance and rehabilitation was greater in the Scottish city. A first step 

to try and answer this question would be to update work by Yelling (2000) to 

compare the incidence of slum clearance in Glasgow with Liverpool and Manchester, 

and to explore routine data on population and housing change within the three cities 

(and the regions in which they were located).  

 

The literature also suggests that the social and spatial patterns of rehousing differed 

between the three cities. Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester had a different balance 

between housing residents inside the city and outside city boundaries – and, in the 

latter case, whether people were encouraged to move to new towns, overspill 

destinations or council estates. The socio-economic characteristics of migrants may 

also have been different. It is possible (for example) that Glasgow lost more of its 

educated and skilled population to new towns, while Liverpool and Manchester 

displaced more of their less educated and less skilled population to housing estates 

outside city boundaries. Both these processes might have worked to increase the 

relative vulnerability of Glasgow to external shocks, whether political, economic or 

both. While no comparative data have been published on this issue, it could be 

tested using demographic and socio-economic data on the overspill estates and 

major new towns. In the next section, these issues are explored using routine 

statistics.   
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3.0 What can routine statistics tell us about the 
different aspects of this change in the three 
cities? 
 

3.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a descriptive analysis of urban change in Glasgow, Liverpool 

and Manchester since 1945. It first sets out the scale of post-war housing need in the 

three cities, in the context of other large British cities. Next, it moves on to describe 

responses to this challenge in the three cities, covering demolition, the construction 

of new public-sector housing (including high-rise dwellings), and population change 

within the cities as well as migration from them. A third section provides a simple 

comparison of the social and economic characteristics of the new communities 

(outer and peripheral estates and new towns) relevant to the three cities, in 1981. 

This date was chosen as the census year closest in time to two policy breaks: the 

end of the official overspill drive and the break with social democratic housing and 

economic policies, both of which occurred in the late 1970s.  

3.2 The scale of the post-war challenge 

The need to relieve household overcrowding was a major factor driving post-war 

urban change in the three cities (and almost all large settlements in Britain). To 

illustrate this, Figure 2 shows the number of persons per room for the seven largest 

British cities outside London, recorded in the 1951 census, plus Dundee, Aberdeen 

and Edinburgh. On this measure, Glasgow was the most overcrowded city (1.27 

persons per room), followed by Dundee (1.13 persons per room). Liverpool (0.82 

persons per room) was the most overcrowded English city. There was less variation 

in overcrowding observed across the other English cities, with ‘persons per room’ 

ranging from 0.73 in Bristol to 0.76 in Birmingham.  

Using a slightly different measure (the distribution of dwellings by number of rooms), 

the stark position confronting Glasgow post-war is made even clearer. In 1951, 

almost half (47.3%) of Glasgow’s households were living in one- or two-room 
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dwellings, compared to 8.8% in Leeds, 5.1% in Liverpool and 2.5% in Manchester 

(Figure 3). In the immediate post-war period, the scale of need (in terms of 

overcrowding) was greater in Glasgow than in other cities. Only in Dundee (a much 

smaller city) was the relative need greater. 

Figure 2: Number of persons per room, selected British cities: 1951. 

 

Source: 1951 Census of Population.  
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Figure 3: Distribution of dwellings by number of rooms, selected British cities: 1951.

 
Source: 1951 Census of Population.  
 

3.3 The nature of the change 

Comprehensive redevelopment  

As discussed in the literature, a substantial component of urban change was the 

process of comprehensive redevelopment, which involved demolition and closure of 

dwellings on a large scale. Extending the work of Yelling (2000), it is possible to 

compare the numbers of dwellings demolished or cleared across the cities over a 30-

year period, as a proportion of the 1951 housing stock (Figure 4). Note that the 

Glasgow figure is based on post-1974 boundaries, including the districts of 

Rutherglen and Cambuslang. On this basis, the scale of slum clearance in Glasgow 

was greater than any of the other cities, partly reflecting the scale of its housing 

challenges and a genuine commitment to address these. The city cleared 40% of its 

1951 housing stock over these three decades, higher than Manchester (36%) and 

much higher than Liverpool (25%). 
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Figure 4: Percentage of houses demolished/closed in major cities, 1955–85. 

 

Sources: 1951 Census of Population; Yelling (2000); Hansard; Housing Return for Scotland; 
Scottish Housing Statistics. Note: 1951 housing stock for Leeds and Glasgow adjusted to 
post-1974 boundaries. If Rutherglen and Cambuslang are excluded from its denominator, 
the Glasgow figure increases to 43%.  
 
 
Housing built by the public sector  

The post-war period was also notable for the construction of new public housing. 

Figure 5 compares new homes built by the seven cities’ local authorities (and the 

Scottish Special Housing Association in Glasgow) between 1945 and 1975, 

expressed as a rate per 1,000 of the 1951 housing stock. It should be noted that 

local authorities, especially Manchester, also built outside their own boundaries to 

house former residents in overspill estates. Nevertheless, this measure gives some 

idea of the scale of change as it affected the cities’ populations.  

Including the Scottish Special Housing Association contribution, the scale of house 

building by the public sector was highest in Glasgow (365 per 1,000), Liverpool (346 

per 1,000) and Manchester (338 per 1,000) and lowest in Leeds and Bristol. 

Glasgow’s rate of house building by the public sector was the highest of the seven 

cities. 
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Figure 5: Rate of new houses built by the public sector, selected cities: 1945–75. 

 

Sources: 1951 Census; Hansard (various years); Housing Returns for Scotland (various 
years); Glendinning and Malthius (1994). Note: 1951 housing stock for Leeds and Glasgow 
adjusted to post-1974 boundaries. If Rutherglen and Cambuslang are excluded from its 
denominator, the Glasgow rate increases to 387 per 1,000.  
 
 
Looking at the distribution of housing completions by the public sector over a slightly 

longer period – 1946 to 1987 – may also be useful (Figure 6). This time, the focus is 

on Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester and dwellings completed by housing 

associations are included in the figures. In all three cities, around two-thirds of new 

public housing was constructed between 1954 and 1974. However, the data suggest 

a number of differences. Glasgow built more of its post-war council housing before 

1960 compared to Liverpool and, especially, Manchester. Liverpool is notable for 

continuing to build council housing into the late 1980s, by which time the other cities 

had already seen their programmes diminish sharply. Finally, Manchester’s council 

house building was concentrated to a greater extent in the 1970s than either 

Liverpool or Glasgow.  
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Figure 6: Distribution of housing completions by the public sector, by period, Glasgow, 
Liverpool and Manchester: 1946–87. 

 

Sources: see Appendix C. Figures include completions by/for local authority, SSHA and 
housing associations. 
 
 
It is also valuable to compare the relative contribution of high-rise dwellings to 

house-building programmes by the public sector in major British cities. The data 

confirm what is discussed by the literature (Table 2). High-rise dwellings made a 

larger contribution to public house building in Glasgow than any of the other cities: 

27% of dwellings built between 1945 and 1975 were in blocks of six storeys or 

higher, compared to 25% for Birmingham, 22% for Leeds, 19% for Liverpool and 

17% for Manchester. Glasgow also built more ‘super high-rise’ dwellings (20 storeys 

plus). While 16% of public housing dwellings built by Glasgow between 1946 and 

1975 were 20 storeys or higher, just 1% of Liverpool council dwellings were built at 

this height – and Manchester had no council dwellings in this category.  

Expressed as a rate per 1,000 of the 1951 housing stock, the number of high-rise 

dwellings built in Glasgow was again the highest of the seven cities (97 per 1,000), 

compared to 80 per 1,000 in Birmingham, 65 per 1,000 in Liverpool and 58 per 1,000 
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in Manchester. The results for super-high dwellings (20-storeys plus) are even 

starker, with a rate for Glasgow of 59 per 1,000, compared to 12 per 1,000 for 

Birmingham and 9 per 1,000 of Liverpool (Figure 7).   

Table 2: Contribution of high-rise dwellings to housing completions by the public sector 
in selected British cities, 1945–75. 
 Number of 

high-rise 
dwellings (six 
storeys plus) 

% of total 
dwellings 

Number of 
super high-
rise dwellings 
(20 storeys 
plus) 

% of total 
dwellings 

Glasgow 30,396 27 18,538 16 

Birmingham 24,074 25 3,717 4 

Liverpool 12,943 19 1,724 3 

Manchester 11,806 17 0 0 

Leeds 10,875 22 294 1 

Sheffield 8,558 17 0 0 

Bristol 4,872 16 0 0 

Sources: 1951 Census; Hansard (various years); Housing Returns for Scotland (various 
years); Glendinning and Malthius (1994). Glasgow figures include tower blocks constructed 
by/for Scottish Special Housing Association in the city. Percentage shown as proportion of 
total dwellings built by public sector, 1945–75. 
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Figure 7: Rate of high-rise dwellings built by the public sector, selected cities: 1945–75. 

 Sources: 1951 census; Glendinning and Malthius (1994). 
 
 
If Rutherglen and Cambuslang are excluded from its denominator, the Glasgow rates 

increase to 103 per 1,000 and 63 per 1,000 for ≥6 and ≥20 storeys respectively.  

