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Preface

In this book I have sought to show the extent of poverty in the United Kingdom and
give some explanation for its existence. Although I have drawn on a number of
studies carried out in the 1970s, and on the reports in 1975, 1976 and 1977 of the
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, the principal source
of information is the national survey carried out for the specific purpose of writing
this book in 1968-9. Are the findings from that year out of date in the late 1970s?
Very properly this question will be raised. The answer can take many different
forms, some theoretical, some technical and some personal.
One answer is that the structure of society does not change significantly in a short
span of years, except sometimes in revolutionary conditions or war, and that the
research team was inevitably seeking to describe and analyse the social structure of
the United Kingdom in attempting to describe and explain poverty. There are major
conceptual and technical problems in doing so - in trying to revise familiar but
inadequate methods of describing society and adopting relative measures of
inequality and deprivation instead. I believe this lays the basis for cross-national and
scientific work.1 The team discussing and planning the project grappled with the
problem of devising alternative measures when completing the pilot studies2 and
preparing the questionnaire. In the questionnaire we tried to develop a
comprehensive conception of resources; measure some of them, like fringe benefits
and the ownership of wealth, more reliably than in other studies; and at the same
time develop operational standards, and not only indicators, of deprivation. Yet at
the stage of provisionally analysing the information collected in interviews, and at
the final stage of checking and integrating that analysis, there were unanticipated
problems of generating as well as of digesting new conceptions, and therefore new
measures of inequality and deprivation (and putting them into operational form as
indicators and combined indices), so that a closer representation of that elusive
structure of inequality might finally be given. We were trying to sustain both an
1 As discussed in different papers in a preparatory conference before the survey. See
Townsend, P. (ed.), The Concept of Poverty, Heinemann Educational Books, London, 1970.
2 See, for example, Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, Allen Lane, London, 1969; and Land, H.,
Large Families in London, Bell, London, 1970.
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account of the total social structure (as well as of the relationship between some of
its component parts) and an account of poor minorities within that structure.
There are a number of different senses in which the underlying social structure can
be said to have remained much the same during a period of a little under ten years.
Upon analysis, social changes turn out to be technical or cultural rather than
structural. People are conscious of the rapid spread of car ownership, colour
television, telephones, central heating, hi-fi equipment and air travel; the introduction of new methods of production in industry and new drugs and surgical
techniques in medicine; new fashions as well as materials and processes in the
clothes that are worn and the goods and furnishings that are bought for the home;
new types of musical and theatrical entertainment; and an array of new bodies,
controls and procedures brought into existence by legislation. But while styles of
living and prevalence of types of social interaction are indeed affected, the division
of society into social classes, social minorities, regional and local communities,
family, neighbourhood and friendship groups and networks, and administrative,
professional, political and religious groups, and therefore the distribution of
resources commanded by such groups, may remain largely unaltered. This is the
paradox which the social scientist is bound to call attention to and explore. One of
the problems is that individuals often ascribe changes occurring to them in their
lifetime as changes occurring to society. Another is that the extent of social change
is exaggerated by many bodies because it suits them consciously or unconsciously to
do so. And a third is that even when structural changes occur, they may be of a very
short-term nature only. Change may be cyclical rather than long term, and there may
be periodic reversions to long-term structural dispositions. The state of conflict
between major contending classes and groups in society may mean that one class or
group secures an advantage at a particular point in time which is later lost or
redressed by another class or group.
What has to be accepted therefore is that some ‘changes’, in the popular sense of
the term, have little or no impact on the basic divisions or conflicts in society and do
not affect its structure. Many contemporary ‘changes’ - in fashion, technology,
legislation and, during inflation, in the interaction of earnings, taxes and prices belie the reality of our stable structure of inequality. This reality is not easy to
demonstrate. There are organizations and interests which exist, both knowingly and
unknowingly, to conceal or deny it. One of the characteristics of inequality is that
many of the people who have most to gain from it are not conscious of it or do not
want to be reminded of it. If they happen to be conscious of it, they want and tend to
believe that their privilege is ordained or natural, or meritorious, or diminishing and extremely modest; alternatively, that others’ disprivilege is inevitable or
deserved - and rather modest. These beliefs are reproduced in government and
administration and are reflected in decisions about the collection and presentation of
knowledge about our society by social scientists.
The key question is whether, in trying to escape conventional perceptions, or,
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more correctly, showing that we are not entirely ruled by them, the relativity of that
structure can be described independently of belief. Repeatedly in the book I have
tried to show how the survey findings tie in with other, more recent, data, and how
the distribution of earnings, and of net disposable incomes, happens to have
remained much the same in the early 1970s as in the late 1960s. By 1976 there was,
for men, a slight narrowing of differentials among both manual and non-manual
workers, compared with 1968, and the earnings at the lowest decile, relative to the
median, approached the level reached in the early 1960s. For women, the picture
was more complicated, with some widening of differentials for both lower-paid
manual workers and higher-paid non-manual workers. The overall distribution of
earnings, as shown by the New Earnings Survey of the Department of Employment,
like that demonstrated from 1906 to 1960 by G. Routh1 and by A. R. Thatcher,2 has
remained remarkably constant during the last two decades. Similarly, such relative
figures as can be gleaned from the reports of the Family Expenditure Survey for
1957-76, especially the quantile data published in Economic Trends, covering the
years since the poverty survey was carried out, suggest a stable structure, with no
marked changes taking place in the distribution of resources between different
household types or in the distribution around the mean or the median within any of
the types or groups, especially since 1969. In the words of one statistician in the
Central Statistical Office, who analysed the distribution of original, net disposable
and final incomes during the period 1961-75, although there are variations over the
years, particularly for the upper ranges of income, there is no significant trend either
towards or away from more equality, the net effect being a distribution very similar
in 1975 to that in 1961’.3 All this is discussed in various sections of the book,
particularly the conclusion.
Perhaps the one trend to which I call special attention, though its short-run impact
is small, is the proportionate growth of the professional, managerial and executive
classes, without there being much evidence of a corresponding long-term relative
fall in their levels of remuneration and living standards. It is this trend, accompanied
by, or perhaps even indirectly determining, the growth in the ‘dependent’ population
of retired, unemployed and disabled people, and of school or college trainees, which
1 Routh, G., Occupation and Pay in Great Britain, 1906-60, Cambridge University Press,
1965.
2 Thatcher, A. R., ‘The Distribution of Earnings of Employees in Great Britain’, Journal of
the Royal Statistical Society, A, 131, Part 2,1968.
3 Harris, R., ‘A Review of the Effects of Taxes and Benefits on Household Incomes 19611975’, Economic Trends, January 1977, p. 105. A special review of the published data from the
FES for 1953-73 concluded ‘the extent of relative poverty has probably changed little over the
past twenty years’. Fiegehen, G. C., Lansley, P. S., and Smith, A. D., Poverty and Progress in
Britain 1953-73, Cambridge University Press, 1977, p. 31. However, as argued later in this
book, there is reason from the same source to conclude there has been some increase in relative
poverty between 1953 and 1960 and between 1960 and 1975.
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our institutions and culture are having difficulty in absorbing. Whatever the
inequality between top and bottom in the dispersion of resources, the proportionate
accumulation of population in the upper-middle reaches of the dispersion is being
accommodated only at the price of more people being pushed to the bottom. It is not
simply that there are more old people, but proportionately more retired old people,
proportionately more people near the state’s pensionable ages who are being retired
or made redundant, and more people being pushed into unemployment or subemployment, all of them having very low incomes. In some respects, of course, as
with the big increase in the official unemployment rate, or even the increase in the
numbers retired, the proportion with low incomes has definitely grown since 1969.
However, new social security and tax measures may have cushioned the fall of some
members of the population, or have helped members of other groups to clamber a
step or two higher in the long ladder of income distribution, and while that
possibility exists, the evidence cannot be regarded as conclusive.
I regard this structural change - that is, of a simultaneous increase towards the top
of the distribution of income in number and proportion of professional, managerial
and executive workers, and at the foot of that distribution of economically inactive
or dependent persons - as being the most important taking place in our society. It
represents an advanced stage in the history of conflict between classes. Later in this
book the distribution of different types of resources will be shown to be related not
just to the occupational class of individuals but to that of their parents as well. The
most striking example of this will be found in the case of old people (in Chapter 23).
But access to, and command over, resources is not only determined by class of
origin and past as well as current occupational class mediated directly therefore by
family, laws of inheritance and labour market. It is also determined increasingly
through the infrastructure of social policy, mainly the state’s social policy. Through
social policy, the upper non-manual groups exercise enormous influence. Sometimes
that influence is exercised positively on their own behalf - in the comparatively low
taxes raised from capital gains; the special tax reliefs and indirect as well as direct
subsidies like improvement grants available to home owners; the additions to
personal standards of living represented by employers’ welfare benefits, especially
occupational pension rights, the subsidies and tax relief available for private
education and the grants and subsidies available for higher education. The economic
position of such groups is positively enhanced. Sometimes that influence is
exercised negatively - by creating hostility towards increases in public expenditure
and hence taxation, or insisting on tighter controls of those seeking supplementary
benefit; influencing the adoption and perpetuation of national minimum or
subsistence-level benefits only for people with reasonably good employment
records; and laying the basis for public acceptance of early retirement. In part,
attitudes are directed at the working class; ‘feather-bedding’ is derided and ‘standing
on one’s own feet’ is extolled. In part, attitudes are directed towards the perpetuation
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and extension of an underclass.
If the indicative evidence since 1969 about resources is correct, and if the underlying trend towards greater inequality is continually threatening to make itself
evident, then the findings have not lost any of their force or relevance.
The findings can also be considered in relation to method. The need for better
measures of inequality in the distribution of incomes and wealth is as acute as it was
in the late 1960s, and the book may make some contribution to those measures.
Examples might be given from government sources which show what little progress
has been made in documenting inequality in the distribution of resources. Richard
Titmuss long ago listed the limitations of Inland Revenue data,1 and more recently
Tony Atkinson has reviewed at length the defects of official estimates which purport
to show trends in the distribution of incomes and wealth.2 The Royal Commission
on Income and Wealth has tried to run in both directions at once, criticizing the
official statistics but also reproducing them without amendment. The commission
admitted that the official statistics were ‘deficient in many respects’, largely because
these were ‘by-products of the administrative processes of Government
Departments, particularly the Inland Revenue’.3 They had been urged to adopt
alternative approaches to the definition of both income and wealth, 4 and the
commission agreed that ‘no single definition could be adequate for all purposes’.5
Yet, despite going on to claim that they had followed a policy offering alternative
approaches and definitions ‘so that readers may make their own choice of the most
appropriate statistics for the problems they wish to study’,6 in practice they made
little or no use of secondary analysis or estimation to produce alternative data.
Admittedly it would be difficult, though not impossible, to do so. Instead the
commission provided the same official diet as before, concluding that there had been
significant trends towards greater equality of distribution of both wealth and income,
even in recent years.7 Regrettably, the press seized on the broad summaries of the
1

Titmuss, R. M., Income Distribution and Social Change, Allen & Unwin, London, 1962.
Atkinson, A. B., The Economics of Inequality, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1975, Chapter 4.
See also Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A. J., Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain, Cambridge University Press, 1978.
3
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report
on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, July 1975, p. 9.
4
By, for example, A. B. Atkinson, A. J. Harrison and C. Trinder, C. D. Harbury, the National
Institute of Economic and Social Research and the Office of Manpower Statistics in their
evidence reproduced in the Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth,
Selected Evidence Submitted to the Royal Commission for Report No. 1: Initial Report on the
Standing Reference, HMSO, London, 1976.
5
Report No. 1, Initial Report on the Standing Reference, p. 13.
6
ibid, p. 132.
7
Compare the unqualified summary paragraph 16(a) in the first report, for example (which
suggests a decline in the income share of the top 5 per cent), with the strong reservations about
household composition, imputed rent of owner-occupiers, investment income, income in kind,
fringe benefits, tax evasion and interconnections between income and wealth in Chapter 3, esp.
2

22 PREFACE
fall in share of the top 1 per cent and 5 per cent without much reference to the
commission’s qualifications, and thereby helped to maintain the unsubstantiated
belief that the rich have become relatively poorer, not just in post-war compared
with pre-war years, but in the 1970s compared with 1960.1 The appointment of the
Royal Commission greatly raised expectations. A complex range of official statistics
were rapidly assembled in the first six of their Reports, but a breakthrough in the
measurement of either resources commanded by individuals, income units,
households and families, or of changes that have taken place over a period of years
in the distribution of those resources, has still to be achieved.
The data collected in the annual Family Expenditure Survey, carried out regularly
since 1957, are potentially more valuable than either the Inland Revenue data or the
Central Statistical Office’s adaptations of those data. However, as its name implies,
the survey is designed to obtain more comprehensive and reliable information about
expenditure than about income;2 and the findings on income distribution are rarely
presented in a form which allows a span of years or different types of household to
be compared.
Despite considerable public discussion and pressure, the Board of Inland Revenue’s practices have not been thoroughly overhauled. And, with the exception of
certain data about different quartiles, both in the survey reports and in the special
analyses of the Central Statistical Office, published since November 1962 in
Economic Trends, and a few forays into the survey data by the Department of Health

pp. 34-54. Compare, again, the inconsistency of summary paragraph 16(b) (which suggests an
increase in the income share of the bottom 20 per cent) with paragraph 346 (which stated that
there was little change in their share of income and, anyway, that further study was required of
the incomes of this section).
1
There are problems other than appearing to write for two audiences, moreover. The commission did not attempt to resolve certain apparent conflicts of evidence. Thus in the summary
chapter of the fourth report attention was called to ‘a net overall reduction in inequality’ between
1972-3 and 1973-4 before and after tax, and specific reference was made to the respective shares
of the top 20 per cent and bottom 20 per cent. No mention was made of the evidence reproduced
earlier in the text from the FES showing what the commission admit was ‘an increase in the
share [of final income] of the top decile group’ as well as a change in original income ‘indicating
a tendency towards greater inequality overall’. Tables 11 and C12-C17, which appear to tell a
rather different story from the Blue Book distribution of personal incomes, are strangely not
referred to in the summary chapter. Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and
Wealth, Report No. 4, Second Report on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6626, HMSO, London,
1976, pp. 24-5,73-4 and 109-14.
2
Thus, the report of the 1973 survey, published in 1974, stated, ‘It must be emphasized that
the survey is primarily a survey of expenditure on goods and services by households ... Information which is obtained about income is primarily to enable households to be classified into
income groups, in order that separate analyses of expenditure can be made for these groups of
households’ - Department of Employment, Family Expenditure Survey, 1973, HMSO, London,
1974, p. 3.
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and Social Security,1 the annual Family Expenditure Survey has not been
extensively developed or more imaginatively analysed and presented.
These criticisms make the decision not to collect reliable information about net
disposable income in the General Household Survey all the more regrettable.
Through the Social Survey Division of its Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, the government launched the General Household Survey in 1971. The purpose
of the survey is to provide a kind of co-operative research service meeting the needs
of many departments within one survey framework’.2 In the notes prepared for
interviews is the statement: ‘Income is probably one of the most powerful factors
influencing the way people live, their housing, employment, size of family and so
on.’ Yet the questions on income were reduced to a minimum and cover ‘gross’
income only. Both the first report, published in 1973, and the second report,
published in 1975, contained few tables based on this variable, and the second is
apologetic to the point of embarrassment about the shortcomings of the attempts in it
to move towards a measure of any value comparatively. The long-established
deficiencies of government statistics of the distribution of income remain.
In terms, then, of the continuing need to measure more exactly and more comprehensively the distribution of resources, as well as the relatively unchanging
structure of inequality, I hope the findings described in Poverty in the United Kingdom will be felt to be relevant and not outdated.
In a report of considerable length, it may be helpful to provide as many signposts
as possible for readers wishing to track down subjects of special interest to them.
The table of contents on pages 5-13 gives headings of subsections as well as titles of
chapters, and chapters normally have a short summary at the end. Sometimes I have
chosen to include a theoretical discussion or a discussion of the implications for
policy of the findings in the latter pages of chapters rather than in the concluding
chapters. Illustrations of the experiences of individuals and families will be found in
most chapters, and especially in Chapter 8. However, names used are not the real
names and sometimes one or two other details have been changed to protect the
identities of people providing information in confidence.

