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Executive summary

This report is the culmination of an 18-month long project, led
by Demos, in partnership with NatCen and supported by the
Esmée Fairbairn Foundation, to create a new model to under-
stand poverty in a multi-dimensional way.

This new model is unlike other multi-dimensional
measures or analyses as we have applied a set of 20 indicators
to those with incomes below 70 per cent of the median in a
large household panel study (Understanding Society: The
UK Household Longitudinal Study, which covers 40,000 UK
households') and identified which combinations of indicators
cluster most frequently together. We are not redefining
poverty, or measuring it in a new way that replaces the existing
income benchmark. Instead, we are applying a new model of
analysis to the low-income population (using an existing
income-based poverty line) to better understand the lived
experience of poverty and generate new insights into how to
tackle it. Our reasoning behind this approach is described in
detail in the main report.

We are now able to describe 15 distinct types of poverty
within the low-income population, characterised by a unique
interaction of 20 indicators across three cohorts: households
with and without children, and pensioner households.

We have generated a rich source of data about different
groups living in poverty, based on their lived experience,
which could prove extremely helpful in guiding policymakers
and practitioners in thinking in a more nuanced way about
those who live in poverty (rather than considering them a
homogeneous group). Our analysis should also prompt more
holistic and multi-agency solutions (based on an understanding
of multiple factors) regarding how each group might be helped
out of the distinct type of poverty they face.
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Such an exercise has never been carried out before, and
the insights presented in this report — and their policy implica-
tions — are entirely new. In many cases they shake common
assumptions about the meaning of poverty and what it is like
for those living in poverty.

We were motivated to undertake this work following our
report 3D Poverty, which explored the public’s perceptions
and understanding of the poverty measures and analyses
currently used, and the available alternatives.? We soon
realised that an income-based poverty measure (the poverty
line) was easy to understand, but used on its own might only
prompt income-based solutions (benefit redistribution, or
employment). In the face of unprecedented cuts to welfare
spending and a sluggish labour market, however, neither
solution is proving entirely effective in combating poverty,
and we have seen an increase in in-work poverty over recent
years. Attempts to think about the ‘causes and symptoms’ of
poverty have had limited impact on policymaking thus far,
and tend to be influenced by other agendas, such as social
mobility, inequality or family breakdown.

We realised that a multi-dimensional analysis to enrich
the current income-based measure was needed — one that
resonated with ‘real life’ and could be understood by the
public and used by practitioners and policymakers to tackle
poverty in a less wide-ranging manner. After generating new
findings through our analysis of the Understanding Society
data, we verified them with 3o depth interviews with people
living in each poverty ‘group’, and also attempted to apply our
analysis in three local authority pilot areas.

This was undoubtedly an extremely ambitious
undertaking, but we believe that the results make an important
contribution to our understanding of modern poverty in
Britain today.

This report is structured in eight chapters, across two
sections. Section 1 presents the policy context, methodology
and national findings based on the new model that has been
developed. Section 2 takes a closer look at how the model
could be applied at local level and the challenges local data
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present in repeating this analysis with anything other than the
Understanding Society data.

We have also developed a new website to present our
findings in a more accessible way, which can be found at
www.demos.co.uk/poverty/index. NatCen has produced its own
report, Exploring Multi-Dimensional Poverty: A research methodology
to create poverty typologies, which presents in greater detail the
methodology used to produce the findings from the quantitative
analysis of Understanding Society and qualitative study.®

Policy background

Poverty was placed firmly on the political agenda by the recent
Labour Government after it was elected in 1997, and in 1999
Prime Minister Tony Blair made the historic pledge to halve
child poverty by 2010, and eradicate it completely by 2020.#
This pledge set in motion a series of policies aimed at
improving the incomes of families with children and
supporting children from disadvantaged backgrounds to fulfil
their potential.

Labour also made steps to improve the way that poverty
is monitored and measured. The report Opportunity for All,
published in 1999, set out a range of indicators against which
progress on tackling poverty and social exclusion at all ages
can be measured, stating, ‘there is no one single measure of
poverty or of social exclusion which can capture the complex
problems which need to be overcome’.® Opportunity for All
used 59 indicators in total, covering educational attainment
in children, health, housing, worklessness, income, adult
qualifications and inequality. When the indicators were
reviewed in 2007, the data showed improvements on 34 out of
the total of 59 indicators since the baseline in 1997 — with
seven remaining broadly constant and six showing regression
(12 showed no clear trend in either direction).® In 2009, the
Government (then led by Gordon Brown) introduced a Child
Poverty Bill to enshrine in law four separate targets to
eradicate child poverty. The Child Poverty Act 2010, which
received royal assent six weeks before the 2010 general
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election, had the backing of all the political parties.” Its four
targets (to be achieved by the 2020/21 financial year) were
mainly focused around reducing child poverty based on an
income measure, but also incorporated a combined measure
of low income and material deprivation.

Since coming to power, the Coalition Government has
attempted to distance itself from Labour’s approach to child
poverty, which it accuses of relying too heavily on income
redistribution methods. The accusation that has been levelled
against Labour by the current government is that it threw
large amounts of money at households just below the poverty
line, yielding easy results for minimum effort, but without
substantially altering families’ circumstances, or removing
the causes of their low income. In November 2010, Deputy
Prime Minister Nick Clegg described this approach as
‘poverty plus a pound’, saying that this was ‘simply not an
ambitious enough goal’.® Instead, the Coalition Government
has shifted the debate towards tackling the root causes rather
than the perceived symptoms of poverty — though what
exactly is classed as a cause and what as a symptom remains
the subject of debate.

Since the Coalition Government formed in 2010, there
have been several important new developments in the battle
against poverty: the publication of the first national Child
Poverty Strategy in April 2011, and the publication of two
independent reviews commissioned by the Government — the
independent review on poverty and life chances by Frank Field
MP, and the independent report on early years intervention by
Graham Allen MP.° Drawing on the work of Field and Allen,
the Government then published its Social Justice Strategy in
March 2012.

In December 2011, Secretary of State for Work and
Pensions Iain Duncan Smith stated that targets set by the
previous Labour Government to eradicate child poverty
completely by 2020 were ‘set to fail’, arguing that the income-
based approach was too narrow. He described income as an
imperfect measure of wellbeing, with the latter dependent on a
much wider range of outcomes (such as poor health, education,

life chances and family security).'® This sentiment was echoed by
Prime Minister David Cameron, who has repeatedly emphasised
family structure and parenting skills as the foundations for
opportunity in later life.

At the time, these comments reflected a potential sea
change in poverty measurement, which was confirmed when, on
the same day that poverty figures for 2010/11 were released in
June 2012, showing that the Government had failed to meet its
target to halve child poverty by 2010 (the target was missed by
600,000 children), Iain Duncan Smith said that the Coalition
Government would seek to develop a new poverty measurement,
which would include income but ‘do more to reflect the reality of
child poverty in the UK today’." This resonates with the objec-
tives behind the model presented in this report — to capture the
lived experience. The consultation on this measure is due to be
launched at around the same time as this report is published
(November 2012), and we hope that the lessons we have learnt in
developing this model might inform the Government’s endeav-
our. We believe our analysis will act as a way of enriching
whatever measure the Government decides on following the
consultation process, and we will be submitting this report and
its technical appendix, to the consultation to do what we can to
help with what will be a challenging undertaking.

Methodology
Our model was created using a five stage process:

- selecting poverty indicators

- analysing the dataset of Understanding Society
- verifying the findings with follow-up interviews
- developing a toolkit

- testing the analysis at local level

We selected our poverty indicators by bringing together
evidence from three sources: academic literature, a survey of the
public, and input from focus groups of experts and practitioners
working in the field. We settled on 20 indicators:
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- income

- material deprivation
- lifestyle deprivation

- bills

- access to a car

- heating

- employment

- subjective financial situation
- neighbourhood deprivation
- physical health

- mental health

- caring for a sick or disabled child
- highest qualification

- neighbourhood support

- family support

- participation

- politics

- household composition

- tenure

- overcrowding

We then used these indicators in a latent class analysis of
the Understanding Society dataset (a houschold panel asking a
wide range of questions in all of the areas we needed to
include, and covering 40,000 households). This generated
clusters of indicators which coexisted most frequently together,
thereby creating ‘groups’ of households with similar features.

We only analysed households with less than 70 per cent
of median income, and every one of the 15 groups we have
created have low income (based on a quantitative measure
- though it is important to note that the families we spoke to
did not necessarily identify themselves as being on a low
income, or in poverty) in common.

We did this as feedback from policymakers, practitioners
and the public strongly indicated that low income would always
be a central feature of poverty, though not a sufficient way in
which to describe it or to inform policies on how to tackle it.
We selected 70 per cent of median income as a measure of ‘low
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income’ to identify our target group for analysis, as this income
benchmark is identified in the Child Poverty Act 2010 as the
one used when material deprivation is included. As we were
going to match low income with a range of other factors
(including material deprivation, and also housing, education
and health issues) we felt the 70 per cent income line was more
appropriate than the relative 60 per cent income line, which is
used in isolation of other factors. We also felt that a 70 per cent
income line would give us greater scope to explore the lived
experience of those on or just above the relative poverty line.

We followed our quantitative analysis with 3o detailed
interviews to verify our findings. Given the constraints of time
and resources, we focused our qualitative work on the child
poverty groups. We felt the priority placed on child poverty
justified our selection of this one cohort over the two others.
These interviews were designed to provide a greater insight
into the lived experience of these types of poverty, tease out
cause and effect, and explore ways in which these groups
might be helped.

We used these findings to develop a toolkit — a series of
steps designed to guide policymaker and practitioner thinking
around each type of poverty (box 1). We designed our model
to be used to combat poverty, and the toolkit is an important
part of the process.

Box1 Toolkit

1 Description
The first thing practitioners need to know in order to build a
response to one of the types of poverty is what that group ‘looks
like’. What combinations of problems are they experiencing?
How do they interact? What is the most significant dimension?

2 Identification
Practitioners next need to think about how they will recognise
and reach these types of poverty in their local population — by
identifying the statutory and voluntary services with whom those
in poverty are most likely already to be in contact.
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3 Harnessing existing resources names capturing their defining features. Table 1 lists the
At this stage, local practitioners and policymakers need to think groups in order by prevalence. Thus the largest group of
about what services are already in place to target people experi- families living in child poverty are the grafters, and the
encing each type of poverty, and how the dimensions of their pov- smallest are the managing mothers.
erty can be addressed through existing policies and interventions.

In some cases, disparate services can be brought together more Tablel  The groups within the three types of poverty

effectively to tackle multiple and complex needs.

Child poverty types Working age Pensioner types

4 Committing new resources without children

Additional steps may need to be taken to improve people’s quality Grafters H  Newpoor " Stoics

of life and help lifi people in each of the types out of poverty Full house families  Insecure singles ~ Coping couples

through extra services and interventions, new policies and strate- Pressured parents  Stressed groups * Cheerful grans

gies, and changing the allocation of resources. Vulnerable mothers  One man bands " Trouble shared
Manag'i‘ng mothuers ) Emptyﬂnesters : . Left aléne :

5 Measuring impact
To find out whether these interventions are having an effect on

multi-dimensional poverty types involves more than simply meas- Figure1  The proportion of the UK population that experiences
uring income. However, there are outcomes that can be tracked each type of child poverty
Jor each type of poverty to show improvement within it, using
dg’ﬁerent sources Qfdatd. Above 70% median income [l Full house families Vulnerable mothers
B Grafters M Pressured parents B Managing mothers

The final stage of this project was to assess whether we could

replicate our analysis at local level, using local data. Our reason- o 2%

ing behind this is that local authorities and local charitable
organisations are on the coal face of combating poverty, and while
our national groups are no doubt instructive to local agencies,
their practical value to different local populations is limited.
We therefore worked with Camden, Wirral and Wakefield
local authorities to see how well our national groups resonated
with the local populations, whether local data were suitable to 9%
recreate our analysis and develop bespoke local poverty groups,
and whether a local toolkit might be of use to practitioners on
the front line.

Findings - types of poverty
We identified five groups living with incomes below 70 per cent of
the median income in each of the three cohorts. We gave these
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Child poverty groups
Figure 1 shows how many households in the UK experience
child poverty.

The grafters This group makes up the largest proportion of
low-income households with children, and is a combination of
three sub-groups:

- the recently redundant

- the self-employed experiencing a drop in income

- those with a long work history in poorly paid jobs
(the working poor)

While their employment status differs — they have much
else in common: the vast majority of households in this group
contain more than one adult, and although they have low
incomes, they perform well across the other indicators — for
example, they tend to be homeowners, have high levels of
qualifications and employment, are not short of material
goods, and report that they are coping financially. They live in
less deprived neighbourhoods than other groups with low
incomes and are likely to be engaged in community activity
and politics. They are a far cry from the stereotype of people in
poverty tackling multiple social problems, and are instead
implementing stringent budgeting tactics in order to get by.

Full house families More than one in five (22 per cent) of
families with children and low incomes fit into this group.
These tend to be very large households, containing multiple
adults and young children. Members of this group are more
likely to be from Asian and other minority ethnic backgrounds,
many without English as a first language. They are able to heat
their homes and are not behind in paying bills, but housing
conditions are likely to be overcrowded. Their qualifications
range from low to degree level, and their rate of employment is
low, with only one or two family members in work. They live in
deprived but reasonably supportive neighbourhoods and get
more support from families than other groups.
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Pressured parents This group accounts for 21 per cent of
low-income households with children. Living predominantly in
rental properties — more often social than private — these
families have a mixed range of low incomes but are extremely
deprived on lifestyle as well as material measures. They tend to
have poor physical and mental health, low skills and low rates
of employment. They are also more likely to be caring for a
child with a health condition or disability than other groups.

Vulnerable mothers Just under a fifth of low-income
households with children (18 per cent) fall into this group.
Group members are extremely likely to be single parents

- mostly young single mothers under 24, with babies and/or
young children. They are most likely to be renting of all the
groups — generally from councils or housing associations.
Families in this group are the most deprived in our analysis
and are highly likely to lack consumer durables and be
behind on bill payments, and have very limited work history
in poorly paid jobs. They have the lowest skills of the five
groups, and are more likely to be physically and mentally
unwell. Despite living in supportive neighbourhoods, they
are the most disengaged from community life.

Managing mothers This entirely single parent group makes
up the smallest proportion of low-income households with
children (8 per cent of the total). They are slightly older
mums with older children. The majority feel they are ‘getting
by’, as they lack some consumer durables but are generally
not deprived or behind in paying bills because of their
sophisticated budgeting strategies. Though some work part
time, half of this group are currently out of work, but their
qualification rates are good; most see unemployment as a
temporary problem and they have a strong work ethic. They
have few physical health problems, but a third have mental
health needs (often associated with guilt about being unable
to provide for their children).
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Working age households without children

New poor This group makes up over a quarter of childless
working-age households. Households tend to contain multiple
adults, often headed by people in their 50s. They fare well
across the vast majority of indicators: most own their homes,
many have a degree, and they report little financial stress, but
between half and two-thirds are unemployed. The neighbour-
hoods they live in are the least deprived of the poverty groups.
It is possible these households might be middle-aged couples
with adult children still living at home, who have been made
redundant recently or who are self-employed and experiencing
a dip in income associated with the economic downturn

- similar to the grafters.

Insecure singles This group accounts for just over one in five of
all childless, working-age households with low incomes. These
are overwhelmingly single adult households, predominantly
renting their homes, whether in private or social housing.
Members of this group tend to be deprived and lack consumer
durables, and are often behind with paying their bills. They
report struggling financially, live in the most deprived neigh-
bourhoods of our groups, struggle to heat their home, do not
have a car and are usually unemployed. They have the lowest
skills levels of all of the childless groups and have the highest
rates of physical and mental health problems.

Stressed groups Just over one in five childless working-age
households are in this group. These households are likely to be
non-white British, and are primarily social renters living in the
most deprived areas. Almost all contain multiple adults, and
are at higher risk of overcrowding and fuel poverty than other
groups. Qualification levels vary but employment levels are
low, and those in this group are most likely of all childless
groups to be behind in paying their bills. These households
may well be extended family, blighted by low employment and
without the coping strategies associated with those families
able to budget effectively and manage on very low incomes.
One man bands This single adult group accounts for 15 per cent
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of childless working-age households with low incomes. Their
typical profile is non-white British males under 30 who are
renting. Although they have some of the lowest incomes and
lack material goods, they manage to pay their bills on time and
feel they are generally coping financially. Physical and mental
health problems are not prevalent in the group, and there is an
even spread of qualifications, but more than half of this group
are out of work. Although they lack family support, they are
active in the community and are politically engaged.

Empty nesters This is the smallest group, accounting for just
over one in ten childless working-age households. These single
adults are mainly in their 50s with some of the lowest incomes,
but they say they are not struggling financially. They are
equally likely to be unemployed as to be employed full time.
They are comparatively well off in many domains; all own cars,
most own their homes and live in less deprived neighbour-
hoods, and many have a degree. This group are likely to be
cither recently early retirees, leaving well-paid jobs perhaps
through early redundancy, or divorcees with savings and assets
to draw from.

Pensioner types

Stoics This is the largest group, accounting for around a third
of pensioners living on low income. The group consists of
mainly female pensioners living alone, and contains the oldest
pensioners. They lack typical consumer durables, and do not
have a car. They also have high levels of physical health
problems among pensioners with low incomes. At 48 per cent
of the group, their level of home ownership is second lowest of
all of these poverty types. They also have the lowest level of
family support. Despite their material deprivation and very low
income, most report that they are not struggling financially and
very few are behind in paying their bills or report struggling to
heat their homes.

