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Assessment 1

Critically explore how Work, Poverty and Welfare intersect.

The intersection of work, poverty, and welfare is vast and nebulous. Many areas and viewable lenses coalesce when you try to open out the idea and makes it almost impossible to clearly see how each area connects and overlaps. This is key facet of intersectional theory which will be used as a counterbalance throughout this assessment, with a brief definition coming from Scott, (2014a, p370-372) where he postulates that the theory examines how everything connects and informs the actions of the other. This is supported in a critical framing by Collins, et al., (2021). One other thing that can be done, with an expansive margin of clarity, is to define what Work, Poverty and Welfare are, albeit briefly; following that it must be stated that within this assignment, for the sake of simplicity the lens of financial welfare and in-work poverty will be used, specifically, in the areas of work and welfare and how the current benefits system and the work your way out of welfare paradigm is no longer fit for purpose. 
Now onto possible definitions, firstly Poverty; poverty is a growing problem, especially in this climate of austerity and financial hardship. It is defined by Goulden and D’Arcy, (2014) citing The Joseph Rowntree Foundation as, ‘When a person’s resources (mainly their material resources) are not sufficient to meet their minimum needs (including social participation).’ This definition succinctly brackets the issue and is even more relevant given the current financial climate; although it must be noted that due to the nature of the JRF and the work of the foundation, there is an inherent supportive bias within the definition. 
We must also consider how a person or organisation could define work, and clearly work is a more complex issue. Despite this complexity, a multifaceted definition can be found in the work of Van der Laan et al., (2023, pp. 253) citing, Colbert et al., (2016); Lester and Costley, (2010); Guthrie, (2008); Kustini and Purwanto, (2020) and Pettinger, (2019) and Taylor, (2004). ‘Traditional perspectives of work define it in narrow terms, including work as functional and transactional framed in terms of a predetermined workplace, remuneration and/or employment.’
 Finally, the broad definition of Welfare as set down by Scott, (2014b, p801-802) ‘Refers to the well-being of individuals or groups …’ although this is one faceted definition as the term itself is fluid in nature and can be changed by the context in which it is used, as argued by Hudson, (2013)

despite its common usage – perhaps, even, because of it – the term is a slippery one that belies simple definition … the term ‘welfare’ will always have a normative political dimension that makes it difficult to derive a commonly accepted meaning.
(Hudson, 2013, pp. 4)


[bookmark: _Hlk167361835]An alternate view of how in-work poverty can be viewed comes from, Hick and Lanau, (2017) where they illustrate the diverging views and meanings of fiscal poverty.

Measures of low pay consider only the earnings of an individual worker – typically defined as where a worker receives less than two-thirds of median hourly earnings. In contrast, in-work poverty is based on an evaluation of the total circumstances of a working household, considering not only earnings from employment but income from all sources, minus taxes, with income ‘equivalised’ to take account of the differences in needs that different household types have, and with all household members classified as poor or non-poor.
(Hick and Lanau, 2017, p.5)

