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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. (The passage of text will be provided along with information on the sources used). (Approx. 1000 words)
There are no clear definitions as to what poverty is, or the best way to measure the level of poverty within the UK.  Some early researchers such as Booth (1897) believed it to be a matter of income, others such as Rowntree (1901) believed it was lack of Income and material resources.  Either way, the general public, despite many publications written by academics and other interested parties are unaware of the true meaning of poverty without a clearer definition of what poverty means.  For example, Lister suggest that how we talk about and define poverty are not the same thing depending on the perspective taken.  ‘In essence, they are about the meanings of poverty - both to those who experience it and to different groups in society’.  (Lister, 2004, p. 4).  If poverty can be clearly defined and measured within the UK, it will assist Government to create policies to help individuals and groups that might be living in poverty, to come out of poverty.  This assignment will look at the earlier approaches to identifying the levels of poverty within the UK, in search of a true definition of poverty and how it can be measured.  
One of the first attempts at a definition was carried out by Booth in 1897, based on income and a poverty line following his public inquiry into the levels of poverty within the City of London (Booth, 1897). 
From his inquiry, Booth was able to Identify families that were poor, very poor or comfortable based on what would be later known as the poverty line or standard.
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, cited in Glennerster et al. 2004, p. 19).
Gillie’s History review of 1996 however states that a poverty line already existed within the School boards for the purpose of remission of school fees that the general public were not aware of, Gillies (1996).  The remission fees were based on size of households and the number of rooms rented per family.  One of the problems associated with Booth’s idea of poverty were large families, living in one or two rooms of a property, because they could not afford more rooms or larger accommodation. Booth also noted that besides low incomes, some families squandered money on ‘drink and thriftlessness as a problem for only a few’ (Booth 1897, pp. 147–148).  Booth’s interest was not so much about measuring the level of earnings but measuring the levels of poverty related to earnings, Booth (1897, p. 327). Either people had just enough to survive or had to go without.  The inquiry was more focused on the Standard of housing and family numbers rather than job opportunities, children’s health and education which could impact on the level of poverty and employability.  Initially, Booth used the School Board Visitors Home visits and data collection methods as the framework for his own inquiry.
A similar Inquiry was carried out in the City of York to establish the level and depth of poverty amongst the working classes in 1899, (Rowntree, 1901).  In addition to gathering information on employment status, Rowntree instructed his researchers ‘to note down whether families were living in obvious want and squalor’, Rowntree, (1901, p. 142) as visual evidence of poverty.  Booth employed similar observations in his own inquiry.  Rowntree was of the opinion he could carry out a more detailed inquiry in York as the population and area was a lot less than the City of London and the outcomes on poverty could be the same or similar, Rowntree (1901, p. viii).
In order to do this Rowntree divided families into two categories. Families in Primary poverty and families in Secondary poverty. Families in Primary poverty had insufficient total income to cover basic food and sustenance.  Families in Secondary poverty were families that had the minimum income to cover their food and sustenance, but mismanaged their funds available on other, sometimes unnecessary expendables, Rowntree (1901, p. 86). Rowntree considered a more scientific definition of poverty than Booth based on the minimum income necessary for physical subsistence and relative lifestyles, (Veit-Wilson, 1986, p. 92).
This early subsistence approach was developed later by other Social Scientists such as Abel-Smith and Townsend (1965) and a second survey by Rowntree in 1936 to include additional necessities and needs for that time, such as a Radio, Newspaper and additional finances for Children’s gifts and clothing (Rowntree, 1941).  However, the underlying causes of poverty remained, regarding insufficient resources to cover a family and individuals’ needs.  This was cause for other researchers such as Abel-Smith and Townsend (1965) to expand and explore further, the working definition of poverty in Booth’s 1897 Inquiry (Booth, 1897) and Rowntree’s surveys of York (Rowntree, 1901 and 1941), to provide a more conclusive definition of poverty and the poverty line.
