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Abstract 

The role of housing in providing a welfare asset has been widely explored. With the growth in home-

ownership between 1979 and 2008 and erosion of the welfare state, housing wealth has become 

part of the welfare mix in the UK. Here, we present analysis of housing outcomes, as measured in 

the UK Household Longitudinal Survey, among people who identify as lesbian, gay or bisexual in 

Great Britain. This shows that LGB people have poorer housing outcomes than heterosexual 

counterparts: they are less likely to be homeowners; more likely to be private renters; and more 

likely to be social renters. With growing intergenerational inequalities in access to home ownership, 

we argue that, as openly LGB (and broader trans and queer) people being on average younger than 

the rest of the population, this could lead to LGB people, as a group, being excluded from asset-

based welfare in future as they age. 
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Introduction 
The rolling-back of welfare provision in the Global North, particularly in liberal Anglo-Saxon 

countries, in Esping-Andersen’s typology (1990), as a result of neo-liberal reforms has resulted in 

private assets becoming a greater part of welfare provision in older-age. This re-commodification of 

welfare has had a profound effect on the status of housing wealth within a household’s personal 

welfare provision. For example, within the UK, the wealth captured within owner-occupation, is 

relied upon for funding social care for older people, presenting a long-standing political and policy 

problem, but one which is seemingly intractable. Owner-occupation can also reduce housing costs in 

later-life, and provide a welfare source to pass on to future generations through the “bank of mum 

and dad” (Scanlon, Blanc, Edge, & Whitehead, 2019).  

This growing reliance on housing wealth as part of welfare provision is occurring while housing 

wealth is persistently extremely unequally distributed in society. While many commentators focus 

on declining levels of home-ownership among younger people in the Global North, and intra-

generational wealth inequalities, Hills’ (2015) analysis showed that wealth and income inequalities 

within generations continued to be greater than those between generations. This link between 

lifetime income inequalities and wealth inequalities in housing outcomes also means that 

inequalities in housing outcomes reflect broader social inequalities – for example in the UK, rates of 

home-ownership among people who are disabled are substantially lower than for those who are not 

disabled.  

One group that has not been considered in research about housing outcomes, wealth and asset-

based welfare is sexual minorities; those who identify as gay, lesbian or bisexual. This is partly due to 

a lack of available data (Guyan, 2022) and partly due to a broader failure in Social Policy to consider 

the lives of LGB (and trans) people in our analysis (Gregory & Matthews, 2022). In this paper we 

present the first such in-depth statistical analysis of LGB housing ownership, to the authors’ 

knowledge. Firstly, we briefly outline the literature on housing wealth and asset-based welfare, and 

existing research on housing and LGB people. We then outline our approach to analysing our data – 

the UK Household Longitudinal Study – before presenting descriptive analysis and modelling. This 

suggests a complex picture of disadvantage and advantage for LGB people and housing wealth in the 

UK. This is an indicator of lower individual welfare currently, and could have profound impacts for 

some on for their welfare in later life in an increasingly financialised welfare system. 

Before our literature review, we should consider the terminology we will use in this paper. Broadly, 

when writing about sexual and gender minorities, writers will discuss lesbian, gay, bisexual and 

trans+ (LGBT+) people, with trans being used as an umbrella term for non-cisgender people. Other 

terms include queer/questioning, asexual and intersex people, with changes to the associated 

acronym. In this paper we will use the term LGBTQ+ as an umbrella term to describe the non-

heterosexual, non-cisgender population. However, the survey data we present here only asked a 

simple question about sexual identity; very few surveys ask questions about gender identity. 

Accordingly, we precisely use the acronym LGB (lesbian, gay and bisexual) in discussing our findings.  