A point of importance to start with is the intersection of poverty and work, they seem at first glance to be utter opposites, and yet the term in-work poverty exists. It is a state of living where despite working for the presumed living wage, you still live under what is known as the poverty line. This is expanded upon by MacInnes et al., (2013) who illustrate that the most common measure of poverty is based upon household income, stipulated that a household is considered to be in poverty if after taxes and adjustments their income is below 60 percent of the national yearly median income. It must be noted that this changes year on year, but as McBride, et al., (2018) stipulates, this number has only been on the increase in recent years with an estimate of one in four families being in working poverty (IWP) by 2020. This income disparity could be seen as a low work ethic, with work by Kustini and Purwanto (2020) highlighting the impact of incentives in work, yet this growth of (IWP) cannot be explained purely by an unwillingness to work. Bourquin, et al., (2019) asked the question of why has (IWP) or in-work poverty increased in the UK, they identified multiple factors for the increase in (IWP) some being incongruently positive, such as the reduction in Pensioner poverty rates and the reduction in poverty for non-working households. Inequality in the work sector and the poverty generated by (IWP) is something that is felt nationwide, as illustrated by Statham, (2021), where their research revealed the core intersectionality of poverty. It has been said that in-work poverty was a rising factor even before the rising work and minimum wage levels and then the global recessive slump caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, as stipulated by the All-party parliamentary group (APPG) on poverty, (2022, p2) ‘Even before the pandemic, in-work poverty rates were on the rise, despite increases in the national minimum wage (NMW) and employment levels.’ The question one can draw from this is why has more not been done to combat this rising trend if it has been so easily recognised as a malignant issue? In-work poverty, is not just a fiscal issue, as shown by Mental Health at Work, (2024, p.12), the instigating factors that come into play when looking at in-work poverty correlate with rising mental health needs of those affected by in-work poverty. This line of correlation is reflected in the governmental policy ideal of ‘work your way out of welfare’ and how the benefits system is engineered, not to support but to hinder those in need of them. In an international context this is illustrated by Young, (2021) and their work on generational poverty in the United States, they ruminate on the position that despite being one of the wealthiest countries globally, the United States still has a functional trend of transferring poverty from one generation to the next, a position further supported by Desmond and Western, (2018). This echoes with the status of the United Kingdom and the Welfare to Work Programme, where despite a government ethos of, the more you put into the work you more you gain from it as shown in (House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee, 2015, p. 6; Department for work and Pensions, 2012, p 2.) the figures for in-work poverty and overall welfare consumption continues to rise, as shown by figures from Francis-Devine, (2024) published by The House of commons show, that after housing costs almost twenty five percent of households will be within the low income or relative poverty line, and almost thirty percent of children. One key indicator that in-work poverty is still a growing and evolving concern comes from McBride and Smith, (2021, p. 1441) where they state that, ‘there are a number of researchers who refer to low-paid workers having to work in more than one job in order to survive.’ If people are forced into a position where multiple jobs are needed to survive then, it must be asked, how can work your way out of poverty ever be a solution, if one job is simply not enough to survive on in this current climate. One point that has been overlooked in much of the literature and study on (IWP) is how disability affects a person’s working life, this is illuminated by Richards and Sang, (2019, p. 3)
there appears to be very few studies that look at what it is like to be, for example, a woman, migrant, young or disabled person who is active in employment markets, yet according to an internationally recognised economic indicator, remain at or below the poverty line.
(Richards and Sang, 2019, p. 3)

This point of inequality is further illustrated by Local Government Association, (2024) who postulate on welfare and its connection to in-work poverty or lack of employment altogether, illuminating the connection between benefits and poverty, by stating that, ‘The welfare system continues to hold people back from entering training or education because they will lose out on benefits.’ This was brought to the attention of government by its own members, Mr Tammanjeet Singh Dhesi (2023, np) who imparted his view of governments actions regarding (IWP) stating that, ‘After housing costs, 71% of children and 57% of working-age adults who are in poverty are in poverty.’ He underscored this further by imparting the point that wages had not changed since 2005 and that. ‘Public services have been cut to the bone, and many public sector workers have seen their pay significantly eroded by years of below-inflation rises.’ The views on pay and financial issues is supported by TUC, (2024), who stated in 2022, that,

 A key reason for the rise of in-work poverty is that work simply doesn’t pay enough. The government’s minimum wage, even the one it calls a living wage, isn’t a real living wage.
(Trade Union Congress, 2024.)

This is a key issue facing millions of people. One key sector of people are single female parents, who face a cycle of conditional limitations when utilising Universal Credit and negotiating the conditions place upon them by the DWP and finding ways to keep their child safe and cared for as opined by Andersen, (2020). This seemingly compounds the issues surrounding the lack of a consistent income, and governing bodies wanting people out of the benefits pathway. Many people are forced to utilise welfare functions such as Universal Credit to make ends meet, even when fielding multiple work positions as shown by Westwater, (2022) and yet, even when people do take in extra work they are radically penalised by local authorities or governing bodies, as shown with Winchester (2024) who reported on the Department for Work and Pensions demanding six thousand pounds back from a woman because she took on an extra shift while caring for her partner. This was opined on by Rabindrakumar and Dewar (2018) who covered the impact of sanctions and the unfair practices of Universal Credit, with their primary focus being single parents. One statement made by Rabindrakumar and Dewar (2018, p. 4) is ‘many single parents experience perverse incentives around managing work under Universal Credit.’ which supports and highlights the issues shown by Winchester (2024), these are further supported by Wright, et al., (2019, p. 279) who states, citing Adler, (2018) and Immervoll & Knotz, (2018), that ‘The cruel, inhuman, and degrading sanctions system, is the second harshest in the world with penalties of 100% removal of benefit income for up to 3 years’ set against the ideal of working your way out of benefits and with a benefits system supposedly designed to support those who need it. It shows a clear bias for punishment rather than reward for even minor errors, as Wright, et al., (2019) further expand on, highlighting how those who miss Job seekers appointments face reductions or removals of benefits for varying periods of time. It underlines the question of how someone can expect to work their way free of any form of poverty, if they take away the very thing you need to live. This is only exacerbated by the rise of gig economy, where zero hour or short-term contracts are all that is available to many, as illustrated by Graham Morris (2022) in their House of Commons debate, 