For those who remained within the city boundaries of Glasgow, Liverpool and 

Manchester (as with other cities), demolition and house building on this scale 

reduced overcrowding over time. However, the average size of dwellings in Glasgow 

remained smaller than in the English cities. This can be illustrated by comparing 

contemporary occupancy ratings in the three cities.c In 2011, the proportion of 

overcrowded households (with an occupancy rating of -1 or less) was higher in 

Glasgow (17%) than Manchester (16%) or, especially, Liverpool (10%). At the other 

end of the scale, households in Liverpool and Manchester were much more likely to 

be under-occupying by two or more rooms (Figure 8).  

                                                           

c Occupancy rating provides a measure of whether a household's accommodation is 
overcrowded or under-occupied.  The measure shown here compares the number of rooms 
against the number of household members: where the occupancy measure is negative, the 
household has fewer rooms than it ‘needs’; where it is positive, it has more rooms than it 
‘needs’. 
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Figure 8: Households occupancy rating, Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester: 2011. 

 

Sources: 2011 Census of Population. 
 
 
Maintenance and repairs 

A final point to consider is the level of investment in the repair and maintenance of 

local authority housing. Figure 9 shows expenditure per local authority dwelling, in 

1981 prices, on repairs, supervision and management in Glasgow, Liverpool and 

Manchester. Real terms expenditure increased over time in Glasgow and 

Manchester, but remained flat in Liverpool between 1970 and 1980. The data 

suggest that spending on maintenance and repairs was lower in Glasgow than in 

Manchester throughout and lower than Liverpool until the early-1980s.  
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Figure 9: Expenditure on repairs, supervision and maintenance per local authority 
dwelling (1981 prices), Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester. 

Sources: Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy and Glasgow Annual 
Abstract of Accounts, reported in the Annual Housing Review City of Glasgow (1982). 
 
 
3.4 Population change and migration 

Population change, 1951–1981 

Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester all experienced substantial (and broadly similar) 

population loss in the post-war period (Table 3). Between 1951 and 1981, using 

consistent (2001 unitary authority boundaries), their population fell by more than 

36% in Glasgow, 34% in Liverpool and almost 37% in Manchester. In all three cities, 

population loss was greatest in the period 1971–1981. It is also clear that relative 

population loss in Glasgow was lower than for Liverpool and Manchester in the 

1950s and 1960s, but higher than these English cities in the 1970s. 
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Table 3: Intercensal population change in the three cities, 1951–81. 
 Glasgow Liverpool Manchester 

1951–1961 −7.8 −11.1 −11.5 

1961–1971 −8.4 −11.1 −11.5 

1971–1981 −24.4 −17.1 −19.3 

1951–1981 −36.1 −34.4 −36.8 

 

Source: 1951–1981 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through 
www.VisionofBritain.org.uk and uses historical material which is copyright of the Great 
Britain Historical Geographic Information System (GIS) Project and the University of 
Portsmouth. 
 

Analyses of small area population change can also provide clues as to the scale of 

urban change within the three cities and in their surrounding districts over time. 

Ideally, we would want to do this by using consistent geographies for the entire 

period 1951–1981, but administrative boundary changes mean this is not possible.  

Census data allows for comparisons to be made on electoral ward-based boundaries 

within cities, and district boundaries within regions, for the period 1951–1971. For the 

1971–1981 periods, frozen 1981 wards are used to measure population change for 

the English cities and regions and Scottish postcode sectorsd are used for Glasgow 

and its surrounding areas. 

Beginning with the earlier period, between 1951 and 1971, the population of 

Glasgow (based on 1951 boundaries) fell by 193,000 (-17.6%). Within the city, 

almost all wards saw their population fall, with the largest reductions in absolute 

terms seen in the central and eastern wards, especially in Gorbals, Kingston and 

Anderston. However, four wards – Provan, Cathcart, Knightswood and Pollokshaws 

– saw large increases in their populations, amounting to 142,600 people in total.  

This is explained by the establishment of the four peripheral estates (Easterhouse, 

                                                           

d Postcode sectors are the next hierarchy up from individual postcodes: for example, the 
postcode G51 4XP would be contained within the postcode sector G51 4.  They have been 
used as a standard unit of analysis the Scottish Census since 1981.  The median population 
of 1981 Scottish postcode sectors (3,327) was smaller than the median population of frozen 
1981 English electoral wards (4.055).     
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Pollok, Drumchapel and Castlemilk) within those areas’ (wards) boundaries  

(Figures 10 and 11).  

Figure 10: Relative population change within Glasgow: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through 
EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC and JISC and uses boundary material 
which is copyright of the Crown. 
 
 
Outside Glasgow but within West Central Scotland, there were large relative 

population increases in the new towns of East Kilbride, Cumbernauld and Irvine, as 

well as the affluent suburbs around Glasgow (e.g. Bearsden, Bishopbriggs, 

Eastwood, Clarkston) and Renfrewshire (e.g. Bridge of Weir, Kilbarchan, Houston, 

Bishopton, Erskine) and Glenrothese in Fife. The largest declines in population were 

seen across the Islands of Argyll, Greenock district and parts of Ayrshire and 

Lanarkshire, especially in former mining communities (Figures 12 and 13). 

                                                           

e Originally designed to accommodate Fife miners, but later ‘repurposed’ to take Glasgow 
overspill. 
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Figure 11: Absolute population change within Glasgow: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. 
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Figure 12: Relative population change within West Central Scotland and new town districts: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC 
and JISC and uses boundary material which is copyright of the Crown. 
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Figure 13: West of Scotland and new town districts with highest and lowest absolute population change: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. Note that Glasgow has been omitted for presentational reasons. S.B.=Small burgh, L.B.=Large 
burgh, D.C.=District county. A full list of the settlements covered by the Renfrew and Lanark District Counties is shown in Appendix E.  
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Liverpool also saw a large loss of population between 1951 and 1971, with the city 

population falling by 182,000 (-22.8%) in these two decades. Within-city change, 

though, appears to have occurred on a smaller scale and exhibited a different 

pattern from Glasgow. Most wards lost population over this period, with losses 

particularly concentrated in Everton, Abercromby, Low Hill, Netherfield and St 

Domingo. However, there was population growth in Woolton (+24,000), Gilmoss 

(+9,200), Speke (+5,800), Childwall (+5,200), Croxteth (+3,161) and Allerton 

(+2,100): this appears to reflect the growth of relatively more affluent suburbs (such 

as Woolton and Childwall) as much as the establishment of new peripheral council 

estates (Figure 14 and Figure 15).  

Manchester saw its population decrease by 159,000 (-22.7%) between the 1951 and 

1971 censuses. Within the city, most areas lost population, especially the inner 

wards of Ardwick, St Georges, All Saints, Beswick, Collegiate Church, Hugh Oldham 

and St Lukes. However, there was strong population growth in four wards in the 

south of the city (Woodhouse Park, Baguley, Benchhill and Northenden), with these 

areas seeing a total population increase of just over 25,000. This largely reflects the 

post-war expansion of the Wythenshawe estate in the south of the city (Figure 14 

and Figure 16).  

Outside the city of Liverpool, the largest population increases were seen in 

Knowsley, especially Kirkby and Whiston Rural District, and to a lesser extent to the 

new towns of Skelmersdale and Runcorn. Beyond Manchester city boundaries, a 

large number of small areas saw their populations increase, reflecting both the 

establishment of new overspill estates (e.g. within Middleton, Whitefield and 

Longdendale districts) for former Manchester residents, the development of new 

housing by surrounding local authorities with their own overcrowding problems, and 

‘unplanned’ migration to the suburbs. Population loss was greatest in the districts of 

Salford, Preston and Oldham (Figures 17 and 18). 
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Figure 14: Relative population change within Liverpool and Manchester: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC 
and JISC and uses boundary material which is copyright of the Crown.
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Figure 15: Absolute population change within Liverpool: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. 
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 Figure 16: Absolute population change within Manchester: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. 
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Figure 17: Relative population change within North West England region: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through 
EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC and JISC and uses boundary material 
which is copyright of the Crown.

Kirkby 
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Figure 18: North West England districts with highest and lowest absolute population change: 1951–71. 

 
Source: 1951–1971 Census of Population. Note that Liverpool and Manchester have been omitted for presentational purposes. U.D.= Urban 
District, R.D.= Rural District, M.B.= Metropolitan district. 
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In the 1970s, the population of Glasgow fell by 221,000 (-23%), despite the 

expansion of city boundaries to absorb Rutherglen and Cambuslang. Within city 

boundaries, the largest population declines were seen in the centre, north and east 

of the city, but it is notable that the peripheral estates, especially Easterhouse and 

Castlemilk, also saw substantial declines in their population during this period. 

Modest population growth was seen in Summerston and Darnley, where the last 

large-scale council housing estates were built (Figures 19 and 20). Outside the city 

boundaries, population growth was marked in the districts of Cumbernauld, 

Strathkelvin and East Kilbride, as well as the Glasgow suburbs. The districts of 

Clydebank, Motherwell, Inverclyde and Cumnock & Doon Valley saw their population 

decline sharply (Figures 21 and 22).  

Figure 19: Relative population change within Glasgow: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through 
EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC and JISC and uses boundary material 
which is copyright of the Crown. Grey areas had a zero population in 1971, so relative 
increases could not be calculated.
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Figure 20: Glasgow City postcode sectors with highest and lowest absolute population change: 1971–81. 