Housing wealth and welfare 
In many advanced economies over 40 years there has been a shift to a more individualised, asset-

based welfare regime, particularly in the UK (Toussaint & Elsinga, 2009). As noted by Doling & 

Ronald (2010), while private assets (e.g. pension savings) have long been part of a mixed economy of 

welfare, the shift over the past decades among many advanced industrialised economies has been 

to a housing asset-based welfare. Variations in welfare regimes have meant that housing assets have 

been a complex part of household welfare provision, for example as identified by Esping-Andersson 



 

 

in southern Europe in his typology of European welfare regimes (1990) and in countries such as 

Singapore (Doling & Ronald, 2010). In the UK, there may not have been a specific policy goal that 

people would rely on their housing assets in their older-age. Yet broad demographic, economic and 

social changes, combined with a policy landscape which provided a benign environment for home-

ownership (McKee, 2012) means that outright home-ownership has increased substantially among 

the over-55s in the UK over the past 30 years (Advani, Bangham, & Leslie, 2020). 

There have been few examples of systematic research on the experience of LGBTQ+ people’s  

housing wealth and welfare outcomes. Florida & Mellander (2010) argue that sexual minority 

households are seen to be a central part of the wealthy, high-income “creative class” of Florida’s 

analysis of urban development, but their analysis relies upon cultural observations which might be 

biassed or selective.Conversely, there is a developing focus on the systematic exclusion of LGBTQ+ 

people in housing reflected in experiences of homelessness (McCarthy & Parr, 2022), with some 

evidence LGBTQ+ people do have a higher likelihood of experiencing homelessness, although some 

methodologies rely upon data from surveys of organisations that only work with LGBTQ+ youth 

(Matthews, Poyner, & Kjellgren, 2019). 

There is also evidence that broader, historic patterns of exclusion could also have impacted on 

lesbians and gay men, in particular their ability to accumulate housing wealth. An internationally 

noted theme in the literature on LGBTQ+ neighbourhoods is the exclusion of single-men and women 

from mortgage finance due to discrimination by mortgage lenders. This led to LGBTQ+ people 

becoming first-wave gentrifiers, buying cheap property with savings and using “sweat-equity” to 

improve it (Doan & Higgins, 2011; Ghaziani, 2014). Within the UK, women, and thus lesbians and 

some bisexual women, were traditionally excluded from accessing mortgages due to the 

requirement to have a male signatory (D. P. Smith & Holt, 2005); for much of the 1990s gay men 

were excluded from mortgage finance as insurers used the stigma towards HIV/AIDS to refuse life 

insurance cover to single men, with intrusive questions being asked of applicants (Draper, 2003).1 

Conversely, data from Great Britain also shows that LGB people are more likely to live in London and 

the south-east, or major urban centres, a recognised pattern globally as LGBT+ people seek to be 

around communities and facilities such as bars, cafes and shops (Aksoy, Carpenter, & Frank, 2018; 

Ghaziani, 2014). This could have two very different impacts: either further excluding LGB people 

from home-ownership due to higher house prices in these areas, or advantaging those who do enter 

home-ownership due to higher relative house price inflation, particularly in London and the south-

east (Office for National Statistics, 2023).  

The housing circumstances of LGBTQ+ people are of further interest due to what we know of the 

gendered nature of the sharing of household resources. The sharing of resources in a household is 

understood as being deeply gendered, with households “doing gender” or “doing couple” through 

their everyday pooling and negotiating of the allocation of resources coming into the household 

(Bennett, 2013). Housing is both a resource the household must share and rely on, but also one 

which often requires the pooling of income (to pay mortgage repayments, or rent) and eventually, 

for home-owners, the pooling of wealth assets through shared ownership. Indeed, within the UK 

sole home-ownership among couples is rare – around 8% of male-female-gender couples have sole 

ownership of property (Lersch & Vidal, 2016).  

