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ECGE4001Q Assessment 1:
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


‘Poverty’ can be defined in many different ways according to policy makers, legislation and members of society, and is often referred to as being a socially constructed concept. Members of society are considered to be living in either relative, absolute or subjective poverty. This assignment will consider the different viewpoints on the definition on poverty in society and ways in which is can be measured. 
Lister, (2004, p4) explains that there is a significant difference between the way poverty is defined and the way in which it is experienced by members in society stating that the concept is, ‘in essence… about the meanings of poverty—both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’  The first attempt at an evidence based estimate of poverty in the UK was conducted by  Booth (1897) who highlighted the extent of poverty throughout the UK by establishing the principle of the ‘poverty line,’, he referred to relative and absolute poverty during this time by stating;
“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 talking to the Royal Statistical Society in 1887; quoted by Glennerster 2004). 

In contrast to Booths (1897, pp.147-148) definition of poverty which was primarily linked to the income of a household with ‘drink and thriftlessness’ considered as a main contributing factor, Gillie (1996, pp. 715–730) developed this definition further by exploring poverty in terms of health, the reasons behind substandard living and career opportunities.
A ‘Visual Identification,’ approach conducted in an 1899 study of York by Seebohm Rowntree (1901) aimed to establish if families were surviving in ‘obvious want and squalor,’ with household income not being the primary focus (Veit-Wilson, 1986, p.92). In similar fashion to Booth, Rowntree’s income-based poverty line was established after the completion of the survey, and used as a dominant method of distinguishing between those who were living in primary and secondary poverty. Differentiating between those who were able to afford necessities for their home and families and those who were not able. The main focus being on the considered concept of primary poor, and the inability to afford that which would enable and maintain physical efficiency. This ‘subsistence standard’ definition and approach became widely used throughout society, by social scientists and then also by the government (Abel-Smith et al, 1965). Rowntree’s (1941) secondary survey, in 1936, increased the understanding of necessities to consider other needs, including more material affects, but the underlying concept of poverty as insufficient material resources to meet a persons or family’s needs, regardless of definition remained unchanged.

After the contribution of Booth and Rowntree, the concept of poverty became widely accepted throughout society, although it is evident that even though the issue of poverty has been discussed in depth, there is no clear definition or means of understanding the concept. Abel-Smith and Townsend (1965) both raised the discussion that data surrounding income and expenditure provides a more accurate measure of the standards of living, but neglects that poverty is associated with inadequate material resources. In contrast to this view Hills (2004) and Alcock (2006) extended the discussion on poverty to ascertain alternative methods of understanding the definition and measurement of poverty, which include the concept of a lack in material resources. An extended critique of the official approach to measuring poverty and relative income was offered by Niemitz (2011) but even this critique does not question the opinion that poverty can be experienced though a lack of material resource, it could be argued therefore that the concept of poverty remains undefined. Townsend (1979) provided an influential contribution by adopting a relative approach to considering different types of needs, which also called for a wider concept of ‘resources’ to replace ‘income’, (Townsend 1979 p.57)  defines individuals and groups as 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, p.31). 

Yet mostly what is considered under the heading of ‘resources’ are that of a material nature, including income, assets and home production. It is also considered by Townsend (1949) ‘the value of public social services’ (health and education), referencing that at a multidimensional approach is required, but at the time of publishing more research was required on this concept. In later work there is a clear difference between concepts of poverty and the wider idea of deprivation, which includes the social deprivation (isolation, discrimination, lack of opportunities for education or employment), and argues 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, pp. 139–140).
In conclusion, from a sociological standpoint, it is evident that poverty within society is still difficult to define. However, when consideration is given to the different categories and levels of poverty, the concept becomes more understandable. Browne (2016) explains that absolute poverty refers to the basic minimum requirements needed to maintain a healthy survival; such as food and shelter, whereas relative poverty refers to the societal standard of living at that time and social exclusion, whereas subjective poverty takes into consideration the thoughts and feeling of an individual feeling that they living in poverty. 
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Part 2 – Use the academic article provided to write a 500 words academic  
piece, correctly referenced and in an appropriate academic style.

This assignment will aim to summarise whether the growing intergenerational socioeconomic inequalities between post war baby boomers and the generation of millennials has caused conflict. Mannheims theory of social generations, the concept of generational habitus and  the use of qualitative data will be considered to explore the ways in which these inequalities are understood and discussed. This assignment will conclude by considering narratives surrounding intergenerational inequalities and whether or not they are misleadingly directing blame.
It is argued by Moore (2016) that the decision to leave the European Union has emphasised a generational divide in regard to inequalities. Socioeconomic disparities between the two generations have been discussed at length by academics, policy makers and political commentators, it is worth noting that there is no clear consensus in the way that the disparities are framed. Bessant et al (2007) takes a relational view as opposed to a deterministic view and places emphasis on structural inequality. In contrast Berry and Freeland (2011) explains that the generation of baby boomers enjoyed a, ’21-year binge,’ at the younger generations expense.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mannheim (1952, in Pilcher (1994) was attentive to heterogeneities within a generation and intergenerational differences, with his concept of three interlinked premises; location, actuality and generational units. More recently Woodman and Wyn (2015) explore the concept of perceived generational habitus by considering a connection to the thesis of a ‘risk society.’ Woodman and Wyn (2015) argued that if a young person’s habitus is shaped by their parents and the rate the social change occurs, a child can then develop a ‘cleft habitus.’ where their worldviews are inconsistent with their material conditions. 
Qualitative data collected from two studies investigates the experiencing of housing conditions between eighteen- and thirty-five-year olds and those aged forty-five and over. Research conducted by the Leverhulme Trust (2011-2014) and the Scottish Government (2015) shows that while there is evidence of generational inequality between the millennials and the baby boomers, and the baby boomers did benefit from more stable housing and employment opportunities than the millennials, the millennial generation do not attribute the struggles they face to the older generation. (Howker and Malik, 2010).
In conclusion, by examinig the inter-generational inequalities from an intersubjective and relational standpoint, is a way of bringing attention to perceived structural inequalities experienced by different generations in society, and enables a way of understanding how individuals (from different generations) react and interact with changes in market conditions. The concept of a cleft generational habitus, captures the disharmony that many Millennials currently experience which supports a needed relational approach to the concept. Consideration also needs to be given to the comparisons made between and within different cultures in different parts of the world, which can shed light on similarities and variances revealing inequalities that may or may not exist. It is therefore a valuable theoretical approach for better understanding the nuances of contemporary inter-generational inequalities. More research is needed not just on a local UK level, but on a global level to discover the depth of which generational equalities exist and the impact they have on different generations.
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