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Poverty in the U.K can be measured and defined in many ways with some academics frequently arguing about the meaning of poverty, whilst people experiencing actual poverty in society often discuss it in a variety of contexts (Booth, 1897). It is also evident that there is more than one definition of poverty. (Lister, 2004).
Lister suggests that the way in which society talks about and defines poverty often differ in meaning and focus. Lister outlines that society legislators and policy makers define poverty in different ways. Lister summarises that it is evident that there is a need for a clearer set of definitions when discussing the different aspects of poverty in society. One of the concepts of what defines poverty is ‘in essence…about the meanings of poverty-both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’ (Lister, 2004, p.4). Much academic literature has been written about the idea of poverty and how it can be measured using statistics but often these publications lack clarification and understanding of the meaning of poverty.
Charles Booth’s 1897 survey of London, undertaken in the 1880’s was the first of its kind to focus on precisely how severe poverty was in the U.K. Booth developed from his research the ‘line of poverty’ which defines a demarcation point where poverty begins.
“By the word poor I mean to describe those who have a fairly regular though bare income, such as 18 shillings per week for a moderate family, and by ‘very poor’ those who fall below this standard, whether from chronic irregularity of work, sickness or a large number of young children” (Booth talking to the Royal Statistical Society in 1887; quoted by Glennerster 2004)
As (Gillie, 1996,pp.715-730) makes clear, this definition of poverty was a means to provide understanding and clarification to his works. Booth (1897) used this definition in his research to circulate his opinion on the meaning of being poor. The results from his surveys and research concluded that one of the major concerns of poverty was overpopulated households. This research focused on investigating income, living standards and housing quality, rather than aspects such as occupation, healthcare or schooling. While Booth believed that the main cause of poverty and lack of wealth was low income, he also conceded that in some cases “drink and thrift lessness” was also a contributing and sometimes major factor (Booth, 1897, pg. 147-148).
Rowntree (1901) performed similar research using ‘visual identification’ to categorise the poor in his 1889 study of York (Veit-Wilson, 1986, pg. 92, tasking researchers to document whether families were living in ‘obvious want and squalor’ (Rowntree1901, pg. 114). Veit-Wilson reiterated several times that the focus of the assessment was not money. Like Booth’s, Rowntree’s money-based poverty line was developed after the survey was conducted, primarily to differentiate between families in ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ poverty. These two terms defined as those who could not afford ‘necessities’ on their current income, and those who could if they were not purchasing other things, useful or otherwise. (Rowntree’s (1901) understanding of poverty, one of the first such attempt at definition, examines the ‘primary’ poor and the concept of not having enough money to meet one’s needs. Families were considered poor if their income was not enough to purchase the necessary amenities to maintain physical efficiency. This ‘subsistence standard’ approach later became widespread, first by social scientists and later by government (Abel-Smith et al, 1965). Rowntree’s (1941) second survey, in 1936, widened the definition of necessities to include items such as a radio, a newspaper and presents for children. The underlying concept of poverty as insufficient material source to meet one’s needs remained.
After Booth and Rowntree, this concept and definition of poverty has become so widely accepted that many writers fail to mention that this is where their conceptual understanding originates from. Abel-Smith and Townsend’s own work (1965), opts to use National Assistance rates to define the poverty line. This includes a discussion of whether incoming and outgoing money provides a more accurate measure of living standards but implies that the idea of poverty is still based on the availability of material resources.
Niemietz (2011) builds an extended critique of the U.Ks official approach to poverty measurement, particularly regarding the relative income measure, but does not dispute that poverty concerns material possession and resource availability.
Townsend (1979) made significant contributions to taking explicitly relative approaches to thinking about needs and called for a wider concept of ‘resources’ to replace ‘income’ as the defining criteria for individuals and groups living in poverty ‘when they lack the resources to obtain the types of diet, participate in the activities and have the living conditions and amenities which are customary…in the societies to which they belong’ (Townsend, 1979).
Most of the ‘resources’ that he defines are material resources, including income, assets, and home production. He also adds ‘the value of public social services’ (health and education), hinting at a multidimensional approach, however this is not developed in his 1979 book, Poverty in the United Kingdom. In later work he distinguishes clearly between concepts of poverty and (‘as important’) wider deprivation, including social deprivation (isolation, discrimination, lack of opportunities for education or employment), arguing that poverty (a lack of resources) is one of the factors that can lead to deprivation: “[Deprivation] turns on the level of conditions or activities experienced, [poverty] on the incomes and other resources directly available” (Townsend 1987 pg. 139-140).
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The United Kingdom’s ruling to leave the European Union, or Brexit as it was dubbed, has once again highly emphasised the generational divide in the U.K. Media reports suggested that nearly three-quarters of under 25’s voted to remain whilst the majority of over 50 year olds voted to leave (Moore, 2016). This is not the first time the divide in generations has become apparent, those born in the post war period are called the ‘baby boomers’ and todays younger generation are called the ‘Millennials’. These labels are used to describe those born in 1945-1965 (Willetts, 2010) and 1982-2000 (Howe and Strauss,2000).
Willetts (2010) argued that the Baby boomers are the most powerful generation of the last century  due to the post-war welfare state which resulted in their upbringing  providing a safety net in the way of thriving markets, rising educational levels, the social security system and the building of affordable council houses. The millennials have grown up in a more privatised society resulting in increasing economic inequalities with the biggest factor being that housing is now so unaffordable stemming more and more millennials to live in the private rented sector. Overall millennials face a much greater challenge to become homeowners. A major part of this problem stems from low-paid jobs and zero contract hours (Hardgrove et al.,2015)
Qualitative data from two large studies was collected to investigate the housing experiences between both generations. The studies revealed that 0 millennials owned their own homes outright whilst 24 of the baby boomers did. 15 millennials had mortgages whilst only 7 baby boomers did. 28 millennials lived in rented accommodation whilst only 5 baby boomers were.
Mannheim (1952) argued that not only do generations have to be born in the same period, but they also have to experience the same social conditions during their youth. This definitely seemed to be the case when looking at the data collected from the studies. The research showed that the millennials shared a mutual experience of financial insecurity and struggle. The majority of the young people were were aware of their own struggles and inter-generational differences were visible in that some of the young people benefited financially from their baby boomer parents whilst others did not. Some of the children who did benefit from their parents wealth, felt uncomfortable in doing so and did not want to take from them, what they saw as the fruit of their parents hardwork. Some did not feel entitled to it. 
The millennials questioned in the study blamed the government  their lack of financial status, accusing them of being out of touch with the younger generation and creating unhelpful policies and schemes. These studies have shown that intergenerational inequalities are present and should not be underestimated. Blaming the baby boomers and labelling them selfish and greedy is unfair. Exploring intergenerational inequalities can aid us in understanding how people from different generations react to the ever-changing market conditions.
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