Among male-female-gender couples, home-ownership is closely related to relationship formation, 

and marriage provided an easily accessible way to formalise joint-ownership of housing (Bayrakdar, 

Coulter, Lersch, & Vidal, 2019). Heteronormative housing pathways often have marriage and 

entering into home-ownership as closely tied events, with formal legal recognition being associated 

with “nesting” together. In the research to-date (from the USA and Canada), it has been shown that 



 

 

same-sex couples have lower home-ownership rates than married opposite-sex couples, with same-

sex male couples, in particular, having a larger home-ownership gap (Dilmaghani & Dean, 2020; 

Leppel, 2007). This is explained by lower relationship commitment from men in all relationships, 

which could be more positively understood as differing relationship expectations and temporalities 

(Dilmaghani & Dean, 2020). Same-gender couples are still restricted from accessing marriage rights 

in most countries, and in other states access to these rights has been relatively recent. In the UK, 

same-gender couples could form civil-partnerships from 2005, and marriage equality was granted in 

2015. This may have presented a barrier to same-gender couples entering into ownership, either 

practically (legal agreements would have had to have been drawn-up) or symbolically. Analysis from 

Canada, one of the first countries to equalise marriage rights in 2005, did show a reduction in the 

home-ownership gap between same-sex and opposite-sex couples after the legal change 

(Dilmaghani & Dean, 2020). 

These specific inequalities, or differences, experienced by LGBTQ+ people in accumulating housing 

assets, co-exist with broader changes in housing. While housing assets have become a more 

important part of how individuals, families and households maximise their welfare over the life-

course, there is growing concern that inter-generational inequality is systematically excluding people 

from home-ownership (McKee, Moore, Soaita, & Crawford, 2017). Analysis by a wide range of 

research organisations has shown that in many countries in the Global North home-ownership rates 

are falling, and the age at which people purchase their first home is increasing as house price growth 

outstrips wage growth. In the UK in particular, this has paralleled a growth in outright-ownership as 

the “boomer” generation has paid-off their mortgages (Bourquin, Brewer, & Wernham, 2022). 

This coincides with substantial reductions in home-ownership among younger people, with people 

under 40 being dubbed “generation rent” (McKee, 2012; McKee et al., 2017). Various commercial 

data sources suggest that the average age that people now make their first house-purchase is the 

mid-30s and that this age is rising. ONS data in England shows that in 1997, 68% of 35-44 year-olds 

had a mortgage and this had fallen to 50% 20 years later. The proportion of the population in the 

private rented sector has increased from 11% to 25% over the same period (Office for National 

Statistics, 2020b) 

Importantly for our analysis, this trend towards falling age of first-house purchase could interact 

with the known age-profile of sexual minority populations which has been impacted by historic 

discrimination. Until the last decade in Great Britain, lesbian, gay and bisexual people experienced 

direct discrimination in the law, with access to marriage rights only being afforded in 2014/2015, 

and the last act that specifically discriminated against men (the criminalisation of buggery) only 

removed from the statute book in Scotland in 2013 (Tatchell, 2017). More importantly for our 

discussion here is the centuries of discrimination against LGB people that meant that people 

accepting they had a non-normative sexuality and being open about this  was an extremely 

dangerous act (Weeks & Porter, 1998) and so people remained “heterosexual”. Yet, sociologists 

have suggested we live in an era of the “declining significance of homophobia” (McCormack, 2012) 

due to the wider social acceptance of non-normative sexual identities, and the lack of acceptance of 

homophobic attitudes in wider society (Swales & Taylor, 2017).  

The impact of the changing nature of discrimination is reflected in a wide range of survey data. Our 

own analysis here (data and approach described below) shows that one per cent of over-70s 

describe themselves as LGB, compared to six per cent of under-25s, with the biggest variation being 

the growing numbers of young people describing their sexual identity as bisexual. Thus, age interacts 

in a complex way with sexual identity and housing, as older people are always more likely to own a 



 

 

home, but further the likelihood of owning your own home has declined significantly in recent 

decades in the UK.  

Methodology 
Our results below are derived  from secondary analysis of the UK Household Longitudinal Survey 

(UKHLS), also known as “Understanding Society” (University of Essex Institute for Social and 

Economic Research, 2023). The UKHLS is a longitudinal household panel survey, which interviews a 

representative sample of up to 40,000 households across the UK in each wave of fieldwork. In this 

paper we used UKHLS data waves three (2011/12) through to 11 (2019/20).As the focus of this 

research project is Great Britain, we did not include responses from Northern Ireland. The unique 

history of Northern Ireland, and the experience of sexual minorities there due to ethnonationalism, 

makes inclusion of this data problematic. Put simply, the experiences of LGB people in Northern 

Ireland are different, and worse, than those in the rest of Great Britain (Hayes & Nagle, 2019).  