1
For example, Department of Health and Social Security, Two-Parent Families: A Study of
their Resources and Needs in 1968, 1969 and 1970, Statistical Report Series No. 14, HMSO,
London, 1971.
2
Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, The General Household
Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, p. v.
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1
Introduction: Concepts of Poverty and
Deprivation

Poverty can be defined objectively and applied consistently only in terms of the
concept of relative deprivation. That is the theme of this book. The term is understood objectively rather than subjectively. Individuals, families and groups in the
population can be said to be in poverty when they lack the resources to obtain the
types of diet, participate in the activities and have the living conditions and
amenities which are customary, or are at least widely encouraged or approved, in the
societies to which they belong. Their resources are so seriously below those
commanded by the average individual or family that they are, in effect, excluded
from ordinary living patterns, customs and activities.
The consequences of adopting this definition will be illustrated to bring out its
meaning. For example, research studies might find more poverty, according to this
definition, in certain wealthy than in certain less wealthy societies, although the
poor in the former might be better off, according to some criteria, than the poor in
the latter. Again, despite continued economic growth over a period of years, the
proportion of the population of an advanced industrial society which is found to
be in poverty might rise. Certainly some of the assumptions that are currently
made in comparing and contrasting the more developed with the less developed
societies, and in judging progress in overcoming poverty in affluent societies,
would have to be revised. In the United States, for example, the assumption that
the prevalence of poverty has been steadily reduced since 1959 may have to be
abandoned, principally because the definition upon which prevalence is measured
is rooted in the conceptions of a particular moment of history and not sufficiently
related to the needs and demands of a changing society. The U S government
adopted a standard which was misconceived, but showed, for example, that the
number of people in poverty declined from 22.4 per cent (or 39.5 million) in 1959
to 12.5 per cent (or 25.6 million) in 1971,1 and 11.6 per cent (or 24-3 million) in
1
Social Indicators, 1973, the 1970 Manpower Report of the President, Social and Economic
Statistics Administration, US Department of Commerce, Government Printing Office, Washington D C, 1974. See Table 5.17 in particular. The 1970 Manpower Report of the President by
the US Department of Labor solemnly traces, like many other reports emanating from the US
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1974.1 Students of income distribution in the United States were coming to
appreciate by the late 1970s that the standard was seriously misleading.2
The definition also has implications for policy which should be recognized at the
outset. Although all societies have ways of identifying and trying to deal with their
problems, the social sciences are having an increasing influence upon decisionmakers, both in providing information and implicitly or explicitly legitimating
action. An important example in the history of the formulation of social policies to
deal with poverty is the definition of the subsistence standard in the Beveridge
Report of 1942. Beveridge adapted the definition used in measuring poverty by
Seebohm Rowntree, A. L. Bowley and others in their studies of different
communities in Britain, and he argued that this was the right basis for paying
benefits in a social security scheme designed to abolish want.3 For thirty years the
rationale for the level of benefits paid in the British schemes of national insurance
and supplementary benefit (formerly National Assistance) has rested upon the
arguments put forward in the early years of the Second World War. No attempt has
yet been made to present an alternative rationale, although benefits have been
increased from time to time in response to rises in prices and wages. A clear
definition allows the scale and degree as well as the nature of the problem of poverty
to be identified, and therefore points to the scale as well as the kind of remedial
action that might be taken. Such action may involve not just the general level of
benefits, for example, but revision of relativities between benefits received by
different types of family.
Previous Definitions of Poverty
Any attempt to justify a new approach4 towards the definition and measurement of
government, and also papers and books by social scientists, the fall in poverty during the 1960s
and early 1970s. But since a fixed and not an up-dated poverty line has been applied at regular
intervals, this fall is scarcely surprising. The same trend could have been demonstrated for every
industrial society in the years since the war and, indeed for nearly all periods of history since the
Industrial Revolution.
1
The Measure of Poverty, A Report to Congress as Mandated by the Education Amendments
of 1974, US Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Washington DC, April 1976, p. 13.
2
Schorr, A. L. (ed.), Jubilee for our Times: A Practical Program for Income Equality,
Columbia University Press, 1977, pp. 15-16.
3
Social Insurance and Allied Services (The Beveridge Report), Cmd 6404, HMSO, London,
1942.
4
It is new only in the sense that the implications and applications do not appear to have been
spelled out systematically and in detail. The line of thought has been put forward by many social
scientists in the past. For example, Adam Smith wrote, ‘By necessaries I under stand, not only
the commodities which are indispensably necessary for the support of life, but whatever the
custom of the country renders it indecent for creditable people, even of the lowest order, to be
without.’ He gave as examples linen shirts and leather shoes which ‘the established rules of
decency have rendered necessary to the lowest rank of people’. However, beer and ale, in Great
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poverty, so that its causes and means of alleviation may be identified, must begin
with previous definitions and evidence. The literature about both poverty and
inequality are closely related and need to be considered in turn. Any explanation of
the fact that the poor receive an unequal share of resources must be related to the
larger explanation of social inequality. We will consider definitions, evidence about
poverty and related evidence about inequality.
Previous operational definitions of poverty have not been expressed in
thoroughgoing relativist terms, nor founded comprehensively on the key concepts of
resources and style of living. The concern has been with narrower concepts of
income and the maintenance of physical efficiency. Among the early studies of
poverty, the work of Seebohm Rowntree is most important. In 1899 he collected
detailed information about families in York. He defined families whose ‘total
earnings are insufficient to obtain the minimum necessaries for the maintenance of
merely physical efficiency as being in primary poverty’.1 Making shrewd use of the
work of W. O. Atwater, an American nutritionist, reinforced by the findings of Dr
Dunlop, who had experimented with the diets of prisoners in Scotland to find how
nutritional intakes were related to the maintenance of body weight, he estimated the
average nutritional needs of adults and children, translated these needs into
quantities of different foods and hence into the cash equivalent of these foods. To
these costs for food he added minimum sums for clothing, fuel and household
sundries according to size of family. The poverty line for a family of man and wife
and three children was 17s. 8d. per week, made up of 12s. 9d. for food, 2s. 3d. for
clothing, 1s. 10d. for fuel and 10d. for household sundries. Rent was treated as an
unavoidable addition to this sum, and was counted in full. A family was therefore
regarded as being in poverty if its income minus rent fell short of the poverty line.
Nearly all subsequent studies were influenced deeply by this application of the
concept of subsistence. With minor adaptations, a stream of area surveys of
poverty based on Rowntree’s methods was carried out in Britain, especially between the wars.2 Rowntree himself carried out further studies in York in 1936 and
Britain, and wine, even in the wine countries, were not necessaries because ‘custom nowhere
renders it indecent for people to live without them.’ See The Wealth of Nations, Ward, Lock,
London, 1812, p. 693 (first published 1776).
1
Rowntree, B. Seebohm, Poverty: A Study of Town Life, Macmillan, London, 1901. Charles
Booth’s major work in London between 1887 and 1892 was on a larger scale but employed a
cruder measure of poverty. See his Life and Labour of the People in London, Macmillan,
London (17 volumes published in 1903; first volume on East London originally published
1889).
2
See, for example, Bell, Lady F., At the Works, Nelson, London, 1912; Davies, M., Life in an
English Village, London, 1909; Reeves, P., Round About a Pound a Week, London, 1914;
Bowley, A. L., and Burnett-Hurst, A. R., Livelihood and Poverty, A Study in the Economic and
Social Conditions of Working Class Households in Northampton, Warrington, Stanley, Reading
(and Bolton), King, London, 1915; Bowley, A. L., and Hogg, M. H., Has Poverty Diminished?,
London, 1925; New Survey of London Life and Labour, London, 1930-35; Soutar, M. S.,
Wilkins, E. H., and Florence, P., Nutrition and Size of Family, London, 1942.
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1950.1 The subsistence standard was used as a measuring rod, or as a basis for
recommending minimum social security rates and minimum earnings in many
countries, including South Africa, Canada and Tanganyika (before the emergence of
Tanzania).2
But the standards which were adopted proved difficult to defend. Rowntree’s
estimates of the costs of necessities other than food were based either on his own
and others’ opinions or, as in the case of clothing, on the actual expenditure of those
among a small selection of poor families who spent the least. Does the actual
expenditure of the poorest families represent what they need to spend on certain
items? Neither in his studies nor in similar studies were criteria of need, independent
of personal judgement or of the minimum amounts actually spent on certain goods,
put forward.
In the case of food it seemed, at first sight, that independent criteria of need had
been produced. But there were three major faults in procedure. Estimates of the
nutrients required were very broad averages and were not varied by age and family
composition, still less by occupation and activity outside work. The foods that were
selected to meet these estimates were selected arbitrarily, with a view to securing
minimally adequate nutrition at lowest cost, rather than in correspondence with diets
that are conventional among the poorer working classes. And finally, the cost of
food in the total cost of subsistence formed a much higher percentage than in
ordinary experience. In relation to the budgets and customs of life of ordinary
people, the make-up of the subsistence budget was unbalanced. For example, when
Lord Beveridge argued in the war for a subsistence standard similar to the poverty
standards of Rowntree and others, he recommended an allowance of 53s. 3d. a week
at 1938 prices for a man, wife and three small children, including 31s. for food (58
per cent of the total). But in 1938 families of the same size with roughly the same
total income were spending less than 22s. on food (41 per cent of the total).3
An adaptation of the Rowntree method is in use by the US government. The Social
Security Administration Poverty Index is based on estimates prepared by the
Department of Agriculture of the costs of food needed by families of different
composition. A basic standard of nutritional adequacy has been put forward by the
1
Rowntree, B. S., Poverty and Progress, Longmans, Green, London, 1941; Rowntree, B. S.
(with Lavers, G. R.), Poverty and the Welfare State, Longmans, Green, London, 1951.
2
For example, Batson, E., Social Survey of Cape Town, Reports of the School of Social
Science and Social Administration, University of Cape Town, 1941-4; Batson, E., The Poverty
Line in Salisbury, University of Cape Town, 1945; Pillay, P. N., A Poverty Datum Line Study
Among Africans in Durban, Occasional Paper No. 3, Department of Economics, University of
Natal, 1973; Poduluk, J. R., Income Distribution and Poverty in Canada, 1967, Dominion
Bureau of Statistics, 1968; Bettison, D. S., ‘The Poverty Datum Line in Central Africa’, Rhodes
Livingstone Journal, No. 27,1960.
3
Based on data in Henderson, A. M., ‘The Cost of a Family’, Review of Economic Studies,
1949-50, vol. XVII (2).
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National Research Council, and this standard has been translated into quantities of
types of food ‘compatible with the preference of United States families, as revealed
in food consumption studies’.1 This, in turn, is then translated into the minimum
costs of purchases on the market. Finally, by reference to the average sums spent per
capita on food as a proportion of all income (derived from consumer expenditure
surveys), it is assumed that food costs represent 33 per cent of the total income
needed by families of three or more persons and 27 per cent of the total income
needed by households consisting of two persons.
A number of points in the argument can be examined critically. First, and most
important, the index is not redefined periodically to take account of changing
customs and needs. In one of her influential articles Mollie Orshansky writes,
‘Except to allow for rising prices, the poverty index has not been adjusted since
1959.’ Between 1959 and 1966, the average income of 4-person families had increased by 37 per cent but the poverty line by only 9 per cent’.2 Yet the same writer
had pointed out earlier that social conscience and custom dictate that there be not
only sufficient quantity of food but sufficient variety to meet recommended
nutritional goals and conform to customary eating patterns’.3 In a rapidly developing
society like the United States, dietary customs and needs are liable to change equally
rapidly and estimates of need must be reviewed frequently. Otherwise the risk is run
of reading the needs of the present generation as if they were those of the past.
Foods are processed differently, and presented from time to time in new forms,
whether in recipe or packaging. Real prices may rise without any corresponding
improvement in nutritional content. In the United States as well as Britain household
expenditure on food has increased faster than prices in the last ten or twenty years,
but regular studies of nutrition have shown little change in nutritional intakes. This
evidence provides the minimum case for raising the poverty line between two points
in time by more than the rise in prices.4 No price index can cope properly with
changes in ingredients, quality and availability of and ‘need for’ goods and