  

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population. 
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Figure 21: Relative population change within West Central Scotland and new town districts: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC 
and JISC and uses boundary material which is copyright of the Crown. 
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Figure 22: Absolute population change, west of Scotland and new town districts: 1951–71. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population.  



47 
 

Turning to Liverpool, the population of the city fell by 98,000 (-16%) over this 

decade. All but two city wards (Valley and Croxteth) lost population, with the 

reduction especially marked in the Riverside/Waterfront areas. Only the Valley ward 

saw its population increase substantially during this period (Figures 23 and 24). 

Manchester’s population declined by 94,000 (-17%) between 1971 and 1981, much 

of this concentrated around the city centre. Only two wards (the deprived Aardwick 

area and the Charlestown ward, which was similar in socio-economic profile to 

Manchester City as a whole) saw increases in their population (Figures 23 and 25).   

Outside city boundaries, the largest population increases were seen in the districts of 

Halton, West Lancashire, South Ribble and Chorley, driven by the growth of 

Skelmersdale, Runcorn and by districts comprising Central Lancashire new town. 

Salford and Knowsley districts experienced the sharpest decline, but many other 

local authorities surrounding Manchester also lost population. This was mainly driven 

by population decline in the new settlements that had been built in the 1950s and 

1960s (e.g. Kirkby) (Figures 25 and 26). 
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Figure 23: Relative population change within Liverpool and Manchester: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC 
and JISC and uses boundary material which is copyright of the Crown.
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Figure 24: Absolute population change within Liverpool: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population.  
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Figure 25: Absolute population change within Manchester: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population.  



51 
 

Figure 26: Relative population change within North West England region: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population. This work is based on data provided through 
EDINA UKBORDERS with the support of the ESRC and JISC and uses boundary material 
which is copyright of the Crown.
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Figure 27: Absolute population change, North West England Districts: 1971–81. 

 

Source: 1971–1981 Census of Population. 
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Migration from the three cities, 1961–1971 

The 1966 and 1971 censuses collected information on where household members 

were been living five years previously. Combining data from these two censuses 

gives a picture of migration within Britain between 1961 and 1971. Migrant 

destinations were divided into four categories: new towns, outside city but still in sub-

regionf, outside city but still in Scotland/North West England, and to the rest of 

Britain. The results are summarised in Figure 28. 

This shows important differences between the three cities. In the 1960s, around 14% 

of Glasgow emigrants moved to a new towng. Just 4% of Liverpool emigrants, and 

less than 1% of Manchester emigrants, moved to new towns (principally 

Skelmersdale and Runcorn) over the same period. This partly reflects the later 

designation of the English new towns, with Skelmersdale designated as a new town 

in 1961, and Runcorn only in 1964, compared to 1947 and 1955 respectively for East 

Kilbride and Cumbernauld. Manchester stands out as having a greater proportion of 

its migrants moving outside the city but remaining within the sub-region than either 

Liverpool or Glasgow. This may also reflect Manchester’s position as more clearly 

part of a metropolitan area than the other cities, as well as its tightly drawn 

administrative boundaries.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

f Defined as West Central Scotland, Merseyside and Greater Manchester respectively. 
g East Kilbride and Cumbernauld were the most ‘popular’ – 11% of Glasgow migrants moved 
to these new towns between 1961 and 1971. 
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Figure 28: Destinations of emigrants from the three cities, 1961–71.  

 

Sources: 1966 sample Census and 1971 Census, Migration Tables. 
 

Migration from the three cities, 1980–1981 

At the 1981 census, residents were only asked to give their address one year 

previously, so it is not possible to estimate migration flows for the 1971–1981 period 

as a whole. However, Figure 29 shows the main destinations of migrants from the 

city between 1980 and 1981. 

There is some continuity, but also some important differences, compared to the 

1960s, in terms of migration patterns. As with the 1961–71 period, Glasgow 

emigrants were less likely than their counterparts in Liverpool and Manchester to 

move outside the city but remain in the sub-region. Around 7% of migrants from 

Glasgow moved to a new town in 1980–81, a much higher figure than for 

Manchester emigrants (2%) but below that for Liverpool (13%). This suggests that 

new towns as a destination became relatively more important for migrants from 

Liverpool in this later period, and relatively less so for Glasgow. Again, this will partly 
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reflect the later designation of the English new towns. Manchester again stands out 

as having the highest proportion of migrants who moved outside city boundaries but 

remained in the sub-region, and the lowest proportion moving to a new town.  

Figure 29: Destinations of emigrants from the three cities, 1980–81. 

 

Source: 1981 Census: Special Migration Statistics (Set 2) (re-estimated for 1991 boundaries; 
incorporating pro-rate migrants with 'origin unstated') 
 
3.5 Tenure change 

Figure 30 uses census data to show how housing tenure evolved in the three cities 

between 1961 and 1981. At the beginning of this period, the most common tenure 

type was private renting, with all three cities having a very similar share of dwellings 

in this sector (c. 44–45%). Glasgow stands out as having a larger share of local-

authority-owned housing stock, and a smaller proportion of owner-occupiers, than 

either Liverpool or Manchester.  

By 1971, the dominant tenure in Glasgow was local authority housing, with 54% of 

dwellings in this sector. Owner-occupation had grown slightly but still lagged behind 

the English cities. In Liverpool and Manchester, housing was divided roughly evenly 

between private landlords, the local authority and owner-occupiers.  



56 
 

The 1981 census shows continued contrast between the three cities. In Glasgow, 

63% of dwellings were owned by the local authority, much higher than Manchester 

(47%) and especially Liverpool (40%). Liverpool stands out as having slightly more 

owner-occupiers than households renting from the council by this date. Housing 

associations also emerged as an alternative landlord between 1971 and 1981, 

although their share of the stock remained very small (<5%) in all three cities.  

Figure 30: Housing tenure in Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester, 1961–81. 

 

Source: 1961, 1971 and 1981 Censuses of Population 
 

3.6 Socio-economic circumstances in the new communities 

This section provides some basic descriptive statistics of the new towns and the 

major peripheral and outer estates associated with Glasgow, Liverpool and 

Manchester and created through the post-war urban change described above. It 

uses data from the 1981 Census to show the number of people in each settlement 

and their socio-economic characteristics.  
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Of the new towns, East Kilbride and Cumbernauld (because of their importance to 

Glasgow)h and Skelmersdale and Runcorn (because of their importance to 

Liverpool)i were selected as the most relevant to compare. Warrington and Central 

Lancashire new town were excluded from analysis due to the limited contribution 

they made to absorbing Manchester overspill. Relevant post-war estates were 

selected for analysis based on their identification in the literature as areas of new 

housing built by the public sector between 1945 and 1980. These included the four 

Glasgow peripheral estates, Wythenshawe (in Manchester), deprived and affluent 

Liverpool neighbourhoods (Netherley, Speke, Gilmoss, Woolton, Childwall , 

Croxteth), Kirkby (in Knowsley) and a large number of smaller overspill estates which 

housed former Manchester residents, mainly in Greater Manchester but also in parts 

of Cheshire and Lancashire. Shapely (2007) lists 12 outer estates built to rehouse 

Mancunians outside city boundaries. A further estate, Little Hulton, was added 

because it appears in the list given by Townsend (1988).99 Gamesley was also 

included since it was mentioned in Hansard as a Manchester overspill estate.100  

Ordnance Survey maps were used to identify the approximate location of the Greater 

Manchester and Merseyside overspill estates. Maps published in Townsend (1988)99 

were used to pinpoint the relevant Greater Manchester wards more precisely. Also 

included were the Liverpool neighbourhoods of Netherley, Speke, Gilmoss, Woolton, 

Childwall and Croxteth, which saw housing growth in the post-war period.j The full 

list of postcodes/wards used to define these areas is shown in Appendix D. Note that 

for the Manchester estates in particular, wards may be too large a unit of analysis to 

accurately reflect boundaries, covering not only the post-war housing estates but 

also established (and more affluent) settlements, e.g. at Knutsford and Handforth.  

 

 

  

                                                           

h The 1970 East Kilbride Survey reported that 61.5% of residents had previously lived in Glasgow. 
i The 1984 Skelmersdale survey reported that 46% of Skelmersdale residents had previously lived in 
Liverpool, 11% in Sefton, 12% in Knowsley and 4% elsewhere in Merseyside. 
j A similar exercise was carried out in 1985 by CES, though this showed comparative data for only 
Easterhouse and Kirkby (with no data on how these areas were defined).   
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Scale of the new communities 

Table 4 illustrates population change in the four new towns between their 

designation year and 1981 (chosen because of the later designation dates for 

Runcorn and Skelmersdale). It also provides a comparison between their planned 

and actual populations by that date. 

From Table 4, it can be observed that: 

• East Kilbride was the most ambitious of the four new towns in terms of 

planned population 

• population growth in both absolute and relative terms was greater in East 

Kilbride and Cumbernauld 

• by 1981, East Kilbride and Runcorn were more successful in making progress 

towards their population targets than Cumbernauld and (especially) 

Skelmersdale. 