There are three challenges with the data we are using that must be acknowledged: the quality of the 

survey measure of sexual identity; sample size; and data on estimated house values.  

There are long-standing, and well-known issues with asking survey participants about their sexual 

identity. These issues range from the question of whether we are asking about sexual behaviour, 

romantic attraction, or identity, to more profound questions as to whether it is correct to use 

categories developed as a form of oppression within research about sexual minorities (Browne, 

2010; Guyan, 2022).  

Sexual identity (referred to as sexual orientation in the dataset) was asked in waves three, five, 

seven, nine and 11 of UKHLS. Following the approach of previous analysis, we selected participants’ 

most recent answer as their identity (Mann, Blackaby, & O’Leary, 2019; Powdthavee & Wooden, 

2015). The sexual identity question had five possible answers: straight/heterosexual; lesbian, 

gay/homosexual; bisexual; other; prefer not to say. We treated those who selected ‘other’ (0.84% of 

the weighted sample) and ‘prefer not to say’ (2.83%) as missing as we simply cannot infer anything 

about their sexual identity. This leaves us with around 97 percent of respondents identifying as 

heterosexual and three percent as LGB. The small sub-sample of non-heterosexual respondents can 

raise analytical challenges, for instance leading to non-significant results. The UKHLS is already a 

relatively large sample, but to boost the sample we chose to include multiple records per person for 

every year in which they have a UKHLS response, e.g. if a respondent appears in waves three, four, 

and five but drops out in wave six they will have three records in our sample. We then used robust 

standard errors to account for this data structure. Increasing the sample size in this way allowed for 

more robust modelling, including a greater number of controls. Most analyses of UKHLS data also 

use sampling weights to adjust for known bias in the sample. UKHLS standard weights take account 

of other demographic variables but do not currently use sexual orientation data (comparable data 

was collected in the UK censuses for the first time in 2021/22, so future releases might include 

weights that also use this measure). Following standard advice we used the available individual 

weighting variable to correct for response bias (Institute for Social and Economic Research, 2022). 

However, sensitivity analysis was carried out comparing the weighted and unweighted data which 

showed negligible differences in the results. 

Another challenge with the data is that participants in UKHLS are simply asked to estimate the value 

of their home, compared to other surveys which may rely on external surveyor’s valuations. There is 

a possibility this may not produce accurate data as home-owners may have poor knowledge of 

relevant issues such as local housing market conditions. Nevertheless, this UKHLS data has been 

used in other analyses on inequalities and housing (Nutz & Gritti, 2022; S. J. Smith et al., 2022). We 



 

 

analysed the house value data through several alternative functional forms but found comparable 

results across different operationalisations. Our results below often use a binary variable for if 

people owned a home worth over £200,000. the average UK house price in 2011 was £169,000 rising 

to £250,000 in 2020. As we are using data from across this period, £200,000 represents a  proxy for 

owning a home above or below the national average. Our analyses also used housing tenure 

categories based on a direct question that is widely used in survey studies, asking people if they: 

own their home outright; own it with a mortgage; rent from a local authority or housing association; 

or rent from a private landlord.  

Once we had cleaned the data to remove non-response and combined the waves of data, we were 

left with a sample as outlined in table 1.  