1
Orshansky, M., ‘Counting the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Profile’, Social Security
Bulletin, vol. 28, January 1965, p. 5.
2
Orshansky, M., ‘Who Was Poor in 1966?’, Research and Statistics Note, US Department of
Health and Education and Welfare, 6 December 1967, p. 3. The 1970 Manpower Report of the
President puts the same point in a rather different way: Whereas in 1959 the poverty threshold
represented about 48 per cent of the average income of all four-person families, in 1968 it
represented only 36 per cent.’
3
Orshansky, ‘Counting the Poor’, p. 5.
4
Between 1960 and 1968, average expenditure per head in Britain on food increased by about
6 per cent more than prices, but the energy value of nutritional intakes by only about 1 per cent
and calcium by less than 3 per cent. However, there is no satisfactory comprehensive index for
nutritional intakes. See Ministry of Agriculture, Household Food Consumption and
Expenditure: 1968, HMSO, London, 1970, pp. 8, 57 and 64; Household Food Consumption and
Expenditure: 1966, HMSO, London, 1968, pp. 9 and 84.
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services.1 The standard that Miss Orshansky helped to work out for 1959 could only
be justified in the stream of American domestic history in terms far more dynamic
than the grudging movements in the price index. That the United States definition is
static and historically barren is revealed in her honest admission that one of the
things the Social Security Administration did not know was ‘how to adjust a poverty
line to conform to changes in productivity’.2
Secondly, nutritional needs are narrowly defined. The cost of buying a minimally
adequate diet, providing families restrict the kind and quality of their purchases and
exercise skill in preparing as well as in buying food, is worked out.3 Nothing extra is
allowed for eating meals out, and the amounts are enough only for ‘temporary or
emergency use when funds are low’.4 There are grounds for supposing that the
standards pay insufficient heed to ordinary food customs and are inappropriate for
more than a temporary period. The underlying definitions of dietary adequacy are
insufficiently related to actual performance of occupational and social roles.
Estimates of nutritional needs in fact include a larger element for activities which
are socially and occupationally determined than for activities which are biologically
and physiologically determined. Moreover, the former obviously vary widely among
individuals and communities. While it may seem to be reasonable to average
nutritional requirements, empirical studies of diets in relationship to incomes and
1
This applies to most goods and services and not just foodstuffs. One instance might be given
from US experience. Between 1958 and 1964, the minimum price of refrigerators increased
from $217 to $261. At the same time they became self-defrosting and incorporated more frozenfood storage space. But during the same period, 1958-64, partly in conformity with these
changes, the Consumer Price Index showed a decline of 11 per cent on the price per unit.
Nevertheless a person with $217 could buy [a refrigerator] in 1958 but not in 1964’. See
Department of Economic and Social Affairs, United Nations, Social Policy and the Distribution
of Income in the Nation, New York, 1969, p. 53.
2
Orshansky, M., ‘How Poverty is Measured’, Monthly Labor Review, February 1969, p. 41.
There are few references to this conceptual problem in the American literature. Ornati does call
attention to the problem, but does not suggest how a fresh ‘contemporary’ standard for each
period of time, which he recommends, can be worked out consistently. See Ornati, O., Poverty
Amid Affluence, The Twentieth Century Fund, New York, 1966, pp. 28-31. By the mid 1970s,
government officials were aware of some criticisms of absolute definitions of poverty, but
believed that the only alternative was a ‘purely relative definition’ of a ‘fixed per cent’ or a
‘quasi-relative definition’ of a ‘fixed per cent of the median’. See The Measure of Poverty, p. 21.
3
‘All the plans, if strictly followed, can provide an acceptable and adequate diet but - generally speaking - the lower the level of cost, the more restricted the kinds and qualities of food
must be and the more the skill in marketing and food preparation that is required’ - Orshansky,
Counting the Poor’, p. 5.
4
This is a phrase used by the US Department of Agriculture in describing an ‘economy food
plan’ costing only 75 to 80 per cent as much as the basic low-cost plan, quoted in ibid., p. 6.
Later Miss Orshansky made the remarkable admission that, ‘The Agriculture Department
estimates that only about 10 per cent of persons spending (up to the level in the economy food
plan) were able to get a nutritionally adequate diet.’ See ‘How Poverty is Measured’, p.38.
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activities have to be undertaken to demonstrate whether that procedure is in fact as
reasonable as it purports to be.
Finally, the question of finding criteria for needs other than food is dodged by
estimating food costs and then taking these as a fixed percentage of the total budget
stated to be necessary. The percentage varies for households of different size and is
lower for farm families than for other families. How, therefore, are the percentages
chosen? Essentially they are a reflection of actual consumption, or, more strictly,
consumption in the mid 1950s.1 But, again, although actual behaviour is more
relevant than an arbitrarily defined category of ‘poor’, it cannot be regarded as a
criterion of need. This remains the nagging problem about the entire procedure. All
that can be conceded is that at least the United States method makes more allowance
(although out of date) for conventional distribution of a poverty budget between
food, fuel and clothing and other items, than the Rowntree method, which expected
poor families to adopt a distributional pattern of spending quite unlike other
families.
The circularity in the definition of poverty by the US Social Security Administration is its weakest feature. In some respects, budgetary practice is redefined as
budgetary need. But arbitrary elements are also built into the definition from the
start. Miss Orshansky is refreshingly candid about this. Beginning an expository
article, she writes:
Poverty, like beauty, lies in the eye of the beholder. Poverty is a value judgement; it
is not something one can verify or demonstrate, except by inference and suggestion,
even with a measure of error. To say who is poor is to use all sorts of value
judgements. The concept has to be limited by the purpose which is to be served by
the definition ... In the Social Security Administration, poverty was first defined in
terms of the public or policy issue; to how many people, and to which ones, did we
wish to direct policy concern.
[Later she adds] A concept which can help influence public thinking must be
socially and politically credible.2
1
Orshansky herself quotes a Bureau of Labor Statistics Survey for 1960-61, showing that food
represented only 22 per cent of the expenditure of a household of three people, for example,
compared with 31 per cent in the 1955 survey. Acknowledging that the percentage had
decreased, she stated that this ‘undoubtedly reflect[ed] in part the general improvement in real
income achieved by the Nation as a whole in the 6 years which elapsed between the two
studies’. Had the later percentages been adopted, the poverty line would have been $1400 to
$1500 higher for a family of three persons, for example, and the total number of families in
poverty would have been at least half as many again. See Orshansky, ‘How Poverty is
Measured’, p. 9. The percentage chosen is a further instance of the rigidity of poverty
measurement. In the last hundred years the proportion of the family budget spent on food has
fallen steadily in the United States, Britain, Japan and other rich countries, and tends to be higher
in countries which have a lower income per capita than the USA. See, for example, Social
Policy and the Distribution of Income, pp. 53-6.
2
Orshansky, ‘How Poverty is Measured’, p. 37.
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This may be shrewd but is scarcely reassuring. Socio-economic measures cannot
rest only on imaginable or even politically acceptable, but must also rest on
demonstrable, definitions of social conditions. These may be difficult to apply
consistently. There are bound to be difficulties and disadvantages in any approach
that is developed. In the final analysis, a definition of poverty may have to rest on
value judgements. But this does not mean that a definition cannot be objective and
that it cannot be distinguished from social or individual opinion.
In these passages Miss Orshansky confuses different purposes. The point about a
good definition is that it should be comprehensive, should depend as much as
possible on independent or external criteria of evaluation, should involve the
ordering of a mass of factual data in a rational, orderly and informative fashion, and
should limit, though not conceal, the part played by the value judgement.
Two conclusions might be drawn from this brief historical review of attempts,
especially in Britain and the United States, to define poverty. The first is that
definitions which are based on some conception of ‘absolute’ deprivation disintegrate upon close and sustained examination and deserve to be abandoned.
Poverty has often been defined, in the words of an OECD review, ‘in terms of some
absolute level of minimum needs, below which people are regarded as being poor,
for purpose of social and government concern, and which does not change through
time’.1 In fact, people’s needs, even for food, are conditioned by the society in
which they live and to which they belong, and just as needs differ in different
societies so they differ in different periods of the evolution of single societies. Any
conception of poverty as ‘absolute’ is therefore inappropriate and misleading.
The second conclusion which might be drawn is that, though the principal definitions put forward historically have invoked some ‘absolute’ level of minimum
needs, they have in practice represented rather narrow conceptions of relative
deprivation and deserve to be clarified as such. 2 Thus Seebohm Rowntree’s
1

The review tacitly acknowledges the intellectual weakness of this approach. See Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, Public Expenditure on Income Maintenance
Programmes, Studies in Resource Allocation No. 3, Paris, July 1976, pp. 62-4.
2
A good example of continuing ambivalence about absolute’ and ‘relative’ standards is a
review in the mid 1970s of trends in poverty in relation to evidence from the Family Expenditure
Survey for the years 1953 to 1973. The fact that Rowntree and others did not in practice apply
the same ‘absolute’ standard at different dates is documented, but the authors never quite come
to terms with that fact, either theoretically or operationally, and find why an ‘absolute’ definition
cannot be sustained. While appearing to wish to keep both options open, they seem to come
down in favour of an ‘absolute’ approach. Thus, under a subheading entitled, ‘The Decline of
Poverty’, in the Conclusions, A. D. Smith writes, ‘Our principal finding on the extent of poverty
is that, on the basis of a constant 1971 absolute living standard, numbers in poverty declined
from about a fifth of the population in 1953/4 to about a fortieth in 1973. A fall by a factor of
eight in only twenty years is a notable improvement. But in relative terms we found little
change: the net income of the poorest fifth percentile was about the same proportion of the
median income in both years, so that the decline in numbers in poverty so measured reflects
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definition amounted in effect to a conception of nutritional deprivation relative to
the level believed to be required for members of the manual working class at the
turn of the century to function efficiently. That definition corresponded with
contemporary Liberal interpretations of the rights and needs of labour in industrial
society and was a class standard. The US Social Security Administration Poverty
Index is similar in basic respects. It is a stringent view of nutritional deprivation
relative to the minimally adequate diets achieved by low-income. families in 1959
who were managing their budgets economically.
The Limitations of the Evidence of Poverty
I shall now briefly review available evidence about poverty. It is certainly voluminous, but also incomplete and inconsistent. Most of it is indirect, in the sense that
particular aspects of poverty, such as bad-quality housing, homelessness,
overcrowding and malnourishment, the hardship of the unemployed, aged, sick and
disabled and the severity of some working conditions rather than actual income in
relation to community living standards have been described and discussed. One
tradition is the polemical, comprehensive account of working and living conditions,
as, for example, in some of the writing of Engels, Masterman and Orwell. 1 Another
is the painstaking official commission of inquiry, ranging, for example, from the
1844 Report of the Commission of Inquiry into the State of Large Towns to the
1965 Report of the Milner Holland Committee on Housing in Greater London.2 A
third is the punctiliously specific research study.
For example, there have been studies of the relationship between prenatal nutritional deficiencies in mothers and organic and mental defects in their children;3
more general studies of depression, apathy and lethargy resulting from inadequate
diets and nutritional deficiency; books and papers containing evidence of the
correlation between bad social conditions and restricted physical growth of children
both in height and weight;4 evidence too of the association between overcrowding
essentially the growth of the economy rather than a redistribution of income.’ See Smith, A. D.,
‘Conclusions’, in Fiegehen, G. C., Lansley, P. S., and Smith, A. D., Poverty and Progress in
Britain 1953-73, Cambridge University Press, 1977, p. 111.
1
Compare, for example, Engels, F., The Condition of the Working Class in England, Panther
Books, London, 1969 (first published 1845); Masterman, C., The Condition of England,
Methuen, London, 1960 (first published 1909); and Orwell, G., The Road to Wigan Pier,
Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1962 (first published 1937).
2
Report of the Committee on Housing in Greater London (The Sir Milner Holland Committee), Cmnd 2605, HMSO, London, 1965.
3
Pasamanick, B., Lilienfeld, A., and Rogers, M. E., Prenatal and Perinatal Factors in the
Development of Childhood Behavior Disorders, Johns Hopkins University School of Hygiene,
1957.
4
See, for example, Benjamin, B., ‘Tuberculosis and Social Conditions in the Metropolitan
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and a number of different infectious diseases; 1 and evidence of the downward drift
of income and occupational status in relation to schizophrenia.2 This kind of
evidence can certainly be used by the social scientist to build up a picture of the
interrelationship of different problems and very rough estimates of the amount of, as
well as the relative variations in, poverty. Different indicators can be used for this
purpose, such as morbidity and mortality rates, percentage of households lacking
certain amenities, unemployment rates, measures of the average height and weight
of schoolchildren and the percentage of families obtaining means-tested welfare
benefits.3 Perhaps insufficient work has yet been done on the correlations between
indicators like these and variables such as population structure, employment
structure and rateable value. Certainly elaborate work of this kind would be required
to buttress any development of more general theories of poverty.
But the underlying task of developing a definition of poverty in operational terms
which can be applied in different countries and regions, and which can permit
measurement of a kind sensitive enough to show the short-term effect on the
numbers in poverty of, say, an increase in unemployment, an unusually large increase in prices, or the stepping-up in value of social security benefits, is still in an
early stage. This remains true despite a longish history of empirical work in some
countries.4 Even recent work reflects continuing reliance on the subsistence

Boroughs of London’, British Journal of Tuberculosis, 47, 1953; Miller, F. J. W., et al.,
Growing up in Newcastle upon Tyne, Oxford University Press, 1960.
1
For example, Stein, L., ‘Tuberculosis and the “Social Complex” in Glasgow’, British
Journal of Social Medicine, January 1952; Scott, J. A., Gastro-enteritism in Infancy’, British
Journal of Preventive and Social Medicine, October 1953.
2
Brown, G. W., et al., Schizophrenia and Social Care, Oxford University Press, 1966;
Goldberg, E. M., and Morrison, S. L., ‘Schizophrenia and Social Class’, British Journal of
Psychiatry, 1963.
3
Methods of relating different indicators are discussed in Moser, C. A., and Scott, W., British
Towns: A Statistical Study of their Social and Economic Differences, Oliver & Boyd, London,
1961. See also Davies, B., Social Needs and Resources in Local Services, Michael Joseph,
London, 1968; and for an illustration of the political uses of indicators of area deprivation, the
Labour Party, Labour’s Social Strategy, August 1969.
4
American work of a systematic kind could be said to date from Dubois, W. E. B., The
Philadelphia Negro, first published in 1899 (reissued by Schocken, New York, 1967). The early
work in England of Booth and Rowntree in the 1880s and 1890s prompted a succession of
studies in towns and cities. See, for example, Bowley and Burnett-Hurst, Livelihood and Poverty; Caradog Jones, D., Social Survey of Merseyside. Liverpool, 1934; Tout, H., The Standard of
Living in Bristol, Bristol, 1938, as well as Rowntree’s own subsequent work. Much the same
approach was followed by Professor Geoffrey Batson in South Africa, 1941-4 and 1945. For a
review of English studies, see Political and Economic Planning, Poverty: Ten Years after Beveridge, Planning No. 344, 1952. For a general review of surveys using the subsistence standard
of measurement, see Pagani, A., La Linea Della Poverta, Collana di Scienze Sociali, Edizioni
ANEA, Milan, 1960.

CONCEPTS OF POVERTY AND DEPRIVATION 41
approach, despite appreciation of its inadequacy.1 Recent quantitative analyses in
different countries of the extent of poverty can be compared. In 1966 the British
Ministry of Social Security found that 160,000 families with two or more children,
or 4.1 per cent of such families, were living on incomes lower than the prevailing
basic rates of national assistance.2 In the same year, the US Social Security Administration, using a more generous definition of adequacy, found that 13.6 per cent
of all households with children (15.6 per cent with two or more children) and 17.7
per cent of all households were poor.3 In 1966 in Melbourne, 4.8 per cent of families
with children (6.1 per cent of families with two or more children) and just over 7 per
cent of all households were found to be in poverty. 4 But although the last of these
three 1966 surveys copied methods used in the United States to estimate what
incomes for families of different size were equivalent, they each adopted a national
or conventional and not independent standard. In Britain, the Ministry of Social
Security simply adopted the basic scale rates paid by the National Assistance Board,
plus rent, as the poverty line, and sought to find how many families had an income
of less than the levels implied by those rates. (In the 1970s, estimates derived from
the Family Expenditure Survey and published in Social Trends5 and elsewhere6 have
followed the same procedure.) In Australia, the legal minimum wage plus child
endowment payments was treated as equivalent to the poverty line for a man and
wife and two children, and adjustments were made for families of different size. In
each case, standards which had already proved to be politically acceptable rather
1
For example, a long series of studies in South Africa and Central Africa have adopted the
Poverty Datum Line, developed by Batson on the basis of Rowntree’s and Bowley’s work.
Modern research workers have a wry appreciation of its shortcomings. See Maasdorp, G., and
Humphreys, A. S. B. (eds.), From Shanty Town to Township: An Economic Study of African
Poverty and Rehousing in a South African City, Juta, Capetown, 1975.
2
Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, p. 8.
3
Orshansky, ‘Who Was Poor in 1966’, Table 4. In Canada, a similar kind of approach to that
used in the United States produced an official estimate of 3.85 million people in poverty in 1967,
or about a quarter of the population. The proportion was highest in the Atlantic Provinces. See a
brief prepared by the Department of National Health and Welfare for presentation to the Special
Committee of the Senate on Poverty, The Senate of Canada, Proceedings of the Special Senate
Committee on Poverty, 24 and 26 February 1970, pp. 18-19 and 62.
4
Estimated from Table 7.5 in Henderson, R. F., Harcourt, A., and Harper, R. J. A., People in
Poverty: A Melbourne Survey, Cheshire, Melbourne, 1970, p. 117. Also see Henderson, R. F.,
Harcourt, A., Harper, R. J. A., and Shaver, S., The Melbourne Poverty Survey: Further Notes on
Methods and Results, Technical Paper No. 3, Institute of Applied Economic and Social
Research, University of Melbourne, May 1972. A further, national, survey of incomes on the
basis of this work was carried out in August 1973 by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. This
found a rather higher percentage in poverty (10.2) than just in the city of Melbourne (7.3), which
was broadly similar to the study of 1966. See Poverty in Australia, Interim Report of the
Australian Government’s Commission of Inquiry into Poverty, March 1974, Canberra.
5
Social Trends, No. 7, HMSO, London, 1976, p. 123.
6
See Fiegehen, Lansley, and Smith, Poverty and Progress in Britain.
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than other standards were invoked. The United States method has been described
above, and though it is more complicated in that it consists of certain attempts to
develop detached criteria and build rational procedures, rough and arbitrary
judgements are made at the really critical stages of fixing the level of the poverty
line.
In calling attention to the fact that much of the evidence about poverty depends on
measures which are built, in the final analysis, on conventional judgement or
experience rather than on independent criteria, such evidence must not be
discounted. If there are national standards of need, expressed through public
assistance scales, a minimum wage or child endowment, knowing the number of
people having incomes of less than these standards none the less represents valuable
information. Such information can also be collected for different countries. The
moral is, however, to endeavour to distinguish between definitions of poverty which
are in practice made by a society or by different groups within a society and those
which depend on alternative and more scientific criteria.
A Working Party of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
did, in fact, attempt to assemble and compare the results obtained in five countries Australia, Canada, France, the United Kingdom and the United States - of applying
official national poverty lines.1 This was not very satisfactory, because of
differences of definition, and the working party went on to develop a ‘standardized’
relative poverty line which could also be applied to national data on income
distribution. However, their standardization amounted only to a crude form of
averaging. The income said to be required by a single non-retired person in each
country was expressed as a percentage of the average per capita disposable income,
and the resulting percentages were averaged. Arbitrary increments were added for
larger households. A one-person household was counted as poor if income fell
below 661 per cent of average per capita income, a two-person household 100 per
cent, a three-person household 125 per cent, a four-person household 145 per cent
and so on. This method has the advantage of showing which countries have the
largest, and which the smallest, number of people living below the chosen relative
income standard.2 Thus in the early 1970s there were 3 per cent in Germany, 3.5 per
cent (or, if certain necessary adjustments are made for purposes of comparison, 2.5
per cent) in Sweden, 7.5 per cent in the United Kingdom and 13 per cent in the
United States.3 But no independent check or justification was offered for choosing
the cut-off points.