Coping couples This is the second largest pensioner group
(23 per cent of pensioners living with low incomes), and
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consists mostly of pensioner couples, who have very low
incomes, but experience very little material disadvantage
(because of their savings and assets). Almost all own their own
homes (unmortgaged), and at least one car. They have some
physical health issues, but very few mental health issues, are
highly qualified and tend to live in the least deprived neigh-
bourhoods. They have good, regular contact with their
families, and are interested in politics. This group is likely to
consist of outgoing, active and articulate couples who have
healthy savings as a result of having had good jobs in their
working years. However, their very low incomes suggest that
(like many older people) they are under-pensioned, which is
what places them below the poverty line.

Cheerful grans Around one in five low-income pensioners
experience this type of poverty. This group all live alone,
and are mostly women. They lack some durables, but — like
coping couples — live in less deprived neighbourhoods, and
are likely to own their own homes. They are much healthier
(mentally and physically) than the other pensioners with low
incomes, and are the most likely of the pensioner groups to
own a car. They are the second most likely group to have a
high level of qualification, and are most likely to say they are
living comfortably.

Trouble shared This group accounts for around 18 per cent

of pensioners living on low income, consisting of couples

who lack some durables and live in more deprived neighbour-
hoods. Although their income (like that of comfortable
widows) is slightly higher than that of other groups and they
are on or around the poverty line, they are more likely to rent
(27 per cent of them do). Therefore they have lower disposable
income, perhaps explaining why they have greater material
disadvantage and report experiencing more financial difficul-
ties than others with similar incomes. They also have the
second worst mental health of all the pensioner groups. It is
likely that those in this group were less able to accumulate
assets during their working life (because of lower qualification
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levels), and they are less likely to own a car, home and
material goods than the ‘coping couples’.

The left alone This is the smallest pensioner group (8 per cent
of low-income pensioners). Those in this group live alone and
have very low incomes. They are extremely deprived on
material and lifestyle measures, and most likely to struggle to
pay their bills and keep their homes warm. Along with the
stoics, they are most likely to rent, with half renters and half
owners. Within the group there are extremely high rates of
physical and mental health problems, the highest of all of the
pensioner groups. They live in deprived neighbourhoods and,
unsurprisingly, report that they find it difficult to cope
financially. On the other hand, they also experience the
highest level of social support from their neighbours among
the pensioner groups.

The implications of these findings

Child poverty

Because of our time and resource constraints, we decided to
carry out qualitative research only in the child poverty cohort.
This gave us an additional level of insight with which we could
develop an overview of a toolkit for each of the five types.
These explained how each group might be identified through
their service use or appearance on datasets, and how existing
resources might be harnessed to help each group before any
new resources were committed.

When considering the grafters, we focused on the
importance of predistribution to make work pay, and the need
for lighter touch forms of welfare to work to assist the recently
redundant who already had the skills, experience and motiva-
tion to get back into the labour market quickly. We also
reflected on the value of start-up and small business support
for those in all sub-groups who would be well placed to start
their own businesses, and discussed the risk that this group
might develop more entrenched poverty if left on very low
incomes for too long.
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We identified the shortage of appropriate and affordable
housing for the big families in the full house families group,
in places where jobs were easier to find, and discussed the
need to invest in the deprived areas in which these families live.
Harnessing these families’ dissatisfaction with their local areas
could be one way of encouraging community activity. Childcare
was also an important service for this group.

We identified social housing providers as key partners in
reaching and helping pressured parents. They should be co-
opted as a partner in supporting health needs, improving
employment outcomes and tackling material deprivation. Joint
working opportunities might be to bring adult skills, health
outreach and debt and budgeting advice services into social
housing locations to help this group tackle their problems on all
fronts simultaneously. Improving carer support services, with
the objective of improving carers’ own health and facilitating
their access to employment, is another key investment priority.

Vulnerable mothers need simultaneous and coordinated
delivery on all fronts — health, education, housing, childcare
and debt advice — and new investment might best be spent in
bringing existing services together or in creating a new
combined service, for example, bespoke employment support
for those with poor skills and mental health needs, which also
offers creche services. The type of joined-up health, adult
education and childcare on offer from children’s centres would
be very useful for this group.

Managing mothers find childcare a barrier to working
more hours or pursuing job progression, so encouraging
employers to link to childcare for older children is one way
of joining up thinking to help this group in particular.

Using employers to encourage healthy living and mental
health (stress, anxiety and depression) support and ensuring
wages properly reward managing mothers — who have long
work histories and good qualifications but may be working
part time — will also be key.

The policy activities we outline for the child poverty groups
might be seen as falling into two categories. The first form of
intervention is economic, linked to childcare, predistribution to
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make work pay, and some more rapid but lighter touch
assistance to help well-skilled and experienced groups return
to work quickly before their hardship becomes entrenched.

These groups (the grafters and managing mothers, and
potentially the full house families) might be deemed the ‘easiest
to help’, but in the current policy environment and with limited
resources, they are often overlooked by policymakers because
they are seen to be ‘getting by’. We would suggest, given the
state of the economy, that the Government should not be
complacent about these groups’ ability to lift themselves out of
poverty unassisted. The ability to ‘get by’ may not last forever,
and our findings clearly suggest there is a link between more
entrenched poverty and wider social problems.

The second form of intervention is economic and social,
requiring multi-agency and whole family support for pressured
parents and vulnerable mothers. The complex interaction
between cause and effect for these groups on low income
makes it very difficult to select one issue to resolve — poor
housing might feed poor health, which undermines the ability
to work, which exacerbates poor mental health, which in turn
lowers job prospects. It is important, therefore, to tackle
simultaneously these groups’ multiple and varied problems,
which is resource intensive.

Nonetheless, resources have already been committed
to undertaking such work with these groups. There is a clear
policy focus — not to mention a commitment by most public
services and charities — to help the most in need, as a result
of prioritising the deployment of scarce resources. We suggest
that evidence-based and strategic coordination of existing
interventions — which these findings could help guide — will
facilitate a more effective use of resources and achieve greater
bang for the Government’s buck.

Households without children and pensioner households

While we do not have the qualitative insights in these two
cohorts as we do with our child poverty types, the quantitative
data still provide us with a rich source of information with
which we can begin to create a picture about these groups’ lives.
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To draw out a fuller range of policy implications and
suggestions for how each type might be tackled it would be
necessary to undertake a more robust analysis.

Nonetheless, some early indicators arising from these
findings are already interesting — for example, there seem to
be similar themes across all three cohorts — at least one newly
poor-type group appears in each cohort, as do very similar
single and couple households (either both coping better, or
both struggling). The same conclusions made about child
poverty — the difference between economic and social
problems dividing the groups — can be applied to the other
two cohorts, and there is a clear division between the ‘copers’
and ‘strugglers’ in facing multiple problems and in their poor
resilience in the face of hardship. It seems clear that people’s
carlier lives dictate their ability to cope with poverty in the
present — their work history, qualifications, earlier income
and life experiences all build financial and emotional
resilience to low income — and by examining people’s earlier
lives it is possible to predict those households not only ‘at
risk of poverty’ but also those least resilient and therefore
most at risk of the negative effects of poverty.

Employability was a crucial issue for almost all childless
households, with four of the five groups having no significant
barriers to work other than a difficult labour market
disadvantaging those with less experience or fewer
qualifications, or living in areas with scarce jobs. Only one
- the insecure singles — could be seen to require substantial
help with education, health and housing before they were
able to work. This chimes with the fact that childless
household poverty is the fastest growing poverty group in
the country — with people being pushed below the poverty
line because of the economic climate. Although some in these
groups have the assets and resilience to cope with a
temporary period of low income before lifting themselves out
of poverty, others (particularly those who had hitherto been
just above the poverty line) might struggle with a lack of
assets, skills and the coping strategies needed to fend off
hardship while on very low incomes. Given the state of the
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economy and sluggish labour market, the Government
should again not entirely overlook those groups who may
be ‘coping’ — for now — with their low incomes, but consider
different types of support needed that focus on economic
rather than social needs per se.

For the pensioners on low income, we can distinguish
between those with low incomes but higher assets, which are
currently protecting them from the excesses of deprivation
and hardship; those with some material deprivation but who
are coping; and those with significant deprivation who are
not coping well at all. These also seem to correlate with
decreasing levels of physical and mental health. It will be
important to ensure that those currently doing better than
other groups are able to delay hardship and poor health
through healthy ageing and financial products to protect
their assets or sustain their incomes into later old age.
Simply increasing the income of the more vulnerable groups
will be insufficient, and tackling health and housing issues
are perhaps — for this cohort — more important.

The challenges of local data

In section 2 we reflect on the way in which poverty has been
tackled at local level. In the past local authorities have been
charged with carrying out programmes requiring local joint
working and information sharing. These include Total Place
and family intervention projects, most recently the troubled
families agenda and the Child Poverty Strategy.

A major barrier to success in all of these programmes
has been the limitations of local level data. In order to
replicate our national analysis at local level, a local authority
would need a household panel survey of the local population,
covering all 20 indicators in our model. The only one we know
of is the Newham Household Panel Survey. Alternatively, a
local authority would need to bring together a variety of
different datasets in order to cover the indicators, and these
would all have to be matched at household level. In reality, it
would be possible for a similar level of insight to be generated
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by using a narrower set of the most important indicators,
which we identify in chapter 3.

Nonetheless, even with a narrower and more
manageable range of indicators, the collection and matching
of data to identify specific households is phenomenally
difficult. On the practical side, local datasets are very rarely
broken down to household level. They might variously be
borough wide, at ward level, at super-output level, or at
postcode level, and matching these different sets of data to
any common level — let alone to household level - is almost
impossible without a significant amount of resources. Yet
such an exercise is a central tool of almost everything local
authorities try to do — from combating poverty and other
social problems to better targeting their services and
commissioning strategies.

Even if this endeavour were practically possible
(and we describe in chapters 6 and 7 some impressive attempts
to achieve this level of household level understanding), local
authorities are often thwarted by data protection and data-
sharing regulation. In order for organisations to share data
that enable another organisation to identify their subjects,
consent must be given by those subjects. This makes the
sharing of data to identify households very difficult, as consent
is hard to get after (sometimes years after) the information has
been collected.

However, the Social Justice Strategy, identifying the need
to tackle troubled families at local level, has paved the way for
overcoming data-sharing problems. In the Welfare Reform Act
2012 the Government changed the legislation to allow the
Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) to share its data on
benefits claimants with local authorities, with the express
purpose of identifying troubled families.

Local practitioners have been requesting this
information from the DWP for years in order to tackle local
issues, often related to poverty, but their requests had been
refused. Now that the Government has changed the law in
this one instance, it is possible that further opportunities for
similar sharing might arise. Our findings suggest that such
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data sharing is vital if local authorities are to tackle poverty
effectively. A lack of household level data is a fundamental
obstacle to multi-agency working to help families in poverty,
and the Government cannot expect to meet national poverty
targets while local authorities are stymied by poor data and
obstructive data-sharing rules.

The findings from our pilots

In the absence of local data at household level covering all 20
of our indicators, we established a local methodology in order
to identify local groups on low income, marrying available
data with our national analysis.

To do this, with the help of the local authorities of
Camden, Wirral and Wakefield, we gathered all of the data
available relating to as many of the 20 indicators in our
poverty model as possible, and identified the indicators which
seemed particularly problematic for the area (for example,
much higher than average sickness benefit claims; much higher
than average overcrowding). We then compared these flagged
indicators with our poverty groups and isolated where there
was the largest overlap.

For example, if local authority A has:

- small households with single parents

- problems of social isolation

- high rates of mental health problems

- mixed skill rates and mixed labour market

it is likely that local authority A will have managing mothers
in the area.

The limitations of this approach means we can only state
that local authority A is likely to have managing mothers, and
we do not know if it has predominantly managing mothers or
if it has a low-income group that is wholly different from all of
the national average groups we have identified.

We then tested this process by asking the local authorities
and a range of local agencies and service providers whether the



Executive summary

groups we thought would be common locally (based on local
data) ‘sounded like’ the types of families they encountered and
helped daily.

We then refined further these local types with these
stakeholders’ insights before using them to develop local
toolkits — suggesting ways in which such groups might be
identified, targeted and helped with existing and new local
resources and joint working, based on the toolkit model
outlined above.

This process gave us invaluable insights into how local
authorities currently work to tackle poverty — we saw at first
hand the challenges associated with matching local data, and
found most the data available were from the 2001 Census or
other out-dated studies, and that often this provided borough-
wide averages. In spite of this, we heard of pioneering ways in
which local authorities were overcoming these challenges by
developing small-scale data collection projects as well as
comprehensive matching strategies to provide as detailed an
insight as was possible with the data available. We also heard
of several instances of multi-agency working, between health,
education, housing and children’s services, and across the
statutory and voluntary sectors, where it was recognised that
these agencies were supporting the same families and an
opportunity to reduce duplication and coordinate efforts arose.
Nonetheless, it was clear that an evidence-based strategy to
guide a more systematic approach to joint working and
information sharing would be the best way for local authorities
to tackle local poverty and the wide range of social problems
connected to it.

While replicating our national analysis would be beyond
the reach of most local authorities because of the limitations of
local data and data sharing, we realised that local authorities
could follow the process we undertook in the local pilots
- bringing together different local data sources, matching
them to national groups and then using the policy and practice
insights described in this report to guide local thinking on
how to help different local groups on low income. Moreover,
this could be achieved using a less comprehensive range of
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indicators: instead of attempting to gather data across the full
20 indicators we have used — which might be a challenge
— local authorities could use a smaller group of ‘key indicators’,
identified as the most prominent in our quantitative analysis
and highlighted through our qualitative analysis. These could
then be verified using local authorities’ own investigations with
front-line practitioners in the statutory and voluntary sectors.
This more limited process would still generate valuable
local insights to create a local toolkit, which would in turn
make more effective use of ever more limited resources by
reducing duplication of effort and highlighting the most
effective ways of tackling poverty. It would also raise aware-
ness of poverty as a multi-faceted problem: rather than poverty
being one organisation’s responsibility, a toolkit could create a
sense of joint ‘ownership’ of tackling poverty locally, with each
agency — from the GP to the nursery to the urban planner
- recognising they have a role to play.

Conclusions and recommendations

This project sought to create a new model to analyse poverty in
a multi-dimensional way, which would be helpful to encourage
policymakers and practitioners to move from a one-size-fits-all
approach (usually focusing on improving income) to a more
nuanced and multi-faceted approach — based on the lived
experience of people actually on low income. The model is an
entirely new way of understanding poverty, and is in itself of as
much interest as the findings it has generated.

Recommendations

First and foremost, we recommend that the findings generated
by this model are used to guide the Child Poverty Strategy
and the approach used to influence poverty strategies at
national and local level. Looking at different ‘types’ of
poverty, requiring different approaches to tackle them, is an
entirely new way of thinking about poverty and can prompt
new joint working and partnerships in agencies that might
have not considered coming together before. Those groups
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identified in our analysis as having multiple social problems
and entrenched low income require substantial and resource
intensive help. Nonetheless, policymakers cannot overlook
those groups that appear to have fewer disadvantages, for
example, the ‘recently poor’ groups (new poor and some of the
grafters), as targeted and timely intervention might prevent
those in these groups from developing a wide range of social
problems. Our analysis suggests that a short-term response and
longer-term ‘invest to save’ strategies are both needed.

Second, we recommend that the model itself is given
careful consideration by national policymakers as they consult
on a new multi-dimensional measure of poverty. This model,
and the process we went through to develop it, will be
instructive to teams in the DWP and Child Poverty Unit as
they develop their own measure. We believe our analysis will
be compatible with and act as a way of enriching the measure
the Government decides on following the consultation process.

Third, we urge the Government to help local authorities
tackle the problems they encounter with the collection and
sharing of local data. Many local authorities and practitioners
felt the funding to assist them with this had been
discontinued, which was thwarting their attempts to tackle a
range of social and economic problems. As greater
responsibility is passed to local authorities for the wellbeing of
their local populations, the Government must ensure the
infrastructure is in place to enable them to do this. A central
plank of this infrastructure is a databank providing a clear
understanding of the nature and scale of local problems in
order to inform strategy. Currently, the Census provides the
most comprehensive source of data for local authorities on
their local populations, and in our pilots the 2001 Census was
often the most up-to-date source available for comparing local
areas’ performance across the majority of our poverty
indicators. People we spoke to in many local authorities
throughout our research were awaiting the next wave of
Census results, which is being released in stages over the next
year.'? This will provide all local authorities with recent data
relating to a wide range of poverty indicators, but
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confidentiality prevents personal information or addresses
being disclosed, making it difficult to use as a means of
combating poverty at household level.

Fourth, and related to our third recommendation, we
suggest that the Government should use the Welfare Reform
Act 2012 data-sharing powers related to troubled families as a
test run to help local authorities tackle child poverty. We
recognise that troubled families are a priority, given the
resource intensive nature of the support they require.
Nonetheless, it is important to remember that troubled families
belong in a wider in-poverty population, that poverty
underpins these families’ difficulties, and that other groups on
low income need assistance too. Without the tools to identify
these households, local authorities will be unable to provide
the early help needed to prevent the disadvantage of these
families becoming entrenched and national child poverty
targets will remain out of reach.

If the Government wants to tackle the social problems
associated with entrenched, multiple deprivation and hardship,
it cannot only focus on families in this situation at the present
time. It must also look ahead at those groups which are at risk
of these problems. Our findings help identify those groups
nationally, and suggest ways in which existing resources might
be combined to help these families in the most cost-effective
way. But only with improved data sharing will local authorities
be able to identify and reach these households to deploy
effective strategies.