Table 4: Population change in relevant new towns. 
 Original 

population 
Planned 
population 

Actual 
population 
(1981) 

Population 
change, 
original to 
1981 

1981 
Population 
as % of 
planned 

East Kilbride 
(1947) 

2,400 82,500 71,737 69,337 87.0 

Cumbernauld 
(1955) 

3,000 70,000 48,413 45,413 69.2 

Skelmersdale 
(1961) 

10,000 73,300 39,404 29,404 53.8 

Runcorn 
(1964) 

28,500 71,000 64,412 35,912 90.7 

Sources: 1981 Census and Alexander (2009), p. 49. 
 
Next, we can look at the main post-war peripheral and outer estates. Figure 31 

compares these communities by their approximate number of dwellings c. 1980. The 

largest post-war housing estates on this measure were Wythenshawe, Kirkby and 

the four Glasgow peripheral estates. The figure also makes the point that Liverpool 

and Manchester built many more estates than Glasgow, but on a smaller scale.  
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Figure 31: Approximate number of dwellings in main post-war housing estates, c. 1980. 

 

Source: Bradbury (1967); Shapely (2007); Glasgow City Council archives; 1981 Census. Note this excludes areas where a large number of 
multi-storey flats were built. Glasgow estates are shown in purple, Liverpool estates in red and Manchester in yellow. 
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Socio-economic characteristics of the new communities  

Comparisons were made on four measures from the 1981 census, chosen to 

approximate to the measures used in the Carstairs index:  

• % of economically active persons seeking work 

• % of households without a car 

• % of persons living in households with >1 person per roomk 

• % of households with a low social class (IV or V)  

For Glasgow (Figure 32), the city’s peripheral estates were much more 

disadvantaged than the rest of the city. The new towns were much less 

disadvantaged than both the rest of the city and (especially) the peripheral estates. 

East Kilbride and Cumbernauld were less disadvantaged relative to Glasgow 

residents on all four measures.  

For Liverpool (Figure 33), the new suburbs of Childwall, Woolton and Croxteth within 

the city were relatively advantaged compared to all other areas. Kirkby was more 

disadvantaged in terms of unemployment, social class and overcrowding, and similar 

in terms of car ownership compared to the rest of the city. Netherley, Speke and 

Gilmoss were similar in profile to Kirkby. The new towns of Runcorn and 

Skelmersdale were better off than Kirkby and the peripheral estates. Comparing the 

new towns to the rest of Liverpool city, households were much more likely to own a 

car and overcrowding was slightly lower, but unemployment and social class 

background was not much different. 

For Manchester (Figure 34), Wythenshawe, the rest of Manchester and the outer 

estates (in aggregate) were very similar in terms of their socio-economic attributes. 

The only differences that emerge were in terms of car ownership, which was higher 

in the outer estates. However, it should be noted that some of the outer estates (e.g. 

Middleton West, approximating to the Langley estate) experienced levels of 

disadvantage similar to that seen in Kirkby. 

                                                           

k The number of rooms per house was defined differently in the 1981 census in Scotland 
compared with England. To correct for this, Scottish figures on overcrowding were adjusted 
by a factor of 0.72 to make them comparable with English data, using the method proposed 
by Vera Carstairs (1990). 
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We can also compare the new towns with their associated cities and each other 

(Figure 35). Residents of East Kilbride and Cumbernauld were more advantaged in 

labour market and social class terms than their contemporaries in Runcorn and 

Skelmersdale, but experienced higher levels of overcrowding. Levels of household 

car ownership were similar in Cumbernauld, Skelmersdale and Runcorn but slightly 

higher in East Kilbride.  
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Figure 32: Comparison by selected indicators of socio-economic disadvantage: four largest Glasgow peripheral estates, rest of city and 
new towns: 1981. 

 

Source: 1981 Census of Population. Unemployment measure is the adults aged 16+ seeking work as a % of all economically active adults 
aged 16+.  
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Figure 33: Comparison by selected indicators of socio-economic disadvantage: Liverpool peripheral estates, rest of city, Kirkby and new 
towns: 1981. 

 

Source: 1981 Census. Unemployment measure is the adults aged 16+ seeking work as a % of all economically active adults aged 16+.  
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Figure 34: Comparison by selected indicators of socio-economic disadvantage: Manchester peripheral estates, rest of city and Greater 
Manchester outer estates: 1981. 

 

Source: 1981 Census. Unemployment measure is the adults aged 16+ seeking work as a % of all economically active adults aged 16+.  
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Figure 35: Comparison by selected indicators of socio-economic disadvantage: Glasgow, Liverpool and associated new towns: 1981. 

 

Source: 1981 Census of Population. Unemployment measure is the adults aged 16+ seeking work as a % of all economically active adults 
aged 16+.   



 

66 
 

 

3.8 Conclusions 

Based on analysis of routine data, across some, but not all, of the measures 

examined suggest the quantitative scale of urban change in Glasgow was greater 

than that seen in Liverpool and Manchester (though the scale of change was also 

large in those two cities). However, the routine data also reveal some distinctive 

differences between the three cities in how that change was carried out. Therefore, a 

focus on the scale alone may not tell the whole story. At least of equal importance 

may be the greater housing need in Glasgow compared to Liverpool and Manchester 

at the beginning of the period, and differences in how urban change played out in the 

three cities. These are themes we will return to in the concluding section.  
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4.0 Discussion 

4.1 Key findings 

This report has investigated whether post-war urban change, related to population 

and housing, in Glasgow was on a greater scale, affecting relatively more city 

residents, than Liverpool and Manchester. Its purpose was to explore the extent to 

which different experiences of these aspects of urban change might plausibly have 

contributed to the excess mortality seen in Glasgow. 

Overall, at a city level, a number of aspects of urban change in Glasgow clearly were 

on a greater scale compared to Liverpool and Manchester: for example, in terms of 

the homes demolished, the number of council houses built (especially high-rise 

dwellings) and the average size of planned communities (both new towns and 

council estates).12 For other quantitative aspects of urban change (e.g. the total loss 

of population, the number of new communities built, and dispersal of population to 

council-managed estates outside city boundaries), the level of change seen in 

Liverpool and Manchester was either similar to, or somewhat greater than, Glasgow. 

To understand these changes in their entirety, an attempt was made to quantify the 

total number of households directly affected by ‘planned’ urban change in the three 

cities (in relative and absolute terms). The results (shown in Appendix B) provide 

some weak evidence that planned urban change impacted on a greater proportion of 

the population of Glasgow, compared to Liverpool and Manchester. However, these 

estimates are very imprecise and the scale of the difference is likely to be small – 

and the task itself may not be possible with the available data. The hypothesis that 

more Glaswegians were affected by urban change is therefore plausible, but only a 

relatively small part of a more complex picture.  

Looking at scale in a different way – not just the numbers affected but the degree to 

which geographical and social dispersal occurred in the three cities – the findings are 

mixed. Glasgow saw much greater ‘within-city’ growth of its peripheral estates than 

either Liverpool or Manchester in the 1950s and 1960s, and greater loss of 

                                                           

12 Sensitivity analysis was carried out to check whether alternative denominators (e.g. 
population rates) changed these conclusions.  The fundamental conclusions remained 
unchanged. 
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population in the 1970s. While the English cities also created new, disadvantaged 

communities, these were located in the main outside city boundaries: in the case of 

Liverpool, principally at Kirkby, while Manchester built more than a dozen overspill 

estates across Greater Manchester and neighbouring counties. There is evidence 

that that the process of urban change was more socially selective in Glasgow than 

Liverpool, with the more striking contrast in socio-economic profiles between these 

cities and their relevant new towns and the growth of more affluent suburbs within 

Liverpool’s boundaries in the 1950s and 1960s. While the consequences of this 

change for the families involved remains unclear, it provides some support for the 

view that the choices made and processes at work concentrated disadvantage within 

Glasgow City, while the English cities (in different ways) were able to dilute (or at 

least, not exacerbate) disadvantage within their administrative boundaries. 

There were also a number of important qualitative differences between urban 

change as seen in Glasgow and its associated settlements relative to the English 

geographies. These include: an older post-war council housing stock in Glasgow 

compared to Liverpool and Manchester, persistently higher levels of overcrowding in 

the Scottish geographies (including in the new towns) relative to England, and a 

lower level of investment in housing maintenance in Glasgow. 

Combining general findings from the public health literature with the specific 

evidence for the three cities urban change is likely to have influenced health in 

different ways, depending on who moved (or was dispersed) and where they moved 

to. For those moving to the peripheral and outer estates, rehousing is likely to have 

improved some aspects of physical health, though these gains may not have been 

sustained in the long term as the housing stock deteriorated, while neighbourhood 

change and displacement are likely to have had adverse consequences for physical 

and especially mental health in the long term. Health effects for those moving to the 

new towns are likely to have been more positive, partly because of increased public 

and private resources, which could offset any negative aspects of neighbourhood 

change and displacement, and partly because improvements in housing and 

neighbourhood quality were sustained over time. The greater emphasis on high-rise 

dwellings and on social segregation seen in Glasgow is likely to have compounded 

these effects.  
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 4.2 Strengths and limitations  

Using routine data sources and literature spanning more than 30 years, this study 

provides a descriptive comparison of post-war urban population and housing change 

in Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester. This is an important strength, since as noted 

in the introduction and literature review, no previous studies have attempted this. 

However, the approach is subject to a number of limitations. 

Firstly, the approach taken is descriptive only and based on aggregate spatial data. 