1

Public Expenditure on Income Maintenance Programmes, Chapter 5.
This type of standard is further discussed in Chapter 6.
3
Public Expenditure on Income Maintenance Programmes, p. 67.
2
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Poverty and Inequality
Any preliminary outline of available evidence about poverty must include evidence
about inequality. For many countries there is a considerable amount of evidence
about unequal distribution of incomes, for example, the proportion of aggregate
incomes taken by the poorest 10 per cent or 20 per cent of income recipients. In one
wide-ranging review, Harold Lydall found that the countries distributing
employment income most equally were Czechoslovakia, Hungary, New Zealand and
Australia. Those distributing them most unequally were Brazil, Chile, India, Ceylon
and Mexico. Lydall attempted also to document trends in the distribution for
different countries. He showed that in ten of the eleven countries for which
information was available, inequality in the distribution of pre-tax incomes had not
just remained stationary during the 1950s but had actually widened.1 Most other
attempts to compare distributions have been less carefully documented and have
been reduced to rankings according to a single coefficient or the percentage of
aggregate income taken by the upper 10 per cent of income units and by the lowest
50 per cent of income units.2
The methods that have been used to compare the distribution of income in
different countries can be criticized on grounds that they are so crude as to be
misleading. For example, the ranking of so-called developed and developing
countries according to a measure of inequality, such as the Gini coefficient, can
change remarkably if alternative measures, such as the standard deviation of
logarithms or coefficient of variation, are used. 3 The rankings are sufficiently
diverse to throw profound doubt on the accepted conclusion that inequality is
greater in the developing countries. As Atkinson points out, nearly all the con ventional measures are insensitive to whether or not inequality is more pronounced near the top rather than near the bottom of the distribution. 4 What is at
stake is the concept of equality. An attempt is made in Figure 1.1 to bring out
the ambiguities in present conceptions. In Country A, the total range of the
distribution of income is not as wide as in Country B, but 97 per cent of the
population of B are concentrated over a narrower range of income. In which
country is income distribution more unequal? Equality might be taken to mean
1

Lydall, H., The Structure of Earnings, Oxford University Press, 1968, pp. 152-62 and 249-

51.
2
See Ranadive, K. R., ‘The Equality of Incomes in India’, Bulletin of the Oxford Institute of
Statistics, May 1965, in her critical review of data used by Kuznets, S., ‘Quantitative Aspects of
Economic Growth of Nations: VIII Distribution of Income by Size’, Economic Development and
Cultural Change, 11 January 1963.
3
For example, see Russett, B. M., et al., World Handbook of Political and Social Indicators,
Yale University Press, 1964; Kuznets, ‘Quantitative Aspects of Economic Growth of Nations’.
4
Atkinson, A. B., ‘On the Measurement of Inequality’, Journal of Economic Theory, September 1970, pp. 258-62.
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Country A

Country B

Figure 1.1. Illustration of the distribution of incomes in two countries.
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the range of the distribution being narrow, or a high proportion of population being
concentrated around the mean, or a very small proportion of population being found
much below the mean. As Professor Atkinson points out, ‘The degree of inequality
cannot, in general, be measured without introducing social judgements.’1
The statistics themselves are suspect. For many countries the information for
income units below taxable levels is either very sketchy or ignored. This is likely to
have a big effect on conclusions drawn from comparisons made between some poor
countries. Moreover, income in kind is extremely important in those countries with
large agricultural populations, and yet the monetary equivalent is extremely difficult
to estimate and take into account in relation to the distribution of cash incomes.
The problem is not much easier in the rich countries. Though methods of
measuring income distribution have improved, estimates still have to be made for
many income ‘recipients with low incomes. In recent years information has been
increasingly distorted because people manipulate income to avoid tax, for example,
by converting income into assets, channelling income through children and
postponing its receipt. Industrial fringe benefits, such as superannuation payments,
sick pay, housing and educational subsidies, and travelling expenses in the form of
subsidized transport, have become vastly more important. Like income in kind, these
are not ordinarily counted in estimates of the distribution of personal incomes.2
Apparent differences between countries in inequalities of income distribution might
be wholly explained by the differential use by sections of the population of such
resources. Inevitably we are driven to develop a more comprehensive definition of
income and collect more comprehensive data on which to build theory. Better
information about accepted styles of living in different countries is also required.
The same relative level of command over resources in each of two countries might
permit minimal participation in such styles in one but not in the other.
Theories and data are, of course, interdependent. Bad theories may not just be the
consequence of bad data, but also give rise to the collection of bad data, or at least
the failure to collect good data. Economic theories of inequality tend to misrepresent
the shape of the wood, and in endeavouring to account for it, fail to account for the
trees. Sociological theories of inequality tend to avoid any specific examination of
the correlation between economic resources and occupational status or styles of life,
and are, as a consequence, unnecessarily diffuse.
Information about poverty and inequality tends to be shaped and permeated by
conventional opinion, and certainly decisions about what is or is not collected and
how it is analysed and reported rest ultimately with governments rather than with
1

Atkinson, A. B., The Economics of Inequality, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1975, p. 47.
‘... We have, at present, no means of estimating the effects of private fringe benefits on the
degree of inequality of effective employment income ... Private fringe benefits may offset a large
part of the equalizing effects of progressive income taxes’ - Lydall, The Structure of Earnings,
pp. 157-8.
2
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independent social scientists in most countries. The information about incomes
which is collected by tax departments or census bureaux, and about both incomes
and expenditure in national surveys carried out by government statistical and labour
offices, is neither under external control nor readily available for external analysis.
Even when comparable information could be produced independently in a country
substantial resources would be required, and these are rarely committed for such
purposes either by the governments in question or by charitable foundations. When
they are committed they are usually committed to people who are sympathetic to the
government or to its methods of data collection and presentation.

Three Forms of Deprivation
Present national or social conceptions of poverty tend therefore to be inadequate and
idiosyncratic or inconsistent, and the evidence which is collected about the
phenomenon seriously incomplete. A new approach to both the definition and
measurement of poverty is called for. This depends in part on adopting some such
concept as ‘relative deprivation’. As already argued, a fundamental distinction has to
be made between actual and socially perceived need, and therefore between actual
and socially perceived poverty - or more strictly, between objective and
conventionally acknowledged poverty. All too easily the social scientist can be the
unwitting servant of contemporary social values, and in the study of poverty this can
have disastrous practical consequences. He may side with the dominant or majority
view of the poor. If, by contrast, he feels obliged or is encouraged from the start to
make a formal distinction between scientific and conventional perspectives, he is
more likely to enlarge knowledge by bringing to light information which has been
neglected and create more elbow-room for alternative forms of action, even if, in the
end, some colouring of scientific procedure by social attitudes and opinion or
individual valuation is inescapable.1 At least he is struggling to free himself from
1
Gunnar Myrdal is well aware of this problem and describes it in broad terms. ‘The scientists
in any particular institutional and political setting move as a flock, reserving their controversies
and particular originalities for matters that do not call into question the fundamental system of
biases they share ... The common need for rationalization will tend ... to influence the concepts,
models and theories applied; hence it will also affect the selection of relevant data, the recording
of observations, the theoretical and practical inferences drawn explicitly or implicitly, and the
manner of presentation of the results of research.’ He argues that ‘objectivity’ can be understood
only in the sense that however elaborately a framework of fact is developed the underlying set of
value premises must also be made explicit. ‘This represents an advance towards the goals of
honesty, clarity and effectiveness in research ... It should overcome the inhibitions against
drawing practical and political conclusions openly, systematically and logically. This method
would consequently render social research a much more powerful instrument for guiding
rational policy formation.’ See Myrdal, G., Objectivity in Social Research, Duckworth, London,
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control and manipulation by the values which prevail within the constrictions of his
own small society, social class or occupational group. Without pretending that the
approach offered in these pages, or any alternative approach, can escape the exercise
of judgement at key stages, it may open the way to cross-national usage and limit the
element of arbitrariness.
On the one hand we have to examine the different elements which go to make up
living standards at a point of time and how they vary over time, and on the other the
sectional and collective interpretations of, or feelings about, such living standards.
Throughout a given period of history there may be no change whatever in the actual
inequalities of wealth and of income, and yet social perceptions of those inequalities
and of any change in them may become keener. Alternatively, substantial changes in
the structure of incomes in society may occur without the corresponding perception
that such changes are taking place.
Examples can be uncomfortable. After the Second World War, there was for over
a decade very little critical discussion of social policy in either Britain or the United
States, and few studies by social scientists of the problems of minorities. Until the
mid 1950s in Britain, and until the late 1950s in the United States, even the term
‘poverty’ had not been disinterred for the purposes of either popular or scientific
discussion of contemporary society. But by the mid 1970s there had been over a
decade of continuous debate, study and even action taking heed of the problem. No
one can suppose that there was virtually no problem in the United States and Britain
between the mid 1940s and the mid 1950s. Indeed, if the conclusions of the research
undertaken by the U S Social Security Administration are to be believed - that 20
per cent of the population of the United States was in poverty in 1962, 18 per cent in
1964, and only 11.6 per cent in 1974 - then the proportion must have been very
substantially larger than 20 per cent around 1950. If this evidence makes any kind of
sense, it only dramatizes the distinction between actuality and perception.
The distinction may also encourage sociologists to pay more attention to actuality
than many have paid hitherto. The term ‘relative deprivation’ was coined originally
by Stouffer and his colleagues,1 and elaborated valuably first by Merton and then by
Runciman,2 to denote feelings of deprivation relative to others and not conditions of
1970, pp. 53 and 72. Of course, this does not absolve the social scientist from giving grounds for
the values he adopts for, as Alvin Gouldner has aptly argued, it ‘betrays smugness and naiveté. It
is smug because it assumes that the values that we have are good enough; it is naive because it
assumes that we know the values we have.’ See Gouldner, A., ‘The Sociologist as Partisan:
Sociology and the Welfare State’, in Douglas, J. D. (ed.), The Relevance of Sociology, AppletonCentury-Crofts, New York, 1970, p. 136.
1
Stouffer, S. A., et al., The American Soldier Princeton, 1949.
2
Merton, R. K., Social Theory and Social Structure (revised edn), Glencoe, Illinois, 1957;
Runciman, W. G., Relative Deprivation and Social Justice, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London,
1966. Runciman’s work is particularly valuable, not just because he expounds the practical
relevance of the concept to contemporary problems, such as wage bargaining, but because he
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deprivation relative to others. Yet the latter would be a preferable usage since
differences in conditions between men underlie social structure and values, are not
at all easy to define and measure, and may in fact be obscured by social belief. Little
or no attempt has been made to specify and measure conditions of deprivation which
some people experience relative to others in recent work, perhaps because such
conditions are recognized to be complex phenomena requiring elaborate and patient
fieldwork to identify precisely. The description and analysis of these conditions is
important in many different ways. For example, a group of skilled manual workers
may feel deprived in relation to a group of office staff, and it may be observed that
their take-home earnings may be as high, or higher, than the salaries of the office
staff. Before jumping too readily to an assumption that subjective and objective
states are out of line, more information has to be given about pay and conditions.
We have to establish what are the inequalities in actual working conditions, security
of employment, promotion prospects and fringe benefits and, in addition, the extent
to which some workers may be excluded from sharing in the conditions available
either to other groups of workers in the same industry, or workers comparable to
themselves in other industries. It is surely impossible to assess the importance of
subjective deprivation as an explanatory variable independent of assessing actual
deprivation.
A different example might be a group who are conscious of only small deprivation, but who are, in fact, like some sections of the retired, substantially deprived by
any objective criteria. By comparison with the earnings of older people who are still
at work, or with the incomes of younger people without dependants, the incomes of
retired persons in different countries are very low. The great majority have few
assets.1 Moreover, their deprivation is quite widely acknowledged by the rest of
society (if not by governments), and public support is readily found for proposed
increases in pensions. But although some pensioners’ organizations campaign for
large increases in pension rates, most of the elderly themselves say they would be
content with relatively small increases. Their expectations are modest.2
This example brings out very clearly how a distinction must be drawn not just
between the actuality and perception of poverty, but also between normative and
individual subjective or group perceptions. So the social scientist has to collect
evidence about (a) objective deprivation, (b) conventionally acknowledged or
normative deprivation, and (c) individual subjective or group deprivation. The
shows its relevance to the analysis of political behaviour generally. A new edition of his book,
with the addition of a postscript, was published by Penguin Books in 1972.
1
Wedderburn, D., ‘The Financial Resources of Older People: A General Review’, and ‘The
Characteristics of Low Income Receivers and the Role of Government’, in Shanas, E., et al., Old
People in Three Industrial Societies, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1968.
2
See, for example, Wedderburn, D., ‘A Cross-National Study of Standards of Living of the
Aged in Three Countries’, in Townsend, P. (ed.), The Concept of Poverty, Heinemann, London,
1970, p. 204.
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distinction between the second and third is in some ways a matter of degree. The
former represents a dominant or majority valuation in society. The latter may reflect
the views held by different kinds of minority group. There are various possibilities.
Some individuals may feel poor, especially by reference to their previous situations
in life, even when they are neither demonstrably poor nor acknowledged to be poor
by society. Some retired middle-class persons, for example, have an income which
is more than adequate according to either objective or conventional standards, but
which is inadequate according to their own customary or expected standards. A
group of manual or professional workers who have earnings considerably higher
than the mean may feel poor by reference to other groups.
There are alternative ways which are open to the social scientist of defining and
measuring conventionally acknowledged or normative deprivation. In the course of
history, societies develop rules about the award of welfare payments and services to
poor families. These rules can be said to reflect the standard of poverty
conventionally acknowledged by these societies. The rates of payment under public
assistance laws, for example, represent a contemporary social standard. The extent
to which people in different societies in fact fall below national standards can be
investigated, as in one study in Britain.1 Similarly, societies use minimum housing
standards, whether of overcrowding or amenities. These standards tend to be
changed from time to time in response to political pressures. They represent
conventional or elitist values rather than standards the non-fulfilment of which
represents objective deprivation.2
Each of the three types of deprivation deserves thorough documentation and
measurement, as a basis for explaining social conditions, attitudes and behaviour.
But by trying to separate subjective and collective views about poverty from the
actual conditions which constitute the problem, we are led to define both subjective
and objective states and their relationships rather more carefully.