39

Poverty in perspective:
in graphics



Poverty in perspective

Example ring of indicators

41

S @ 8 1

Renting Low Lacking Lone adult
participation material goods  households

ff [ v A

Carer for Low/no Lifestyle Overcrowding
a child qualifications  deprivation
° o
£f X @&
Low Behind Limited Lack of
income on bills car access family support
I ™
Physical Mental Deprived Financial
ill health ill health neighbourhood worries
e & Ny
\x/ = Y
Disinterest Lack of Low/no Fuel
in politics  neighbourhood employment poverty

support



Poverty in perspective

The poverty types

This research aims to improve our understanding of the
different ways that people experience poverty — and the
different combinations of factors that are involved in these
different experiences.

By looking at the interaction between 20 separate
indicators (spanning health, education, housing, social and
material resources), our analysis has identified 15 main ‘types’
of poverty that are experienced in Britain today, across three
separate life stages: families with children, childless working
age adults, and pensioners.

Developing this understanding of the combinations of
features that occur in low-income households is not just an
academic exercise — it can help drive a better response to
poverty by improving our understanding of the ways that
people experience poverty by examining their lives as a whole,
and providing an evidence base for bringing different services
together to tackle poverty more effectively, rather than treating
separate issues in isolation.

Guide to reading the graphics

The graphics contained in this section give an overview of each
of the 15 poverty types in turn, grouped according to the three
life stages that we examined (working age parents, working
age non—parents and pensioners). Each graphic shows how
that particular group experiences all 20 of the dimensions of
poverty, to give an overall impression of their lives. The sample
diagram below explains how to read the information contained
in the graphics.

- The ring of indicators corresponds to the 20 poverty
dimensions (see overleaf).

Each of the bars extending outwards shows how strongly
associated each indicator is with that poverty type. A longer
bar indicates a stronger association.

Interactive versions of the child poverty graphics can also
be found on this website www.demos.co.uk/poverty/index.
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Child poverty - Grafters

This group makes up the largest proportion (31 per cent) of
families in poverty.

The vast majority of households in this group contain
more than one adult. Households in this group have low
incomes but perform well across the other indicators. They
tend to be homeowners, have high levels of qualification and
employment, are not short of material goods, and report that
they are coping financially. They live in the least deprived
neighbourhoods and are likely to be engaged in community
activity and politics.
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Child poverty - Full house families
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Child poverty - Pressured parents

Just over one in five families in poverty (22 per cent) fit into
this group.

These tend to be very large households, containing
multiple adults and young children. Members of this group are
more likely to be from Asian and other BME backgrounds,
many without English as a first language. They are able to heat
their homes and are not behind on bills, but housing
conditions are more likely to be overcrowded. Their
qualifications range from low to degree level, but their rate of
employment is low, with only one or two family members in
work. The live in deprived but reasonably supportive
neighbourhoods, and get more support from families.

This group accounts for just over one in five (21 per cent) of
families in poverty.

Living predominantly in rental properties — more often
social than private — these families have a range of incomes
but are extremely deprived on lifestyle as well as material meas-
ures. They tend to have poor physical and mental health, low
skills, and low rates of employment. They are also more likely
to be caring for a child with a health condition or disability.
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Child poverty - Vulnerable mothers Child poverty - Managing mothers

Just under a fifth of families in poverty (18 per cent) fall into This entirely single-parent group makes up the smallest
this group. proportion of poor families (8 per cent of the total).

Group members are extremely likely to be single parents The majority feel they are ‘just about getting by’
- mostly young single mothers under 24, with babies and/or financially. They lack some consumer durables but are
young children. They are most likely to be renting — generally generally not deprived or behind on bills. Though some work
from councils or housing associations. Families in this group part-time, half of this group are currently out of work. They
are the most deprived and are highly likely to lack consumer have few physical health problems, but a third have mental
durables and be behind on bill payments. They are also the health conditions.

most likely to want, but not be able to afford, to make regular
savings. Despite living in supportive neighbourhoods, they are
the most disengaged from community life on other indicators,
such as political engagement and community participation.
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Working age without children - New poor

This group makes up over a quarter of childless working age
households.

Households tend to contain multiple adults, often headed
by people in their 50s, though there are also some under gos.
They fare well across the vast majority of indicators. Most own
their homes, many have a degree, and they report little
financial stress. The neighbourhoods they live in are both the
least deprived and the least supportive, and this group scores
low for participation.
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Working age without children - Insecure singles

This group accounts for just over one in five of all childless,
working age households in poverty.

These are overwhelmingly single adult households,
predominantly renting their homes, whether in private or
social housing. Members of this group tend to be deprived and
lack consumer durables, and are often behind with paying
their bills. They report struggling financially, and the majority
are unemployed. They are highly likely to experience physical
and mental health problems. They live in the most deprived
neighbourhoods and receive mixed levels of support from
neighbours and family.
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Working age without children - Stressed groups

Just over one in five childless working age households are in
this group.

These households are more likely to be non-White British,
and are often social renters. Almost all contain multiple adults,
and they are at higher risk of overcrowding and fuel poverty.
Qualification levels vary in this group but employment levels
are low, and households struggle to pay bills or to afford some
goods. They have reasonable physical health, but are much
more likely to have a mental health condition. While both
neighbourhood and family support networks are strong, group
members tend towards low participation and have little interest
in politics.
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Working age without children - One man bands

This single adult group accounts for 15 per cent of the childless
working age lifestage.

Their typical profile is non-White British males under 30.
Although they have some of the lowest incomes and lack
material goods, they manage to pay their bills on time and are
generally coping financially. Physical and mental health
problems are not prevalent in the group. There is an even
spread of qualifications, but more than half of this group are
out of work. Although they lack family support, they are active
in the community and are politically engaged.
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Working age without children - Empty nesters
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Pensioner poverty - Stoics

This is the smallest group, accounting for just over one in ten
childless working age households.

These are single adults with some of the lowest incomes,
but they are not struggling financially. They are equally likely
to be unemployed as to be employed full-time. They are
comparatively well off in many domains; all own cars, most
own homes and live in less deprived neighbourhoods, and
many have a degree. What they lack in neighbourhood support
they make up in frequent contact with their families and
community participation.

This is the largest pensioner poverty group, accounting for
around a third of pensioners living in poverty.

The group consists of pensioners living alone, is mostly
female, and contains the oldest pensioners. Though they are
not missing out on common life experiences nor are they
behind on bills, many are lacking typical consumer durables.
Half are renters. They have high levels of physical health
problems. Most have no qualifications, and are living in more
deprived neighbourhoods. Despite this, most report that they
are not struggling financially.



Poverty in perspective

Pensioner poverty - Coping couples
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Pensioner poverty - Cheerful grans

This is the second largest pensioner group (23 per cent of
low-income pensioners).

This groups consists mostly of pensioner couples, who
have extremely low incomes, but experience very little
disadvantage. They are likely to own their homes, and at least
one car. They have some physical health issues, but very few
mental health issues, are highly qualified and tend to live in
the least deprived neighbourhoods.

Around one-in-five low-income pensioners experience this type
of poverty.

This group mostly consists of female pensioners, and all
members of the group live alone. They lack some durables, but
live in less deprived neighbourhoods, and are likely to own
their own homes. They experience much better physical and
mental health than other pensioner types.
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Pensioner poverty - Trouble shared

57

Pensioner poverty - Left alone

This group accounts for around 18 per cent of pensioners living
in poverty.

This is a group consisting of pensioner couples - they are
lacking some durables, and live in more deprived
neighbourhoods, where they are more likely to own their home
than rent. They report experiencing financial difficulties, and
have some physical and mental health problems.

This is the smallest pensioner poverty group (8 per cent of
low-income pensioners).

Living alone, this group is extremely deprived on both
material and lifestyle measures, and struggle to pay their bills.
Half are renters and half owners, they have high levels of fuel
poverty. Within the group there are extremely high rates of
physical and mental health problems and low levels of
qualification. Members are struggling financially and live in
deprived neighbourhoods.
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SECTION 1.
National Poverty
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1 Policy background

Introduction

Poverty is the most pressing social problem of our time. It is
widely recognised that millions of people in the UK today have
a poor quality of life, poor housing, few job prospects and little
or no protection from the financial shocks which are all too
common in the current economic climate, such as redundancy
or increases in fuel or food prices. Policymakers also recognise
that millions of people suffer from poor educational and health
outcomes, and a wider problem of poor life chances. And yet,
while no one denies the scale or seriousness of the problem, few
agree on how to define it. These problems have variously been
defined as poverty, inequality, social exclusion, life chances and
other terms — which have only served to undermine the
coherence of policies and strategies to tackle them.

Rather than seeing these various social problems as part
of a larger, interrelated whole, policymakers have in the past
attempted to address one or two of these issues within specific
departmental remits.

The current government, having launched the Field
review of poverty and life chances, Graham Allen’s review of
early intervention, and the Social Mobility Strategy, seems to
be pursuing a similar course of action."” Yet this approach
may leave many individuals and families — particularly those
experiencing multiple disadvantages — with disjointed and
ultimately ineffective support. It also fails to recognise that
the whole is greater than the sum of its parts — that the
combination and interaction of several forms of disadvantage
is an important phenomenon in and of itself, which cannot
be tackled by addressing one of the other component
disadvantages in isolation.

Considering social disadvantage in all its guises in a
holistic way requires a single, coherent definition and
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description. Of all the terms in use, ‘poverty’ is perhaps the
broadest and most accessible. However, poverty itself is a
problematic concept. While several attempts have been made to
define and measure it, no single, universally accepted definition
has emerged, nor consensus on how it should be measured.

As a result, poverty in the UK is defined and talked about
differently by different political traditions at different times
— but it is overwhelmingly focused on a measure of income.
We know that around 10 million people — around a sixth (16 per
cent) of the population — in the UK live in households with
below the 60 per cent low-income threshold before deducting
housing costs, which is the widely accepted level of poverty in
the UK today. There are around 2.3 million children growing up
below the poverty line before taking into account housing costs.

Yet this narrow approach has a number of disadvantages.
The lived experience of those on low income is much more than
a monetary phenomenon. It is a complex, multi-dimensional
experience, which involves people’s health, housing, educational
and social opportunities, and other factors. As outlined above,
some of these will be recognised in isolation as part of the life
chances or social exclusion agendas, but it is the cumulative
experience of multiple aspects of poverty that has the greatest
impact on people’s quality of life. Therefore a definition based
on income alone is far too narrow, and as a result, is likely to:

- underestimate the full impact of poverty in the UK on people’s
wellbeing and quality of life

- fail to recognise different forms of poverty — which may include
low income, but may be exacerbated by other factors (for
example poor health) — and the cumulative impact of several
forms of disadvantage that a person might experience

- treat those defined as ‘in poverty’ as a homogenous group,
rather than considering sub-groups whose members may be
facing multiple disadvantage and may therefore find it more
difficult to escape poverty

- critically limit the way in which poverty is addressed — a narrow,
income-based definition will inevitably result in a narrow,
income-based solution

63

Our review of evidence, the findings of which were
published in our report 3D Poverty,'* suggests that this last
point has been particularly problematic, as the most obvious
income-based ‘solution’ to poverty — employment — has led to
an increase in in-work poverty with fewer attempts to ensure
that those in low-paid and low-skilled jobs can improve their
position through improving skills, financial capability,
housing stability and so on, or to boost wages relative to
living costs. Again, this demonstrates how policymakers tend
to separate a particular aspect of the problem (low income)
and address it in isolation, critically undermining its
effectiveness in alleviating poverty as they overlook other
closely related issues.

The predominant income-based definition of poverty
has an additional weakness — it is poorly understood by the
public and policymakers. As our primary research with the
public demonstrated, the definition of poverty as applying
to those who have ‘below 60 per cent of median income’
cannot be translated into real-life circumstances or visual-
ised. In short, while families recognise when they are
struggling financially, few people understand what having
less than 60 per cent of median income, and therefore being
technically ‘in poverty’, involves in real life. Therefore
people in those groups which are in poverty (according to
the 60 per cent measure) may not be easily identified by the
front-line practitioners or third sector organisations set up
to help them.

This report is the culmination of a stream of work which
began with the publication of 3§D Poverty in 2010."® This report
explored how the public and policymakers perceived the
current way in which we measure poverty in the UK, the level
of understanding of the relative and absolute poverty lines,
and opinions of other measures that are already available in
the UK (for example material deprivation, social exclusion
and disadvantage measures) as well as multi-dimensional
measures of poverty used in other countries.

We concluded that while the current relative poverty line
is important for its transparency and ease of use, it is not
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sufficient to develop policies to tackle poverty. We realised
there remained a significant gap in the field for an accessible
and usable analytical tool to understand poverty — one that:

- recognises the importance of multiple dimensions of
poverty and the fact that they interact with one another at a
household level, to either mitigate or exacerbate the negative
effects of poverty

- is easily understood by the public, policymakers and
practitioners because it resonates with ‘real life’ — it can be
casily visualised as different lifestyles, rather than an abstract
or numerical concept

- most importantly, can be used to help create a tool to combat
poverty

This report presents such a model, which Demos and
NatCen have been developing for over a year. This new model
is unlike other multi-dimensional measures and analyses, in
that we have applied a set of 20 indicators to a large household
panel survey (Understanding Society: The UK Household
Longitudinal Study, covering 40,000 households) and
identified which combinations of indicators cluster most
frequently together. We are not redefining poverty, or
measuring it in a new way. Instead, we are applying a new
model of analysis to the low-income population (using the
existing income-based poverty line) to better understand the
lived experience of poverty and generate new insights into how
to tackle it. We are now able to describe 15 distinct types of
poverty, characterised by a unique interaction of 20 indicators,
across three cohorts: households with and without children,
and pensioner households.

We have also developed a new website to present our
findings in a more accessible way, which can be found at
www.demos.co.uk/poverty/index. NatCen’s report Exploring
Multi-Dimensional Poverty: A research methodology to create
poverty typologies presents in greater detail the findings from
the quantitative analysis of Understanding Society and the
related qualitative study.'®
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Before presenting the findings of this analysis and the
implications for policy and practice, we begin with a brief
overview of the policy background in which we began our
work, and which has developed over the course of this project.

Poverty trends

Despite rising slightly immediately before and during the
2008 recession, poverty — particularly child poverty, defined
as poverty in a household where a child or children are
living — has generally been falling in recent decades. Box 2
explains the poverty thresholds used most widely by the
UK Government.

Box 2 The poverty thresholds

The poverty line most widely used by the EU, the UK
Government and politicians is 60 per cent of the median in-
come before taking into account housing costs. Therefore, when
people talk about the number of people in poverty they are
usually referring to the population who live on incomes below
this line.

However, there are several other lines also in use to
provide additional insight — for example, the measures 70 per
cent and 50 per cent of the median income are also used, as are
lines before and afier taking into account housing costs to
identify disposable income. This has changed over time, with
different definitions of relative poverty being used. The com-
monly accepted definitions were, until recently:

- relative income poverty: households living below 60 per cent of
median income, before taking into account housing costs

- absolute income poverty: households living below 60 per cent
of the median income in 1998/99, uprated each year in line
with prices

Howeuver, the Child Poverty Act 2010 updated the abso-
lute poverty line to be households living below 60 per cent of the
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median income in 2010, uprated each year in line with prices.
In 2010, the relative and absolute poverty lines in the UK were
the same. The Child Poverty Act also introduced a further line
when assessing the level of child poverty: ‘A combined income
and low-income benchmark: households living below 70 per
cent of the median income and in material deprivation.’

Figure2  Poverty trends for UK population, 1998/9 - 2010/
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Figure 2 shows how income poverty has changed in
recent years. The number of individuals classified as living in
poverty rose dramatically from the mid-1980s, peaking in the
early 1990s before beginning to decline. Between 1997/98 and
2004/05, the Labour Government under Tony Blair is credited
with overseeing the longest year-on-year decline in poverty
since the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) consistent time
series began in 1961."® In the three years approaching the
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financial crisis of 2008, levels of poverty rose — since 2008/09,
relative poverty has fallen for three consecutive years.

Successive governments have made the focus of their
efforts to combat poverty eliminating child poverty, which
measures the number of children living in households below
the 60 per cent of median income threshold, and it is worth
a separate exploration of figures relating to child poverty
(see figure 3).

Figure3  Poverty trends for children in the UK, 1998/9-2010/11
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In 2010/11, 2.3 million (18 per cent) of children were living

in relative poverty before taking into account housing costs,
and 3.6 million (27 per cent) after taking into account housing
costs; both of these figures are lower than the previous year,
the third successive year-on-year decrease.



Policy background

Digging below these figures to explore the characteris-
tics of those families experiencing poverty reveals that the
number of children in poverty living in households where at
least one adult member is in work is increasing. The Joseph
Rowntree Foundation’s Monitoring Poverty and Social
Exclusion series for 2008/092° found that, for the first time,
more than half (58 per cent) of all children in poverty were
living in households where at least one adult was in work
- despite unemployment rising over the same period. This
proportion has continued to rise and by 2010/11 had reached
61 per cent.?

This is a worrying figure for the Coalition Government,
whose rhetoric around work and poverty suggests that the
two are mutually exclusive. However, in March 2012, a report
published by the Building and Social Housing Federation
showed that 95 per cent of new Housing Benefit claims made
between January 2010 and December 2011 were made by
households where at least one adult was in work (279,000 out
of 300,000 extra claimants).?? This suggests that the
Government will be unable to reduce the welfare bill simply
by moving more people into work.

In other groups, there has been a significant decline in
pensioner poverty over the past few years, which is now at its
lowest level since 1984, following a sharp rise during the late
1980s. In 2010/11, 2 million pensioners were living in poverty
before taking into account housing costs (17 per cent), and 1.7
million after taking into account housing costs (14 per cent).