 Selected records Age Profile of Each Sexual Identity % 

 N % 15-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-64 65+ Total 
Heterosexual man 116,352 46.54 16 13 15 18 15 23 100 
Heterosexual woman 126,994 50.79 13 14 16 18 14 25 100 
Gay man 2,314 0.93 20 19 18 23 11 9 100 
Lesbian women 1,381 0.55 18 19 19 27 13 5 100 
Bisexual man 1,164 0.47 32 19 16 15 8 10 100 
Bisexual woman 1,810 0.72 43 20 14 11 7 5 100 
Total 250,014 100        

Table 1: Records from waves 3-11 (years 2011-2020) of the special licence access version of UKHLS. UK 
Data Service. SN: 6931. Includes multiple records per person, five records per person on average. 
Respondents from NI excluded. “prefer not to say” and “other” sexual identities excluded. Weighted 
indinub_xw.   

For our analysis, we first of all provide descriptive statistics with housing tenure and the binary 

housing value variable. We then carried out regression modelling, with these as our dependent 

variables, LGB status as a key explanatory variable, and numerous other controls for variables which 

would likely have an impact on housing outcomes (described in more detail below). Gender presents 

one complication to modelling the outcomes of LGB respondents, since we could consider modelling 

women and men separately to allow for the many different ways that social processes often work 

differently for men and women. However, this has the challenge of reducing the LGB sample size 

further. We ran numerous sensitivity analyses which applied models separately for males and 

females, however in practice these didn’t normally lead to important differences in conclusions, and 

for the results presented below we usually combine the whole population and only include an 

interaction term between LGB status and gender to account for possible variation in the effect of 

LGB status on housing outcomes by gender.  

Findings 
Table 2 shows the proportion of each group living in different housing tenures and parallels previous 

findings from analysis of data relating to sexual identity and housing in the UK. This shows a higher 

proportion of LGB people living in the private-rented sector, a lower proportion in owner-

occupation, and a higher proportion in socially-rented housing. As mentioned above, this may be 

related to the lower age profile of the LGB group. 

  



 

 

 

 Housing Tenure Profile of Each Sexual Identity  
 Owner occupation Privately-rented Socially-rented Total 

Heterosexual man 83,561 (73%) 17,885 (16%) 13,253 (12%) 114,699 (100%) 
Heterosexual woman 87,404 (70%) 23,243 (19%) 14,251 (11%) 124,899 (100%) 
Gay man 1,426 (63%) 466 (21%) 381 (17%) 2,272 (100%) 
Lesbian women 923 (68%) 169 (12%) 266 (20%) 1,358 (100%) 
Bisexual man 758 (66%) 223 (19%) 168 (15%) 1,148 (100%) 
Bisexual woman 903 (51%) 405 (23%) 453 (26%) 1,761 (100%) 

 

Table 2 Records from waves 3-11 (years 2011-2020) of the special licence access version of UKHLS. UK Data 
Service. SN: 6931. Includes multiple records per person. Respondents from NI excluded. “prefer not to say” 
and “other” sexual identities excluded. Owner occupation includes owned with a mortgage. Socially-
rented includes housing rented from a local council, housing association or housing cooperative. Weighted 
indinub_xw.   

Figure 1 illustrates the contrasting experiences of housing advantage and disadvantage among LGB 

men and women looking at housing wealth. The figure shows the proportion of people in  the broad 

categories of: no-property owned; housing assets of £100,000-£200,000; housing assets of 

£200,000-£350,000; and housing assets over £350,000. The grey bars show the proportion of each 

gender (men and women) within each housing category in the data. Without any adjustment, the 

blue bars represent the change to that proportion for the relevant groups, gay men, bisexual men, 

lesbians, bisexual women, compared to the non-LGB population. This shows that a larger proportion 

of all four groups are located in the ‘no property owned’ category than the national average. The 

most extreme inequality is for bisexual women; whereas about one third of all women fall into the 

‘No property owned’ category, this increases to nearly one half of all bisexual women.  