1
This was a secondary analysis of income and expenditure data. The social or normative
standard of poverty was discussed and applied and the number and characteristics of people
living below that standard identified. The authors did not claim that this was an objective or an
ideal definition of poverty - though their work was sometimes subsequently misinterpreted as
such. See Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London, 1965. For
a similar approach, see Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London,
1967.
2
The present definition of overcrowding adopted by the Registrar General is 1½ persons per
room. A bedroom standard’ of overcrowding has been devised which makes greater provision
for family norms about the age and sex of children who share rooms. A ‘minimum fitness’
standard for housing was also worked out by the Denington Committee. See Ministry of
Housing, Central Housing Advisory Committee, Our Older Homes: A Cagier Action, HMSO,
London, 1966.
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Conceptions of Relativity
The idea of ‘the relativity’ of poverty requires some explanation. The frame of
reference in adopting this approach can be regional, national or international, although until formal ties between nation states are stronger, or global corporations
even more strongly entrenched, the international perspective is unlikely to be given
enough emphasis. The question is how far peoples are bound by the same economic,
trading, institutional and cultural systems, how far they have similar activities and
customs and therefore have similar needs. Needs arise by virtue of the kind of
society to which individuals belong. Society imposes expectations, through its
occupational, educational, economic and other systems, and it also creates wants,
through its organization and customs.
This is easy enough to demonstrate for certain commodities. Tea is nutritionally
worthless, but in some countries is generally accepted as a ‘necessity of life’. For
many people in these countries drinking tea has been a life-long custom and is
psychologically essential. And the fact that friends and neighbours expect to be
offered a cup of tea (or the equivalent) when they visit helps to make it socially
necessary as well: a small contribution is made towards maintaining the threads of
social relationships. Other goods that are consumed are also psychologically and
socially ‘necessary’ in the same sense, though to varying degrees. The degree of
necessity is not uniform for all members of society, because certain goods and
services are necessary for some communities or families and other goods and
services for others. Repeated advertising and imitation by friends and neighbours
can gradually establish a new product or a new version of an old product as essential
in a community. Minority wants are converted into majority needs. People may buy
first of all out of curiosity or a sense of display, but later make purchases in a routine
way. The customs which these purchases and their consumption develop become
socially and psychologically ingrained.
Clothing is another good example. Climate may determine whether or not any soft
forms of protection are placed over the body, and how thick they are, but social
convention, itself partly dependent on resources available, determines the type and
style. Who would lay down a scale of necessities for the 1970s for young women in
Britain consisting of one pair of boots, two aprons, one second-hand dress, one skirt
made from an old dress, a third of the cost of a new hat, a third of the cost of a shawl
and a jacket, two pairs of stockings, a few unspecified underclothes, one pair of
stays and one pair of old boots worn as slippers, as Rowntree did in 1899?1
But convention is much more than ephemeral fashion. It is a style of living also
governed by state laws and regulations. Industry conditions the population not only
to want certain products and services, but to put up with certain disservices. The
1

Rowntree, Poverty: A Study of Town Life, pp. 108-9 and 382-4.
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Public Health and Housing Acts and regulations control sanitation, the structure,
size and layout of housing, streets and shops. A population becomes conditioned to
expect to live in certain broad types of homes, and to heat and furnish them
accordingly. Their environment, and the expectations of society around them, create
their needs in an objective as well as a subjective sense. Similarly, society expects
parents to provide certain things for their children, thereby creating needs. The
goods and services provided for infants and at all stages of childhood are, through
law, the school system, the mass media and so on, socially controlled. The needs
which parents feel obliged to meet out of their incomes will depend, among other
things, on formal rules about compulsory schooling, free schooling, free school
meals and milk and free health services, as well as social norms about the wearing of
shoes and school uniforms. Laws and norms are in delicate interdependence with
need.
Those who question the relativity of poverty are often prepared to concede this
part of the argument, but not that part dealing with food and drink. Estimates of
minimum nutritional intakes required by man are believed to represent absolute
requirements in every country, which have to be adjusted only marginally because
of climate or geographical elevation. The cost of meeting these nutritional
requirements is also believed to cover the bulk of the cost of meeting all human
necessities, and therefore any difficulties produced by the relativity of the needs for
accommodation, fuel, light, clothing, household sundries, furniture, play and leisure
are unimportant and can be ignored.
This belief depends on a failure to perceive the relationship between nutritional
intakes and social activities, and a failure to consider the resources (and not only
cash incomes) used in meeting human needs other than for an adequate diet. It is
certainly true that in favourable climates a man requires at least 1,000 calories a day
to survive, providing he remains inert. But estimates of normal daily requirements in
Western industrial societies average around 3,000 calories. Most of the difference
between the estimates of the ‘absolute’ requirement of 1,000 calories and the
‘absolute’ requirement of 3,000 calories is socially determined. A man’s dietary
needs are determined to a predominant extent by the work expected of him and by
the activities enjoined by the culture.1 Society determines what foods he should look
for, produce, or buy and eat. This fact is all too frequently forgotten in studies of
‘necessary’ intakes. Society also conditions the amount of energy that different
sections of the population habitually expend not only at work but in community and
family pursuits. The estimates of nutrients said by the Department of Health and
Social Security to be necessary for an adequate diet represent crude averages which
1
Large variations in energy consumption among individuals engaged in different occupations
are documented in Durwin, J. V. G. A., and Passmore, R., Energy, Work and Leisure,
Heinemann, London, 1967.
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take little heed of the real activities of different sections of the population.1 The
problem is not simply one of making allowances for variations in estimates of
nutritional requirements for heaviness of occupation, but also for other activities whether sporting, social or sexual -outside employment. Even the latest World
Health Organization Handbook displays no sensitivity to the sociology of nutrition.2
What is indisputable is that in Britain, despite increases in real incomes among all
sections of the population throughout the 1950s and 1960s, the evidence of
nutritional gains on the part of different income strata within each type of household
is surprisingly small. Indeed, data from the National Food Survey demonstrate that
inequalities in nutrient intakes are almost as wide as of household income and have
remained remarkably constant - at least since 1945.
If poverty is relative cross-nationally or cross-culturally, then it is also relative
historically. It is relative to time as well as place. Needs which are a product of laws
and social norms must change as new legislation is passed, social organizations
grow and coalesce, automation develops and expectations change. Within a
generation the possession of a television set in Britain has changed from being a
doubtful privilege of a tiny minority to being an expected right of 95 per cent of the
population. But this is only one example. The Parker Morris standards for housing,
like earlier housing standards, have been accepted by the government; new homes
built to these standards will add items that each family will be expected to afford. In
the 1880s and 1890s one room was the most that many working-class families could
afford - or expect. Today, a two- or three-bed-roomed house exacts larger real
financial obligations. The attenuation of public transport services is brought about in
some areas by the development of private transport and, if private transport becomes
the norm, that can only be at greater real cost per family. Two or three weeks’
summer holiday away from home is another social revolution of the mid twentieth
century which, now that it has become a majority convention, adds to the needs
which the average family is expected to meet.
Laws and not only conventions and structures also change the character of family
needs. For example, by raising the school leaving age Parliament has imposed new
obligations on families to support children for one year longer. With economic
growth, though not necessarily in direct proportion to such growth, the needs which
a family is expected to meet also increase. Standards rise subtly, sometimes
imperceptibly, as society itself adapts to greater prosperity and responds to the
changes demanded by industry, consumers, educationists and the professions.
Certainly no standard of sufficiency could be revised only to take account of
changes in prices, for that would be to ignore changes in the goods and services
1
Recommended Intakes of Nutrients for the United Kingdom, Reports on Public Health and
Medical Subjects No. 120, HMSO, London, 1969.
2
Passmore, R., Nicol, B. M., and Narayana, Rao M., with Beaton, G. H., and Demayer, E. M.,
Handbook on Human Nutritional Requirements, WHO, Geneva, 1974.
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consumed as well as new obligations and expectations placed on members of the
community. Lacking an alternative criterion, the best assumption would be to relate
sufficiency to the average rise in real incomes.
There is one further important elaboration. If needs are relative to society, then
they are also relative to the set of social sub-systems to which the individual belongs. This seems to suggest that a different definition of poverty is required for
every society, or indeed every relatively autonomous community. But this tends to
ignore the marked interrelationship of many communities within regional and
national economic, political, communication, welfare and other systems. Members
of ethnic minorities can often be said to participate in commonly shared rather than
exclusive activities. They use the common system of transport, work in multiracial
occupations, go to multiracial schools which broadly subscribe to national cultural
values, and generally adapt in many ways to the conventions and styles of life of the
national society. Many of their needs will therefore be the same as of persons who
are not members of such minorities and the same as of persons who are members of
other minorities. But to some extent their resources will be different and their
activities and beliefs relatively autonomous. A national definition of need, and more
particularly of poverty, will to that extent not apply to them. Little is yet known in
any quantitative sense about the degrees of cultural self-containment of different
ethnic minorities. Certainly in Britain it can be said that West Indian immigrant
communities are far less self-contained than Pakistani communities. Again, while
both Jews and Irish preserve a corporate identity and tend to play special, though
different, functions in industrial cultural life, it would be difficult to claim they live
so differently and have needs which are so radically different from those of society
at large that only an entirely different conception of poverty can meaningfully be
applied to them. Still, in the absence of empirical evidence demonstrating degrees of
integration of ethnic minorities in the wider society, this difficulty about any
‘relative’ conception of poverty must remain.
It would be wrong, however, to call attention only to the possible divergence of
racial or ethnic sub-systems from the social system as a whole. There are differences
between rural and urban communities and even between different urban
communities which would compel different overall definitions of their needs. The
difficulty of allowing properly for the income in kind of the country dweller (such as
home-grown vegetables, free or cheap fuel, and tied accommodation), but also the
lack of facilities available to the town or city dweller, especially if he is young (for
example, entertainment, choice of shops and choice of indoor as compared with
outdoor work) are reasonably well recognized. Inevitably both would have to be
taken into account in any sophisticated investigation of poverty, not just in
qualifying the results of any measure but also in applying that measure.
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Style of Living
A distinction must therefore be made between the resources which are made
available by society to individuals and families and the style of life with which they
are expected, or to which they feel prompted, to conform. This is the set of customs
and activities which they are expected to share or in which they are expected to join.
However, conformity is not rigidly prescribed. People engage in the same kind of
activities rather than the same specific activities, just as they select from a fairly
limited and familiar range of foodstuffs or other commodities. Different but
overlapping sets of activities are expected of people of different age and sex and
family membership. Communities differ according to geographical situation,
composition and the kind of resources that are readily available to them. The style of
living of a society consists more of elements which are heterogeneous, but ordered
and interrelated rather than rigidly homogeneous. Any attempt to define this style
and represent it in some form of operational index, so that the conformity of a
population can be measured statistically, is bound to be rough and ready. One kind
of analogy could be drawn with the Retail Price Index. The price index does not
show how much the cost of living may have changed between two dates for any
particular family or section of the population, but only in broad terms for society as
a whole. There are difficulties in applying it to retirement pensioners or to the poor
generally and to different regions. Techniques have to be developed so that
applications to certain groups can be qualified; or a modified index, such as the
index for retirement pensioners, is developed. But nonetheless it represents a useful
point of departure and a means of accumulating, and generalizing, knowledge.
Stratification and Resources
What principles must therefore govern the attempt to obtain better information? The
conditions and numbers of the poor relative to others in society are to be identified.
The population must be ranked in strata according to a criterion of inequality. But
the criterion of cash income is inadequate. There are groups in the population with
considerable income in kind, such as farmers and smallholders. There are people
with small cash incomes but considerable assets, which elevate their standards of
living. There are people with identical wages or salaries who differ greatly in the
extent to which fringe benefits from employers add substantially to their living
standards. There are people with identical cash incomes who differ greatly in the
support they may obtain from free public social services, because, for example, they
live in different areas.
Living standards depend on the total contribution of not one but several systems
distributing resources to individuals, families, work-groups and communities. To
concentrate on cash incomes is to ignore the subtle ways developed in both modern
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and traditional societies for conferring and redistributing benefits. Moreover, to
concentrate on income as the sole criterion of poverty also implies that relatively
simple adjustments, as might be made in a single scheme for negative income tax,
will relieve it.
A plural approach is unavoidable. Thus, the list given below shows the types of
resource arising from the principal systems of resource distribution. Even a fleeting
reference to the different systems in society which distribute and redistribute
resources, such as the wage system, insurance and banking, social security and
services like the National Health Service, may suggest that poverty is the creation of
their complex interrelationship, or perhaps, more fundamentally, of the values and
norms upon which they rest or which they continuously reinforce. The practical
implication is that the abolition of poverty may require comprehensive structural
change in not one but several institutional systems. The problem is to establish, first,
the part that the different types of resource play in determining the overall standards
of living of different strata in the population, and secondly, which of the systems
underlying the distribution of that resource can be manipulated most efficiently to
reduce poverty. The list is as follows:
1. Cash income:
(a) Earned.
(b) Unearned.
(c) Social security.
2. Capital assets:
(a) House/flat occupied by family, and living facilities.
(b) Assets (other than occupied house) and savings.
3. Value of employment benefits in kind:
(a) Employers’ fringe benefits; subsidies and value of occupational insurance.
(b) Occupational facilities.
4. Value of public social services in kind:
Including government subsidies and services, e.g. health, education and housing
but excluding social security.
5. Private income in kind:
(a) Home production (e.g. of smallholding or garden).
(b) Gifts.
(c) Value of personal supporting services.
To obtain full information about all these types of resource for a representative
cross-section of households is an ambitious but necessary task. Each of the types of
resource can be defined in detail and converted (sometimes though arbitrarily and
with difficulty) into equivalent cash-income values. The distribution of each in the
population can be examined. Individual income units and households can be ranked
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according to each dimension and a measure of total rank achieved. The way can be
opened for the measurement of the contribution made by different resource systems
to both inequality and poverty.
The extent of rank agreement in society - that is, the proportion of units which are
ranked the same on all dimensions - might be investigated. The use in stratification
theory by Landecker, Lenski and Galtung and others of ideas about class and status
crystallization, rank disequilibrium, congruence and so on, can, of course, be
adapted for poverty research.1
One of the purposes of combining the ranking of resources in different dimensions
would be to allow total and partial poverty to be distinguished. If resources are
distributed by different institutional systems, then it follows that while some people
may lack a minimal share of any of these resources, there will be others who lack a
minimal share of one or two of these types of resource but have a substantial share
of others. Alternatively, the level of total resources may be sufficient to avoid
deprivation in one or more but not all major spheres of life. Thus in Britain there are,
for example, fatherless families with identically low cash incomes, but whose other
resources differ sharply. There are those who live in the slum areas of cities in very
bad, overcrowded housing, with schools and hospitals of poor quality near by. And
there are those who live in new council housing estates on the fringe of cities or in
new towns, in good housing with spacious, modern schools and hospitals near by
with modern facilities and equipment. The standards of living of these two sets of
families are not at all equivalent.2 Whether instances such as these are common is
unknown.
Another advantage is to trace more clearly the differences between temporary and
long-term poverty. The distribution of resources changes over time. People are
promoted within the wage system; they change jobs, and become unemployed or
sick; they obtain new dependants. Clearly there may be major changes in the
possession of resources both in the long term, over the entire life-cycle, but also in
the short term, from month to month and even week to week. The life-cycle of
poverty, first described by Seebohm Rowntree, requires contemporary documentation. A proportion of the population may always have been poor, but a much larger
proportion have had occasional or periodic but not continuous experience of
1
The possibilities are discussed in Townsend, P. (ed.), The Concept of Poverty, Heinemann,
London, 1970. There are two special difficulties in deriving total rank in stratification theory
from individual rank dimensions. Total rank is very difficult to express if the form of distribution varies in each individual dimension. It is also difficult to express if there is no criterion
according to which the different dimensions can be weighted. The conversion of values in the
different dimensions into equivalent cash incomes offers a means of overcoming the second
problem. However, such a conversion may overlook subtleties in the different meanings placed
on the value of assets, goods and services in everyday social life, as we shall see.
2
The tendency for families of widows and children to have higher living standards than other
fatherless families is traced in Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, Allen Lane, London, 1969. There
appear to be inequalities in the ownership of assets, particularly housing and household durables,
as well as in treatment under social security.
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poverty. A larger proportion still have lived or are living under the constant threat of
poverty and regard some of the resources flowing to them, or available to them, as
undependable. For the purposes of understanding the experience of poverty and the
development of good policy, it is most important to find whether the over-confident
division of the population into ‘we the people’ and ‘they the poor’ has to be
modified.
Inequality, however, is not poverty. Even if inequalities in the distribution of
resources are successfully identified and measured, those in the lowest 20 per cent or
10 per cent, say, are not necessarily poor. For example, the 20 per cent with the
lowest incomes in Sweden are not so badly placed as the corresponding 20 per cent
in the United States.1 Some criterion of deprivation is required by which a poverty
line may be drawn and the numbers and characteristics of persons and families in the
population who fall below the line estimated. It may be hypothesized that, as
resources for any individual or family are diminished, there is a point at which there
occurs a sudden withdrawal from participation in the customs and activities
sanctioned by the culture. The point at which withdrawal ‘escalates’
disproportionately to falling resources could be defined as the poverty line. It would
be difficult to gain information about all customs and activities which make up the
style of living which predominates in society, or which can be distilled, as a kind of
common denominator, from the overlapping styles of different groups and classes.
Instead information could be obtained for a random selection of common activities
(common in the sense either that they are followed by over half the population, or at
least are approved and are widespread). These would comprise an index. It should
be stressed that no one indicator alone could be sufficient. Sometimes particular
social customs are observed or not observed for reasons which are locked, for
example, in special factors of personality or group religion. All that can be claimed
is that a pattern of non-observance may be conditioned by severe lack of resources.
Let me set out in a little more detail the reasoning behind these statements. Just as
I have argued that a wider concept of ‘resources’ should replace ‘income’ in the
study of inequality and poverty, so I would argue that ‘style of living’ should replace
‘consumption’ (or more narrowly still, ‘nutritional intakes’) in determining what
levels in the ranking of resources should be regarded as constituting deprivation.
Some care is required in establishing the meaning of the concept of style of living,
for it has been used in sociology in many different senses. For Weber, stratification
by economic class and status could both be represented by style of living. ‘Status
honour is normally expressed by the fact that a special style of life can be expected