A better approach would be to have individual-level, longitudinal studies covering 

people moving from inner city areas to new communities in the 1950s, 1960s and 

1970s, including changes in relevant health outcomes. However, no historic studies 

of this kind exist. Nor can routine statistics tell us much about how the lived 

experiences of residents changed over time. Other research methods, including 

qualitative approaches, would be more appropriate for this task.  

Second, there are important omissions from the analysis. It would have been useful 

to scrutinise the detail on the 1970s rehabilitation programmes, but unfortunately the 

scope to do this with the available routine data is very limited. Official statistics 

provide some figures for Liverpool and Manchester, though only for the period 1971–

1981 and for Glasgow covering the years 1976–1981. Moreover, as well as short 

runs of data, the improvement and renovation schemes operated in different ways in 

Scotland and England, so it is unclear whether any figures produced would be 

comparable.  

Third, there are issues with the geographical units being analysed. For between-city 

comparisons of urban change, the default denominator for Glasgow is based on 

1974–1996 boundaries (i.e.1951 boundaries plus Rutherglen and Cambuslang). This 

will produce lower estimates of the scale of urban change in Glasgow than if the 

narrower 1951 boundaries were used. Much of the historical analysis focuses on 

city-level comparisons or (in a much more limited way, for intercensal population 

change) wards or postcode sector. Variation at smaller or more appropriate spatial 

units – for example neighbourhoods – is absent. This matters since it could well be 

that it is at this level that differences are more pronounced (e.g. in terms of the extent 

to which families and neighbourhoods were ‘broken up’). Reliance on the literature to 

identify relevant communities and their boundaries also mean that we may be 
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excluding important post-war development and, even where the communities are 

correctly identified, their boundaries may be incorrect. Scale and boundary issues 

may interact to produce misleading results – for example, using frozen wards to 

define some of the outer estates in Greater Manchester might ‘wash out’ some of the 

differences between the new estates and the more affluent existing settlements.  

It may also be possible to examine these issues in more detail using archive material 

held by the local authorities of Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester. The purpose 

would be to quantify differences in the scale of urban change at a very local level 

and to test the hypothesis that individual communities in Glasgow were ‘broken up’ 

more comprehensively than their counterparts in Liverpool and Manchester.13 This 

could be combined with GIS mapping, historic maps and census output areas to 

more precisely define and compare the socio-economic characteristics of 

communities relevant to the three cities, using methods used previously to 

understand change in Glasgow’s neighbourhoods over time.22 

Finally, there are questions about the reliability and comparability of data. The wide 

range of estimates given for people moving to new towns and overspill areas from 

Glasgow illustrates how uncertain even official statistics are on major areas of policy. 

There are also questions on how comparable data are between areas: for example, 

whether homes were demolished for similar reasons in Glasgow as in Liverpool or 

Manchester.  

4.3 Implications  

Although the effort involved in promoting post-war urban change in Glasgow should 

not be understated, one important question is whether resources available were ever 

likely to meet the sheer scale of the needs identified here. Glasgow was starting from 

a much more difficult position, in terms of overcrowding, than even Liverpool and 

Manchester. It is therefore perhaps not unexpected that on many measures the pace 

and scale of change was greater in Glasgow than these cities, but at the end of the 

                                                           

13 For example, the Mitchell Library holds archives from Glasgow City Housing Department 
(known as the ‘draft rolls – main series’), which provide information on the current address 
and former address of tenants, by date of let and entry date. In theory, this could allow 
researchers to describe patterns of movement to peripheral estates within Glasgow, 
although the extent to which entirely comparable data are also held for Liverpool and 
Manchester is currently unclear.    
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process relative overcrowding still remained higher. Glasgow also demolished more 

homes than it built (in Liverpool the reverse was true), built smaller homes and built 

earlier (so its stock was older than the English cities). The cumulative effect is likely 

to have been the reinforcing of relative differences in overcrowding and, as the 

housing stock aged, housing quality in Glasgow compared to the English cities, 

leaving Glasgow more vulnerable than Liverpool and Manchester to changes in 

housing finance that occurred after 1979.  

It could be countered that all this was about scale, and the need to press on quickly 

to address human need – but this argument rapidly confronts the issue of the new 

towns. There, new communities were also built at scale and speed but quality was 

not sacrificed – though in part this meant diverting scarce resources away from 

Glasgow. This would have mattered less (for inequalities) if migrants to East Kilbride 

or Cumbernauld were more representative of Glasgow as a whole. This seemed to 

be the original intention,101 with the Abercrombie Plan commenting that: ‘[the] 

population will be drawn from the lower income groups for whom a wide variety of 

industrial work must be provided in these towns’.102 But in practice, the approach in 

Glasgow seemed more effective at encouraging better-off residents to leave. Would 

health outcomes in Glasgow have been better if policies had aimed to make 

Easterhouse as liveable a community as East Kilbride?  

A second aspect to consider is the range of ‘choices’ available to residents of all 

three cities. It is arguable that residents of Liverpool or Manchester had a slightly 

greater range of options than those in Glasgow – there were many more Manchester 

outer estates compared to only a few Glasgow ones; there was a slightly greater mix 

of tenures within the city in Liverpool. This is not to say that the quality of experience 

was necessarily any better, especially for those who moved to peripheral and outer 

housing estates. What is striking is how similar the multiple disadvantages faced by 

residents in many of the council estates built by all three cities were, with 

consequences for health that could have been predicted. But it may have meant that 

those affected by urban change in Liverpool and Manchester had slightly more 

opportunity to remain in the city or region, rather than leave entirely, which (more 

plausibly in Liverpool’s case) may have contributed to the more favourable measures 

of social connectedness seen in that city.103  
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Overall, the work presented here puts the (familiar) story of post-war urban change 

in Glasgow into context. Many of the achievements and mistakes that occurred 

during that period were common to Liverpool and Manchester as well. However, 

Glasgow was probably unique in the scale of the housing challenges it faced, the 

different policy mix chosen to address these issues and, more equivocally, the scale 

of its response to these problems. It is plausible these factors combined to increase 

the relative vulnerability of Glasgow’s population, making a contribution (albeit one 

that is not easily quantifiable) to the city’s ‘excess’ of poor health that emerged in the 

1970s.  
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Appendix A: Search strategy for literature 
review 
The search strategy was developed by Charis Miller and Martin Taulbut. The main 

search strategy was carried out by Charis Miller, with supplementary searches for 

literature and evidence by Martin Taulbut. 

 

The main formal literature and evidence search 

Databases 

The following databases were searched: 

• Medline 

• Embase 

• HMIC Health Management Information Consortium 

• Cochrane 

• The Knowledge Network 

• Campbell collaboration 

• DARE 

• ASSIA & Social Service Abstracts via ProQuest 

 

Manual searches were also made of the following journals: 

• Scottish Geographical Journal : ‘housing’ 

• Journal Of Planning History: Glasgow, Liverpool, Manchester  

• Urban Public Economics Review 

• Journal Of Urban And Regional Analysis 

• Theoretical And Empirical Researches In Urban Management 

 

Search terms 

The search terms to be used within these databases were identified through 

discussion within the research team, though scanning background literature, and by 

browsing database thesauruses.  
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Search terms were selected to identify sources covering the subject (e.g. housing, 

demolition, new towns, peripheral estate) but with a particular focus on the relevant 

geographies (Glasgow, Liverpool, Manchester and associated settlements). A full 

record of the search strategy is shown below.  

 

Literature search – record of search strategy 

Database used: Medline 

Search date(s): 21/03/2014 

Date range: 1946–2014 

Limits/filters:  
 
Database: Ovid MEDLINE(R) 1946 to Present with Daily Update, Ovid MEDLINE(R) 

In-Process and Other Non-Indexed Citations <March 20, 2014> 

Search strategy: 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1  *housing/ or *public housing/ (7021) 

2  (housing or demolition or demolish* or slum* or tenement* or suburb*).ti,ab. 

(29213) 

3  (flats or overcrowding or overspill or rehous*).ti,ab. (2727) 

4  (urban adj3 (change or renewal or regener* or develop* or redevelop* or 

plan*)).ti,ab. (2744) 

5  "town plan*".ti,ab. (115) 

6  "city plan*".ti,ab. (129) 

7  "high rise".ti,ab. (336) 

8  "tower block*".ti,ab. (8) 

9  "bruce plan".mp. [mp=title, abstract, original title, name of substance word, subject 

heading word, keyword heading word, protocol supplementary concept word, rare 

disease supplementary concept word, unique identifier] (0) 

10  "abercrombie plan".mp. [mp=title, abstract, original title, name of substance word, 

subject heading word, keyword heading word, protocol supplementary concept word, 

rare disease supplementary concept word, unique identifier] (0) 
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11  "peripheral estate*".mp. [mp=title, abstract, original title, name of substance 

word, subject heading word, keyword heading word, protocol supplementary concept 

word, rare disease supplementary concept word, unique identifier] (0) 

12  "new town*".ti,ab. (123) 

13  "right to buy".mp. [mp=title, abstract, original title, name of substance word, 

subject heading word, keyword heading word, protocol supplementary concept word, 

rare disease supplementary concept word, unique identifier] (8) 

14  "built environment".ti,ab. (982) 

15  "temporary accommodation".ti,ab. (33) 

16  brownfield.ti,ab. (82) 

17  *poverty areas/ (1819) 

18  *City Planning/ (1087) 

19  *Environment Design/ (2143) 

20  or/1-19 (42944) 

21  (Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian or 

Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or 

Livingston or Glenrothes or Skemersdale or Runcorn).ab,al,hw,kf,kw,nc,ot,sh,ti,tw. 

