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Part 1- Re-write a passage of text in appropriate academic language. Correct
the referencing errors in both the body of the text and the reference list. (The
passage of text will be provided along with information on the sources used).
(Approx. 1000 words)

People in society discuss poverty in a variety of contexts. Policy makers discuss poverty regarding legislation and supporting vulnerable groups, many academics also have different definitions poverty. There are many reasons why people are considered to be in poverty, including social, economic, employment and accesses to goods and businesses. 

Lister (2004) suggests poverty is defined in different ways, one thing that is evident is that there is a need for a well-constructed definition when discussing aspects of poverty in society. This concept of poverty ‘in essence… about the meanings of poverty—both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’ (Lister, 2004, p. 4). Some people would suggest that the discussion regarding poverty in the UK is purely an academic question, rather than relating to the experience of individuals who live in poverty. To support understanding of poverty, it is important to clearly define what is meant by poverty in the modern world. This includes, for example, lack of resources, but this lack of resources can also be defined in more than one way. To support individuals and groups that fall within what constitutes poverty, statistics can help policy makers target support. What is evident is that current research on poverty, due to the lack of a single definition, has not always resulted in supporting those individuals most in need.

Booth’s (1897) survey of London, which was undertaken in the 1880’s, was the first time anyone had focused on what constitutes poverty and the current status of poverty in the UK. Booth (1897) developed from his research a concept called the ‘line of poverty’ , this was a point in income and resources held by an individual or family below which they could not survive adequality.
 “By the word poor I mean to describe those who have a fairly regular though 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” (Booth Cited in Royal Statistics in 1887; quoted by Glennerster, 2004).
Gillie (1996) outlined his definition of poverty to enable society to understand the complexity of the lived experience. Booth (1897) used this and furthered the definition of poverty, this related to how the School Board employees and people who undertook the survey engaged with individual households. Gillie (1996) also demonstrates that one of the main issues at this time was the number of individuals occupying an individual household, which was often too small for the number of occupants.  This research also indicates that servants were often ignored in definitions of poverty due to the fact they lived in houses of wealthy people. This research focused on income, living standards and the quality of housing, it did not explore issues of employability, number of children within a household, children’s health and education, in this context  Booth (1897) makes the point that in his belief low income was one of the main precursors that pushed individuals and families into poverty, in addition the lack of income made it more difficult for individuals and families to gain resources to live well within society. He also outlined that ‘drink and thriftlessness’ was not as big a problem as many suggested for the lower classes (Booth 1897, pp. 147–148).

[bookmark: _Hlk26870668]In a similar study in York Rowntree (1901) applied the concept of ‘visual identification’ (Veit-Wilson, 1986) by applying this technique, researchers collected data on whether families were ‘living in obvious want and squalor’ (Rowntree, 1901, p. 114) and where this was happening, as Veit-Wilson (1986) suggested, money in itself was not the focus for this assessment. Similar to Booth (1897), Rowntree (1901) developed the concept that the lack of money was one of the elements which indicated poverty, he also sought to explore the difference between families in ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ poverty. Rowntree’s (1901) definition and understanding of the concept of poverty was one of the first academic definitions of its time. Through exploring what constitutes ‘primary’ poverty, which involves the understanding of a lack of money for survival needs, families were defined as being in poverty if their income did not cover their outgoings. As such, a ‘subsistence standard’ approach has been applied to other contexts since its initial development, first by social scientists and then by government (Abel-Smith and Townsend, 1965). There was a further survey by Rowntree in 1936 which looked at the wider issues of the requirements of individuals and families to have the necessities of living a healthy life, interestingly this also included such things as radio, newspapers and gifts for children. This understanding of the requirements of surviving and living a good life has changed with the introduction of a more consumerist society. One of the fundamental outcomes of this research still focused on the concept that poverty was an insufficient set of resources to meet the individual and family needs in the world in which they live.

After Booth (1897) and Rowntree (1901), the later definition of what constitutes poverty has now become used in a wider field of study, other researchers have also engaged with the concepts of poverty and defined this initial definition of poverty to include more subtle issues that relate to living a good life. By 1965, Abel-Smith and Townsend’s (1965) had begun to apply the National Assistance Rates as an indication of what constitutes the poverty line in society, by this date the definition of poverty also included whether income data was a more accurate way of measuring individual and family’s standards of living in the modern world. The concept that access to goods and resources was still one of the key definitions of poverty was included in this explanation. Hills (2004) and Alcock (2006) further extended this concept of poverty and explored in more depth how to identify what constitutes a lack of material resources. Nienietz (2011) began to critique the governmental approach to reducing poverty and the application of governmental and legislative measurements of poverty, as this focused on relative income but did not explore the issues of the resources needed to enjoy a healthy rounded life.

Townsend (1979) contributed to the debate on poverty by exploring income as being fundamental to such a definition, he outlined that
‘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). 