As noted, these differences in home-ownership may just reflect the far younger age-profile of the 

LGB population compared to the non-LGB population. To account for this, we also use ‘direct 

standardisation’ to weight the data for LGB people as though they had the same age distribution as 

non-LGB people. These adjustments are shown by the orange bars of the figures, with the orange 

line showing the described trends more clearly. This age-adjustment still shows a similar patterns of 

inequality although it does reduce the differences slightly, reinforcing the evidence of inequalities 

for LGB people. For gay and bisexual men, and for bisexual women, there is still an over-

representation in non-home-owning. Within home-owners, there is underrepresentation for these 

three groups in those who own property valued between £100,000 and £350,000. However, there is 

little difference in the proportion of these groups owning property worth over £350,000 when we 

adjust for age. Lesbians have a very different “n”-shaped profile, being under-represented in the 

extreme categories, but over-represented among those who own housing worth £100-£200,000. 



 

 

 

Figure 1 Proportion of the UK population with given housing circumstance, and changes to that 
proportion associated with selected gender-sexuality groups. Data: Records from waves 3-11 (years 
2011-2020) of the special licence access version of UKHLS. UK Data Service. SN: 6931, with direct 
standardisation weights for age adjustments.   

Regression modelling 
Our descriptive analysis suggests there is inequality in home-ownership and housing assets owned 

among LGB people in Great Britain, even when we adjust for the different age profile of this group – 

a key demographic factor associated with home-ownership. We now turn to our regression 

modelling to add further controls associated with home-ownership, with a simplified model 

presented in table 3. Detailed results are available in the online supplementary materials. These 

continue to show the same patterns of inequality as the descriptive analysis, namely LGB people are 

more likely to be non-homeowners and rent in the private rented sector than their heterosexual 

counterparts.  

[table 3 around here] 



 

 

      Model A   Model B   Model C   Model D   Model E   

      

Bivariate 

model   

Model with 

controls   

LGB*Female

   

LGB*Child   LBG*Partner

   

      

Sign and significance of selected parameters   
ns= not significant, +=positive association, -=negative association.    

P<0.05=* P<0.01=**, P<0.001=*** 

Home 

ownership    

LGB   -***   - *   ns   ns   ns   

Female      -**   -**   -**   -**   

LGB*Female         ns   ns   ns   

LGB*Child            -**      

LGB*Partner               -***   
                     

Housing 

value    

LGB   -***   -**   ns   ns   ns   

Female      -**   -**   -**   -**   

LGB*Female         ns   ns   ns   

LGB*Child            -***      

LGB*Partner               -***   

                     

Housing 

value 

(owners 

only)   

LGB   ns   -**   ns   ns   -*   

Female      -**   ns   ns   ns   

LGB*Female         ns   ns   ns   

LGB*Child            ns      

LGB*Partner               +*  

                     

Home value 

over 200k   

LGB   -***   -*   ns   ns   ns   

Female      ns   ns   ns   ns   

LGB*Female         ns   ns   ns   

LGB*Child            -***      

LGB*Partner               -*  

Table 3 results from series of regression models with different controls for 4 outcome variables. Records 

from waves 3-11 (years 2011-2020) of the special licence access version of UKHLS. UK Data Service. SN: 

6931. Multiple records per person with robust standard errors. Sample restricted to those aged 18-64. Ns= 

not significant, +=positive association, -=negative association.  P<0.05=* P<0.01=**, P<0.001=*** 

Table 3 shows results from a series of regression models with different controls for four outcome 

variables. Firstly, logistic regressions for home ownership measured as a binary variable (0=’not an 

owner’ 1=’owner’). Secondly, OLS regressions for logged scale of home value, placing those who do 

not own at the bottom of scale. Thirdly, OLS regressions for logged scale of home value restricted to 

owners only. And finally, logistic regressions for home value measured as binary variable where 0 

was less than £200,000 and 1 was more than £200,000.  