(22334) 

22  20 and 21 (167) 

23  Animals/ (5251628) 

24  Humans/ (13282854) 

25  23 not (23 and 24) (3813829) 

26  (soil* or topsoil* or drainage or farming or flooding).ti. (53355) 

27  Letter/ (831075) 

28  Comment/ (574104) 

29  Editorial/ (349710) 

30  (letter or comment or editorial).pt. (1313144) 

31  27 or 28 or 29 or 30 (1313144) 

32  22 not (25 or 26 or 31) (161) 

 

*************************** 

Database used: Embase 

Search date(s): 21/03/2014 

Date range: 1974–2014 
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Limits/filters:  
 
Search strategy: 
Database: Embase <1974 to 2014 March 20> 

Search strategy: 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1  *housing/ or *public housing/ (6887) 

2  (housing or demolition or demolish* or slum* or tenement* or suburb*).ti,ab. 

(33873) 

3  (flats or overcrowding or overspill or rehous*).ti,ab. (3272) 

4  (urban adj3 (change or renewal or regener* or develop* or redevelop* or 

plan*)).ti,ab. (3272) 

5  "town plan*".ti,ab. (175) 

6  "city plan*".ti,ab. (183) 

7  "high rise".ti,ab. (464) 

8  "tower block*".ti,ab. (13) 

9  "bruce plan".mp. [mp=title, abstract, subject headings, heading word, drug trade 

name, original title, device manufacturer, drug manufacturer, device trade name, 

keyword] (0) 

10  "abercrombie plan".mp. [mp=title, abstract, subject headings, heading word, drug 

trade name, original title, device manufacturer, drug manufacturer, device trade 

name, keyword] (0) 

11  "peripheral estate*".mp. [mp=title, abstract, subject headings, heading word, drug 

trade name, original title, device manufacturer, drug manufacturer, device trade 

name, keyword] (0) 

12  "new town*".ti,ab. (157) 

13  "right to buy".mp. [mp=title, abstract, subject headings, heading word, drug trade 

name, original title, device manufacturer, drug manufacturer, device trade name, 

keyword] (10) 

14  "built environment".ti,ab. (1169) 

15  (private adj3 (rent* or landlord*)).ti,ab. (30) 

16  brownfield.ti,ab. (88) 

17  *poverty areas/ (9754) 

18  *City Planning/ (1047) 
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19  *Environment Design/ (2858) 

20  or/1-19 (57363) 

21  (Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian or 

Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or 

Livingston or Glenrothes or Skemersdale or Runcorn).ab,kw,ot,ti,tw. (24237) 

22  20 and 21 (192) 

23  Animals/ (1560332) 

24  Humans/ (14450178) 

25  23 not (23 and 24) (1183900) 

26  (soil* or topsoil* or farming or drainage or flooding).ti. (68006) 

27  letter/ (811488) 

28  editorial/ (479314) 

29  (letter or editorial).pt. (1280890) 

30  27 or 28 or 29 (1316719) 

31  22 not (25 or 26 or 30) (189) 

 

*************************** 

Database used: HMIC 

Search date(s): 21/03/2014 

Date range: 1979–2014 

Limits/filters:  
 

Search strategy: 
Database: HMIC Health Management Information Consortium <1979 to January 

2014> 

Search strategy: 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1  *Private enterprise housing/ or *Housing location/ or *Public housing/ or *Housing 

policy/ or *Housing estates/ or *Housing/ or *Local authority housing/ or *Housing 

needs/ or *Substandard housing/ or *Rented housing/ or *Housing economics/ or 

*Social housing/ (0) 

2  (housing or demolition or demolish* or slum* or tenement* or suburb* or flats or 

overcrowding or overspill or rehous*).ti,ab. (4754) 
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3  (urban adj3 (change or renewal or regener* or develop* or redevelop* or 

plan*)).ti,ab. (112) 

4  ("town plan*" or "city plan*" or "high rise" or "tower block*").ti,ab. (73) 

5  "bruce plan".mp. [mp=title, other title, abstract, heading words] (0) 

6  "abercrombie plan".mp. [mp=title, other title, abstract, heading words] (0) 

7  ("land use" or "peripheral estate*" or "new town*" or "right to buy" or "built 

environment" or "temporary accommodation" or brownfield).ti,ab. (277) 

8  exp New towns/ (10) 

9  *Home ownership/ or *Local authority housing/ (0) 

10  (private adj3 (rent* or landlord*)).ti,ab. (40) 

11  exp Slums/ (3) 

12  exp High rise buildings/ or exp High rise flats/ (14) 

13  exp Suburbs/ (7) 

14  *Urban planning/ (0) 

15  *Depressed areas/ (0) 

16  or/1-15 (5120) 

17  exp Glasgow/ (282) 

18  exp Liverpool/ (345) 

19  exp Manchester/ (368) 

20  exp Greater Manchester/ (863) 

21  exp Merseyside/ (571) 

22  (Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian or 

Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or 

Livingston or Glenrothes or Skemersdale or Runcorn).ab,hw,ot,sh,ti. (3145) 

23  or/17-22 (3699) 

24  16 and 23 (136) 

25  exp Animals/ (1140) 

26  exp People/ (90503) 

27  25 not (25 and 26) (804) 

28  exp Correspondence/ (179) 

29  24 not (27 or 28) (136) 

 

*************************** 

Database used: Cochrane 
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Search date(s): 21/03/2014 

Date range:  
Limits/filters:  
 

Search strategy: 
Search Name: MT Housing 

Date run: 21/03/14 13:22:44.139 

Description:   

 

ID Search Hits 

#1 MeSH descriptor: [Housing] this term only 186 

#2 MeSH descriptor: [Public Housing] explode all trees 38 

#3 housing or urban or city or slum* or tenement* or rehous* or demolition or 

"urban change":ti or housing or urban or city or slum* or tenement* or rehous* or 

demolition or "urban change":ab (Word variations have been searched) 7522 

#4 (#1 or #2 or #3)  7607 

#5 Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian or 

Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or 

Livingston or Glenrothes or Skemersdale or Runcorn:ti,ab,kw (Word variations have 

been searched) 2033 

#6 (#4 and #5)  42 

 

Database used: The Knowledge Network 

Search date(s): 19/03/2014 

Date range:  
Limits/filters:  
 

Search Strategy:  
  

housing And Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or 

Liverpudlian or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or 

Cumbernauld or Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or 

Preston or Scotland or Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 
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city And Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian 

or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or 

Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or Preston or 

Scotland or Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 

 

urban And Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or 

Liverpudlian or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or 

Cumbernauld or Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or 

Preston or Scotland or Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 

 

Database used: Campbell collaboration 

Search date(s): 19/03/2014 

Date range:  
Limits/filters:  
 

Search strategy: 
  

housing And Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or 

Liverpudlian or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or 

Cumbernauld or Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or 

Preston or Scotland or Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 

 

city And Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian 

or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or 

Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or Preston or 

Scotland or Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 

 

urban And Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or 

Liverpudlian or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or 

Cumbernauld or Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or 

Preston or Scotland or Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 

 

(0) 
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Database used: DARE 

Search date(s): 19/03/2014 

Date range:  
Limits/filters:  
 

Search strategy: 
 (city or urban or housing):TI AND (Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or 

Liverpool or Liverpudlian or Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or East Kilbride 

or Cumbernauld or Irvine or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or 

Preston or Scotland or Scottish or North West England or Lancashire) 

(3) 
 

Database used: ASSIA & Social Service Abstracts via ProQuest  

Search date(s): 21/03/2014 

Date range: 1977 – 2014 

Limits/filters: Journal Articles, reviews 

 

Search strategy:  
  

 ((ti(housing OR demolition OR demolish* OR slum* OR tenement* OR suburb* OR 

flats OR overcrowding OR overspill OR rehouse* OR "bruce plan" OR "abercrombie 

plan" OR "town plan*" OR "city plan*" OR "high rise" OR "tower block*" OR 

peripheral estate* " OR " new town* " OR " right to buy " OR " built environment " OR 

brownfield") OR ab(housing OR demolition OR demolish* OR slum* OR tenement* 

OR suburb* OR flats OR overcrowding OR overspill OR rehouse* OR "bruce plan" 

OR "abercrombie plan" OR "town plan*" OR "city plan*" OR "high rise" OR "tower 

block*" OR peripheral estate* " OR " new town* " OR " right to buy " OR " built 

environment " OR brownfield") OR ti((urban NEAR/3 change OR renewal OR 

regenerate* OR develop* OR redevelop* OR plan* OR private NEAR/3 rent* OR 

landlord*)) OR ab((urban NEAR/3 change OR renewal OR regenerate* OR develop* 

OR redevelop* OR plan* OR private NEAR/3 rent* OR landlord*))) AND 

(su.Exact("merseyside" OR "liverpool" OR "greater manchester" OR "glasgow" OR 

"glasgow, scotland" OR "manchester") OR ti(Glasgow OR Glaswegian OR Clyde OR 
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Clydeside OR Liverpool OR Liverpudlian OR Merseyside OR Manchester OR 