The group that has fared least well is working-age
adults without dependent children. Relative poverty among
this group has been creeping up over time, and in 2009/10
reached its highest level ever recorded (since 1961). Relative
poverty levels among childless adults of working age
remained broadly unchanged in 2010/11, showing only a very
slight decrease on the previous year. In 2010/11, there were
3.3 million working-age adults in poverty before taking into
account housing costs (14.6 per cent) and 4.5 million after
taking into account housing costs (19.7 per cent).??
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The poverty outlook

Despite recent falls in the number of people living in poverty,
there is some concern that current government policies will
have the effect of pushing more people into poverty in the
medium and long term. A study carried out by the IFS,
looking ahead over the next decade to forecast levels of child
and working-age poverty, predicted that relative child poverty
would fall in the short term before rising in 2012/13 and
continuing to rise to reach 24 per cent in 2020/21.?* This
suggests that the Government is likely to miss the relative
child poverty target specified in the Child Poverty Act (10 per
cent by 2020/21) by a considerable margin.

The IFS’s analysis considered the impact of all
announced benefits and tax policies, including the Universal
Credit, and found that although the Universal Credit would
act to lift 450,000 children and 600,000 working-age adults
out of relative poverty by 2020/21, over the same period it will
be cancelled out by the impact of tax and benefit changes. The
report concludes that ‘there can be almost no chance of
eradicating child poverty — as defined in the Child Poverty Act
— on current government policy’.?® Table 2 shows the relative
poverty forecasts of the IFS for years 2009/10 to 2020/21.

Table 2 IFS relative poverty forecasts between 2009/10
and 2020/21

Relative poverty Children Working-age Working-age adults
(before housing costs) parents without children

o
e e e e
ovieGe L EE T2 s R
O e s O
20208 26 96 22 7O 37 151

.5

2015/16 2.9 18.5 4.0 15.9
2020/21 3.3 20.0 4.9 17.5

Source: Brewer et al, Child and Working-Age Poverty from 2010 to 202026
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Changes in public perceptions of poverty
In the past two decades public attitudes towards those living in
poverty have hardened. Research into shifts in attitudes since
the early 1990s shows that the public holds mixed views about
poverty and its causes, with rising concern about the rich—poor
divide emerging alongside a hardening of attitudes towards
people in poverty chiming with the political rhetoric of the day.
This was not always the case. In 1983 the Breadline Britain
survey on poverty and social exclusion noted that: ‘since the
mid-1970s people seem to have become more sympathetic to the
plight of the poor’. The most popular reason given for people
living in need in the 1983 survey was ‘too much injustice’,
selected by a third of the candidates: 26 per cent said it was
because ‘it’s an inevitable part of modern progress’, and 23 per
cent because of ‘laziness and lack of willpower’. This contrasted
with answers given to the same question in 1976, when nearly
double (43 per cent) chose laziness and lack of willpower as the
main reason, and only 10 per cent chose injustice. By 1983,
however, 57 per cent were saying that the government was
doing too little to ‘help those who lack those things you have
said are necessities’. Support for reducing inequality was high,
with 74 per cent agreeing that the rich—poor gap was too great,
and 63 per cent in favour of higher taxes on the rich.?” The 1990
Breadline Britain MORI survey found that the trend of
participants having rising sympathy and support for anti-
poverty measures had continued: 40 per cent blamed ‘injustice’
in society for poverty, a rise of 12 per cent, and only 20 per cent
blamed laziness or lack of motivation, a fall of 2 per cent on the
1983 figure and 23 per cent on the 1976 figure. More than
two-thirds (70 per cent) thought the government was doing too
little for the poor, a rise of 13 per cent from 1983. The study also
found that ‘the more interviewees lack necessities, the more they
are likely to blame injustice and the less to blame laziness’.?
Evidence from the British Social Attitudes Survey shows
that support for welfare benefits and redistribution policies
has decreased over the past two decades, despite an increase
in the belief that inequality is too great. The 2009 Survey
found that over half of people thought that benefits were too
high, and that this was preventing people from looking for
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work. Only 23 per cent of people thought that benefits were
too low under the Coalition Government, down from a third
at the start of Labour’s tenure. The rich-poor income gap was
thought to be too wide, with only 20 per cent saying the pay
gap was about right.?® Similarly, in 2010 the Survey found
that only 27 per cent thought the government should spend
more on welfare benefits for the poor, a decrease of 31 per cent
since 1991. The number of people concerned about inequality
was up from 63 per cent in 2004 to 78 per cent,*° but only 36
per cent supported policies to redistribute wealth, compared
with 51 per cent in 1989.3' In the latest British Social Attitudes
Survey, 54 per cent of people thought unemployment benefits
were too high, an increase of g5 percentage points on the 1983
figure. Although three-quarters thought the income gap is too
high, only 35 per cent thought the government should do
more to redistribute income.*? Strikingly, the 2011 survey
found that only 30 per cent of English and 40 per cent of
Scottish people think that taxes should be raised to improve
health, education and social benefits, down from 60 per cent
in both countries a decade earlier.*?

Decreasing support for welfare and redistribution has
been accompanied by an increasing stigma around poverty.
The 2010 British Social Attitudes Survey found that support
for reducing income inequality decreased when words such as
‘poverty’, ‘poor’ and ‘redistribution’ were used directly in the
questions.®** In 2009 a Joseph Rowntree Foundation study on
drivers of attitudes to inequality found that participants’
attitudes were more negative towards people on low incomes
than towards the ‘rich’, which the report linked to the belief
that opportunities are widely available to those who are
motivated (69 per cent agreed), and that benefit recipients do
not go on to contribute to society (46 per cent thought this).

The latest British Social Attitudes Survey found that
negative attitudes towards the poor have increased: more than
one in four people attribute poverty to ‘laziness’, compared
with 15 per cent in the mid-1990s;*® 63 per cent thought that
parents who ‘don’t want to work’ were a reason for child
poverty, with 15 per cent saying it was the ‘main reason’, the
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second highest answer after parents having an ‘alcohol, drug
abuse or other addiction’.*” (It should be noted that support
for reducing child poverty is strong, with 82 per cent of survey
respondents saying it was ‘very important’ to reduce child
poverty, and 79 per cent saying this was a task for central
government.*®) When asked about the reasons for poverty, 38
per cent of participants in 2011 thought that it is an ‘inevitable
part of modern life’,*® up from g4 per cent in 2008 and 32 per
cent in 2003.%° This has been a consistent response since the
survey began, suggesting a level of either apathy or pessimism
regarding the anti-poverty agenda.

Fighting poverty: the policy context

In the ‘prequel’ to this report, 3§D Poverty,”! we considered the
effectiveness of the policy response to poverty from 1997 until
the report’s publication in December 2010. We will briefly
summarise policy directions during this period, before
focusing on the new developments that have taken place since
we published 3D Poverty.

Approaches to tackling poverty, 1997-2010

Poverty was placed firmly on the political agenda by the
previous Labour Government after it was elected in 1997, and
in 1999 Prime Minister Tony Blair made the historic pledge to
halve child poverty by 2010, and eradicate it completely by
2020.*? This pledge set in motion a series of policies aimed at
improving the incomes of families with children and
supporting children from disadvantaged backgrounds to fulfil
their potential.

The primary mechanism used by Labour to achieve this
was changes to the tax and benefits system. Several reforms
were aimed particularly at families with children - including
the introduction of the working families tax credit, replaced in
2003 by the child tax credit and working tax credit. These tax
credits supplemented the support offered through the benefits
system. During its time in office, Labour redistributed £134
billion through tax credits.*®
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At the same time, in 1998 Labour introduced a series of
New Deal welfare-to-work programmes — the precursor to the
Coalition’s Work Programme. These were targeted at different
groups (for example young people aged 18—24, lone parents,
disabled people), with the aim of helping people back to work
by providing training, volunteering opportunities and work
placements to the long-term unemployed. The New Deal made
it possible for the first time for the government to suspend
benefits and impose sanctions on jobseekers who refused an
offer of work, or refused to participate in the New Deal.

In addition to tax credits and the New Deal, which had
the explicit aim of raising incomes, a third initiative of the
Labour Government, though conceived by the Treasury, had a
less financial remit. The Sure Start programme was launched
in 1998 with the intention of improving the life chances of
children in disadvantaged neighbourhoods through a
combination of childcare, early years education, health and
family support. In the long term, the Government hoped that
Sure Start centres would improve children’s employment
prospects later in life, and break intergenerational cycles of
poverty and social exclusion.** Sure Start local programmes
were situated in areas of high deprivation, but offered services
to all children within their catchment areas, regardless of
income. In 2005, the centres shifted to local authority control,
and have since been run as Sure Start children’s centres. The
latest wave of the National Evaluation of Sure Start, published
in 2012, assessed the impact of Sure Start on a cohort of
seven-year-old children and their families, who had previously
been assessed at an earlier age, and identified improvements in
parenting skills and maternal wellbeing as an effect of Sure
Start. However, the evaluation has found that the programme
has so far had no significant effect on educational attainment,
child health or behaviour.*® Despite this limited success, the
ideas of early intervention and prevention to tackle root causes
of poverty and disadvantage have been picked up
enthusiastically by the Coalition Government.

Labour also made steps to improve the way that poverty is
monitored and measured. The annual series Opportunity for All,
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first published in 1999, set out a range of indicators against
which progress on tackling poverty and social exclusion at
all ages can be measured — stating, “There is no one single
measure of poverty or of social exclusion which can capture
the complex problems which need to be overcome.”*® The
Opportunity for All series used 59 indicators in total,
covering educational attainment in children, health, housing,
worklessness, income, adult qualifications and inequality.
When the indicators were reviewed in 2007, the data showed
improvements on 34 out of the total of 59 indicators since the
baseline in 1997 — with seven remaining broadly constant,
and six showing regression (12 showed no clear trend in
either direction).*’

In 2002, the Labour Government launched a
consultation on child poverty measurement — the
consultation set out four options for measuring child poverty
- multi-dimensional headline indicators along the lines of
the series Opportunity for All, an index combining these
headline measures, a single headline measure of ‘consistent
poverty’ (defined as combined low income and material
deprivation), and a core set of indicators measuring low
income and ‘consistent poverty’.“® The findings were
reviewed in 2003 — consultation responses showed strong
support for measuring material deprivation alongside
income, as well as for a ‘tiered’ approach, measuring poverty
on several levels.*®

Drawing on these consultation findings, in 2009, the
Government (then led by Gordon Brown) introduced a Child
Poverty Bill to enshrine in law four separate targets to
eradicate child poverty. The Child Poverty Act 2010, which
received royal assent six weeks before the 2010 general
election, had the backing of all the political parties.*° Its
four targets (to be achieved by the 2020/21 financial year)
were mainly focused around income, but also incorporated a
combined measure of low income and material deprivation,
as shown in box 3.
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Box 3 The four targets of the Child Poverty Act

1 Relative low income: less than 10 per cent of children should
live in households where income is less than 60 per cent of the
median level.

2 Combined low income and material deprivation: less than 5
per cent of children should live in households where income is
less than 0 per cent of median income and where they
experience a level of material deprivation (as yet undefined).

3 Absolute low income: less than 5 per cent of children should live
in households where income is less than 60 per cent of 2010/11
median income (accounting for inflation).

4 Persistent poverty: an unspecified target number (to be defined
before 2015) of children should live in households where income
is less than 60 per cent of the median level in at least three
survey years.”'

New government, new thinking on poverty
Since coming to power, the Coalition Government has
attempted to distance itself from Labour’s approach to child
poverty, which it accuses of relying too heavily on income
redistribution methods. The accusation that has been levelled
against Labour by the current Government is that it threw
large amounts of money at households just below the poverty
line, yielding easy results for minimum effort, but without
substantially altering families’ circumstances, or removing
the causes of their low income. In November 2010, Deputy
Prime Minister Nick Clegg described this approach as
‘poverty plus a pound’, saying that this was ‘simply not an
ambitious enough goal’.®? Instead, the Coalition Government
has shifted the debate towards tackling the root causes rather
than the perceived symptoms of poverty — though what
exactly classes as a cause and what classes as a symptom
remains the subject of debate.

Since the Coalition Government formed in 2010, there
have been several important new developments in the battle
against poverty. These are the publication of the first national
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Child Poverty Strategy in April 2011, and the publication of two
independent reviews commissioned by the Government — the
independent review on poverty and life chances by Frank Field
MP, and the independent report on early years intervention by
Graham Allen MP.** Drawing on Field and Allen’s work, the
Government then published its Social Justice Strategy.

The Field review of poverty and life chances
Labour MP Frank Field published the results of his review
of poverty and life chances in December 2010. The report,
The Foundation Years: Preventing poor children becoming poor
adults, looked at the nature and extent of poverty, and how
this is underpinned by parenting and home environment.
He asked, ‘How can we prevent poor children from
becoming poor adults?’ 34

The two overarching recommendations of the review are:

- to establish a set of life chances indicators to measure progress
on making life chances equal for all children

- to establish the concept of the ‘foundation years’, covering the
period from pregnancy to school age (0-5 years) and forming
the first of three educational pillars before schooling and
further, higher or continuing education.

Contained within these overarching recommendations is
a range of suggestions to make the foundation years a funding
priority, create a minister for foundation years and develop a
long-term strategy to narrow the gap between rich and poor
children’s outcomes.

Field was specifically tasked by the government within
the scope of his review to ‘examine the case for reforms to
poverty measures, in particular for the inclusion of non-
financial measures’. Field’s life chances indicators would run
alongside the existing low-income measure.

In developing these measures, Field’s team looked at
measures of life chances used by other countries, particularly
Canada and Australia. After shortlisting nine key drivers
assumed to impact on children’s life chances, the review team
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commissioned analysis from the University of Bristol of the
Millennium Cohort Study (a survey of 19,000 children born
in 2000/01) to assess whether the drivers they had selected
would be a good measure of life chances. The study found
that these drivers were good predictors of children’s readiness
for school; they explained the gap between the school-
readiness of children from low-income households and the
average. Therefore targeting and measuring progress on these
indicators would help prepare disadvantaged children to
achieve once they started school.

These were the nine factors that Field identified as
influencing children’s life chances:

- child factors:

— cognitive development at around age three

- behavioural and social and emotional development
at around age three

— physical development at around age three

- parent factors:

- home learning environment

— positive parenting

maternal mental health

— mother’s age at birth of first child
mother’s educational qualifications

- environmental factors:

— quality of nursery care®®

Field recommended that the Government set targets on
each of these indicators for children at the ages of three and
five, so that if any child fell below the target, a range of
interventions would be triggered to help raise them up to the
target level.

In his review Field does not attempt to downplay the role
of income and material deprivation in poverty, but argues that
to tackle poverty in the long term, over the course of several
family generations rather than several years, more money is
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not necessarily an appropriate solution, as it fails to break
intergenerational cycles of disadvantage effectively. Field
cautions that maintaining the narrow policy focus on income
had, in the past, blocked the possibility of finding alternative
strategies to reduce child poverty.

A year after publishing his report, Frank Field accused
the Coalition Government of ignoring his recommendations
— including the key recommendation to introduce a supple-
mentary measure of deprivation focusing on childhood
development in the early years. In the face of the Government’s
unwillingness to adopt the life chances indicators, Field
announced that he intends to pilot the schemes in his own
constituency of Birkenhead in the Wirral, in order to demon-
strate their workability and effectiveness in improving early
years outcomes, so that other local authorities can implement it
at a later date.®

The Allen report on early intervention

Graham Allen MP was tasked with reviewing the
Government’s approach to early intervention. He published
his findings in two separate reports — Early Intervention: The
next steps in January 2011,>” and Early Intervention: Smart
investment, massive savings in July 2011,8 which outlined how
early intervention could be funded.

Allen’s review of early intervention chimed with
Field’s stress on the ‘foundation years’. The focus was
twofold: on intervening between the ages of o and 3 — by
which time children’s brains are 8o per cent developed
- and on preparing older children for parenthood. The
report cited much evidence to support the notion that the
early years are crucial, for instance that ‘a child’s develop-
ment score at just 22 months can serve as an accurate
predictor of educational outcomes at 26 years’.*° It empha-
sised the benefits of early intervention to support healthy
social and emotional development on a variety of outcomes
in later life — mental and physical health, education,
employment, crime and anti-social behaviour, drug and
alcohol misuse and teenage pregnancies.®°
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The report’s prime recommendation was the creation of
an independent early intervention foundation, using a
combination of private investment, charitable donations and
local government funding. The foundation would, among
other things:

- encourage the spread of early intervention

- improve, develop and disseminate the evidence base
of what works

- provide independent and trusted monitoring of the
effectiveness of programmes®'

Echoing the Field review, Allen also called for the
foundation years (defined as ages 0—5, including pregnancy) to
be established as a key policy focus, and given the same weight
as primary and secondary education:

What parents do is more important than who they are. Especially in
a child’s earliest years, the right kind of parenting is a bigger
influence on their future than wealth, class, education or any other
common social factor.®?

Allen endorsed Field’s three child-related life chance
indicators (see above): cognitive development at age three;
behavioural, social and emotional development at age three;
and physical development at age three.®*

The Child Poverty Strategy

This emphasis on the underlying non-financial drivers of

low income has become an integral part of the Coalition
Government’s attempt to tackle poverty. Its Child Poverty
Strategy, published in April 2011, followed Field in arguing
that poverty should be understood in more than just financial
terms. In A New Approach to Child Poverty: Tackling the causes of
disadvantage and transforming families’ lives the words ‘cause’
and ‘driver’ are mentioned 36 times.®* The effect of focusing on
causes is to move the focus away from income — if poverty
means low income, then low income itself cannot be a cause of
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low income, except in the sense that it is self-perpetuating.
Low income is described as a symptom of poverty, while the
key drivers of poverty are located in wider social factors
- such as ‘lack of opportunity, aspiration and stability’.
The document criticises the previous government for pouring
resources into short-term income-based solutions, rather than
focusing on what drives low income.