Model B includes controls for: gender, age, age squared, having a degree, having a disability, having 

children, being married or cohabiting, living in an urban area, living in the South East and London, 

being white British, not being born in the UK, and wave of UKHLS. In choosing controls for this 

model, we carefully considered how our variables might relate to LGB status in choosing whether to 

in include or exclude them. We control for disability and health-status to recognise the known, far-

lower rates on home-ownership among disabled people (Satsangi et al., 2018). We included a 

quadratic age function to adjust for the different age profiles of the populations, as discussed. Other 

controls have similar complex relationships. Having a degree is associated with higher rates of home-

ownership, and LGB people, particularly lesbians and gays, are more likely to be degree-educated 



 

 

than their heterosexual counterparts (Scottish Government, 2017). In terms of geography we 

recognise the wide regional variations in house prices across Great Britain, along with the known 

patterns of LGB residential choice, described above. To account for these we control for living in an 

urban area (based on the Office for National Statistics urban-rural classification) and living in the 

South-East and London. Within the UK, ethnicity and immigration status are complexly interwoven 

with home-ownership, so we also control for these (Office for National Statistics, 2020a).  

Model C include the same controls and adds an LGB*Female interaction term to account for 

potential differences by gender in the effect of LGB status on housing outcomes. Model D is the 

same as model C but with an additional LGB*Children interaction term; and model E is the same as 

model C with an additional LGB*Married/cohabiting interaction term. We include being married or 

cohabiting, and having children, as among heterosexual couples these are widely recognised as key 

life-stages when people enter into home-ownership (Tocchioni, Berrington, Vignoli, & Vitali, 2021). 

Going through the model in table 3 in detail, beginning with home-ownership in the bivariate linear 

regression being LGB has a significant negative association with home ownership in the initial Model 

A. This effect remains when the controls for other demographics are added in Model B. However, 

the main effect of being LGB drops out when an interaction between gender and being LGB is added 

in Model C, although this interaction is also not significant. This suggests there is a modest pattern 

that connects LGB status with home ownership probabilities, which may be different for men and 

women; however there is not enough power in our dataset to confirm this as statistically significant. 

Interactions between being LGB and having children (Model D) and being LGB and having a Partner 

(Model E) are significant and negative. This suggests that the negative effect of having children on 

home ownership is stronger for LGB people, and the effect of having a partner on homeownership is 

not as strong for LGB people as it is for heterosexual people.   

Moving on to look at home value, we have considered models both that include non-owners (value 

assigned as zero), and that are restricted to the homeowner population. When non owners are 

included in our model we find a similar pattern of the main negative effect of being LGB dropping to 

non-significant when a gender interaction term is added in Model C. Again, we see that the negative 

effect of having children is stronger for LGB people, and the effect of having a partner on 

homeownership is not as strong for LGB people. When we go on to look at home value restricted to 

owners only, in Model A, LGB status is non-significant, but becomes negatively significant when the 

controls in Model B are added. When an interaction with gender is fitted in Model C, the effect again 

becomes non-significant. Again, this suggests a similar pattern to the model for home-ownership, 

with some negative association between home value and LGB status. The interaction effect between 

being LGB and having children (Model D) has a similar pattern to the above models however this 

becomes non-significant, likely due to the smaller sample size. The interaction between being LGB 

and having a partner (Model E) is significant but the direction of the effect is positive this suggests 

that having a partner has a stronger positive effect on house value among home-owners for LGB 

people than it does for heterosexual people.   

When home value is measured as a binary outcome of owning a home worth over £200,000 the 

same broad patterns are found. The main negative effect of being LGB drops to non-significant when 

a gender interaction term is added in Model C; and the negative effect of having children is stronger 

for LGB people (Model D), and the effect of having a partner is less positive, but also not significant 

in Model E.    

As discussed in the methodology, the challenges of analysis of the small sub-population are apparent 

in the modelling, with results dropping to be not significant with the data we are using, even when 



 

 

we are using a large total sample size. While the modelling results and complex, they do suggest 

that, controlling for a wide range of factors that may increase the likelihood of home-ownership, or 

owning a home of higher value, LGB people in Great Britain are disadvantaged. However, when we 

add the interaction terms a lot of these results become more complex, suggesting systematic 

inequalities impact only some LGB people, conditional upon gender, marital and family status.  