Mancunian OR "East Kilbride" OR Cumbernauld OR Livingston OR Glenrothes OR 

Skelmersdale OR Runcorn) OR ab(Glasgow OR Glaswegian OR Clyde OR 

Clydeside OR Liverpool OR Liverpudlian OR Merseyside OR Manchester OR 

Mancunian OR "East Kilbride" OR Cumbernauld OR Livingston OR Glenrothes OR 

Skelmersdale OR Runcorn))) NOT (ti(soil OR topsoil OR farming OR drainage OR 

flooding OR sheltered OR "care home*") OR ab(soil OR topsoil OR farming OR 

drainage OR flooding OR sheltered OR "care home*")) 

 

Database used: Web of Science 

Search date(s): 21/03/2014 

Date range: 1997-2014 

Limits/filters:  
 

Search strategy:  
# 4 

198  

#2 AND #1  

Refined by: DOCUMENT TYPES=( ARTICLE OR REVIEW )  

Timespan=All years 

Search language=Auto  

 

# 3 

Approximately  

204  

#2 AND #1  

Timespan=All years 

Search language=English  

# 2 

Approximately  

12,352  

TOPIC: (Glasgow OR Glaswegian OR Clyde OR Clydeside OR Liverpool OR 

Liverpudlian OR Merseyside OR Manchester OR Mancunian OR "East Kilbride" OR 

Cumbernauld OR Livingston OR Glenrothes OR Skelmersdale OR Runcorn) OR 

http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=6&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=Refine
http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=5&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=CombineSearches
http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=5&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=CombineSearches
http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=2&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=GeneralSearch
http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=2&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=GeneralSearch
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TITLE: (Glasgow OR Glaswegian OR Clyde OR Clydeside OR Liverpool OR 

Liverpudlian OR Merseyside OR Manchester OR Mancunian OR "East Kilbride" OR 

Cumbernauld OR Livingston OR Glenrothes OR Skelmersdale OR Runcorn) 

Timespan=All years 

Search language=English  

# 1 

Approximately  

93,674  

TOPIC: (housing) OR TITLE: ("town plan*" or "city plan*" or "high rise" or "tower 

block*" or housing or demolition or demolish* or slum* or tenement* or suburb* or 

flats or overcrowding or overspill or rehous* or "peripheral estate*" or "new town*" or 

"right to buy" or "built environment" or brownfield or "abercrombie plan" or "bruce 

plan" or "private rent*" or "private landlord*" or "urban change") NOT TITLE: (soil or 

topsoil or farming or drainage or flooding or sheltered or "care home*")  

Timespan=All years 

Search language=English  

 

Database used: n/a, see below 

Search date(s): 19/03/2014 

Date range:  
Limits/filters:  
 

Search strategy: 
 
Manual check of various journal titles not indexed on databases. Other listed titles 
are indexed on above databases 

 

• Scottish Geographical Journal : ‘housing’ 

• Journal Of Planning History: Glasgow, Liverpool, Manchester  

• Urban Public Economics Review 

• Journal Of Urban And Regional Analysis 

• Theoretical And Empirical Researches In Urban Management 

http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=1&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=GeneralSearch
http://apps.webofknowledge.com.proxy.knowledgeservices.org/summary.do?product=UA&doc=1&qid=1&SID=P1yHnDMkrOWsRX1531k&search_mode=GeneralSearch
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Glasgow or Glaswegian or Clyde or Clydeside or Liverpool or Liverpudlian or 

Merseyside or Manchester or Mancunian or "East Kilbride" or Cumbernauld or Irvine 

or Livingston or Glenrothes or Skelmersdale or Runcorn or Preston or Scotland or 

Scottish or "North West England" or Lancashire 
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Appendix B: Estimating the number of 
households directly affected by urban change 
in the three cities 
 
This section provides a simplified overview of the scale and nature of ‘planned’ urban 

change experienced by residents (and former residents) of the three cities between 

1951 and 1981. An attempt was made to quantify the number of households directly 

affected by each aspect of urban change between 1945 and 1980, with results 

expressed as proportion of 1951 households (Table A1). Note these figures do not 

include households affected by improvements to their dwellings in the 1970s and 

1980s. 

 

The estimates were derived as follows: 

• Families moving to peripheral or outer estates. This was taken from the 

sources used to produce Figure 31. 

• Families moving to new towns. Glasgow data were taken from (i) estimates 

published in the Scottish Housing Returns and (ii) the Final Statement of 

persons housed under the overspill scheme, published in the 1978 Annual 

Report of Glasgow District Council Housing Department. Survey and census 

migration data was used to estimate the number of households who moved to 

Runcorn and Skelmersdale from Liverpool. 

• Other overspill. Glasgow data were taken from (i) estimates published in the 

Scottish Housing Returns and (ii) the Final Statement of persons housed 

under the overspill scheme, published in the 1978 Annual Report of Glasgow 

District Council Housing Department. Liverpool and Manchester figures were 

taken from Local housing statistics: England and Wales (1969). 

• Multi-storey flats. For the three cities, figures were calculated from data 

published in Glendinning and Malthius (1994), excluding those already 

counted in the peripheral estate figures. 

• Inner estates. This figure is the difference between the total number of 

dwellings built by/for each local authority (including SSHA dwellings) between 
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1945 and 1980 and the figures counted for peripheral/outer estates and multi-

storey flats. Its major limitation is that it will include pockets of housing not 

built as part of a larger, planned estate. 
 

Estimates have been rounded to the nearest 100 for presentational purposes. This 

approach is very approximate, makes a number of assumptions and does not take 

into account ‘natural’ change (births and deaths) in the relevant communities. 

Figures also exclude ‘unplanned’ (from the point of view of local authorities and 

central government) migration of residents to suburbs outside the city or to other 

parts of the UK (or abroad). As such they will understate the number of households 

directly affected by an unknown amount.  

 

Table A1 shows that the proportion of households affected by urban change was 

high in all three cities, although the range of estimates for Glasgow (46.7%– 49.5%) 

was somewhat higher than either Liverpool (45.9%) or Manchester (41.8%). On this 

basis, there is some weak evidence that the scale of urban change was higher in 

Glasgow compared to the English cities, though the difference is less marked in 

comparison with Liverpool. The estimates also reinforce the point that Glasgow 

households were more likely than their counterparts in Liverpool and Manchester to 

move to peripheral estates, new towns or multi-storey flats, while families in the 

English cities were more likely to move to outer estates (outside city boundaries) or 

to other overspill communities.  
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Table A1: Estimates of households directly affected by urban change in the three cities, c. 1945–80 

  Glasgow   Liverpool   Manchester   

  N % N % N % 

Peripheral estates 61,300 38.1–40.4 16,000 16.0 25,600 28.6 

Outer estates     26,400 26.4 22,200 24.8 

Inner estates 28,900 18.0–19.0 24,700 24.7 26,000 29.1 

New towns 20,300–29,100 13.4–18.1 9,400 9.4 1,500 1.7 

Other overspill 12,400–12,600 7.8–8.2 16,000 16.0 8,000 8.9 

Multi-storey flats* 29,100 18.0–19.1 7,400 7.4 6,200 6.9 

Total 152,000–161,000 46.7–49.5 99,900 45.9 89,500 41.8 
Sources: See tables A2 to A11.  
 
*Excluding those already counted in peripheral/outer estates. 
 
Notes: Glasgow adjusted to post-1974 boundaries. If Rutherglen and Cambuslang are excluded from the denominator, the range of 

estimates for the Glasgow figure increases to 49.6%–52.5%. Column percentages show distribution of households affected by each 

aspect of urban change. Total row shows households directly affected in absolute terms and as a proportion of 1951 households.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table A2: Number of households in Glasgow, Liverpool and 
Manchester, 1951 

  
Number of households: 
1951 boundaries 

Number of households: 
adjusted 

Glasgow 306725 325264 

Liverpool 217685   

Manchester 213931   

Source: 1951 census 
 
 
Table A3: Number of families agreed to be rehoused under overspill 
agreements (Liverpool and Manchester) 

 Local authority Year agreement 
signed 

No. of families 
affected 

Liverpool Burnley 1968 2200 

 Ellesmere Port 1959 5550 

 Widnes 1962 3730 

 Winsford 1961 4500 

  Total 15980 

    

Manchester Burnley 1968 2700 

 Crewe 1966 4000 

 Macclesfield 1963 1250 

  Total 7950 
Source: Local housing statistics: England and Wales (1969) 
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Table A4: Estimated number of Glasgow families identified as 
rehoused under overspill agreements, by destination, c. 1978 

 No. of families affected 

New towns 20,295 

Cumbernauld 10,555 

East Kilbride 6,696 

Glenrothes 662 

Irvine 976 

Livingston 1,406 

Other local authorities 12,449 

Linwood 2,452 

Johnstone 1,769 

Erskine 1,485 

Kirkintilloch 1,073 

Elsewhere 5,670 

Source: Derived from Final statement of persons housed under the overspill scheme, Annual 
report of Glasgow District Housing Department, 1978. 
 