In its strategy, the Coalition Government states explic-
itly that it remains committed to meeting the requirements of
the Child Poverty Act 2010, including its goal of eradicating

child poverty by 2020.6°> However, it also presents an expanded

set of 15 indicators, which it will use to monitor child poverty.
The first four of these indicators are carried over from the
Child Poverty Act, with an additional indicator for severe
poverty, which combines material deprivation with a house-
hold income of 50 per cent or less of the median. The remain-
der cover a range of educational outcomes, from teen preg-
nancy to low birth weight.

It distinguished between the ‘persistently poor’, who
experience low incomes for a sustained period; the
‘transiently poor’, who experience it only briefly; and the
‘recurrently poor’, who ‘cycle’ in and out of poverty. It
cautioned that over half of working people who cross the 60
per cent of median income threshold and thus stop being
‘poor’ end up in the 60-70 per cent bracket, while two-thirds
of working people entering relative poverty come down from
the 60—70 per cent bracket.®®

The document outlined an ‘intergenerational cycle of
poverty’: children growing up in workless environments tend
to achieve less educationally and aspire less to gain
employment; adverse childhood experiences can have a
detrimental effect; children on free school meals tend to be
lower achievers; and poor health is related to low socio-
economic status.®’

The Social Justice Strategy
These themes were continued in the Government’s Social
Justice Strategy. The strategy document Social Justice:
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Transforming lives, published in March 2012, aspires not just to
lift people out of income poverty, but also to tackle the
underlying problems in their lives.®® In his foreword, Iain
Duncan Smith stated that the Government’s vision was based
on two key principles: prevention, with targeted interventions
starting with the family, but also including schools, the
welfare and criminal justice systems; and the ‘second chance
society’, where people are supported by the state to turn their
own lives around.

The report strongly emphasises individual responsibility
and presents

the new set of principles that inform the government approach:

a focus on prevention and early intervention; concentrating
interventions on recovery and independence, not maintenance;
promoting work for those who can while offering unconditional
support to those who cannot; recognising that the most effective
solutions will ofien be designed and delivered at a local level;
ensuring that interventions provide a fair deal for the taxpayer.®®

The report describes different types of disadvantage that
interact with one another under six headings: worklessness,
family, education, drug and alcohol dependency, debt and
crime, and states:

We need a new approach to multiple disadvantages which is based
on tackling the root causes of these social issues, and not just dealing
with the symptoms... Because problems are ofien interrelated and
mutually re-enforcing, we are clear that support from different
organisations needs to be joined-up, to tackle the root causes of a
person’s problems, and to be sustained over the long-term.”®

However, the Strategy has been criticised for being

mainly concerned with providing a framework to ‘mend broken
Britain’ and a means to tackle welfare dependency. The Strategy
claims that social justice will be achieved through ‘life change’ of
individuals, and appears to be focused on the 120,000 so-called
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troubled families, promoting the concept of work as the sole means approach to poverty, which measures how different factors
to tackle social justice.” impact on children’s life chances. This announcement provides
a welcome backdrop to the publication of this report.
The troubled families agenda, which the strategy
introduced, is explored in detail in chapter 6.

Recent developments:

consultation on a new child poverty measurement
In December 2011, Secretary of State for Work and Pensions
Iain Duncan Smith stated that targets set by the previous
Labour Government to completely eradicate child poverty by
2020 were ‘set to fail’, arguing that the income-based approach
was too narrow. He described income as an imperfect measure
of wellbeing, with the latter dependent on a much wider range
of negative outcomes (such as poor health, education, life
chances and family security). This sentiment was echoed by
Prime Minister David Cameron, who has repeatedly
emphasised family structure and parenting skills as the
foundations for opportunity in later life.

At the time, these comments reflected a potential sea
change in poverty measurement, which was confirmed when,
in June 2012, Iain Duncan Smith announced that the
Government would be formally consulting on developing a
new measurement of child poverty this autumn.

Speaking on the same day that poverty figures for 2010/11
were released, showing that the Government had failed to meet
its target to halve child poverty by 2010 (the target was missed
by 600,000 children), Duncan Smith said that the Government
would be seeking a new poverty measurement, which would
include income but ‘do more to reflect the reality of child
poverty in the UK today’.”> The consultation on this measure is
due to be published at around the same time as this report is
launched (November 2012). Elsewhere in his speech, Duncan
Smith talked about ‘the multiple and overlapping problems
that underpin social disadvantage’ and that need to be
addressed in order to tackle child poverty — suggesting that
the Government is keen to embrace a more multi-dimensional
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2 Methodological
decisions taken
in this project

Methodology

A detailed methodology for this project can be found in the
sister report, published by NatCen, Exploring Multi-Dimensional
Poverty: A research methodology to create poverty typologies.”*
Below we provide a brief overview of the five main phases of
the research:

- selection of poverty indicators

- analysis of the Understanding Society dataset

- verifying the findings with follow-up interviews
- developing a toolkit

- testing the analysis at local level

Selection of the poverty indicators

As described in chapter 1, this project was prompted by the
findings of our previous study, §D Poverty.”* We concluded
that the current one-dimensional understanding of poverty
was transparent and a useful rule of thumb, but certainly not
sufficient as a tool to combat poverty. Its focus on income to
the exclusion of all else has influenced successive governments
to focus on work or income replacement as the only solutions
to alleviate poverty. The solution, we realised, was to develop
a more nuanced multi-dimensional analysis of those in poverty
to capture the complex lived experience of poverty.

Before we began building a model capable of such
analysis, we had to address first principle questions: how do we
define poverty? What indicators should we include?

There are no definitive answers to these questions. There
is no consensus over how to define poverty or which features
capture poverty — some take a narrow financial view, believing
poverty is only defined by one’s income, while some at the
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other end of the spectrum talk about a whole host of features

including the absence of social networks and ‘cultural poverty’.

Our own selection of indicators — defining what we
believed constituted poverty and on which we would base our
analysis — would need to take this wide range of opinions into
account and create a well-balanced selection of indicators. We
decided to triangulate our indicators from three sources:

- expert stakeholders
- the public

- the academic literature

We compared the indicators used by existing multi-
dimensional measures of disadvantage and poverty with the
polling carried out for §D Poverty, and with the results of a
series of workshops we carried out with a range of different
stakeholders, including experts from national and local
government, practitioners from front-line services,
campaigners, academics, and representatives the media.

Predictably, each of these sources provided us with a
slightly different understanding of what poverty is and what
indicators ought to be used to define it. Nonetheless, there was
a significant overlap between the three, and this is where we
focused our analysis.

Once we had a group of possible indicators, we
consulted the Bristol Social Exclusion Matrix (B-SEM) as a
widely recognised and highly regarded multi-dimensional
measure in this field. We grouped our list of indicators under
the three B-SEM domains of exclusion — resources,
participation and quality of life — to ensure we had a balance
of indicators in each broad domain. This showed an even
spread across the three domains. Finally, we went to our data
source — the Understanding Society dataset — to match the
questions asked in the survey with our indicators.

These are the indicators we used in our analysis:
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- financial:
— income
- behind on bill payments

— subjective financial situation

- work and education:

- employment (in working-age households)
— education

- material deprivation:

- lacking consumer durables

— lifestyle deprivation (missing out on social
and leisure activities)

— car ownership

- housing:

— tenure
- overcrowding
- fuel poverty

- health and wellbeing:

- physical health (of parents)
- mental health (of parents)
— child health (in households with children)

- local area and social networks:

- neighbourhood deprivation

- level of support from neighbours
level of support from family
participation

interest in politics

- type of household:

— whether household contained a single adult
or multiple adults

Our twentieth indicator, whether households contained a

single adult (a single parent in the case of our child poverty
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types) or multiple adults, helped us to understand family
structure, as well as the prevalence of factors like employment
or poor health within the adults in a household.

It is important to note that because of the nature of the
data collection process (individual surveys) the poverty
indicators are, to all intents and purposes, subjective measures.
They are assessments of respondents’ views of their situation
rather than objective measurements, and vary from person to
person. For example, the measure ‘being behind on bill
payments’ is not assessed objectively; respondents decide for
themselves whether they fall into this category. This is
particularly important for certain measures — for example,
older people generally tend to respond more positively when
asked about their financial situation (‘mustn’t grumble’) than a
single childless adult. An individual’s view of their present
financial situation is also influenced by the level of affluence
that they have been accustomed to in the past.

More detail about how we defined our indicators — and
the questions selected from Understanding Society to match
each indicator — are included in the appendix to this report,
and are also documented more extensively in NatCen’s
report on this research, published separately as Exploring
Multi-Dimensional Poverty: A research methodology to create
poverty typologies.”

Inclusion of income

One might assume that the inclusion of income in a multi-
dimensional analysis of poverty might be uncontroversial, but
this has proven to be a highly divisive issue. On the one hand,
some policymakers challenged us to define a ‘type’ of poverty
(characterised by a combination of the indicators outlined
above) without including low income. However, the ‘reality
check’ of consulting front-line practitioners and members of
the public soon discounted this idea as unfeasible. Feedback
from policymakers, practitioners and the public strongly
indicated that low income would always be a central feature of
poverty, though not a sufficient way in which to describe it or
to inform policies on how to tackle it. If a family was
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experiencing poor health, poor housing, few qualifications and
no neighbourhood support, it seemed unfeasible to anyone
with experience of working with such families that they would
not also be living below the poverty line.

As far as we know, nobody has yet seriously argued that
income should be excluded entirely from poverty
measurement, in favour of purely non-financial indicators. This
approach would not only be counterintuitive, but risks
dangerously downplaying the impact that low income has on
the quality of life of people in poverty. Living on a low income
frequently leads to other problems such as poor health or poor
housing, which can in turn act to keep people poor.

On the other hand, people have argued that poverty
measurement should only include income, and that attempts to
widen the measure equate to widening the definition, which in
turn moves the goalposts. The Government was accused of just
this when Iain Duncan Smith announced that it would be
consulting on a wider measure of child poverty during the
autumn of 2012.7% Liam Byrne, the Shadow Work and Pensions
Secretary, accused Duncan Smith of ‘being in la-la land’ and
said that ‘adding bells and whistles’ to the child poverty
measure would not enable the Government to escape the fact
that too many families were living below the poverty line.””

Demos took on board these points and realised that the
critical issue when developing our model was to ensure that
low income remains central to it. If this is achieved, then we
are not moving the goalposts — rather, deepening the net. The
Child Poverty Action Group — a staunch supporter of the use
of the current relative and absolute poverty line measures
— came to a similar conclusion:

We welcome the Coalition’s commitment to keeping the income targets
and agree that any new ways of measuring child poverty should
supplement what we have, rather than moving the goalposts.”®

With this in mind, our analysis has been structured to
ensure low income remains the key indicator of poverty. By
using a low-income threshold (70 per cent of median income)
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to define our sample within Understanding Society, we have
accorded income a higher status than our other indicators, by
making it the common (and essential) feature of all our
poverty types.

We selected 70 per cent of median income as a measure of
‘low income’ as this income benchmark is identified in the
Child Poverty Act 2010 as the one used when material
deprivation is included. As we were going to match low income
with a range of other factors (including material deprivation
but also housing, education and health issues) we felt the 70
per cent income line was more appropriate that the relative 6o
per cent income line, which is used in isolation of other factors.
We also felt that a 70 per cent income line would also give us
greater scope to explore the lived experience of those on or just
above the relative poverty line.

We also found that those below the 70 per cent income
line were significantly more likely to experience disadvantages
associated with poverty than those above this line. Figure 4
compares the percentage of income-poor households (below 70
per cent median income) and non-income-poor households
(above 70 per cent median income) with key indicators from
our list. It shows that income-poor households are more likely
to have each of the disadvantages. The relationship between
income and the disadvantage is strongest where the black bar
is much longer than the grey bar. For example, one of the
strongest relationships is between low income and
worklessness, mainly because the earnings from work are an
important element of household income in many households.
As is to be expected, the strongest relationships are between
income and income-related disadvantages — such as financial
worries, being behind with bills, being unable to afford
durable items and material deprivation.

This relationship held true across the other two age
cohorts — except in two areas among the pensioner group.
Low-income pensioners are not significantly more likely to
have low levels of family support, or to be behind on paying
bills, than their peers who are not experiencing low income.
This is possibly because of cultural differences between older

Percentage (%)
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and younger generations — with a higher aversion to
accumulating debt among older groups’® — and the fact that
pensioners across the income spectrum tend to receive more
support from family members.

Figure4  The prevalence of poverty indicators in families above

and below 70 per cent of median income
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The relationship between low income and worklessness
was much stronger among low-income adults without
dependent children than among households with children.
More than one-third (35 per cent) of income-poor families
with children in our sample are workless (compared with 46
per cent of low-income adults of working age without
children living in the household), reflecting the fact that the
majority of income-poor families with children have someone
in work. Lack of work is likely to contribute to the low
income of this cohort.
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Cause and effect

Something that emerged very quickly from our early
consultation on which indicators to include was that it was
not always possible to identify which indicator was a cause or
symptom of poverty. For example, is someone’s poor health a
result of their low income, or is it a cause of their low income
(because they are unable to work)? Disentangling this web of
cause and effect has received considerable attention in the
case of poverty, because poverty arises from the convergence
of a mix of different things that are generally accepted as
social ills — low educational attainment, unemployment and
poor health, for example. We recognised that our
quantitative analysis would not be able to unpick this as, in
reality, the complex interaction of cause and effect varies
from person to person. However, our qualitative analysis
throws some light on this issue for specific cases within each
of the poverty types we identified.

Analysis of the Understanding Society dataset

We applied these indicators to the Understanding Society
dataset, a comprehensive panel survey of 40,000 UK
households, which replaces the British Household Panel
Survey (box 4). To ensure the project focuses on poverty
rather than more general multi-dimensional disadvantage,
only households with low income are included in the poverty
typologies (this decision is discussed further below). As with
the government measure of poverty that combines low
income with material deprivation, the low-income threshold
is drawn at 70 per cent of median income. Furthermore, and
again reflecting how poverty is measured by the government,
poverty typologies were created separately within three ‘life
stages™ households with children, households of working age
without children, and pensioners. Using this definition,
Understanding Society contains approximately 3,200
low-income households with children, 3,500 low-income
working-age households without children, and 2,000 low-
income pensioner households. The ‘families with children’
life-stage takes prominence in our report given the political
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focus on child poverty. Hence the description of the families
with children poverty types is enriched with evidence from
qualitative interviews carried out with households in each
poverty type.

Using a latent class analysis, we used a subset of
structural equation modelling to find groups or subtypes
of cases, ‘latent classes’, in multivariate categorical data.

We then described the poverty types according to which
indicators are most common to households in each type,
which helps to illustrate the multi-dimensional nature of
poverty and gives an additional socio-demographic profile
of households.

These formed 15 poverty ‘types’ (five in each cohort)
made up of a proportion of the households below 70 per cent
median income in each of the three cohorts. Each type can
be characterised by a distinct combination of the 20 different
indicators. For each of the poverty types, we can state both
the prevalence of each indicator within the group (eg 8o per
cent of type X are homeowners) as well as the likelihood that
a household in this group will have a particular
characteristic relative to the other poverty types in the same
cohort. Clearly not every household within a type will have
every characteristic in common — and there will be
considerable variation between the exact combinations of
indicators experienced by individual households within each
type. When we describe the types below, therefore, we talk
about the likelihood of an individual household
experiencing a certain factor. Over such a large number of
indicators, this variation does not discredit the types. For
example, people in one household may live in social housing,
and those in another may own their house, but they fall
within the same type because they share enough indicators
to be classed as a discrete group.

Our analysis: low income as the ‘gateway’ to the sample
Figure 5 shows how low income is a common factor among the
different poverty groups in this analysis.
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Figure5  Demonstrative example of how poverty types
were developed
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Box 4 Understanding Society

Understanding Society is a household panel study, repeated

annually with a panel of 40,000 households from across all four

countries of the UK — 100,000 individuals in total are repre-

sented in the data, across various survey samples. Responses are
collected over a two-year period through face-to-face interviews,

and questions cover a broad range of areas, including:

- health

- experience of crime

- personal finances

- raising a family

- community involvement

- work

- attitudes and views (including political attitudes)

The first wave of the survey was carried out in 2009/10,
and data from the first wave was made available in autumn
2011. Understanding Society incorporates and expands the
British Household Panel Survey, which ran for 19 years, from
1991 to 2010.
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Understanding Society was chosen for this project for the
Jollowing reasons:

- The survey contains questions, covering diverse aspects of life,
Jrom health to community participation.

- The large number of participants allows us to draw a sizeable
sample from the low-income population.

- Comparable data are held for each household in the study
— data are collected and held on an individual household’s
members and the household as a whole.

- The survey is repeated annually, which provides an
opportunity to monitor change in the poverty types
‘year-on-year.

Follow-up interviews

Once we had identified the poverty types in the data, the next
step was to verify them and explore some of the dynamics
within each type by asking people about their real-life
experiences of poverty. Given time and resource constraints,
we focused our efforts on the child poverty groups. We
selected this cohort over the other two as we knew this had the
greatest policy focus (with the Child Poverty Strategy and
accompanying targets). Therefore, NatCen carried out a series
of 30 two-hour-long depth interviews with families falling into
one of the five child poverty types according to our
quantitative analysis, and asked respondents about their lived
experiences, how different aspects of their lives interacted, how
they felt they came to have low income, and how they believed
they would best be helped out of this situation.

Sample The main sampling challenge was in identifying a
sample frame. An ideal sampling frame would have been the
Understanding Society sample, yet following up these
participants was not possible. As the study is a panel survey, a
key concern is maintaining the sample across multiple waves;
consequently, it is rare for qualitative studies to have access to
such samples. As an alternative, we used NatCen’s British
Social Attitudes Survey, a cross-sectional survey that
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interviews a different sample of people each year. The Survey
collects data on a number of the 20 dimensions used to
develop the typology. By running a similar analysis on British
Social Attitudes households below 70 per cent median
income, we generated a sample frame of around 200
households and identified which type each household was
most likely to fall into.

