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Part 1: Poverty 

Individuals from all demographic populations in society frequently talk about the term poverty and what it means to them.  Many of these individuals may think that their understanding of poverty is the right one based upon their personal situation or experience of others.  Therefore, it is evident that there is more than one definition of what constitutes poverty and the need for appropriate legislative support for diverse vulnerable groups.  Academics, campaigners and politicians try to define, what is the meaning of poverty, by identifying the problem via logical argument and scientific research.  

Lister (2004, p.4), suggests there is a requirement to define poverty due to how we talk about it, ‘in essence…about the meanings of poverty – both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’.  Therefore, one way of understanding in detail what is meant by being in poverty and by not being in poverty is measured by obtaining and analysing, quantitative and qualitative data conducted and organised by societal governing bodies which can then be used to provide a foundation for action that is all agreed upon, to ensure a clearer definition of poverty and its contributing factors, for example; economic regeneration, employment, housing and access to goods and services.

In the 1880s Charles Booth completed a survey of poverty.  Booth conducted research to try and determine the measure of poverty that individuals were experiencing in London at the time.  Through his research Booth identified poverty as a low income set against what families wanted and he named this the ‘line of poverty’ (Booth, 1897), which determined a certain financial income level where individuals and their family could live adequately if the renumeration from employment was above the line and accordingly not so if under the line of poverty:

“By the word poor I mean to describe those who have a fairly regular though bare income, such as 18 shillings to 21 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 et al 2004). 

Gillie (1996), further developed Booth’s definition of poverty to a ‘lived experience’ as he recognised that poverty was not just about an individual’s financial situation and that it was a wider socioecological problem, to include;  quality of housing, poor living standards, number of occupants per household (incorporating children), education and unemployability.  Consequently, Gillie’s broadened Booth’s School Board Employees Survey and enabled society to understand the complexity of the lived experience and to not simply focus on lack of income/resources as a definition of poverty.  Furthermore, it is worth noting that Booth (1897, pp. 147–148), challenged ‘drink and thriftlessness’ as a problem for only disadvantaged members of society at the time of his research.

Rowntree (1901), acknowledged ‘visual identification’ in his 1899 study of poverty in York and applied this technique to families ‘living in obvious want and squalor’ (Rowntree, p. 114).  Although money itself was not a primary focus for Rowntree’s poverty identification process, like Booth, Rowntree’s survey noted a money based poverty line that showed the difference between families in primary and secondary poverty that showed the difference of those individuals who could and could not afford necessities like food and goods on their wages.  Research identified that primary families were poor as their income did not allow them to purchase what they required, as their income did not cover outgoings and that this affected their ability to maintain a healthy standard of living thus effecting their physical effectiveness.  As Veit-Wilson (1986), kept saying, “money itself was not a focus for this assessment”.

In ‘1936’ Rowntree (1941), completed a second survey that further developed the understanding of poverty to include necessities to enhance the life of individuals morale and these consisted of a radio, newspaper and presents for children. Thereafter the ‘subsistence standard’ approach (Abel-Smith et al, 1965), was widely recognised by officials and was defined and integrated into the factors of poverty as an aspect of other needs in people’s lives, to enhance wellbeing. 
	
The concept of poverty by Booth and Rowntree was accepted for many years in society as the definitive.  Abel-Smith and Townsend in 1965 decided to utilise a more accurate method of measuring the standard of living and used National Assistance Rates as the poverty line to discuss quantitative data i.e. money in and money out to gauge individual levels of poverty in society; however this concept did not explore already identified material resources required by individuals.  Niemietz (2011), went on to extend the critique poverty and relative income as a measure used by UK officials for economic affairs but again did not focus upon the resources deemed necessary for individuals to live a happy and healthy life.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Townsend however, provides an extremely influential contribution to defining the levels of poverty in a much broader form by exploring the concept of resources to replace income:

‘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). 