Amongst the interaction terms, we highlight firstly that LGB people with children are statistically 

significantly less likely to own a home, and secondly the pattern that LGB people who are married or 

are co-habiting are less likely own a home, and less likely to own a home worth over £200,000, 

although among homeowners their homes are likely to be worth more on average. Overall, this does 

suggest that LGB people do not benefit from life events such as partnering and having children for 

home-ownership in the same way that heterosexuals do.  

Overall, our descriptive analysis and statistically modelling therefore suggest that LGB people do 

experience relative housing asset disadvantage in the UK, with implications for accumulating housing 

assets to support their individual welfare.  

Conclusion 
Good quality, affordable housing is recognised as a basic element of welfare and wellbeing. As 

discussed, the shift towards a more asset-based welfare system in increasingly neo-liberal and 

financialised welfare states, means that home-ownership is now also an increasing part of welfare 

provision for older-age. These changes have been paralleled with the growth in “generation rent” in 

countries like the UK, and a concern over falling rates of home-ownership and growing intra-

generational wealth inequality (Willetts, 2010). 

In this paper we have produced the first, to our knowledge, analysis of housing and LGB people 

covering all tenures and house prices. This suggests that LGB people in the UK have been 

experiencing discrimination in accessing housing in the UK. Lesbians, gays and bisexuals are less 

likely to own their own home. Part of this is due to the differing age profile of this population, 

however when controlling for age and other factors associated with an increased likelihood of home 

ownership, the disparity remains. This has implications for the wellbeing and welfare of LGB people: 

they have less housing wealth; pay more for poorer quality housing in the private-rented sector; and 

will have fewer assets to rely on when they grow older. Worryingly, given the age profile of the 

population, if this discrepancy in housing outcomes for LGB people persists, it will also be a growing 

problem. While our data does not include trans people, the broad evidence of poor socio-economic 

outcomes for this group suggests that experiences will not be that different for them, and could 

even be worse (Faye, 2021). 

Our findings have implications for housing policy and social policy, and the ways in which they 

interact. In terms of housing policy, if it fails to adequately support poorer people, or leaves people 

struggling to afford high rents for poor quality housing, in a poorly-regulated private-rented sector, 

this is bad for everyone and, our analysis suggests, particularly bad for LGB people. In terms of social 

policy, as Gregory and Matthews argue (2022) in the UK, it is particularly designed around the 

heterosexual nuclear family, with greatest support for parents with children. The impact of the cuts 

in Local Housing Allowance on single people, will particularly affect LGBTQ+ people – we know LGB 

people are more likely to be single. The poor level of welfare support therefore offered to this group 

means they will be further prevented from accessing decent quality housing. Further, as this larger 

group age, our analysis suggests they are going to face higher housing costs, without the advantages 

of outright home-ownership enjoyed by their non-LGB peers, and have fewer assets they can 

liquidate to top-up pension incomes, or to support their social care. Policies to increase home-



 

 

ownership, such as the UK Government’s Help-to-Buy scheme (which provides a government-backed 

loan to reduce the amount of equity a potential homeowner needs to purchase a home as a first-

time buyer) might seem like they would therefore benefit LGBT+ people. However, we would argue 

that the failures of this policy for all – namely that it increase developers’ profits without increasing 

home-ownership rates (Carozzi, Hilber, & Yu, 2024) – mean that housing as social policy, with a 

greater supply of good quality socially-rented housing, would be of greatest benefit.  

Endnotes 
 

1. While readers may assume this practice has ended, one of the authors (a married gay man) 

was asked for the results of his latest HIV test when applying for life insurance in 2020. This 

was recorded on a separate form from other lifestyle factors associated with life expectancy, 

which were given to the applicants. This was the case, even though the life expectancy for 

people with HIV on successful anti-retroviral treatment is now not substantially different 

from that of people without HIV (Trickey, Zhang, Sabin, & Sterne, 2022) and new HIV 

infections among men-who-have-sex-with-men have been falling substantially recently 

(Public Health England, 2020). While this could be defended as part of an insurer managing 

their risks, it was experienced as a homophobic intrusion into the personal life of the 

applicant being targeted at male couples.  
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