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. (The passage of text will be provided along with information on the sources used). (Approx. 1000 words)


‘Poverty’ is frequently said to be what people mean in when they talk down the pub; it means that not everyone agrees. Many academics argue about what is poverty. Nonetheless, we suggest that most people think that in Britain there is a lot written about poverty. Either people haven’t got stuff or haven’t enough to live on and need more stuff. 

Lister 2004 tells us that how we talk about and define poverty are not the same thing and some needs to write a better set of definitions. An idea is ‘in essence… about the meanings of poverty—both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’ (Lister, p. 4). The question of whether poverty is about stuff, or about something else as well, or instead, is a just an academic question. A definition is one way of telling things in detail and to understand what is meant by being in poverty and how this is a lot different from not being in poverty; for example, if the concept is a lack of stuff, this lack could be defend in many different ways. Measures of poverty try to give targets for the definition so that we can put numbers on the how bad poverty is. In practice, many books have written about what they think poverty is and how to measure it with numbers. But they could have done better by understanding what poverty actually means. 

Charles Booth’s 1987 survey of London in the 1880s was the first time anyone had tried to get info. on how bad poverty was in the uk. Booth told everyone that there was a line we couldn’t cross and called this the ‘line of poverty’, he saw poverty as low income 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 talking to the Royal Statistical Society in 1887; quoted by Glennerster 2004). 

As xx (1996) makes clear, this idea of what he said was poverty was just a way to get people to see what he meant, Booth (1987) used this in his research to tell everyone what he thought poor meant.; this idea of poor was about how everyone in the School Board employees and survey people who visited each household, and Gillie’s (xxxx) shows that one of the big issues was too many people living in a small house and this was also about servants not people’s money their got from their employer. Whatever, this work just looked at income and wanted to look at things like living standards in houses, how bad housing was, instead of jobs, kiddies health or going to school, while Booth’s focused on his belief that low income was the main thing that made people poor and not having stuff, he also blamed below who “drink and thriftlessness” as a problem for a only a few (Booth 1897, pp. 147–148). 

Seebohm Rowntree (1901) did the same ‘visual identification’ thingy to show up the poor in his 1899 study of York (Veit-Wilson, 1986, 92), told his people to note down whether families were ‘living in obvious want and squalor’ (Rowntree, p. 114). money itself was not a focus for this assessment, as Veit-Wilson kept saying. Like Booth’s, Rowntree’s money based poverty line was developed after the survey, mainly to see the difference between families in ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ poverty—those who could not afford ‘necessities’ on their money, and those who could, were they not spending money on other things, useful or otherwise. Rowntree’s (01) understanding of poverty, one of the first such attempts at definition, looks at the ‘primary’ poor and the concept of not enough money for their needs: families were poor if their money was not enough to allow them to purchase what they needed to maintain physical efficiency. This ‘subsistence standard’ approach became widely used afterwards, first by social scientists and then by government (Abel-Smith et al, 1965). Rowntree’s (1941) second survey, in 1936, widened the understanding of necessities to include other needs, including a radio, a newspaper and presents for children, but the underlying concept of poverty as insufficient material resources to meet one’s needs (however defend) remained.

After Booth and Rowntree, this concept of poverty appears to have become so widely accepted that many writers have dealt with the issue in depth without ever spelling out that this is how they understand it. Abel-Smith and Townsend’s own 1965 work opts to use National Assistance rates as the poverty line and includes a discussion of whether money in or money out data gives a more accurate measure of standard of living, but leaves the idea that poverty is about enough material resources as implicit. Hills and Alcock contain extended chats about different approaches to poverty definition and measurement that take as read that the concept of interest is a lack of material resources. Niemietz builds an extended critique of the UK’s official approach to poverty measurement, and the relative income measure in particular, but does not question the view that poverty is about stuff. 

Townsend (1979) made an enormously influential contribution in taking an explicitly relative approach to thinking about needs, and also called for a wider concept of ‘resources’ to replace ‘income’, defining 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). 

Yet mostly what he lists under the heading of ‘resources’ are material resources, including income, assets and home production. He does also add ‘the value of public social services’ (health and education), hinting at a multidimensional approach, but this is not developed in his 1979 book. In later work he distinguishes clearly between concepts of poverty and (‘as important’) wider deprivation, including social deprivation (isolation, discrimination, lack of opportunities for education or employment), arguing 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).
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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.
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