His work further defines what constitutes ‘resources’ in the context of poverty and includes such issues as income, assets and home production. In addition, the introduction of ‘value of the public services’ through health and education were also included. This then laid a foundation for introducing a concept of poverty through a multidimensional lens, where such specific issues, occurring at the same time, can increase the risk of poverty. In later works he further developed a clear definition of concepts of poverty as important but also refined concepts such as deprivation which also included social deprivation. Social deprivation as defined by Townsend (1979) included such aspects as isolation, discrimination and lack of opportunities for education or employment. He further argued that a lack of resources as part of the definition of poverty is a key factor that leads to individual and family’s social deprivation. ‘[Deprivation] turns on the level of conditions or activities experienced, [poverty] on the incomes and other resources directly available’ (Townsend 1987, pp. 139–140).


Reference List:

Abel-Smith, B., & Townsend, P. (1965). The Poor and the Poorest. London: G Bell and Sons Ltd.
Alcock, P. (2006). Understanding Poverty. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Booth, C. (1897). Life and Labour of the People in London, Ix: Comparisons, Survey and Conclusions. Macmillan and Company. London.
Gillie, A. (1996). The Origin of the Poverty Line, The Economic History Review, 49(4), pp. 715–730.
Glennerster, H. (2004). ‘The Context for Rowntree’s Contribution’. In H. Glennerster, J. Hills, D. Piachaud, & J. Webb (Eds.), (2004) One Hundred Years of Poverty and Policy. York: Joseph Rowntree Foundation.
Hills, J. (2004). Inequality and the State; Oxford University Press. Oxford.
Lister, R. (2004). Poverty. Cambridge: Polity Press. 
Niemietz, K. (2011). ‘A New Understanding of Poverty’. London: The Institute of Economic Affairs.
Rowntree, B. S. (1901). Poverty: A Study of Town Life. London: Macmillan.
Townsend, P. (1979). Poverty in the United Kingdom. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Townsend, P. (1987). Deprivation, Journal of Social Policy, 15(2), pp. 139-140.
Veit-Wilson, J. (1986). Paradigms of Poverty: A Rehabilitation of B S Rowntree, Journal of Social Policy, 15(1), pp. 69–99.


Part 2 – Use the academic article provided to write a 500 words academic
piece, correctly referenced and in an appropriate academic style.

In the late 20th and early 21st centuries the United Kingdom has been characterised by the progression of liberalism and free market capitalism policies, these consist of privatisation of the housing system and employment casualisation. Subsequently, there are growing social and economic inequalities between those born in the post-war period, the ‘Baby Boomers’ and the younger generation, the ‘Millennials’. Such disparities have led to accounts of inter-generational conflict with Baby Boomers seen as risking the futures of Millennials, (Hoolachan and McKee, 2019). 
[bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: _Hlk27153894]Today’s youth, the Millennials face more barriers in procuring a stable, well-paid job and secure, affordable housing in contrast with their Baby Boomer parents. Authors such as Willetts (2010), Howker and Malik (2010) and Bessant et al. (2017) highlight these intergenerational inequalities and are crucial for placing the attention on the effects of these inequalities and the financial struggles that many are facing. Yet, accounts of inter-generational conflict are deceptive as they place the blame for the struggles of young people at the feet of their Baby Boomer parents. Willetts (2010) claims that the Baby Boomers are ‘spending their kids’ inheritance’, data specifies that this objectivist view neglects to identify that there is an emotional connection between children and their parents (Moore et al., 2015). While young people are aware of inter-generational inequalities, they do not feel any upset towards their parents’ generation for profiting at their expense, instead, many blame the government for not representing and not being considerate to their needs and concerns. Millennials argue that politicians are only interested in votes and not genuinely concerned with the difficult plight young people are facing. Baby Boomers benefited from the growth in social housing which was intended for the working class households during the post war period, whilst home ownership became normalized among the middle class who profited from tax relief on mortgages, a policy that was abolished in 2000, which now negatively effects Millennials trying to become homeowners (Howker and Malik, 2010). Crawford and McKee (2018: 188) stated that for many people ‘[…] getting a mortgage has, since around the 1960’s, tended to be the “natural” thing to do’. In contrast to this, the rise of young people living in private rented sector, which is referred to as ‘Generation Rent’ (McKee, 2012; McKee et al., 2017). This has been attributed to be one of the barriers young people face in saving for a deposit to then go on to gain a mortgage (Kemp, 2015). Housing challenges are linked to a deteriorated youth labour market, which is characterised by low paid, casual contracts. (Hardgrove et al., 2015). ‘People in their 20s who want to rent a place for themselves face having to pay out an “unaffordable” amount in two-thirds of Britain… a one bedroom home eats up more than 30% of their typical salary in 65% of British postcode areas’ (Peachey, Guibourg and Stylianou, 2018). Overall, the Millennials who are looking to leave their parental household are facing larger challenges than their parents did at their age.
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