1
They have about 6 per cent of pre-tax income, compared with about 4 per cent in the United
States. The top quintile have about 43 per cent compared with 46 per cent. See Lydall, H., and
Lansing, J. B., ‘A Comparison of the Distribution of Personal Income and Wealth in the United
States and Great Britain’, American Economic Review, March 1959; United Nations, Economic
Survey of Europe in 1956, Geneva, 1957, Chapter IX, p. 6.
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from all who wish to belong to the circle.’1 But Veblen and more recently
sociologists such as Warner developed the concept into a system of what amounts to
supercilious and derogatory distinctions in society. Everyone, or nearly everyone,
was supposed to hold similar views about what was good and desirable. Modern
studies have begun to break down this unrelieved picture of a uniformly acquisitive,
materialistic, consumer society, and a number of community studies in particular
have shown that there are not just enclaves of traditional working-class culture but
highly developed and pervasive styles of community living.2 Tom Burns suggests
that, in contemporary urban society, the principle of segregation is more and more
strictly followed. In any large town or city there are social areas ‘representing
important expressive aspects not only of the income but of the occupations, social
proclivities, educational background, and social pretensions of the people who live
in them - or rather of the kind of people who are supposed to live in them’. In
suburbs, neighbourhoods and even blocks of flats there were, he continued,
groupings of young married couples, middle-aged people, the retired or bachelor
girls and men. Consumption was the expressive aspect of style of life, and ‘style of
life has developed a much greater significance as a mode of organizing individual
behaviour and leisure, careers and, therefore, as a form of social structure ...
Individuals do organize their lives in terms of a preferred style of life which is
expressed concretely in terms of a pattern of consumption ranging from houses, and
other consumer durables, to clothing, holidays, entertainment, food and drink.’3
Style of life is made up of very widely and very restrictedly shared elements. This
must always have been so for reasons of cultural self-confidence and social control
as well as individual and local community self-respect. But the mix for any
particular section or group in society may be different and may change over time.
There are types of behaviour which are nationally sanctioned, and even upheld in
law, affecting working hours and conditions, child care, marital relations, spending
and so on. There are public corporations and departments which endeavour to
provide recognizably uniform services throughout the country. There are trade
unions, which encourage their membership to adopt a nationally cohesive outlook
and not diverse and perhaps contradictory branch opinions and activities. There are
symbols of nationhood, like the Royal Family, the British policeman, a village
green, a love of animals or of cricket, which are repeatedly invoked in family or
local rituals. And through the mass-communication industries - television,
newspapers, popular magazines, the cinema and advertising - the cultural norms of
1 Gerth, H., and Mills, C. W., From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology, Oxford University
Press, 1946, p. 187.
2 See, for example, Willmott, P., and Young, M., Family and Class in a London Suburb,
Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1960; Stacey, M., Tradition and Change: A Study of Banbury, Oxford University Press, 1960.
3 Burns, T., ‘The Study of Consumer Behaviour: A Sociological View’, Archives of European
Sociology, VII, 1966, pp. 321-2.
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society are both reflected and modified. The mass media help to standardize the
kinds of leisure-time pursuits, child-rearing practices, manners and language which
certain wide sections of the population will feel it is appropriate for them to adopt.
There are subtle gradations of styles of living ramifying through society as well as
different mixes of national and local styles for different communities and ethnic
groups. Different classes may engage in similar types of activity, such as going on a
holiday or holding a birthday party for children, but do them differently. In
developing an operational definition of style of living it is therefore necessary to
distinguish (a) types of custom and social activity practised or approved, and home,
environmental and work conditions enjoyed or expected by a majority of the
national population; (b) the types of custom and social activity practised or approved
by a majority of people in a locality, community, class, racial group, religious sect or
work group; and (c) the specific content and manner of individual and group
expression of both national and local customs or practices. It is hypothesized that,
with a diminishing level of resources, people will engage less fully in the national
‘style of living’. At relatively low levels of resources people find they are unable to
enjoy a wide representation of consumer goods, customs and activities and are able
to enjoy only cheaper versions of some goods, customs and activities. The range is
reduced proportionately to falling levels of resources. The reduction is more gradual
than the diminishing resources would suggest, because of the need to maintain social
cohesion or integration. Through state, industry, community, church and family,
means are found, for example, through mass production and the mass media, to
satisfy and integrate the relatively hard up. But at still lower levels of individual and
family resources, economical forms of social participation become impossible to
provide. People’s participation in the national style of living diminishes
disproportionately. An attempt to define this operationally is outlined below
(Chapter 6), and the results of applying it in the survey are presented in Chapter 7
and elsewhere in this book.
Conclusion
In this introduction previous definitions of poverty, and selected evidence about
poverty and inequality, have been discussed. Historically, the most influential
definitions have been those which have been expressed in terms of some absolute
level of minimum needs, below which people are regarded as being poor, and which
does not change through time. However, conceptions of poverty as ‘absolute’ were
found to be inappropriate and misleading. People’s needs, even for food, are
conditioned by the society in which they live and to which they belong, and just as
needs differ in different societies, so they differ in different periods of the evolution
of single societies. In practice, previous definitions have represented narrow
conceptions of relative deprivation - sometimes associated only with what is
necessary for the physical efficiency of the working classes. A fuller conception of
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relative deprivation needs to be adopted and spelt out.
The social scientist is very frequently the victim of normative values, and his
perceptions and measures tend to be permeated by them. But if he feels obliged to
make a distinction, as I have suggested, between subjective, collective and objective
assessments of need, then first he becomes much more aware of the forces which are
controlling his own perceptions, and secondly he becomes that much more prepared
to break with the conventions which restrict and trivialize his theoretical work. I
have suggested two steps that might be taken towards the objectification of the
measurement of poverty. One is to endeavour to measure all types of resources,
public and private, which are distributed unequally in society and which contribute
towards actual standards of living. This will tend to uncover sources of inequality
which tend to be proscribed from public and even academic discourse. It will also
lay the basis for comparisons between conditions in different societies. The other is
to endeavour to define the style of living which is generally shared or approved in
each society, and find whether there is, as I have hypothesized, a point in the scale
of the distribution of resources below which, as resources diminish, families find it
particularly difficult to share in the customs, activities and diets comprising their
society’s style of living.
But this does not leave measurement value-free. In the last resort the decisions
which are taken to define the exact boundaries of the concept of resources and weigh
the value of different types of resource have to be based on judgement, even if such
judgement incorporates certain criteria of number and logical consistency. And
decisions have to be taken about all the different ingredients of ‘style of living’, their
relative importance and the extent to which they can be reliably represented by
indicators used as criteria of deprivation by social scientists. Values will not have
been eliminated from social research. But at least they will have been pushed one or
two stages further back and an attempt made to make measurement both
reproducible and more dependent on externally instead of subjectively assessed
criteria.
It will be some time before theory and methodology can be put on to a respectable
scientific footing. The problem of poverty has attracted a lot of concern, and also
justifiable anger. Many of the attempts to document and explain it have been
grounded in limited national and even parochial, not to say individualistic, conceptions. Until social scientists can provide the rigorous conception within which the
poverty of industrial societies and the Third World can both be examined, and the
relationship between inequality and poverty perceived, the accumulation of data and
the debates about the scale and causal antecedents of the problem will in large
measure be fruitless.

2
Theories of Poverty

In the social sciences it is usual to start with conceptions or definitions of a social
problem or phenomenon and proceed first to its measurement and then its explanation before considering, or leaving others to consider, alternative remedies. The
operation of value assumptions at each stage tends to be overlooked and the
possibility that there might be interaction between, or a conjunction of, these stages
tends to be neglected. What has to be remembered is that policy prescriptions
permeate conceptualization, measurement and the formulation of theory;
alternatively, that the formulation of theory inheres within the conceptualization and
measurement of a problem and the application of policy.
While implying a particular approach to theory, Chapter 1 was primarily concerned with the conceptualization and measurement of poverty in previous studies.
This chapter attempts to provide a corresponding account of previous theories of
poverty. It will discuss minority group theory, the sub-culture of poverty and the
cycle of deprivation, orthodox economic theory, dual labour market and radical
theories, and sociological, including functionalist, explanations of poverty and
inequality.
Until recently, little attempt was made to extend theory to the forms, extent of and
changes in poverty as such. Social scientists, including Marx, had been primarily
concerned with the evolution of economic, political and social inequality.
Economists had devoted most interest to the factor shares of production and
distribution rather than to the unequal distribution of resources, and where they had
studied the latter, they confined themselves to studies of wages. Sociologists had
kept the discussion of the origins of, or need for, equality at a very general level, or
had confined their work to topics which were only indirectly or partly related, like
occupational status and mobility, and the structure and persistence of local
community. The social definition of deprivation, the denial by major nongovernmental as well as government institutions of access of certain kinds of people
to earnings or earnings substitutes, the structuring of the resource systems in relation
to social stratification and even the evolution and structure of the wage system
attracted little attention.
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Theoretical Principles Underlying Alternative Policies
Yet this did not mean that theories were not promulgated. In public policy and in the
public expression of political beliefs, if not in full-length academic studies, strongly
held theories had been advanced for generations. This can be illustrated best in
relation to broad policies applied historically or contemporaneously. Thus, I suggest
that alternative policies for dealing with large-scale deprivation or poverty might be
identified according to the following three distinct general principles: (a) conditional
welfare for the few; (b) minimum rights for the many; and (c) distributional justice
for all. Each of these, of course, carries implications for the structure of society,
including the organisation of industry, and occupational status and reward.
In Britain, conditional welfare for the few was represented by the development of
the Poor Laws, as reflected in the Report of the Poor Law Commission of 1832-4. In
the early nineteenth century, leading elites believed that poverty was necessary, for
otherwise the labouring poor would not be motivated to work. But they also believed
that it was pauperism, a condition of moral defect, rather than poverty, a lack of
material resources, which was the problem. 1 They therefore combined fatalism,
believing that ‘the poor ye have always with you’, and moralism, believing that it
was individual weakness of character - drunkenness, improvidence, fecklessness which brought people into poverty. 2 There were evil social influences which could
corrupt the young and which could be rooted out only by stern patriarchal values.
Leaders of the new settlement houses and voluntary organizations like the Charity
Organization Society called attention severely to individual fault and individual
misfortune.3 There were undeserving and not only deserving poor. Early forms of
case-work concentrated on the individual and advised independence and self-help.
The problem was also believed to be of relatively small dimensions. Thus, before
Booth and Rowntree published the reports of their surveys at the turn of the century,
improved poor law administration was believed to have reduced poverty to
insignificant proportions.4 Policy was therefore intended to be one based on
conditional welfare for the few. It was linked with laissez faire economics and the
virtues of a hierarchical, market society. Far from threatening the conventional
economic and social order, the policy upheld and reflected it - and therefore helped
1