 
Table A5: Houses built for Glasgow families in reception areas, 
1958–1976 

 Total New towns Elsewhere 

1958–60 3,027 2,222 805 

1961 1,356 1,032 324 

1962 1,887 1,020 867 

1963 2,618 1,148 1,470 

1964 3,716 1,735 1,981 

1965 2,863 1,510 1,353 

1966 2,373 1,820 553 

1967 2,556 1,888 668 

1968 2,144 1,318 826 

1969 2,173 1,631 542 
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 Total New towns Elsewhere 

1970 2,101 1,705 396 

1971 2,221 1,842 379 

1972 1,980 1,563 417 

1973 2,816 2,340 476 

1974 2,418 2,234 184 

1975 2,694 2,143 551 

1976 2,759 1,980 779 

Total 41,702 29,131 12,571 
Source: Scottish Housing Returns. Note that houses were not allocated until they were 
actually let, meaning that the figures given are estimates only.  
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Table A6: Estimated number of dwellings in outer estates built to 
house Liverpool and Manchester residents 

City Name of estate Estimated maximum number of 
dwellings 

Liverpool Kirkby 16,322 

 Huyton 1,570 

 Cantril Farm 4,716 

 Halewood 3,756 

 Total 26,364 

Manchester Gamesley 1,000 

 Partington 1,800 

 Langley 4,500 

 Darnhill 1,800 

 Whitefield 1,500 

 Hattersley 3,500 

 Haughton Green 1,500 

 Sale 2,000 

 Handforth 1,000 

 Knutsford 600 

 Stockport 2,000 

 Wilmslow 900 

 Carrbrook 100 

 Total 22,200 
Sources: Liverpool Builds (1967); Shapely (2007) and 1981 Census estimates of dwellings in 
Kirkby. 
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Table A7: Estimated number of dwellings built to house families in 
peripheral estates, Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester 

City Name of estate Estimated maximum number of 
dwellings 

Glasgow Drumchapel 11,231 

 Easterhouse 16,199 

 Castlemilk 10,323 

 Pollok 13,240 

 Cranhill 3,175 

 Milton 3,845 

 Barmulloch 1,688 

 Robroyston 1,600 

 Total 61,301 

Liverpool Speke 4,369 

 Croxteth 2,480 

 Deysbrook 1,182 

 Sparrow Hall 425 

 Horrocks Avenue 217 

 Mather Avenue 393 

 Lee Park (Childwall) 1,342 

 Childwall Valley  1,955 

 Netherley 3,600 

 Total 15,963 

Manchester Wythenshawe (post-war 

extension) 19,082 

 Hulme 5,000 

 Beswick 1000 

 Aardwick 500 

 Total 25,582 
Sources: Glasgow City Council; 1981 Census; Liverpool Builds (1967); Shapely (2007). 
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Table A8: Estimated number of multi-storey dwellings built to 
house families in Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester 

City Total Built in peripheral/outer 
estates 

Built elsewhere 

Glasgow 30,396 1,295 29,101 

Liverpool 12,943 5,586 7,357 

Manchester 11,806 5,579 6,227 

Source: Glendinning and Muthesius (1994); Liverpool Builds (1967; Shapely (2007). 
 

Table A9: Estimated number of social housing built in inner estates 

City Social housing built, 
1946–1980 

Already counted above Inner estates 

Glasgow 119,195 90,300 28,895 

Liverpool 74,451 49,800 24,651 

Manchester 79,936 54,000 25,936 

Sources: As for Figure 5; see above. 
 
 

New towns 

In the 1960s, very few Manchester residents moved to the new towns (c. 570 

according to the 1966 and 1971 census data). The 1981 census suggests 405 

people from Manchester moved to the new towns in that year: grossing up suggests 

4050 over the decade. This suggests 4620 people. Assuming a household size of 

3.1 people, we could estimate moves to the new towns at c. 1500 households.  

The number of dwellings for Skelmerdale was derived from 1981 census data. The 

proportion of Liverpool migrants (46%) was estimated from the 1984 Population and 

Social Survey for Skelmersdale New Town. 
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Table A10: Estimated number of households moving from 
Liverpool to Skelmersdale 

Area 
Number of 
dwellings 1981 

Of which, 
estimated 
Liverpool 
migration 

Estimated number of Liverpool 
households 

Skelmersdale 12,755 46% 5867 

 

By the time the Runcorn Development Corporation was wound up in 1989, 10,506 

dwellings had been built in the new town.1 The 1981 census suggests of 3,353 

migrants to Runcorn New Town in 1980–81, 31% originated from Liverpool. 

Combining these figures suggests c. 3,500 families from Liverpool moved to 

Runcorn. 

 

Table A11: Estimated number of households moving from 
Liverpool to Runcorn 

Area 
Number of 
dwellings built 
by 1989 

Of which, 
estimated 
Liverpool 
migration 

Estimated number of Liverpool 
households 

Runcorn 10,506 31% 3,500 
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Appendix C: Data sources for Figure 6 – 
Distribution of housing completions by the 
public sector, by period, Glasgow, Liverpool 
and Manchester: 1946–1987 

• 1946–1953: International Statistical Institute (1956) International Statistics of 

Large Towns – Series B – Housing. ISI, The Hague     

• 1945–1964: Housing Statistics, England and Wales (Financial Years). Inst. Of 

Municipal Treasurers and Accountants       

• 1954–1957: Liverpool Builds  

• 1967–1995: Local Housing Statistics, England and Wales    

• 1953–1969: HC Deb 03 April 1968 vol 762 c89W     

• 1967–1978: Housing Return for Scotland, Calendar year data.  Missing data 

for 1976        

• 1978–1985: Scottish Housing Statistics. Financial year data    

• 1986–1988: Scottish Development Department Statistics Bulletin – Housing 

Trends in Scotland        

• 1990/91–2012/13: Scottish Government Housing Statistics (on post-1996 

Glasgow City boundaries)        

• 1997/98–2011/12: DCLG, Live tables on house building, Table 253: 

Permanent dwellings started and completed, by tenure and district  
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Appendix D: Defining the post-war settlements 
Geography Postcodes/wards 

Castlemilk G 45 9 

G 45 0 

Drumchapel G 15 6 

G 15 7 

G 15 8 (part) 

Easterhouse G 33 4 

G 33 5 

G 34 9 

G 34 0 

G 69 8 (part) 

Pollok G 53 5 

G 53 6 

G 53 7 (part) 

East Kilbride New Town G 74 1 

G 74 2 (part) 

G 74 3 

G 74 4 

G 74 5 

G 75 8 

G 75 9 

G 75 0 

Cumbernauld New Town G 67 1 

G 67 2 

G 67 3 (part) 

G 67 4 (part) 

G 68 9 (part) 

G 68 0 (part) 
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Geography Postcodes/wards 

Runcorn New Town Ditton 

Grange 

Hale 

Halton Brook 

Heath 

Mersey 

Weston 

Skelmerdale New Town Birch Green 

Digmoor 

Moorside 

Skelmersdale North 

Skelmersdale South 

Tanhouse 

Childwall, Croxteth and Woolton Childwall 

Croxteth  

Woolton 

Gilmoss, Netherley and Speke Gilmoss 

Netherley 

Speke 

Kirkby Knowsley No.10 

Knowsley No.5 

Knowsley No.6 

Knowsley No.7 

Knowsley No.8 

Knowsley No.9 
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Geography Postcodes/wards 

Manchester outer estates Heywood West 

Middleton Central 

Middleton West 

Brinnington 

Hyde Godley 

Longdendale 

Stalybridge North 

Salford No.20 

Handforth 

Knutsford Over 

Gamesley 

Besses 

Bucklow 

St. Martin's 

Aardwick, Beswick, Hulme Ardwick 

Beswick 

Hulme 

Wythenshawe (post-war extension) Baguley 

Crossacres 

Woodhouse Park 
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Appendix E: Settlements covered by Renfrew 
and Lanark Districts, 1951–71 
Lanark  

District No.1 (South Lanarkshire) Carmichael, Biggar, Libberton, Symington, 

Crawford, Crawfordjohn, Culter, Wiston and 

Roberton 

District No.2 (South Lanarkshire) Blackwood, Douglas, Lesmahgow 

District No.3 (South Lanarkshire) Carluke, Carnwath, Dolphinton, Dunsyre, 

Walston, Carnwath, Carsairs, Lanark 

District No.4 Avondale, Glassford, Dalserf, Hamilton, 

Larkhall, Stonehouse 

District No.5 Blantyre, East Kilbride, High Blantyre, 

Stonefield 

District No.6 (Part North, Part South) Bellshill, Bothwell, Uddingston, Holytown, 

Mossend, Newarthill, New Stevenston, 

Tanochside 

District No.7 (North Lanarkshire) Cleland, Shotts, Dalziel, Cambusnethan, 

Newmains, Dykehead, Stane 

District No.8 Bankhead, Cambuslang, Rutherglen 

District No.9 Ballieston, Bishopbriggs, Chryston, Mount 

Vernon & Carmyle, Springboig, Stepps 

Renfrew  

District No.1  Broom, Busby, Clarkston, Eaglesham, 

Eastwood, Mearns, Cathcart, Giffnock, 

Netherlee, Stamperland, Thorliebank 

District No.2  Elderslie, Hurlet & Oldhall, Neilston, 

Crofthead 

District No.3  Bishopton, Erskine, Inchinnan, Renfrew 

District No.4 Bridge of Weir, Houston, Kilbarchan, 

Linwood, Lochwinnoch 

District No.5 Inverkip, Kilmacolm 
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