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Poverty is assumed to be when a person doesn’t have a lot of money or possessions, which results in them being unable to take care of their basic needs. Many academics argue with this assumption, believing that poverty doesn’t just have one definition and that it’s not just someone that doesn’t have a lot to live on. 
[bookmark: _GoBack](Lister, 2004) states that how we talk about poverty and the definition of the word are two totally different things. Listers idea is that “in essence about the meanings of poverty, both to those who experience it and to different groups in society” (Lister, p.4). Whether poverty is just an academic question or if it’s there’s more to that is up for debate. In order to understand what type of poverty it is, you must understand the two types of poverty that exists. If for example someone doesn’t have a lot of possessions it could be defined in many different ways. Poverty is attempted to be measured so we are aware of how bad it is around the world. A lot of authors have their own theories of what they think poverty is and how to measure it with numbers but should have done more research on the situation and what poverty actually means so their books could be more accurate.
Charles Booth’s 1897 survey of London in the 1880s is the first actually attempt of gathering information on poverty around the UK. (Booth) said to the public that there is a line known as the line of poverty which couldn’t be crossed and saw poverty as something that made individuals with very little unhappy: 
“By the word poor I mean to describe those who have a fairly regular bare income, such as 18 shillings to 2 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”( Glennerster 2004).
(Gillie, 1996) states that he used this to make people see what he what he meant. (Booth, 1987) went on to use this in his research and conducted his own theory on what he thought poverty meant. He theorized, just like Gillie’s ‘The Origin of the Poverty Line’ that one of the biggest issues of poverty was that there are too many people living in small homes as their employers weren’t paying them enough. While this theory looked into the money side of things, like living standards, the conditions of the houses instead of things like jobs or the children’s health or whether or not they’d be able to attend school. Booth argued that low income was the main issue that made people poor. He also blamed things such as “drink and thriftlessness” but sees that as a less common problem. (Booth, 1897)
Seebohm Rowntree attempted the same research on poverty in York in 1899. (Veit-Wilson, 1986) asked the public if their families were living in poverty although his focus wasn’t on money unlike he initiated (Rowntree, p.114). In comparison to Booth, Rowntree’s money based poverty line was developed after the survey so he could see the difference between families in poverty that was primary; those who can’t afford necessities on their money, and secondary; those who can afford these things but aren’t spending it on other things. 
Rowntree looks into the primary poor and the concept of not having enough money for their basic needs. This helped him come to the conclusion that the definition of poverty is those who cannot afford essentials to keep them living a normal life (Rowntree, 1901). This approach was then widely used, first by social scientists and then by the government (Abel-Smith & Townsend, 1965). Rowntree’s second survey in 1936, widened the understanding of necessities, by including things like radios, newspapers and gifts for children, but that the underlying concept of poverty are things that are needed on a daily basis to survive, rather than want. 
Booth and Rowntree’s concept of poverty was so widely known around the world, that many writers have gone into depth about the subject without giving credit to them for teaching them about it. (Abel-Smith & Townsend, 1965) own work opts to use the National Assistance rates as the poverty line and includes a discussion of whether a money in or money out data gives a more accurate measure of standard living but leaves the idea that poverty is just about the amount of things people own. (Hills, 2004) book ‘Inequality and the state’ contains extended chats about different approaches to the definition of poverty and the measurements that prove that poverty is much more than someone not having enough resources to live on. (Niemiez, 2011) builds an extended critique of the UK’s official approach to the poverty movement, and the relative income measure in particular, but doesn’t go into much detail about how poverty isn’t just about the amount of possessions someone owns. 
(Townsend, 1979) made an enormously influential contribution in taking an unstated relatable approach to thinking about needs, and also called for a wider concept of ‘necessities’ to replace ‘salary’, explaining that so many individuals and families are 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).
Yet nearly almost all of what he lists as resources is just material such as salary, possessions and home production. Although he also added the value of public social services such as health and education where he hints at a multidimensional approach, he has not developed this any further in his book. In his later work he clearly distinguishes the differences of poverty and wider deprivation, including social deprivation, isolation, discrimination, and lack of opportunities for education or employment. He argues that the concept of poverty that is to do with lack of resources is one of the key factors that can lead to deprivation. “Deprivation turns on the level of conditions or activities experienced, on the incomes and other resources directly available” (Townsend, 1987).
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