For this particular study, the quantitative typology
provided the principal sampling criterion. As these types are
tightly defined, a relatively small number of interviews was
required to cover the diversity of perspectives within each type
- the assumption being that the more ways in which sub-
groups are similar, the less their experiences vary. With 3o
interviews and five types, we were able to conduct five to seven
interviews in each type. In addition to this primary sampling
criterion it was also important to ensure some diversity across
the sample according to:

- gender
- ethnicity

- age
- the number of children in the household

- living in an urban or rural location

NatCen’s methodological report on this research
provides further details on this sampling frame and the
resulting sample.®°

It is important to note that although all of our poverty
types are defined by their low income based on a quantitative
measure, the families we carried out interviews with did not
identify themselves as being in poverty, or even necessarily on
a low income. Throughout this report, therefore, where we
refer to people as having a ‘low income’, we base this
assessment on those people falling above or below a particular
income threshold (70 per cent of the median). We have
deliberately used ‘low income’ instead of ‘in poverty’, as this
report is premised on the idea that the two terms are not
interchangeable.
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Data collection Experienced researchers conducted depth
interviews in participants’ homes, using a topic guide to
ensure consistency of coverage across the interviews. The
guide forms part of NatCen’s report, but included sections
on the household context, defining low income and
poverty, the main dimensions related to low income that
affected participants’ lives and how these dimensions
interact. It was important for the participant to lead the
discussion on which dimensions most affect their lives in
order to help validate the typology, yet researchers
ensured that each of the key dimensions were covered by
the end of the interview. They used visual aids to help
participants reflect on how they understood their standard
of living and how it had changed over time.

Analysis NatCen’s approach to qualitative data analysis
distinguishes between two interrelated but distinct phases
of the process: data management and interpretation. The
data were managed using the framework method within
the software NVivo 9. This first involves creating an
analytical framework comprising a series of descriptive
themes and sub-themes that are relevant to the research
objectives. The second involves generating summaries of
each piece of data and attaching each summary to the
relevant sub-heading in the framework. The summaries
are hyperlinked to the verbatim text from which they are
generated to ensure analysts are always able to retain a
link to the raw data throughout the interpretation stage.
This analytical framework again forms part of the separate
NatCen report.?’

Once the data were managed, an analytical plan
was drawn up and analysts conducted a range of the-
matic and explanatory analyses on the data to answer
key research questions. In this study, we analysed data
from participants in each poverty type separately and
then integrated them subsequently, as it was crucial to
obtain a thorough understanding of the experiences of
households in each type.
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Developing practical applications through a toolkit

The Demos poverty model was designed to be used — we did not
want to create an analytical model that would simply tell us
something new about poverty, without considering its practical
application. Therefore the methodology for our analysis had to be
all the more rigorous — as it would stand up to real world
conditions. As a result we had to use our collective policy
expertise to tease out the policy and practice implications of the
quantitative and qualitative findings. It was clear that the
response to help each poverty type would be different across
policy and practice, and at national and local level.

The multi-faceted understanding of poverty facilitated by
our analysis lends itself to a multi-faceted response — several
agencies working together in different configurations, to tackle
cach poverty group holistically. It certainly is not an easy task,
particularly when some of the poverty types we identify have
combinations of indicators that don’t naturally lend themselves to
joint working (see chapter 4). For example, it is predictable and
not (too) challenging to suggest that health and social care
services work together to help someone on low income partly due
to a long-term health condition. But what about adult education
and social housing? Befriending and debt advice? Some of these
less well-known combinations require guidance.

The toolkit is designed to provide such guidance. It helps
practitioners and policymakers develop their response to
addressing different types of poverty by working through a series
of steps to guide their thinking about how they might identify,
target and address different types of poverty with existing and
new resources, and how to measure progress in these endeavours.
We have developed toolkits to guide thinking through the
national poverty types in chapter 4.

Box 5 Tookit

1 Description
The first thing practitioners need to know in order to build a re-
sponse to one of the types of poverty is what that group looks like;
what combinations of problems are they experiencing? How do
they interact? What is the most significant dimension?
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2 Identification
Practitioners next need to think about how they will recognise
and reach these types in their local population — by knowing
the size of the group, and the services they are most likely to
already be in contact with.

3 Harnessing existing resources
At this stage, local practitioners and policymakers need to think
about what services are already in place to target people experi-
encing each type of poverty, and how the dimensions of their
poverty can be addressed through existing policies and interven-
tions. In some cases, disparate services can be brought together
more effectively to tackle multiple and complex needs.

4 Committing new resources
Additional steps may need to be taken to tackle people’s prob-
lems and improve their quality of life, and help lifi them out of
poverty through extra services and interventions, new policies
and strategies, and changing allocation of resources.

5 Measuring impact
To find out whether these interventions are having an effect on
multi-dimensional poverty types involves more than simply
measuring income. However, there are outcomes that can be
tracked for each type of poverty to show improvement within it,
using different sources of data.

Testing the local response to poverty types

In reality, local authorities will always be at the forefront of
tackling poverty on the ground. Yet using the national dataset
of Understanding Society our analysis gives us an idea of the
different ‘types’ of poverty at national level, based on national
survey data. These ‘national average’ groups may not always
correspond to the population of local authorities, with
substantial numbers of people from minority ethnic
backgrounds or asylum seekers, those tackling rural poverty,
or those dealing with very high instances of unemployment or
health inequalities.
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It is for this reason that in the final stage of work we
investigated the possibility of replicating our national
analysis at local level, using local data, to create locally
bespoke poverty groups for the local demographic and a
local toolkit.

This is not an easy task. As described further in chapter
6, local data are rarely if ever collected at household level in
a way that would allow information from different datasets to
be ‘matched’ to the same household, so a cluster analysis
(working out which low income households have which
combination of indicators) is impossible.

In the absence of robust household level data, Demos
explored the feasibility of using a toolkit in three local
authorities in a more hypothetical way. With the help of the
three local authorities we gathered all of the data available
relating to the 20 indicators in our national poverty model,
and identified the indicators that seemed particularly
prevalent or problematic for the area (for example much
higher than average sickness benefit claims, or much higher
than average overcrowding). We then compared these
flagged indicators with our poverty groups and identified the
two or three groups where there was the largest overlap. For
example, if one local authority’s data shows it has:

- small households with single parents
- problems of social isolation
- high rates of mental health problems

- mixed skill rates and mixed labour market

it is likely that this local authority will have the fifth type of
child poverty identified in our analysis, which we call
managing mothers (see chapter 3).

The limitations of this approach means we can only state
that local authority A is likely to have managing mothers, and
we do not know if they predominantly have managing
mothers or if they have another type of child poverty, which is
wholly different from all of the national average types we have
identified and is therefore unknown to us.
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We therefore tested this process by asking the local
authorities involved and a range of local agencies and service
providers in the three areas whether the groups we thought
would be common locally (based on local data) seemed to
correspond to the types of families they encountered and
helped daily. We asked them about their experience of tackling
these particular combinations of problems. This exercise was
designed to test how a local toolkit might be developed, how it
would operate, and whether it would assist local authorities in
their thinking about tackling child poverty.

We used this feedback to refine further these local types
before using them to develop local toolkits — suggesting ways
in which such groups might be identified, targeted and helped
with existing local resources and joint working, based on the
model outlined above.

Table 3 shows how local poverty indicators compare with
the national indicators.

Table 3 How local poverty indicators compare with

national indicators

Indicator Local data Source National
comparison

Income Gross weekly pay for ONS, Annual Survey Same as

full-time workers is £500 of Hours and national but

(regional average is £520; Farnings - Resident much worse

national average £500)  analysis, 201182 than regional
Car 30% households have no 2001 Census Worse

ownership car (25% regionally; 17%
nationally). People who
do own a car are much
more likely to share it
with other household

members

Tenure 50% home owners, 15% 2001 Census Higher levels
social rented and 10% of home
private renters; social ownership;
and private renting lower lower levels of
than national average renting

(19% and 12%), home
ownership higher than
national average (40%)
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A note on troubled families

At this stage it is worth mentioning the similarities between our
work and the work carried out in 2007 by the Social Exclusion
Task Force. This analysed the 2004 data from the longitudinal
Families and Children Survey using the following indicators:

- No parent in the family is in work.

- The family lives in overcrowded housing.

- No parent has any qualifications.

- The mother has mental health problems.

- At least one parent has a long-standing limiting illness, disability
or infirmity.

- 'The family has low income (below 60 per cent of median income).
- The family cannot afford a number of food and clothing items.®?

The research found that in 2004, 0.2 per cent of the
population met five or more of these seven conditions and were
therefore in significant need and had entrenched disadvantage.
The Coalition Government launched its Social Justice Strategy in
March 2012. Drawing on this analysis, its stated aim was to ‘turn
around the lives’ of an identified 120,000 ‘troubled’ families in
Britain (0.2 per cent of the population with five or more of the
seven indicators), through prevention and coordinated support.®

The way the analysis was carried out is similar to our work
in that a number of indicators are applied to a dataset to isolate
multi-dimensional disadvantage. However, there are a number of
differences. First and foremost, the analysis focuses on the number
of indicators present, rather than what they are. In other words, it
identified people with multiple disadvantage according to how
many of the seven indicators they had, but did not identify which
families had which combinations of these seven. It gave a simple
proxy of the extent of disadvantage, based on how many factors
were present. This draws on an established methodology used by
Alkire and Foster from the University of Oxford.®* Also, low
income was just one of the indicators. Unlike our work, it was not
the ‘constant’ — the indicator associated with all groupings. In
theory, it is possible that some of the 120,000 families with five
indicators or more did not have low income as one of them. In
reality this is highly unlikely.
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This research is therefore more sophisticated in that it
groups together 20 separate indicators into clusters defining 15
different variations, each one a unique type of poverty. We do
not have any scale of disadvantage based on how many
indicators each of the groups have, as our indicators are
neutral — for example employment status, housing tenure,
educational level. This means our 15 groups will have
combinations of positive and negative results for all 20
indicators (for example one group may be characterised by
high home ownership, but poor qualifications). While some
groups are experiencing a larger number of negative outcomes
than others, these cannot be ‘counted up’ as a proxy of
disadvantage as the indicators are not all yes or no questions
(housing tenure, for example, includes social and private
renting, and home ownership with and without a mortgage)
and each group is defined by the interaction of their indicators,
both positive and negative. Compare this to the seven factors
above, which are all negative yes or no questions and therefore
are markers of disadvantage against which people are scored,
while ignoring other aspects of their lives which may be
associated with positive outcomes.

One thing our two analyses have in common, however,
is that neither of our indicator sets include the presence of
anti-social behaviour or criminality. This is primarily
because the datasets used in both pieces of work do not
contain these data.

Understanding Society includes questions on whether
participants feel unsafe in their own home or neighbourhood,
but does not ask about being the victim or perpetrator of
crime, or being subject to ASBOs or other such markers of
anti-social behaviour.

This is important to bear in mind given the interpretation
of the Social Exclusion Taskforce’s work by the current
government and media.

Interpreting the findings
Both the Social Justice Strategy and a speech by the Prime
Minister in December 2011 link the 120,000 families with a
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cost to government of £9 billion (£75,000 per family).8®
These costs are not derived from the Social Exclusion Task
Force report (the source of the 120,000 figure), and the
Department for Communities and Local Government’s
explanatory note is silent on their origin.®” The most plausi-
ble source is a Treasury report from 2007, which drew on a
number of studies of the financial impact of different social
problems. It produced an estimated annual cost to the
economy and society of £55,000-115,000 for a family experi-
encing all five of the following problems:

- depression

- alcohol misuse
- domestic violence

- short periods of homelessness
- involvement in criminality®®

The Treasury report did not attempt to estimate the
number of families affected by these five problems, but it
quotes another study finding that around 5,000 families
experienced seven or more of yet a third set of problems:

- mental health

- physical disability

- substance misuse
- domestic violence
- financial stress

- neither parent in work

- teenage parenthood

- poor basic skills

- living in poor housing conditions®®

Therefore, the Government appears to have conflated the
prevalence statistics relating to one set of social problems with
the cost statistics relating to a different set of social problems.

This means the 120,000 ‘troubled’ families experiencing
five or more of the seven criteria associated with disadvantage
- material deprivation, low income, disability, poor housing
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and so on — have been wrongly associated with social problems
such as domestic violence, alcohol abuse and criminality,
which are more related to another group — troublesome families.

This erroneous link has been widely criticised as an
inaccurate demonisation of the poor, with statisticians and
economists pointing out that the 120,000 statistic itself is also
likely to be inaccurate given that this was extrapolated from a
small survey sample.®°

And yet, the link has been made time and again:
speaking in the context of the riots, David Cameron called the
120,000 ‘the source of a large proportion of the problems in
society’ and claimed the media would call them ‘neighbours
from hell’.°! Eric Pickles said of them, ‘“These families are
ruining their lives, they are ruining their children’s lives and
they are ruining their neighbours’ lives,” calling for them to
accept that they were ‘not victims’.°? The Social Justice
Strategy document begins with an emotive image — a piece of
artwork by a group of children whose parents are substance
misusers, depicting a scene at home. ‘Sadly’, it continues, ‘this
is not an isolated case.” Two sentences later, the 120,000 figure
crops up once again.®

The Social Exclusion Task Force report (the source of the
original 120,000 figure) considered the impact of multiple
deprivation on children’s wellbeing, according to the Every
Child Matters Outcomes Framework. In families meeting at
least five of the identified characteristics — in ‘troubled’
families according to the Government definition:

- 10.2 per cent of children had been in trouble with the police in

the last year (2005) [89.8 per cent had not].

- 5.4 per cent of children reported drinking alcohol at least once

a week (2004) [94.6 per cent did not].

- 16.5 per cent of mothers considered their child to have a

problem with smoking, drinking or taking drugs (2005)*
[83.5 per cent did not].

These figures suggest that the allegations of criminality
and alcoholism are only relevant for a small proportion of the
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whole ‘troubled’ population and are not as prevalent — and
certainly not the defining characteristic — as statements by
government ministers would suggest.®®

Lessons for the Demos research

Demos is concerned that the way in which multiple deprivation
has been wrongly associated with anti-social behaviour or
criminality will also occur with our analysis of multi-
dimensional poverty. We do not have any data associated with
substance abuse, crime or anti-social behaviour, but it is not
impossible that the Government or media might brand one or
other of the groups associated with a type of poverty (perhaps
those with the most entrenched poverty or negative features
such as poor education and material deprivation) ‘neighbours
from hell’. The fact it will be less easy to isolate and demonise
the ‘worst’ group in our more complex analysis of 15 types
across three cohorts mitigates this risk only slightly.

We have given this risk particular consideration as we
describe and communicate our findings through this report
and through the dedicated project website. Our findings
demonstrate, in fact, that some types of poverty have less need
for interventions and support services than others — another
potentially controversial finding — and certainly some of the
lived experiences of these groups confound stereotypes and
assumptions associating low income with a particular lifestyle.
The most prevalent types of poverty are among the working
poor and the recently redundant (as a sign of the current
economic climate), who have sophisticated financial coping
strategies and lack the social disadvantages all too commonly
conflated with low income. The following chapter presents
these findings, beginning with our most detailed analysis
— families with children.
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3  Findings:
child poverty groups

Child poverty has been the most high profile social justice
issue for successive governments. In 1999 Tony Blair made the
unprecedented commitment that ‘our historic aim will be for
ours to be the first generation to end child poverty’, setting a
20-year timeframe for the objective to be met.%® The goal has
enjoyed cross-party consensus since 2007, when David
Cameron, then the Leader of the Opposition, offered his
party’s formal endorsement of it.%”

On the current trajectory the pledge is highly unlikely
to be fulfilled,’® but these public commitments have clearly
had a striking effect on government policy. Child poverty fell
by 900,000 children under the Labour Government®® and
the pledge has affected the spending priorities under the
Coalition Government, albeit in a wider context of fiscal
consolidation.

Because of its totemic position in British politics, child
poverty was the central focus of the research for this project.
Our quantitative analysis grouped together low-income
households that had similar indicators of poverty, which
were then further explored with go detailed interviews to
generate qualitative insights. It produced five main child
poverty groups, all of which contain, by definition,
households with less than 70 per cent of median income.
These five types were:

- Type 1: The grafters

- Type 2: Full house families
- Type 3: Pressured parents

- Type 4: Vulnerable mothers
- Type 5: Managing mothers
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Group 1: The grafters
The grafters are the largest group and managing mothers
the smallest (figure 6). We look in more detail at the five child
poverty groups below.

T would literally have gone into cleaning, I would have took...
knocked on neighbours’ doors and taken ironing in, preferably,
[rather than] go and sign on the dole.”

Figure6  Percentage of households in each poverty group
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M Full house families
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Using a list of 20 poverty indicators introduces scope for
considerable variation — clearly not every household within a
type has every characteristic in common — and there will be
considerable variation between the exact combinations of
indicators experienced by individual households within each
type. When we describe the types below, therefore, we talk
about the likelihood of an individual household experiencing a
certain factor. For example, one household may live in social
housing, and another may own their house, but they fall within
the same type because they are similar on enough other
indicators to group them together.

For each of the five child poverty types, we have included
a brief summary describing the predominant features within
the group, and highlighting each group’s defining
characteristics — the top characteristics that are most strongly
associated with that group relative to the other four.

Above 70% median income

This group makes up the largest proportion of families on
low income and is a combination of three sub-groups — the
recently redundant, the self-employed and those with a long
work history in poorly paid jobs. The vast majority of
households in this group contain more than one adult.
Households in this group have low incomes, but perform well
across the other indicators — for example, they tend to be
homeowners, have high levels of qualifications and employment,
are not short of material goods, and report that they are coping
financially. They live in the least deprived neighbourhoods and
are likely to be engaged in community activity and politics.