Townsend goes on to explore a multidimensional approach regarding increasing the poverty line (although this is not developed in his 1979 book) where he defines resources as material resources, to include; income, assets, home production and the added value of public social services, health and education.  This developed clearer definitions of poverty and wider deprivation, to include, social deprivation, isolation, discrimination and the lack of opportunities for education and employment.  Townsend argues that, ‘[Deprivation] turns on the level of conditions or activities experienced, [poverty] on the incomes and other resources directly available’ (Townsend 1987, pp. 139–140).

To conclude, poverty is a contested political concept in society and there is no one agreed definition. In layman’s terms poverty can be described as going short emotionally, materially, socially and financially which takes away the opportunity for an individual to build a better future regarding living standards, education and employment.
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Part 2:  Inter-generational housing inequalities: ‘Baby Boomers’ versus the ‘Millennials’.

‘Drawing on Mannheim’s theory of social generations, the concept of generational habitus and qualitative data from 49 Baby Boomers and 62 Millennials…the ways in which inter-generational inequalities are inter-subjectively understood and discussed’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).

Baby Boomers and Millennials refer to those born in 1945-1965 (Willetts, 2010) and 1982-2000 (Howe and Strauss, 2000) and drawing upon theory, as discussed previously, the two social generations intersubjectively relate to current structural conditions, will be explored.

Media headlines from Brexit (2016) and the recent intensification of Global North have emphasised a generational divide between Baby Boomers and Millennials leading to narratives of inter-generational inequalities.  Higgs and Gilleard (2010:1439) critically discuss the argument that the wealth enjoyed by the Baby Boomers, facilitated by a strong welfare system, can only be sustained through cutbacks in education, employment and social rights among younger generations.  The consequence of this outpouring of media headlines has caused many angry and upset young people blaming their parents for jeopardising their future.  

First (Willetts, 2010) argues, that placing blame on the agency of Baby Boomers for the struggles of Millennials deflects attention from the political structures underpinning these inequalities.  ‘Second, there is scant academic evidence concerning how these inequalities are intersubjectively understood by both Baby Boomers and Millennials’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).  ‘Third, the concept of Generation Rent, a term that has been used to describe the increasing numbers of young people living in private rented sector’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).  ‘Fourth, arguments have been constructed in the context of the UK, however it is worth noting that similar patterns of inter-generational inequalities and narratives of conflict have been noted in other parts of the world’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).

Literature from Mannheim (1952), ‘social generations’ along with Woodman and Wyn’s (2015) concept of ‘generational habitus’ (which was heavily influenced by the work of Mannheim as well as Bourdieu (1984)), has been drawn upon for the understanding of the lives of young people.  This approach provides an alternative theoretical lens in which both young people and Baby Boomers reflect upon the difficulties that young people currently face in the context of social change. 

Therefore, to establish what both Baby Boomers and Millennials, say and how they feel about inter-generational inequalities, two research projects have been completed that specifically focus on housing.  ‘Housing is used as a social issue through which to explore inter-generational inequalities while also incorporating discussions of the labour market’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019), where Hoolachan et al (2017) argued, ‘cannot be neatly disentangled from the housing market’.

Baby Boomers was generally characterised by a thriving labour market, a rise in education levels, a generous social security system, and the mass building of affordable council houses in the 1950s and 1960s (Kynaston, 2009).  This social stability resulted in economic growth, and those enjoying their rising affluence expressed this through greater consumerism (Gilleard and Higgs, 2007).  ‘Fast-forward to the Millennial generation, whose historical location has been contextualised by globalisation and neoliberal structural changes to the welfare state, labour market and housing market’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).  ‘The Millennials have grown up in a time of privatisation, the erosion of public services and increasing economic inequalities’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019). Thus, Millennials looking to leave the parental home are facing substantially greater challenges than their Baby Boomer parents did.

As argued, accounts of intergenerational conflict suggest that for Millennials, the villains are their Baby Boomer parents.  However, from a rational perspective, young people did not attribute their struggles to the older generation.  Furthermore, ‘it must be noted that the actions of the Baby Boomers were shaped and encouraged by the socio-political climate of the post-war period and beyond, meaning that this generation were not exercising uninhibited agency’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).  ‘The young people who took part in the research recognised this and easily identified an alternative villain – the government’ (Hoolachan et al., 2019).
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