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People in society will often speak of the definition of poverty being something which not everyone agrees. Many academics will argue what poverty is, there is more than one definition of poverty. 
Lister (2004) explores that poverty is defined in different ways by different people. An idea is ‘in essence… about the meanings of poverty-both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’ (Lister, 2004, p.4). The question of what poverty consists of could be just an academic question. A definition is a way of explaining what something is in detail, in this case poverty, it is to ensure people understand what the difference is from being in poverty and not being in poverty and how big the difference between the two is. For example, the lack of resources an individual has, this could be money, property, luxuries etc. however, the lack of resources can be defended by an individual having more than another individual in other ways, e.g. money and cars. The measures of poverty give statistics for the definition, so we understand how bad poverty is. There are many different academic writings about what they think of poverty and how to measure it with numbers however, they could’ve done this better by having a clear understanding of what poverty is. 
Charles Booth’s (1887) conducted the first survey on poverty and how bad it was in London which was made in the 1880s. Booth explains from this survey that there is a ‘line of poverty’ this is a line we cannot cross. He also saw poverty as low income which is set against what families wanted:
‘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 the Royal Statistical Society in 1887; quoted by Glennerster 2004).
As Gillie, A. (1996) states, what Booth defines poverty as is just so others can understand poverty. Booth (1887) done his research so as others understood what he meant by poor. Individuals who took part in the survey and some of the school board went to each household. Gillie (1996) realised one of the biggest issues were to many people under one roof, this included servants. This research only looked at income, Booth needed to investigate the living standards and the condition of the houses as well. Booth needed to stop looking at children’s health and schooling. Booth believed the main thing was low income and things such as property and cars. He also blamed individuals who ‘drink and thrift lessness’ as a problem which only very little people had (Booth 1887, pp. 147-148).
Seebohm Rowntree (1901) undertook a study on ‘visual identification’ in York to show up the poor in his 1899 study (Veit-Wilson, 1986, p.92). He told his researchers to collect data on whether families were ‘living in obvious want and squalor’ (Rowntree 1901 p. 114). Money was not the pain focus of the study as Veit-Wilson (1986) explained. Booth (1897) and Rowntree (1901) both found the money-based poverty line which they developed after the survey. This was to see the difference between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’. The lack of money was what affected poverty, it went on whether people could or couldn’t afford the ‘necessities’ in life. Rowntree (1901) understanding on poverty was one of the first attempts of a definition. It looks at the ‘primary’ poor and the concept of families not being able to afford things due to money. It meant if they could not afford the basics to live on. this approach is ‘subsistence standard’ became widely used, firstly by social scientists and then the government (Abel-Smith et al, 1965) Rowntree’s (1901) second survey which was conducted in 1936 developed a wider understanding on what necessities was, this including things such as radios, newspapers, presents for children etc. it made sure however, that the underlying concept of poverty remained the same. 
After Booth (1897) and Rowntree (1901) the concept of poverty became so acceptable that writers would write so deeply about poverty without even saying that is how they understand it. Abel-Smith (1965) and Townsend (1965) work opts to use National Assistance Rates as the poverty line. They describe how the money in and money out data gives a more accurate measure of the standards of living. Hills (2004) and Alcock (2006) explain how there are different approaches to the definition of poverty and measurement of the concept of interest be the lack of materials. Niemietz (2011) builds an critiqued of the UK’s approach to the poverty measurement especially, the income measure however, this does not question the view of how poverty is about what you have. 
Townsend (1979) contributed to taking a relative approach towards thinking of the needs for an individual and the ‘resources’ rather than ‘income’ which defined individuals and groups 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). 

His work also includes that ‘resources’ which include income, assets and home production. Townsend (1979) also adds ‘the value of public and social services’ meaning health and education which sways towards a more multidimensional approach. This is not developed in his 1979 book. He further developed in his later work that the concepts between poverty and wider deprivation also, social deprivation such as, isolation, discrimination, lack of opportunities for education or employment. He argued that poverty is one of the factors which could then lead to deprivation: “[Deprivation] turns on the level of conditions or activities experienced, [poverty] on the incomes and other resources directly available” (Townsend 1987, p. 139-140)
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The UK decided to leave the EU in June 2016. Nearly three quarters of under 25s voted to remain whereas the majority of over 50s decided to leave (Moore, 2016). Many younger people blame their parents for ruining their future by choosing to leave the EU. Higgs and Gilleard (2010: 1439) discuss the argument that the wealth of post-war baby bloomers enjoy is only due to the cutbacks in things such as employment, education and social nights. 
Just by looking at the name of Willets (2010) book you can see his opinion on the matter: The Pinch: How the Baby Bloomers Took Their Children’s Future – And Why They Should Give It Back. Whereas Howker and Malik (2010) believe it is the difficulties of life which is to blame. 
Intra-generational inequalities is evidence which shows how some young people receive gifts and loans via family members. This is so as they can get onto the property ladder. According to Mannheim (1952) there are three different contents of generation. First it could be location within history meaning, a generation sharing the same experiences partially when they are young. Second, actuality meaning, sharing the same world view and social conditions. Lastly, generation units meaning, something stratified by structures e.g. class, gender, ethnicity. 
It is said that Baby Bloomers are the post powerful generation in the past century due to their strong post-war state and their large population. The right-to-buy scheme has also helped people who cannot afford to buy housing more affordable.
From research it is shown that there are 24 Baby Bloomers aged 45-65+ who own houses where as 0 Millennials own houses and only 15 have mortgages. It is said that it is harder to find jobs anymore without having a degree. Even Baby Bloomers say how they feel it is harder now for Millennials to find jobs as it was so easy before and anyone could pretty much have any job they wanted (Patrick 65 + Homeowner). 
‘Cleft habitus’ (Woodman and Wyn, 2015) young people were facing a contradiction between their attitudes and practices. This is due to the pervious generations and them passing down having well paid jobs and having a ‘loving family home’. The younger people believe that this is then what they have to do. This is all due to the rapid change in the social life of the younger people. 
Overall, it is a lot harder for Millennials to find jobs now and to buy houses. Not all young people have the support from their parents to buy houses. It isn’t just the Baby Bloomers to blame for this, it is also due to governments, policies and structural changes. Millennials are also said to be politically weak. 
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