For example, Colquhoun, P., On Destitution, 1806, pp. 7-9.
See the clear summary in Rose, M. E., The Relief of Poverty: 1834-1914, Macmillan,
London, 1972, esp. pp. 6-20.
3
Beatrice Webb referred scathingly to the society in her autobiography. They ‘had not got the
faintest glimmer of what I have called “the consciousness of collective sin”’ - Webb, B., My
Apprenticeship (2nd edn), Longmans, Green, London, 1926, p. 177.
4
For an example of this view, see Giffen, R., ‘The Progress of the Working Classes in the
Last Half Century’, in Essays in Finance (2nd edn), 1887. Cited in Rose, The Relief of Poverty,
p. 15.
2
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to create it. Virtue was carefully linked with work. Since level of income was also
tied to amount and importance of work done, those who were not at work not only
had less income but had to show eagerness to work even to secure those minimum
rights. Some major features of such social policy have persisted to the present day,
have been given greater emphasis by some factions than by others, and by some
governments than by others, and have, of course, played a large part in many other
countries besides Britain. Characteristic of such policy is the maximization of relief
through charity and voluntary effort, and public expenditure kept low by the barrier
of means tests.
The second principle, minimum rights for the many, began to be treated seriously
as a basis for social policy in Britain at the turn of the century. It was spelt out in the
Reports on the Poor Law of 1909, particularly through the example of the Webbs’
notion of the national minimum, was regarded as lying behind much of the
legislation of the period 1902-11, and was taken up with renewed vigour in the
Beveridge Report of 1942, with its stress on insurance to provide a minimum
subsistence as the basis of benefits, and by both the Coalition and Labour
governments during the period 1944-8. Poverty was assumed to be a significant but
not an unmanageable problem, explained predominantly by the misfortune of certain
minorities who fell out of work, could not work or were not expected to work, and
did not have or could not afford certain ‘basic’ necessities of life. The state had to
intervene in the private sector to regulate, supplement and exhort, but not impose.
The economic and social order needed to be properly and decently underpinned
rather than radically recast. The growth of support for the principle was associated
with the rise of trade unions and the Labour party and the extension of the franchise.
Characteristic of such policy are redistributive taxation and universal benefits in
cash and in kind which are usually limited in range and modest in value. The policy
represented more a change in public attitudes towards those who were not dependent
on their labour power than a transformation of the scale of productive and nonproductive values.
The third principle, distributional justice for all, has not yet been clearly articulated or tried in Britain, though it might be said to have been invoked in certain areas
of policy, such as medicine and public health, and some aspects of the law, and is
beginning to play a considerable part in discussions about, for example, the
educational system, as in the case of community schools, and services and centres
for the mentally ill. Support for the principle also arises from some grass-roots
activities, such as the movement for workers’ control, and certain pressure groups
and consumer associations. The poor are believed to be those denied the potential
per capita share of the resources of the nation, or access to the customs, activities
and pleasures generally available within society. The principle is more an aim to be
striven towards, and its applications spelt out after further public discussion, than
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embodied concretely in historical events. Characteristic of a policy worked out
according to such a principle would be the de-stratification of society through
economic, political and social reorganization and the equal distribution and wider
diffusion of all kinds of power and material resources.
Theories of poverty need to be related to such different policies so that they can be
better comprehended. At the very least we can appreciate that there are disagreements not merely about remedies or even explanations but also conceptions
and measurement (or scale) of the problem. Each of the policies presupposes a
different conception of the problem, different operationalization and measurement,
and different explanation. Any statement of policy to reduce poverty contains an
implicit if not explicit explanation of its cause. Any explanation of poverty contains
an implicit prescription for policy. Any conceptualization of poverty contains an
implicit explanation of the phenomenon.
Minority Group Theory
‘Minority group theory’ originated in the earliest empirical studies of poverty. It is a
term which can be coined to represent attempts in those studies to identify the
characteristics of certain groups of poor people. For example, in his early work
Rowntree said he was not aiming ‘to discuss the ultimate causes of poverty. To
attempt this would be to raise the whole social question.’ Instead, he listed the
immediate causes of primary poverty (or earnings ‘insufficient to obtain the
minimum necessaries for the maintenance of merely physical efficiency’) as:
1. Death of chief wage-earner.
2. Incapacity of chief wage-earner though accident, illness or old age.
3. Chief wage-earner out of work.
4. Chronic irregularity of work.
5. Largeness of family.
6. Lowness of wage.1
Rowntree usefully identified a cycle of poverty - children, young married couples
with children and old people running the highest risk of descending into poverty.
But otherwise no attempt was made to relate these groups to the range and
qualifying conditions for membership of the employment system; the differential
wage-system and the sources of support for it in institutions and values; and the
systems compensating people unable to work or excluded from earning a living.
None the less, the classification represented a significant advance, and influenced
political thought away from conditional welfare for the few and towards a minimum
1
Rowntree, B. S., Poverty: A Study of Town Life, Macmillan, London, 1901, pp. 119-20.
Rowntree also listed the immediate causes of secondary poverty as ‘drink, betting and gambling.
Ignorant or careless housekeeping, and other improvident expenditure, the latter often induced
by irregularity of income’ - ibid., pp. 141-2.
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income for certain identifiable minorities, such as the old, the unemployed and the
sick. There were advantages to be derived from indicating the processes by which
families became or remained poor and the categories into which they might be
divided. Later it is argued that the concept of the minority group has an important
place in the evolution of theory, and, indeed, the delineation of minority groups is a
major objective of the research described in this book.
As we shall see, the division of the population into different social categories and
the allocation to some of relatively low resources and status demands exposition and
explanation. The process by which some groups are assigned low resources or status
can, of course, be negative, as the outcome of action on behalf of other groups, and
not only positive. If they are disqualified from receiving new services established by
the state, or new kinds or amounts of resources made possible by a growing
economy, they can experience a gradual fall into deprivation without there being any
explicit discrimination against them.
The Sub-culture of Poverty
The ‘sub-culture of poverty’ is a concept which is derived from a variety of
anthropological, sociological and eugenic studies, and was expressed in its modern
form by Oscar Lewis.1 He suggested that the poorest section of society forms a subsociety or a sub-culture which is distinctive and largely self-perpetuating.
In anthropological usage the term culture implies, essentially, a design for living which is
passed down from generation to generation. In applying this concept of culture to the
understanding of poverty, I want to draw attention to the fact that poverty in modern nations is
not only a state of economic deprivation, of disorganization, or of the absence of something. It
is also something positive in the sense that it has a structure, a rationale, and defence
mechanisms without which the poor could hardly carry on. In short, it is a way of life,
remarkably stable and persistent, passed down from generation to generation along family
lines.2

There were ‘remarkable similarities in family structure, interpersonal relations, time
orientations, value systems, spending patterns, and the sense of community in lowerclass settlements in London, Glasgow, Paris, Harlem and Mexico City’. Among the
1
Henry Mayhew came very close to the idea in his suggestion that costermongers were a
residue in society from ancient wandering tribes. See Thompson, E., and Yeo, E., The Unknown
Mayhew, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1972.
2
Lewis, O., The Children of Sanchez, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1965, p. xxiv. The
key statement about the generations is repeated elsewhere, for example, in La Vida. ‘Once it
comes into existence it tends to perpetuate itself from generation to generation because of its
effect on the children. By the time slum children are aged six or seven they have usually absorbed the basic values and attitudes of their sub-culture and are not psychologically geared to
take full advantage of changing conditions or increased opportunities which may occur in their
lifetime’ - Lewis, O., La Vida, Panther Books, London, 1968, p. 50.
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economic traits were unemployment and under-employment, low wages, ‘a
miscellany of unskilled occupations, child labour, the absence of savings, a chronic
shortage of cash, the absence of food reserves in the home, the pattern of frequent
buying of small quantities of food many times a day as the need arises, the pawning
of personal goods, borrowing from local money lenders at usurious rates of interest,
spontaneous informal credit devices organized by neighbours, and the use of secondhand clothing and furniture’.1
The social and psychological characteristics included ‘crowded quarters, a lack of
privacy, gregariousness, a high incidence of alcoholism, frequent resort to violence
in the settlement of quarrels, frequent use of physical violence in the training of
children, wife beating, early initiation into sex, free unions or consensual marriages,
a relatively high incidence of the abandonment of mothers and children, ... little
ability to defer gratification and plan for the future’, resignation, a belief in male
superiority and ‘a corresponding martyr complex among women’.2 The sub-culture
of poverty was both an adaptation and a reaction of the poor to their marginal
position in a class-stratified, highly individuated, capitalistic society. It would result
from colonial conquest or detribalization. The sub-culture of poverty was not the
same as poverty. Many preliterate peoples, many of the lower castes in India and
many in a socialist country like Cuba, may live in poverty, but ‘they do not have a
way of life that I would describe as a subculture of poverty’.3 Again, ‘my rough
guess would be that only about 20 per cent of the population below the poverty line
... in the United States have characteristics which would justify classifying their way
of life as that of a culture of poverty’.4
Much of the thesis had been expressed earlier. But the elaborate work of Oscar
Lewis gave authority to statements made by governments 5 and generalizations put
forward in popular reviews.6
The thesis has come under close examination, however. There are criticisms of
method, value-loading of assumptions, ambiguity or imprecision, lack of evidence
and logical inconsistency. First, his method of research was extraordinarily
interesting but individual-orientated and uncontrolled. With the exception of his first
1

Lewis, The Children of Sanchez, p. xxvi.
ibid., pp. xxvi-xxvii.
3
Lewis, La Vida, p.54.
4
ibid., p. 57.
5
‘Poverty breeds poverty ... The cruel legacy of poverty is passed from parents to children’ The 1964 Economic Report of the President, Government Printing Office, Washington D C,
1964, pp. 69-70. The 1966 and 1967 Economic Reports of the US President made strong references to the cycle of poverty’.
6
For example, ‘... the real explanation of why the poor are where they are is that they made
the mistake of being born to the wrong parents, in the wrong section of the country, in the wrong
industry, or in the wrong racial or ethnic group ... There are two important ways of saying this:
the poor are caught in a vicious circle; or the poor live in a culture of poverty’ - Harrington, M.,
The Other America, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1962, pp. 21-2.
2
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book, Life in a Mexican Village,1 his books consisted of hundreds of pages (in the
case of La Vida of 800 pages) of vivid reportage about the lives of individuals
belonging to a single extended family, preceded by short introductory sections about
country, setting, family, method and the concept of the culture of poverty. His
reasons for choosing the families and for investigating particular aspects of their
lives were not strictly controlled and explained. Because behaviour was described
almost wholly through unstructured individual self-histories, it was inevitable that
the patterns of elaborate social organization, and in particular the influence upon
individuals and communities of values, beliefs and institutions which are nationally
or regionally controlled, should have gone largely unexamined and even
unremarked. He concentrated on the family and not the sub-systems and forces of
the wider society as the principal unit of analysis. For example, he wrote several
books on the poor and yet nowhere discussed, so far as I am aware, the network of
agencies providing jobs, training, social security and medical care and the
relationships that his informants had with them.2 Because Lewis made little use of
either the survey method or census data to disentangle the different kinds of
community and styles of living even within the areas in which his families lived, 3 it
was difficult for him to claim that they were representative. For example,
prostitution was important in the lives of all the women in the Rios family described
in La Vida, but Lewis himself states that only ‘about a third of the households [in the
slum area of San Juan] had a history of prostitution’.4
Secondly, there is unconscious if not conscious bias. Many of the criteria used to
distinguish the culture of poverty were formulated in terms of middle-class values.
Otherwise Lewis would have felt obliged to demonstrate that the poor prized apathy,
fatalism, inferiority, submissiveness, hopelessness and despair. He might have asked
whether ‘a minimum of organization’ or ‘family instability’ were being defined
1
Lewis, O., Life in a Mexican Village: Tepoztlán Restudied, University of Illinois, 1951. This
owed a great deal to Lewis’s teacher, Redfield.
2
In replying to critics like C. A. Valentine, Lewis protested that he laid great store by the
economic institutions of society and that these were more important than sub-cultural factors in
explaining poverty, but his work does not reflect this retrospective view. See Lewis, O., Cultural
Anthropology, April-June 1969, pp. 189 and 191.
3
In La Vida, Lewis explains that a hundred families in San Juan were selected ‘with the help
of social workers’ and had to have low income and relatives in New York. In New York, fifty
families were selected. La Vida itself deals with one extended family and contains only about ten
pages in the introduction about all the families.
4
Valentine charges Lewis with inconsistency: ‘Thus in the space of four or five pages we
have the characters of La Vida presented, in turn, as (i) typical of the culture of the poor, (ii)
following a life-style of unknown frequency and distribution, (iii) deeply affected by a specialized occupational pattern confined to one-third of their community; (iv) characterized by an
extreme deviance unique in their chronicler’s experience, and (v) spanning the gap between the
upper and lower classes both in wealth and family patterns’ - Valentine, C. A., Culture and
Poverty, University of Chicago Press, 1968, p. 54.
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independently of middle-class evaluations of organization and family stability. One
might even ask why material calculated to shock middle-class sensibilities and
confirm comfortable middle-class prejudices, for example on sexuality, appears to
have been given greater prominence than lengthy, but duller, disquisitions by his
informants on politics or sport.
A third problem was ambiguity. All the criteria used to distinguish the subculture
of poverty were inexact. The boundaries of the sub-culture were not specified, still
less quantified. Because Lewis also distinguished in La Vida between those who
belonged to the sub-culture of poverty and the much larger class of those who lived
in poverty, he disarmed the critic in advance. Evidence produced against his thesis
could be said to apply to those in poverty, not those living in a culture of poverty.
Fourthly, in so far as the thesis could be regarded as testable it was difficult to
confirm. After a careful study, Rossi and Blum concluded, ‘All told, the empirical
evidence from our review of the literature does not support the idea of a culture of
poverty in which the poor are distinctively different from other layers of society.’1 A
large number of sources might be cited to demonstrate that shantytown inhabitants
and other poor individuals in different societies are part of complex forms of social
organization, are generally in regular employment,2 uphold conventional values3 and
develop cohesive family relationships. In so far as some groups of the poor do not
participate much in extra-familial associations, their opportunities to do so, because
of inaccessibility and prohibitions on membership (trade unions exclude shantytown dwellers from membership in some countries, for example), may be greatly
restricted. In so far as some of the poor may give the impression of defeatism,
listlessness or irritability, the effects of malnutrition and of overcrowding must first
be examined.4 There is little comparative evidence for different generations. The
authors of one important survey in the United States, while admitting that their data
were cursory, concluded, ‘Though no sweeping generalizations can be made on the
basis of these few tables, they offer little support for a theory of poverty that rests
1
Rossi, P. H., and Blum, Z. D., in Moynihan, D. P. (ed.), On Understanding Poverty, Basic
Books, New York, 1968, p. 43.
2
See, for example, the papers by Germani, G., Mar, J. M., Pearse, A., in Hauser, P. (ed.)
Urbanization in Latin America, Unesco, Paris, 1961; or MacEwen, A., Stability and Change in a
Shanty Town,’ Sociology, January 1972. Unemployment tends to be highest in the poorest parts
of cities, but is clearly related to general economic conditions and not just individual, family or
community characteristics.
3
‘In short, distinctive, original values characteristic of a culture of poverty remain to be found.
On the contrary, what has struck us particularly has been conformism of the poor and their
respect for the values of society as a whole.’ Labbens, J., Reflections on the Concept of a Culture
of Poverty, International Committee on Poverty Research, Bureau de Recherches Sociales, Paris,
1966, p. 4. See also Labbens, J., La Condition sous-prolétarienne, Bureau de Recherches
Sociales, Paris 1965, pp. 151-71.
4
Schorr, A. L., ‘The Non-Culture of Poverty’, American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, vol. 34,
No. 5, 1964.
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entirely on inter-generational transmission.’1 And an analysis of 1962 data on
occupational mobility led one economist to conclude that they only lent weak
support to the argument for there being a ‘vicious cycle of poverty’.2 Much of the
evidence presented by Lewis was inconclusive. He emphasized the limited,
parochial interests and the lack of class-consciousness of people with a culture of
poverty, and yet large parts of the testimony in his books suggest the contrary. 3
Again, despite the disorganization said to be characteristic of the sub-culture of
poverty, parts of his work testified to the strength and cohesiveness of social
relationships in slum areas.4
Finally, there is the question of consistency. By definition, a sub-culture consists
of a distinctive system of values, beliefs and institutions, positively established and
upheld, which is at variance with the culture of the majority in a given society. 5 The
case for the existence of a separate sub-culture has to be demonstrated in order
further to claim transmission of that sub-culture, through methods of socialization
and social control, from generation to generation. But what Lewis described was
largely reaction against the dominant classes or an accommodation with them.
Disorganization, instability, inferiority and fatalism are neither approved nor selfperpetuated. The concept of a sub-culture of poverty cannot be applied consistently
when its supposed values are not accepted by its members. The statistical prevalence
of certain conditions or attitudes is a very different matter, for this can have, indeed
usually has, external causes. As Lewis described it, the culture of poverty is a
contradiction in terms.6
This kind of theory tends to have an influential effect on policy and might even be
interpreted as arising from the subconscious of a society which feels guilty about its
inequalities but does not quite want to forsake them. It might be said to reappear in
different and usually more sophisticated forms in successive generations. In the
introductions to his books Lewis seems to be resurrecting the Victorian notion of the
‘undeserving poor’.7 After every allowance is made for resourceful inquiry and
1
Morgan, J. N., et al., Income and Welfare in the United States, McGraw-Hill, New York,
1962, p. 210.
2
Gallaway, L. E., ‘On the Importance of “Picking One’s Parents”’, Quarterly Review of
Economics and Business, VI, No. 2 (Summer, 1966).
3
See, for example, Valentine’s discussion of these points, Culture and Poverty, pp. 59-63.
4
Lewis, O., ‘Urbanization without Breakdown: A Case Study’, in Heath, D. B., and Adams,
R. N. (eds.), Contemporary Cultures and Societies of Latin America, Random House, New
York, 1965.
5
Elizabeth Herzog made, but did not pursue, this point in 1963 in a review of the evidence for
Lewis’s thesis. See Herzog, E., ‘Some Assumptions about the Poor’, Social Service Review,
December 1963, p. 394.
6
I am grateful to Roy Wallis for helping me to see the force of this point.
7
See Nathan Glazer’s disparaging, and undocumented, account of ‘the unworthy poor’ and
Moynihan’s account of the weakness of Negro family structure as the ‘principal source of most
of the aberrant, inadequate or anti-social behaviour that did not establish but now serves to
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talented literary reportage, it must be said that he did not discourage the recurrent
prejudice that poverty is the fault of individuals and family or community groups
rather than of society itself. He may have helped, even if unwittingly, to divert
interest in the United States in solutions to poverty away from economic and social
reconstruction to individual training and character reform, from costly redistributive
policies to low-cost social work and community psychiatry.
Lewis correctly reported many of the stresses and penalties of life for the poor
which affect styles of living. But what he did not do was to distinguish clearly
between working-class culture and a sub-culture of poverty and relate these to the
‘structure’ of deviance in society.1 Neither did he begin to disentangle the effects
upon behaviour of a simple lack of resources from other cultural influences.
The Related Concept of a Cycle of Deprivation
The ‘sub-culture of poverty’ thesis has been reinvoked in Britain as a ‘cycle of
deprivation’. When Secretary of State for Social Services, Sir Keith Joseph drew
attention in 1972 to the persistence of deprivation and problems of maladjustment
despite improvements in living standards.
Perhaps there is at work here a process, apparent in many situations but imperfectly
understood, by which problems reproduce themselves from generation to generation … The
problems of one generation appear to reproduce themselves in the next ... Do we not know only
too certainly that among the children of this generation there are some doomed to an uphill
struggle against the disadvantages of a deprived family background? Do we not know that
many of them will not be able to overcome the disadvantages and will become in their turn the
parents of deprived families?2