we have seen employment rights deliberately weakened, a dramatic increase in the number of zero-hours contracts, and an expansion of the gig economy, with a growing proportion of working people in insecure employment.
(Graham Morris, 2022, np)

Alongside this acknowledgement of the conditions of the positions available to many, comes the statement from a member of government that, unemployment has fallen, youth unemployment is down, and that the UK has a stronger employment base than America or France, as put forward by (Stride, 2024) in their speech to those present at the Kennington Jobcentre. It shows a distinct disconnection between what the government is presenting as fact and what is being presented to them by their own members and the public, which has been felt even more keenly since the rise of COVID-19. Wilson, et al., (2020) state that 

It is now clear that the massive and necessary public health response to the Covid-19 epidemic has led to an economic shock that is unprecedented in modern history in its size and speed. (Wilson, et al., 2020, p. 7)

A deeper intersection between all three points of Welfare, Poverty and Work can be found in the health of the citizenry. If a worker is ill or otherwise disabled, they will be incapable of work for an unspecified time. This impacts the working sector through a loss of manpower as illustrated by Rahayu, et al., (2016) where they looked at the cost and impact of food poisoning showing a correlation between the loss of people due to illness and the overall lost of productivity and monetary gain (cost). In a direct context this shows how the intersection of welfare, be it mental health, physical health or overt disability can directly impact the person’s ability to work and their reliance on state supported welfare, which can itself impact health, Wickham, et al., (2020), this informs a persons poverty level, and given that in-work poverty is all too prevalent in modern society as postulated by Hick and Lanau, (2018), this level will only increase if a person is incapable of working, this is expanded upon by Curnock, et al., (2016), their review of literature and the impact of health on employment and other factors, shows a deep disparity in research on improved physical health when returning to work, although they do illustrate a possible positive impact on mental health conditions such as depression, again this shows the correlated intersection of both work and welfare and indirectly poverty; poverty however is further expanded upon by Brewer, et al., (2023) in their report on the overall impact of living standards within the United Kingdom, this is further supported by recent revelations in the public media as shown by, Buchanan and Burns, (2023), where it was announced that a significant sum would be cut from the welfare budget which would as stated negatively affect many people,

 people who, for instance, are in severe pain while awaiting an operation or have some mental health conditions, such as depression and anxiety, may not receive the additional payment but would be expected to look for work.
(Buchanan and Burns, 2023, np)

[bookmark: _Hlk167560903]This is shown to be a highly negative factor, as illustrated by Cummins, (2018), who explored the impact of austerity on mental health and social standing. Further to that is the still continuing growth of (IWP), the current cost of living crisis this is supported by the work of Power, et al., (2022) who highlight the growing inequalities and issues in the United Kingdom’s food supply chain and how the rising prices are making it increasingly harder for lower income households to obtain adequate food. Tamayo and Popova, (2021) widen the scope of view to a larger European context and in a post Brexit age include the United Kingdom within that scope, highlighting that a key factor of in-work poverty, is also household poverty, a point supported by Polizzi, et al., (2022), which further exacerbates the issue as many workers are sole earners for their households, and they postulate that in many cases the single source of income is not sufficient to bring any household out of the poverty line and forces many people to seek out additional income to meet their household needs. Polizzi, et al., (2022) further posit that the rates if (IWP) was more than ten percent in European countries before the emergence of the pandemic and highlight how there are noticeable variation and differences in the factors surrounding (IWP) a point supported by Poulter, et al., (2023).
 Overall, the intersections of Work, Welfare, and Poverty although overt, are still subject to continuous and inevitable change, be it from a global pandemic, budget cuts, illness or gender discrimination intentional or otherwise, and In-work Poverty will continue to be a growing issue, as shown by Hick and Marx, (2022) who state that even in an era where there is a growing understanding of the conditions surrounding (IWP) and poverty, there are still many misconceptions as well, which makes it a long term or almost full-time task to fully evaluate the many points of convergence between them.
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