By the 1960s, more up to date information and data was needed to establish a poverty line and Abel-Smith and Townsend (1965), decided to use the National Assistance Rates as the new poverty line. They were working on the assumption that the level of family income and outgoings would give a more accurate picture of a family or individuals’ standard of living and whether they could still access additional goods and resources.  This was explored in more depth by Hills (2004) of the inequalities contributed by poverty and Alcock (2006) whereby poverty can extend beyond just, the lack of material resources and in part a product of Political and Social Policy.  For example, Niemietz (2011) criticises the Government’s approach to dealing with poverty, based on relative income, but did not consider the material resources needed to live a happy, fulfilled life.  Townsend (1979) looked implicitly at relative needs in relation to poverty, hinting that a more multidimensional approach should be taken to assess the levels of poverty, indicating that someone is 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).
For example, not being able to afford healthy foods, school uniform or children’s parties in a more affluent society.
The value of public social services regarding health and education helps people in poverty, but the concept of poverty is more complex than any one definition can provide. More is needed to address the other issues of poverty such as social deprivation, exclusion and lack of opportunity to do well in life.  All of which can contribute further 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.
[bookmark: _Hlk27030298]Since the post war period and the rise in Neoliberalism, socioeconomic inequalities exist between Baby Boomers and the younger generation known as Millennials.  This has been sensationalised by the media promoting anger in young people to blame their parents for risking their future (Boult, 2016).  This paper looks at two studies of qualitative data from 62 Millennials in the UK and 80 Boomers from Scotland, based on Mannheim’s work on social generation (Manheim, 1952) and generational habitus by Woodman and Wyn (2015), which was coded thematically informed by Constructivist Grounded Theory (Charmaz, 2014).  Millennials however do not blame their parents for the socioeconomic inequalities but the social constructs of current society.  Intergenerational inequalities are a concern, but this paper will only concentrate on what people say and feel about housing and employment, which are inexplicitly linked, (Hoolachan et al., 2017). 
Social generation brings about changes in the social norms of society (Manheim, 1952) and habitus internalises the norm (Woodman and Wyn, 2015).  This can provide or block opportunities in transition from each generation to the next, depending on the social structures set up by the previous generation.  The transition from Baby Boomers to Millennials was problematic creating inequalities in housing, career development and employment.  Baby Boomers are said to be the most powerful generation due to their large numbers and the post war welfare state (Willetts, 2010).
The 1950s and 1960s had a robust labour market, a lavish social security system and more affordable social housing than today (Kynaston, 2009).  Social stability and economic growth caused an increase in consumerism (Gilleard and Higgs, 2007).  Children of the Boomers were more financially affluent due to policies and political attitudes shaped to their advantage (Willetts, 2010). Home ownership became a habitus norm for the middle classes benefitting from tax relief on mortgages and the right to buy for less affluent, working classes living in social housing (Forrest and Murie, 1988). The downside was a serious depletion of available housing for later Millennials and the discontinuation of tax relief on mortgages in the year 2000 (Howker and Malik, 2010).
The rise in Neoliberalism, privatisation and Globalisation between the transition from Boomer to Millennial, contributed to inequality between generations with the loss of public services, insecure job prospects characterised by low-paid casual contracts and changes to the welfare system (Hardgrove et al., 2015).  The desire for home ownership prevailed for the Millennials but their expectations of job security and wealth passed down from previous generations does not apply today.  The Global financial crisis of 2008 only worsened the situation. In contrast, more Millennials have turned to renting in the private sector due to lack of social housing, the need to be independent or to save for a deposit on a mortgage (Kemp, 2015). 
The results of both studies showed most Millennials either living in private rented accommodation or living with another relative. It was noted that some Millennials had a mortgage or shared ownership but did not own their property outright.  In contrast, most Baby Boomers were homeowners with nearly half owning their property outright.  Only a small number were living in privately rented accommodation or with another relative.   The number of Boomers living in social housing was nearly three times that of the Millennials.  Both Millennials and Boomers accepted there were generational inequalities.
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