Key characteristics
Members of this group:

- are in work

- are highly educated

- are homeowners

- do not lack any consumer durables

- describe themselves as living comfortably

Figure 7 gives a breakdown of the poverty indicators for
the grafters group, which makes up the largest proportion (31
per cent) of families on low income. The characteristics of the
group are strikingly different from the troubled families
stereotype that has taken shape in recent months, as apart
from low income, this group experiences very few other social
disadvantages — and even low income is a seemingly recent
rather than entrenched problem.

We describe the group as the grafters as they are made up
of the self-employed (experiencing a drop in otherwise high
income), the recently unemployed, and the working poor with
long work histories. The result is that these groups have the
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assets and resilience to see them through these lean times and
have yet to experience the hardship associated with low
income. The group comprises overwhelmingly two-parent
households (95 per cent of the group), who are more likely to
be found in rural areas than any of the other four child poverty
groups, with 28 per cent falling into this group (figure 8).

Overall they are the most qualified households of the five
poverty groups (with only 2 per cent devoid of any
qualifications) contributing to the fact that they are also the
most likely of all the poverty types to be in work. The grafters
experience the lowest financial stress — only 17 per cent report
finding it ‘quite difficult’ or ‘very difficult’ to cope financially,
the lowest of all the five types — partly because they can draw
on savings to help them through periods in which their
incomes have dropped.

The vast majority of the grafters own their own homes,
either outright or through a mortgage (13 per cent and 78 per
cent respectively), a higher level of home ownership than the
other four child poverty groups. Qualitative interviews
revealed these home owners to be broadly comfortable with
their local areas, often having owned their property for a
number of years. Only 4 per cent of this group severely lack
consumer durables and only 7 per cent miss out on common
social and leisure activities because of financial constraints
(what we refer to as ‘lifestyle’ deprivation) — a low proportion
by comparison with the other four child poverty groups — but
the impact of low income on maintaining homes was apparent
for homeowners. Extending homes to accommodate more
children was not an option and households described having
to live with part of their property in disrepair. Where
participants were able to afford modifications, they were
drawn-out procedures that had to stop when the household
could not afford to pay for completion.

Households belonging to the grafters display a strong
appetite for work and for thrift — those who were not self-
employed or recently redundant often had a continuous
employment history, but in very low-paid work. Many work
long hours and multiple jobs for small financial gain and had
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limited prospects for improved pay or progression: 87 per cent
of this group is ‘working poor’ — at least one adult household
member is in some form of work, but the household still
experiences income poverty. Job satisfaction was not always
high but the priority for individual members of these
households was to provide for their family above themselves.
Those recently out of work tended to be relatively well qualified
and engaged in a range of activities to improve their chances of
re-employment, including additional or re-training and seizing
relevant volunteering opportunities. A belief in the intrinsic
value of work appeared to underpin the behaviour of this group.

This work ethic is accompanied by a similarly determined
attitude towards thrift. Many of the grafters have identified
certain luxury items that were now out of reach and had used
savings in some cases to meet essential expenditure. Self-
employed households were aware that their fluctuating income
could lead to periods of very low income, which needed to be
prepared for, and low-skilled households were aware of their
low income in comparison with others around them.
Households in both of these situations had developed
strategies to manage unstable or persistently low income. For
example, participants described prioritising essential
spending, like paying households bills, and shopping around
for the best deals in supermarkets. Personal sacrifice was seen
as preferable to the use of loans or credit.

But yes, all meals and that stopped, every treat stopped, because
literally even if we did have spare money, I wouldn’t spend it on that
in case something came up the next week.

Qualitative research revealed the strain of living on low
income for this group, with mental health issues such as stress,
depression and anxiety experienced disproportionately in
households where only one adult member was employed. This
was linked to the guilt of some members not being able to
provide for their families. Anxiety became more entrenched
during long periods of unemployment when households felt
less able to cope financially.
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Figure7  Breakdown of poverty indicators for the grafters
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Often there were knock-on effects of poverty on family life,
reflecting the complex relationship between household income and
personal relationships. Partners were often described as providing
emotional support when times were particularly challenging
financially, with participants valuing not having to shoulder all
their problems alone. But many also described how life on low
income can simultaneously place a strain on the very same relation-
ships. One participant described how arguing with their partner
over money could worsen their depression. Where participants were
unable to afford things for their children, they described feeling
inadequate and guilty that they could not provide for the family.

So, it just changed the whole worry, worry, worry, constantly, where
we’re looking constantly at every pound he brought in.

The extended family was seen among the grafters as a vital
source of financial support. Participants explained that financial
aid provided by family members was used as contingency for any
unexpected costs:

15

Figure8  Socio-demographic characteristics of the grafters
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My brother lent me some money, bless him, to go and buy a new
Jridge, which was good. Um... my husband’s friend had an old

dishwasher, so it was still working, just needed cleaning so we had

100

that and then obviously my brother’s a mechanic so he fixed my car

so I was all right.

Grandparents would also provide children with treats
and social and cultural activities parents would otherwise

not be able to afford. There was also a sense that this kind of

support was common in many of the families and helping
one another out financially was a part of normal family life.
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This kind of financial support was seen as a last resort for some
participants, but they admitted that they would be lost without
this safety net. The experience of those without family support
networks bears this out: these households tended to find
financial crises more difficult to deal with, turning to credit and
loans to keep afloat during difficult periods instead. The
associated lack of emotional support could also exacerbate
feelings of depression and isolation, in severe cases contributing
to a sense of hopelessness.

Case Study Grafters

Julia is a mum in her late 30s, living with her husband, and her
two youngest children, who attend primary school. Her oldest
daughter is living with her boyfriend. The family owns their own
home, and are slowly paying back a mortgage. Fulia is settled in
her local area, having lived there for over 20 years. There used
to be problems with litter, fights and other disturbances in the
neighbourhood, but these have improved in recent years.

Last year, Julia was made redundant from her part-time
Jjob, and is now adjusting to life as a full-time housewife and
mum. Her husband is self-employed, so his earnings fluctuate

Jfrom month to month — in the past, Julia’s wage has always
topped up his wages, and allowed the family to live relatively
comfortably. As a result, Julia’s current unemployment has had a
big impact on the family’s income, and forced them to budget very
carefully, buying cheaper goods and cutting out all ‘luxury’
spending. In this way, she feels that the family is just about able to
get by — though they are not able to save up for a holiday this year.
She claims housing benefit to help pay her rent, but she does not
claim everything that she is entitled to, as she feels strongly that
she and her husband should pay for things themselves as far as
they are able.

Despite these worries, Fulia feels that she has the skills and
qualifications to help her find a new job in the near future. The
last time she experienced unemployment — several years previ-
ously — she took three part-time jobs that allowed her to juggle
childcare while bringing in some extra income.

nz

Group 2: Full house families

Just over one in five families on low income (22 per cent) fit into
this group. These tend to be very large households, containing
multiple adults and young children. Members of this group are
more likely to be from Asian and other minority ethnic back-
grounds, many without English as a first language. They are
able to heat their homes and are not behind in paying bills, but
housing conditions are likely to be overcrowded. Their qualifica-
tions range from low to degree level, but their rate of employ-
ment is low, with only one or two family members in work. They
live in deprived but reasonably supportive neighbourhoods and
get more support from families.

Key characteristics
Members of this group:

- are in work — though the level of employment within the

household is low overall, with potentially only one adult
member working part-time hours

- own a car, which is shared between household members
- live in overcrowded accommodation
- describe themselves as doing OK financially

Breakdown of poverty indicators

Figure g gives a breakdown of the poverty indicators for the
full house families group. These tend to be large households,
containing multiple adults and children. Asian and non-British
white households are over-represented in this poverty group,
and often English is not their first language. These households
are more likely to be ‘working poor’ (to have at least one adult
member in work) than to be entirely workless.

The full house families group consists predominantly of
two-parent families (86 per cent of households), involving
children who tend to be younger than those in grafters’
households.

The group is split roughly equally between three forms
of housing tenure: owning, social renting and private renting.
Participants appeared to be satisfied with aspects of their
housing, despite evidence of overcrowding particularly in the
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Figure9  Breakdown of poverty indicators for full-house families
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private, rented sector (figure 10). Where overcrowding was
evident (in 21 per cent of households in this group), there
were negative implications for family life. Our qualitative
research revealed children suffering from a lack of privacy,
contributing to arguments between siblings and a tense
atmosphere in the family home.

This group is characterised by a high level of resilience
to the effects of poverty, relative to the other child poverty
groups, despite a relatively high unemployment rate among
adults. Only g per cent of participants reported that they are
finding it very difficult to get by financially (with another 17
per cent finding it ‘quite difficult’), compared with 4 per cent
of the grafters, 27 per cent of pressured parents, 17 per cent of
vulnerable mothers and 8 per cent of managing mothers.

The foundation for this resilience is a strong employment
record. Adults interviewed in our qualitative research de-
scribed being in employment for all or most of their adult lives;
in this respect they are very similar to managing mothers.
Periods of unemployment generally appear to have been
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Figure10  Socio-demographic characteristics of full-house families
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temporary and occurred for various reasons, for example, when
participants gave up work to care for children or when they were
unable to find suitable employment locally. Parents in this group
have worked in a range of skilled, semi-skilled and low-skilled
jobs in fields such as administration, computing and catering.
Those out of work had aspirations to enter work in the
immediate or longer term. Parents were attracted to work by the
promise of a higher standard of living, but also non-material
rewards of work. This was one similarity with those in group 3
(pressured parents). Barriers to work experienced by participants
included being unable to access practical or financial support



Findings: child poverty groups

such as childcare or the cost of course fees. Limited suitable
job opportunities in the local area were also a barrier: over a
third of these households can be found in deprived
neighbourhoods, and dissatisfaction with the local area
(related to crime, anti-social behaviour and limited safe areas
to play for their children) was a source of concern, with many
talking of moving to a better area or to one with more jobs.

Full house families had adopted a range of strategies to
help cope with fluctuations in their income. A typical approach
involved making a decision to allocate responsibility for the
household finances to the person in the household most suited
to the role. A household budget was then drawn up and
spending prioritised to ensure key items of expenditure were
covered each month. To ensure the household ‘lived within
their means’, ad hoc essential purchases such as clothing for
children were offset by reducing expenditure on regular items.

Careful consideration was also given to the most
effective way of managing bills. Strategies included holding
money back from weekly income to pay for monthly bills;
choosing to make a one-off, annual payment to reduce the
number of monthly outgoings; and covering bills on a ‘pay as
you go’ basis. Participants who were in debt had taken
measures such as not carrying credit cards to prevent them
from becoming further indebted. Overall, the group displayed
pride in balancing the books. Only 10 per cent of households
in this group were behind in paying several bills, and 26 per
cent on one or more bills (figure 9), compared with one-third
of pressured parents behind on multiple bills and 64 per cent
on one or more bills, for example.

The stresses and strains of life on low income are evident
even in these full house families. Two-thirds of households in
this group have at least one adult in work,
and parents interviewed in our qualitative work reported
exhaustion from working long hours to try to maintain an
acceptable standard of living for their family. Among this
group, feelings of self-worth and self-esteem that in other
groups had been generated by being in work were actually
undermined. Self-employed interview participants felt unable
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to provide adequately for or spend time with their family
despite the considerable effort they afforded to their business,
and the sacrifices they made to ensure it was a success.

1t takes up loads of time. It takes about 40 hours a week. I have to
work at home. Wake up around four o’clock, three o’clock
sometimes, work home, go to the customer...

The attitudes of this group varied in one significant way
from the other four child poverty groups. Unique to this
group was a sense that their current situation was being
judged in relation to the standard of living that they aspired
to. Dissatisfaction with the household’s current circumstances
often stemmed from being unable to afford this standard of
living, which they may have had in the past but had been
unable to maintain.

1t has hit us quite hard "cause we used, like I say, we used to be able
to do anything we wanted but I don’t regret having children... but it
has hit us.

Group 3: Pressured parents

For [my wife] to take it all on and, you know, deal with that for me
‘cause I, physically and mentally, can’t do it... really brought me
down as well. I was just ashamed of myself, you know, what, what
can I do?

This group accounts for 21 per cent of families on low
income. Living predominantly in rental properties — more
often social than private — these families have a mixed range
of low incomes but are extremely deprived on lifestyle as well
as material measures. They tend to have poor physical and
mental health, low skills and low rates of employment. They
are also more likely than other poverty groups to be caring for
a child with a health condition or disability.
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Key characteristics
Members of this group:

have poor mental and physical health

describe themselves as struggling financially

are behind on bill payments, including struggling

to afford to pay energy bills

are unable to afford common life experiences such

as holidays or leisure activities

are often carers for a child with an illness or disability

Breakdown of poverty indicators

Figure 11 gives a breakdown of the poverty indicators for the
pressured parents group, whose members struggle with the
cumulative effect of multiple and severe problems, ranging
from the economic (unemployment, or insecure work) to the
social (depression and illness). The families in this group are

generally two-parent households, but otherwise very similar to

the vulnerable mothers (group 4).

Figure  Breakdown of poverty indicators for pressured parents
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Pressured parents were more likely to be renting homes
than owning them — and more likely to be social than private
renters (figure 12). Overcrowding was an issue for more than
one in five households in this group, generating many of the
same problems as described for the full house families. A key

barrier was the lack of affordable housing matching the
household’s requirements in the local area. One in three

households has a problem with cold accommodation, with

interviewees reporting being unable to keep their homes warm

enough because of financial pressures.

Figure 12
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The absence of work is a major characteristic of this
group. Parents in the group have low rates of employment
- over three in five households in this group contain no
working adult members — while almost one in five have no
qualifications at all (figure 11). In our qualitative work,
participants described patchy records of employment
interspersed with sometimes long periods of unemployment.
Prospects for employment or for progression within an
existing role were restricted as a consequence of a limited
number of jobs they are suitable for.
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meaningful and sustained relationships with others, to limiting
opportunities in the job market.

Getting a job is virtually impossible because somebody doesn’t want
somebody with a mental health issue.

While those caring for relatives (a child, partner or other
relative with an illness or disability) were committed to
providing this support, and found it rewarding in many ways,
there were signs that the caring burden also contributed to
their own mental health problems.

I'd rather be in work making the money for myself and not In interviews, parents consistently reported experiencing
constantly having to look for a job that doesn’t exist. I'm applying to problems such as crime, anti-social behaviour, and drug or

all the local ones, all the ones that I'd be perfect for but just no one alcohol abuse in their local area. Some had been able to move
replies whatsoever. away from these problems; those continuing to live in areas

The economic prospects of this group were not helped by
the economic geography of their neighbourhoods: over half live
in the most deprived neighbourhoods (based on the English
Indices of Multiple Deprivation) — a figure only exceeded by the
vulnerable mothers in group 4. In interviews, parents reported
the significant negative impact this has on life chances, with
limited job opportunities available in the local area.

However, this was not the only or the main cause of
longer periods of unemployment, which were linked to other
factors in people’s lives. In 45 per cent of households in this
group at least one adult struggles with a physical illness or
disability, and in 64 per cent of households one or more adults
experiences poor mental health. Parents in this group are also
more likely than other groups to be caring for a sick or disabled
child, with 7 per cent falling into this category. In interviews,
domestic violence also emerged as a problem that had been
frequently experienced by members of this group in the past.

In households involving mental or physical disabilities,
the effect of this was significant on the household experience.
Parents described how long-standing physical and mental
health problems affected their ability to participate socially or
economically. This ranged from difficulties forming

with social problems expressed a desire to relocate. A major
worry was the potential adverse effects on the life chances of
children in the household. Of particular concern was a
perceived culture of worklessness and lack of aspiration that
participants felt were embedded in the community and might
influence the outlook of their own children.

T wouldn’t feel safe in this area, really. I just don’t feel like it is a,
you know, an area you would let your children go out and play in
until it starts getting dark.

Case Study Pressured parents

Jonathan has been out of work for several years, since being
diagnosed with a mental health condition. His wife, Lisa, gave
up work to be his full-time carer, and also looks afier their two
children. Before his health deteriorated, fonathan was working
— he enjoyed his job and hopes to be able to return to work in
the future. In the meantime, he tries to keep busy with practi-
cal tasks around the house like DIY and gardening.
In between caring for Jonathan and looking afier the

children, Lisa has very little time to socialise with friends or
Jamily. She feels exhausted at the end of each day, but has no
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Jriends in the area whom she can pop round to for a cup of
tea. Jonathan is concerned that his condition makes it very
difficult for Lisa to make close friends and spend time outside
the house.

Because neither Jonathan nor Lisa are able to work, the

Jamily struggles for money. They cannot plan ahead more
than a week at a time, and have never been able to afford to
take the children on holiday, because they cannot save up
enough money. When Jonathan first stopped working, he was
claiming £40 less in benefits than he was entitled to for several
months before he realised. The total amount he was receiving
was not enough to live on, and during this time he relied on

JSriends and family members to help out with essentials like

Jood shopping. He was also forced to take out several short-
term loans to cover emergency costs.

Jjonathan and Lisa are not very keen on their local
neighbourhood — there are problems with drugs and
alcohol in the area, and widespread unemployment — and
do not feel that it is a good place to raise their children. The

Jamily used to live in a private rented flat, but could not
afford to pay the rent from their benefits income and so
were forced to move to their current house, which they rent

Jfrom a housing association.

Group 4: Vulnerable mothers

I'd like to be somewhere else.

Just under a fifth of families on low income (18 per
cent) fall into this group. Group members are extremely
likely to be single parents — mostly young single mothers
under 24, with babies and/or young children. They are most
likely to be renting — generally from councils or housing
associations. Families in this group are the most deprived
and are highly likely to lack consumer durables and be
behind on bill payments, and have very limited work history
in poorly paid jobs. They have the lowest skills of the five
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groups, and are more likely to be physically and mentally
unwell. Despite living in supportive neighbourhoods, they
are the most disengaged from community life.

Key characteristics
Members of this group:

- lack consumer durables, and do not own a car
- experience poor physical health

- have no qualifications

- do not work

- rent

Breakdown of poverty indicators

Figure 13 gives a breakdown of the poverty indicators for the
vulnerable mothers group. These households are extremely
likely to comprise single parent families, mostly young single
mothers aged under 24. Approaching two-thirds of these
households live in deprived areas; many lack durables and
find themselves behind on bill payments.

Figure13  Breakdown of poverty indicators for vulnerable mothers

Finding it quite/very difficult financially [
Severely lacking durables _
Severely ‘lifestyle’ deprived _
Child severely ‘lifestyle’ deprived _
Behind on one or more bills _
No car in household _
Overcrowded -
Struggling to heat home _
Poor physical health (in household) [N
Poor mental health (in household) _
No qualifications _
Workless households _
Low neighbourhood support _
Low family support -
Deprived neighbourhood _
Low participation _
Not interested in politics _
| | | | | | | | | |
Percentage (%) O 20 40 60 80

|
100
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Only 1 per cent of this group own their own homes
- by far the lowest of all five child poverty groups - leaving
the vast majority of vulnerable mothers reliant on the rented
sector (figure 14). Three-quarters live in social rented
housing, with many suffering from overcrowding and fuel
poverty; 18 per cent report overcrowding; while one in four
cannot afford to heat their homes properly. However, where
conditions were not overcrowded and there was some space
for children to play outside safely, council housing tended to
be viewed positively by this group.

Figure14  Socio-demographic characteristics of vulnerable mothers

Family status

Couple
Lone parent

Age of youngest child
0-4 years
5-10 years
1-15 years
16-18 years

Number of children aged 16 or below
+4

Not carer
Carer

Tenure
Own outright
Owner with mortgage
Social renter
Private renter

Rurality
Urban

Rural

Percentage (%) O 20 40 60 80 100
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Over one-third of this group have no qualifications
— the highest of all five groups — contributing to low
employment rates. Interviewees described past experience
of work involving almost exclusively low-skilled and manual
jobs such as cleaning, care work and catering in canteens.
There were two broad attitudes towards work among these
households without work:

- Those who wanted to work and were actively seeking it

recalled being in a better financial position while working and
wanted more social interaction with other adults. There was

a perception of increased pressure to look for work from the
Government and this was seen as fair.

- Those who either lacked the confidence or the financial

incentive to make a concerted effort to find work. This group
was particularly concerned about getting into debt when
moving from benefits income and requiring childcare - a
feeling strong enough to override a preference for work rather
than unemployment.

1 kept saying to them, I love the job... You know what I mean, but 1
said to er I can’t even stay ‘cause I'm not benefiting from it, I'm going
up and up in arrears, so I had to pull myself back out of it [work].

Vulnerable mothers face significant barriers to work, in
particular childcare and making work pay. Participants
described benefits as the key if not only source of income;
other sources included occasional gifts from family members.
Qualitative research revealed these groups to rely on welfare
payments to cover essential spending. Participants received
benefits such as Child Tax Credits, Child Benefit, Income
Support and Housing Benefit. Those with health issues
received Employment Support Allowance and Disability
Living Allowance. There were participants who received milk
tokens. What seemed to be missing in this group, unlike the
managing mothers (group 5), was support from fathers
through child maintenance.
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Although possible, covering essential items such as food,
bills and rent with welfare payments was challenging: 17 per
cent found it very difficult to cope financially (another 26 per
cent said ‘quite difficult’), with a clear majority lacking some
consumer durables, three-quarters suffering lifestyle deprivation
and half behind in paying one or more bills (figure 13). These
figures are strikingly higher than the managing mothers of
group 5 (see below) who tend to have older children, more
qualifications and a stronger work record.

Strategies employed by vulnerable mothers included
prioritising certain types of expenditure, such as bills and debt
repayments. People described ‘being frugal’ and buying cheap
and discount items and walking rather than using transport.
Some opted for pay as you go options on household bills; not all
were aware that this meant they would pay more in the long run.

Where welfare was insufficient or delayed, participants
opted for loans and credit to cover basic expenditure. There
were households that regularly took out high-interest, short-
term loans. Despite the higher cost, they generally repaid these
loans without difficulty and they were viewed favourably by
participants. More generally, however, debt was a key issue
confronting this group. For the most part debts were regarded
as manageable, though for some this was clearly not the case.
One participant whose situation seemed less manageable had
multiple debts, including rent arrears of two months and
overdue bills for gas, electricity and catalogue purchases.

Mental health issues were more prominent than physical
health issues, though both were high relative to the other child
poverty groups (31 per cent and 12 per cent respectively).
Participants described having experienced depression, anxiety,
stress and nervous breakdowns. Causes included past abusive
relationships and alcohol dependency. In some cases, these
appeared to be the main cause of the household’s low income,
but the relationship between personal problems and material
poverty worked in both directions. The qualitative research also
revealed how stressful situations such as financial difficulty
could cause a relapse of past issues or exacerbate current
anxieties. Participants described ‘struggling every day to get
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through life’ and feeling guilty for not providing adequately
for their children.

1t’s basically, you know, the triggers that... because I don’t have the
space and because we don’t have...You know, it’s overcrowded, we’re
tight on money... All these have an impact on to people’s wellbeing

— overall mental wellbeing.

Limitations to recreational activities and social interaction
imposed by living on a low income and being solely responsible
for childcare also contributed to poor wellbeing. The wellbeing
of participants who were unemployed was affected by not
interacting socially with adults, increased feelings of
dependency on the state and reduced self-confidence.

In the qualitative interviews, participants viewed their
local areas relatively positively, describing them as quiet.
They acknowledged the deprivation identified by the
quantitative analysis (households in this group are the most
likely to live in deprived areas) but those who saw themselves
as living in ‘rough’ neighbourhoods felt they were fortunate
to be living on the nicer streets of these areas. However, a
widespread concern among vulnerable mothers was the lack
of things to do locally for themselves and their children. For
example local shops in one area were seen to have
deteriorated in recent years and concerns were raised that in
the absence of sports or other non-expensive activities,
children would end up getting into trouble.

Group 5: Managing mothers

This entirely single parent group makes up the smallest
proportion of poor families (8 per cent of the total). They are
slightly older mums with other children. The majority feel they
are ‘getting by’. They lack some consumer durables but are
generally not deprived or behind in paying bills. Though some
work part time, half of this group are currently out of work,
but their qualification rates are good and most see unemploy-
ment as a temporary problem; they have a strong work ethic.
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They have few physical health problems, but a third have
mental health needs.

Key characteristics
Members of this group:

- are single parents
- are in work

own their own car

describe themselves as getting by financially
- receive lots of support from family members

Figure15  Breakdown of poverty indicators for managing mothers

Finding it quite/very difficult financially
Severely lacking durables

Severely ‘lifestyle’ deprived

Child severely ‘lifestyle’ deprived
Behind on one or more bills

No car in household

Overcrowded

Struggling to heat home

Poor physical health (in household)
Poor mental health (in household)

No qualifications

Low neighbourhood support
Low family support
Deprived neighbourhood
Low participation

Not interested in politics

Percentage (%) O 10 20 30 40 50

Breakdown of poverty indicators

Figure 15 gives a breakdown of the poverty indicators for the
managing mothers, an entirely single parent group, which
makes up 8 per cent of families with child poverty. In general,
these households had a mid to low range of low incomes, but
fare relatively well on most other indicators. Qualification and
employment rates are high relative to other groups — especially
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vulnerable mothers in group 4. Resilience to financial shocks is
also relatively high.

Four in ten managing mothers own their own homes, with
the rest split between social and private renting (figure 16). In
interviews, each tenancy type was seen to have its benefits and
drawbacks, with home ownership considered a preferable
alternative. Negative experiences of living in council properties
were underpinned by a failure to address serious problems such
as rising damp promptly and to complete refurbishment work
to a high quality. One participant started taking anti-depres-
sants because she believed damp was causing her son to become
sick but this was not being taken seriously by the council.

Figure16  Socio-demographic characteristics of managing mothers

Couple
Lone parent

Age of youngest child
0-4 years
5-10 years
11-15 years
16-18 years

Care for an ill or disabled child
Not carer
Carer

Tenure
Own outright -
Owner with mortgage _
Social renter [
Private renter _

Rurality
Urban
Rural

Percentage (%) O 20 40 60 80 100
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The advantage of social renting was that managing
mothers generally thought it provided more stability, although
private renters benefited from landlords paying for white goods
and the general upkeep of their homes.

Managing mothers’ employment patterns covered the full
spectrum - full-time employment, part-time work, self-
employment and unemployment — though unemployment or
part-time employment were most common. Half of this group
were in some form of employment, compared with only 10 per
cent for the other single parent group (vulnerable mothers).
Those in work were also more likely to be working in higher
skilled jobs than the vulnerable mothers, reflecting the fact
that 93 per cent of this group have some qualifications — with a
third educated to degree level. Jobs mentioned by parents in
interviews included a take-away counter assistant, a
supermarket supervisor, an ex-NHS ward manager turned
foster carer, a supply teacher and a relationship therapist.

Those without work were relatively older than the
vulnerable mothers and managed better with what they felt
was a short-term period of unemployment. This relative
optimism reflects the work histories of managing mothers,
many of whom described having been engaged in full or
part-time employment for all or most of their adult lives. They
had few or no periods of unemployment and were working
when their children were very young. Though not stated
explicitly, being in a two-parent household at the time
appeared to have enabled this — a contrast with the vulnerable
mothers in group 4, who, on the whole, had brought up their
children alone.

This group demonstrated a strong work ethic, coupled
with a resistance to full dependence on the benefits system.
However, the design of the welfare system emerged as a
problem as managing mothers described their experiences. A
barrier to fulfilling aspirations to work was their perception
that taking a job could jeopardise their entitlement to existing
benefits and mean that their household would not be better off.
For example, one participant did not move to a managerial
position because it would involve her working longer hours
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and earning more, thus exempting her from her benefits.
Interviewees in this group also reported that costs and
childcare limit their ability to gain further skills and
qualifications, or work longer hours.

Erm, I couldn’t, there'd be no point in me getting childcare, if I
worked full-time, having to get childcare costs and, it wouldn'’t, it
wouldn’t work out.

These households do not report struggling financially in
anything like the proportions of the vulnerable mothers (8 per
cent of households finding it very difficult to cope compared
with 17 per cent), though they do not feel as comfortable
financially as the grafters or the full house families of groups 1
and 2. Lifestyle deprivation is at less than half the level of the
vulnerable mothers, at 34 per cent (figure 15).

Strong skills in financial matters and help from family
meant that money was not too much of an issue for those who
were unemployed.

I wouldn’t dream of going out buying clothes or going to the pub or
whatever or smoking or whatever before I paid the bills, you know?

Interviewees described timing expenditure to follow the
payment of wages and benefits, having separate bank accounts
for savings and expenditure, having a cash ISA and
monitoring bank accounts every couple of days through
internet banking. One participant had even been on a financial
management course run by a credit union to learn these skills.
Another strategy was for managing mothers to sacrifice their
own needs so that children did not go without the things they
wanted, for example, if both parent and child was in need of
new clothes, they would be purchased for the child first.

Saving appeared more within the grasp of those in this
group than those in others. While some were unable to save,
others saved occasionally for specific items while other saved
regularly to build up spare money for financial shocks or to be
used in later life. Participants in this group were not in debt at
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the time of interviews. They had had experiences of debt in the
past, which appeared to have changed their approach to
spending to stop them from going into debt again. For
example having now repaid all her catalogue debts, one
participant would not buy anything without having the money
upfront; she often saved up to buy things she wanted. Another
participant had got into rent arrears in the past and had been
at risk of losing her home; she now prioritised paying her rent
above everything else.

As with the other four groups, mental health and
wellbeing appeared to be more of a problem than physical
health (30 per cent compared with 7 per cent). These
households comprised older parents; some participants
described long-standing cases of anxiety and depression for
which they had sought counselling or medication. The causes
of these issues were directly related to experiences of financial
hardship. For instance, one participant’s depression and
anxiety stemmed from her ex-husband’s significant debt
problems. Another participant described becoming depressed
and feeling guilty when she could not afford to provide for her
children in the way she wanted.

Strong bonds with family appeared to limit social
isolation and financial hardship associated with living on a low
income: ‘Monetary poverty — yeah — but emotional and
spiritual and everything else, no, coz I feel that me and my
family are... we’re quite well off in that department.’

Where families did not live locally, living on a low
income restricted participants’ ability to visit their families,
because of travel costs. Those who were not able to draw on the
support of their relatives received emotional and financial
support from partners where possible as there was limited
neighbourhood support.

Overview

A consideration of all five groups reveals some common
‘protective factors’, which help families get through periods of
low or no income. These include high levels of financial
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literacy, helping tight budgets go further, and close family
networks which provide an additional safety net beyond the
welfare state. A record of employment also emerges as another
key factor insulating families from the worst hardship, either
because it has allowed some savings to help offset drops in
income, or because it has allowed for homes to be properly
stocked with durables and other essentials. It is also
psychologically protective — those with strong work histories
treated unemployment as temporary problems and remained
active in returning to work.

There are also some problems common to several if not
all five groups. The relationship between poverty and mental
health is one of these, with the anxiety and feelings of
inadequacy a common story. The structure of the benefits
system is another shared problem - in particular for single
parent families — with many parents concerned that finding
work, or working longer hours, will actually leave their family
worse off once they have paid childcare costs.

Despite these common factors there are some stark
differences between the groups. These include qualification
levels and housing arrangements, which are both major factors
determining people’s quality of life, regardless of employment
status. Family background is another. Single parent families
are more likely to suffer deprivation than two-parent
households, but there are further, subtle differences even
within these two groups. Those single parents who have been
part of stable, two-parent families at one stage in their life
appear to fare far better in the labour market.

Single parent and two parent families also appear to face
different kinds of problem in accessing work and training.
Single parents often cite lack of childcare as a barrier to
finding work or accessing training. Two-parent families have
the opposite problem: working long hours can distance them
from their families, placing a strain on personal relationships.

One way of understanding the differences between these
groups is to consider the difference between economic and
social factors. Those in the grafters, full house families and
managing mothers groups experience broadly economic
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problems, from finding the right job to earning decent wages,
obtaining better qualifications and having the ability to save.
Pressured parents and vulnerable mothers face these problems
too, but they are compounded by social problems, which
include lack of family support (in the shape of fathers, for
vulnerable mothers), burdensome caring responsibilities,
physical and mental illness and drug and alcohol problems. It
is these families that will require the most intensive packages
of support.

The next chapter provides further interpretation of each
of these groups in a wider policy context, and considers how
best to address the specific needs of each.
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4  Policy implications for
child poverty

As explained in the previous chapters, the objective of this
project was to develop a multi-dimensional model of poverty
which was ‘designed to be used’ — in other words, it could be
usefully applied to the tackling of poverty. The findings
themselves are no doubt instructive, related as they are to
real-life situations. Nonetheless, our multi-faceted understanding
of poverty lends itself to a multi-faceted response - several
agencies working together in different configurations, to tackle
each poverty group as a whole. It certainly is not an easy task,
particularly when some of the poverty types we identify in
chapter g have combinations of indicators that do not naturally
lend themselves to joint working.

We have developed a toolkit to provide guidance on this
issue. Bridging the gap between our findings and the ‘real
world’ of tackling poverty across policy and practice, it helps
practitioners and policymakers develop their response to
addressing different poverty types by guiding their thinking
through the process of how to identify and address each type of
poverty using existing and new resources in a joined-up way. As
we explain in chapter 6, this toolkit could and should be
applied at local level as a way for organisations to think about
the links they might make between local organisations and the
intelligence they ought to share. A local organisation tackling
debt, for example, may be able to use our analysis to segment
its client group to better understand the various difficulties they
face and to consider who they might work with to help them.
We explain this local application further in chapter 7.

In this chapter, we reflect on the national policy and
practice implications that our findings have generated,
presented in the toolkit framework outlined in box 5.
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The grafters

It is clear that the grafters are more resilient and are coping
better with their straightened financial situation than other
groups identified in our analysis, but they are still in a
financially precarious situation: they have children, and most
own their own homes and are servicing their mortgage. Very
few are behind in paying their bills, suggesting they are
getting by, by making sacrifices and using savings and relying
on their families, but this is unlikely to be sustainable in the
longer term. Similarly, the self-employed and recently
redundant in this group are cushioned by previous periods of
higher income, leading to the accumulation of material goods
and low levels of debt — but this cannot be sustained for long.

It is no doubt for this reason that those in this group
made recently redundant are anxious to return to work, and are
engaging in a range of activities to help them return. While
government welfare-to-work provision focuses on those hardest
to reach and furthest from the labour market, there is a
potential here for achieving quick results in assisting the
recently redundant who are keen to return to work and avoid an
entrenchment of their poverty. For the grafters, government
needs to consider rapid responses which can secure these
families’ financial futures before problems become more
entrenched and harder to tackle.

For those families with a long work history of low-paid
jobs, the issue must be how to make the return on their labour
more rewarding — through higher wages. This is a classic case
where predistribution is vital to improve the quality of life of
the working poor: these families are already working full time,
and often in multiple jobs, so they cannot be encouraged to
work harder through reducing benefits — they are not benefit
dependent. Inversely, they cannot be helped out of poverty by
increasing benefits either, for the very same reason — they are not