A new programme of research was to be sponsored by the Department of Health
and Social Security, and a discussion paper prepared by a joint working party of the
SSRC and the department was circulated.3 The concept attracted critical attention.4
perpetuate the cycle of poverty’. Glazer, N., and Moynihan, D. P., Beyond the Melting Pot, MIT
Press and Harvard University Press, 1963, p. 64; and Moynihan, D. P., The Negro Family: The
Case for National Action, U S Department of Labor, Washington DC, 1965, p. 30.
1
Lewis seemed to have been unaware of the literature on the concentration of social pathology at the foot of the socio-economic scale, and criticisms of the belief that problem families
reproduce their way of life, generation after generation, either by biological or cultural transmission. See, in particular, Wootton, B., Social Science and Social Pathology, Allen & Unwin,
London, 1959, pp. 51-80.
2
Joseph, Sir K., in the text of a speech given to a conference called by the Pre-School
Playgroups Association, 29 June 1972.
3
Approaches to Research on Transmitted Deprivation, a discussion paper provided by a
Working Party set up by the SSRC and the DHSS for a conference at the London School of
Economics on 16 April 1973.
4
The concept is reviewed comprehensively by Hawthorn, G., and Carter, H., ‘The Concept of
Deprivation’, a paper commissioned by the joint working party (forthcoming). See also
Townsend, P., ‘The Cycle of Deprivation - the History of a Confused Thesis’, proceedings of the
Annual Meeting of the British Association of Social Workers 30 March 1974.
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On the one hand, its historical antecedents and the professional and political
controversies which they had provoked had not been listed.1 On the other, the
definition of the concept could be shown to presuppose more sharply than some
other concepts in the social sciences a traditional (and controversial) political
ideology.2 Certainly the presentation of the concept reflected the government’s
intense interest in area deprivation policies (educational priority area, community
development and urban aid programmes started in the late 1960s).
The concept of area deprivation (which is discussed more fully in Chapter 15) has
a close affiliation to a ‘sub-culture of poverty’. The discussion in Britain has tended
to echo much of the corresponding discussion in the United States. But the
assignation of responsibility for deprivation to the individual and family also has a
close affiliation to the sub-culture thesis. And Sir Keith Joseph appeared to place
greatest weight here, and hence to return, though in modern form, to a mixture of
traditional social control and case-work policies. Theoretically, deprivation is treated
as being a residual personal or family phenomenon rather than a large-scale
structural phenomenon. It is difficult, as the critics have pointed out, to reconcile this
treatment with the allocative outcomes of a market economy as well as its inputs,
whether production processes or determination of consumer preferences and lifestyles
Orthodox Economic Theory
Only in recent years has economic theory begun to be applied to the phenomenon
of poverty. In classical theory, attention was concentrated on the aggregate distribution of profits, rent and wages. Ricardo, for example, described the principal
problem of political economy as the division of the earth’s produce ‘among three
classes of the community, namely, the proprietor of the land, the owner of the stock
or capital necessary for its cultivation, and the labourers by whose industry it is
cultivate’.3 Comparatively little attention was devoted to the explanation of the
distribution of personal incomes and the relationship between personal incomes and
aggregate shares of profits, rents and wages. Lately, increasing attention has been
paid to inequality in the distribution of earnings before tax. So the first matter of
importance for us to note is that economists have chosen to give preference to
factors affecting individual earnings rather than family incomes in explaining

1

Discussed notably in Wootton, Social Science and Social Pathology. Sources of particular
significance are the Report of the Committee on Mental Deficiency (The Wood Committee),
Board of Education and Board of Control, HMSO, London, 1929; Lidbetter, E. J., Heredity and
the Social Problem Group, Arnold, London, 1933.
2
Hawthorn and Carter, ‘The Concept of Deprivation’, esp. pp. 13-18.
3
Ricardo, D., The Principles of Taxation and Political Economy, Dent. London, 1821.
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inequality.1 A lot of early work concentrated on whether or not the distribution
takes a generalizable form and whether this form is normal or skew. Three main
conceptions of the form were developed - the Pareto, the normal and the
lognormal. Pareto believed that the inequality in distribution of incomes for
different countries and historical periods was remarkably similar. Thus he observed

Figure 2.1. The Paretian conception of income distribution.

1
Though some have gone on to show that distributions of family incomes are also affected
substantially by extra earners, less than a full year’s work, and other factors. For example,
Morgan, J. N., ‘The Anatomy of Income Distribution’, Review of Economics and Statistics,
XLIV, August 1962.
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a correspondence in the patterns of income distribution for different countries
which seemed to approximate to a particular law, providing it was assumed
that income could not fall below a particular level represented by a physiological
minimum. Pareto’s Law is illustrated in Figure 2.1.1
The second conception of a ‘normal’ distribution of income is based on
conceptions of the ‘normal’ distribution of ability, such as intelligence. Some
economists have sought to reconcile the conflict between this conception and the
evidence about the distribution of incomes by arguing that it none the less applies to
certain occupational groups, particularly when adjustments are made to exclude
part-time and seasonal employees and allow for overtime payments, 2 or that its
application is modified by the distribution of inherited wealth, which would tend to
confer advantages in education and career.3
When neither the Pareto nor the normal distribution corresponded well with the
evidence, economists turned to the lognormal distribution. This produces a better fit,
except at the top and the bottom of the distribution, and has led to a number of
theories based on the idea that income is the product of a large number of
independent random variables.4 These are stochastic process and simultaneous
multiplicative theories. Stochastic process theories account for the distribution in
terms of the systematic operation under certain conditions of the laws of chance, as,
for example, following a Markov chain process. They can, of course, be put forward
to explain any distribution, such as a Pareto-type distribution and not just the
lognormal distribution. Thus Champernowne succeeded in explaining the Pareto
Law in terms of the effects over a long period of time of certain rules operating at
different income ranges. He assumed that incomes were ‘eternal’ in the sense that
new cohorts take them over as old ones die. He sought to show that the indefinite
repetition of a particular matrix of transition probabilities could generate something
approximating to the Pareto distribution.5 Others have endeavoured to substitute
more realistic models, taking account both of the widening variance of income in
successive cohorts and of the constancy of variance of income of the whole
1
Pareto’s Law has been found to apply reasonably successfully only to the upper tail of the
distribution, or usually the upper 20 per cent of incomes. It also applies better to total income of
households or income units than to individual components of income.
2
See, for example, Staehle, H., ‘Ability, Wages and Income’, Review of Economic Statistics,
1943; Lebergott, S., ‘The Shape of the Income Distribution’, American Economic Review, 1959;
Miller, H. P., Income of the American People, Wiley, New York, 1955. One of the problems is
that survey data tend to underestimate skewed distributions.
3
Pigou, A. C., The Economics of Welfare (4th edn), Macmillan, London, 1932, pp. 650-54.
4
An early pioneer was Gibrat, R., Les Inégalités économiques, Librairie du Recueil Sirey,
Paris, 1931. For more recent illustrations, see Aitchison, J., and Brown, J. A. C., The Lognormal
Distribution, Cambridge University Press, 1957; Roy, A. D., ‘The Distribution of Earnings and
of Individual Output’, and ‘A Further Statistical Note on the Distribution of Individual Output’,
Economic Journal, vol. 60, 1950, and Roy, A. D., ‘Some Thoughts on the Distribution of
Earnings’, Oxford Economic Papers, vol. 3, 1951.
5
Champernowne, D. G., ‘A Model of Income Distribution’, Economic Journal, vol. 63, 1953.
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population.1 But, as Professor Lydall argues, the empirical basis for stochastic
process theories is inadequate and too little reliance is placed on the underlying
socio-economic factors known to influence the distributions.2
Instead of operating multiplicatively over long periods, it is, of course, possible for
a large number of different factors to apply at any single time. Theories built on this
idea have been called ‘simultaneous multiplicative’ theories. Roy, for example, feels
that it would be reasonable to start with the assumption of the normal distribution of
ability, but argues that there is, in fact, no single ability but several, like speed,
accuracy, health and endurance, which combine multiplicatively and not additively
to determine output per hour, and hence help to explain a skewed distribution of
income.3 Such theories stress the importance of individual attributes and pay little
heed to the possibility of either social allocation to roles or the social definition of
roles and the conditions attached to those roles.
Although there are significant variations among theorists, the core of orthodox
economic theory, as it seems to have been applied to income distribution and
poverty, might be said to consist of the following ingredients. The assumptions of
perfect competition and market equilibrium are believed to be sufficiently borne out
by the market processes of advanced capitalist economies to demonstrate a strong
relationship between wages and marginal productivity. As Thurow explained, ‘If an
individual’s income is too low, his productivity is too low. His income can be
increased only if his productivity can be raised.’4 This approach provided the initial
theoretical justification for the subsequent examination of productivity components,
like education, skill or ability and experience, in explaining variations in wages. It
also fitted into conventional theories of demand and supply by permitting a fairly
sophisticated elaboration of the productivity characteristics of the labour that was
supplied. As a result, human capital theory evolved. Gordon summed it up in this
way: ‘Employers demand what workers supply - stocks of “human capital”
embodied in individuals.’5 The demand side of the equation was less satisfactorily
elaborated, with a tendency for the units of capacity that measure demand - whether
scale of operations, sensitivity to market fluctuations or even the characteristics of
jobs and industries - being defined in terms of skill mixes or as exogenous variables.
The values underlying the approach, whereby explanations are sought which
transcend institutional and historical variations within or among societies, and
therefore favour simplicity and the quantitative treatment of variables, take
institutional structures as constants, and therefore shift attention to individual
choices in relation to education, training and mobility.
1
For example, Rutherford, R. S. G., ‘Income Distributions: A New Model’, Econometrica,
vol. 23, 1955.
2
Lydall, H., The Structure of Earnings, Oxford University Press, 1968, pp. 21,25 and 43.
3
Roy, arts. cit. (1950).
4
Thurow, L. C., Poverty and Discrimination, Brookings Institution, Washington DC, 1969
p.26.
5
Gordon, D. M., Theories of Poverty and Underemployment, Lexington Books, Lexington,
Mass., 1972, p.31.
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In practice, most economists present variations of the orthodox approach. One
important example will be discussed at length. Professor Lydall carefully reviews
previous work in his book The Structure of Earnings. He makes ingenious use of
available data and puts forward a theory, which he plainly regards as incorporating
the best features of previous theories. In doing so he makes an important
qualification. The data on income for different countries which can be processed are
incomes before taxes and benefits. ‘This is an unfortunate practical necessity and it
is difficult to see at present any way of getting round this problem satisfactorily.’1
But it helps to explain his and other economists’ preoccupation with certain
variables rather than others. Lydall suggests that there are three patterns of variation
in earnings which are related to ability: (a) variation in mean earning levels of
occupations; (b) variation in initial abilities of individuals within occupations; and
(c) variation of individual abilities with age within occupations. The stochastic
combination of these three sources of variation, he says, is sufficient to explain the
distribution of earnings - except for the upper levels, which depend not so much on
the supply of abilities as the requirements of organizations for men to ‘take
responsible managerial positions’.2 He accepts a largely genetic basis for
intelligence, but also the influence upon a ‘normal’ distribution of home and school
in preparing young people for occupational choice.
Since school achievement is dependent both on intelligence and on home environment
(not to mention the quality of school education itself), and since home environment is
largely a reflection of socio-economic class, which in most countries is highly skew, we
have every reason to expect that ‘educated ability’ at the end of elementary education will
be skew. This skewness will be further accentuated if intelligence itself, as we have
suggested above, is slightly skew, and also, since intelligence and environment are
correlated, if - as seems quite possible - intelligence and environment interact multiplicatively.3

In short, Lydall argues that, with the exception of the organizational factor which
controls the level of high incomes, the general abilities of men in the labour force
determine the distribution of incomes. These abilities are created by genetic,
environmental and educational factors.
The major problem about this theory is that different factors are invoked to explain
different aspects of income distribution and a consistently interrelated set of
concepts is not presented. The concepts of ‘managerial responsibility’ and
‘hierarchic organization’ are believed to explain high incomes, but it could be asked
why these should apply only to high incomes, at what point they cease to apply and
whether there is any evidence that they apply to lower incomes? The implications
for the theory of the differences between women’s and men’s earnings do not appear
1

Lydall, The Structure of Earnings, p. 61.
ibid., p.71.
3
ibid., pp. 84-5.
2
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to be appreciated. Lydall points out that ‘in the developed countries the median
earnings of women seem to be mostly between a half and two-thirds of the earnings
of men’. He even asks ‘whether this ratio is an accurate reflection of the difference
of average effective abilities of men and women, or whether it is partly
institutionally or sociologically determined’.1 Rather crucially in respect of the main
theory, he admits there are little or no genetic differences between the sexes in
intelligence and that in the ‘richest countries the average educational attainment of
women is not far short of that of men’. Differentials seem to depend, he concludes,
on ‘social prejudice’. But if scientific investigation is to be consistent, then factors
would have to be found to explain the distribution both of men’s and of women’s
earnings. If ‘social prejudice’ determines women’s earnings, why should not such
prejudice, and therefore not only achieved ability, be explored in relation to men’s
earnings? The failure to explain differences in earnings between the sexes is a major
deficiency of the orthodox approach,2 and Lydall does at least recognize the need to
invoke new variables. The same criticism could be made of his treatment of
differences in earnings between blacks and whites. Productivity components like
education and age could only ‘explain’ half the differentials between blacks and
whites. The presentation of ability would seem, on the face of it, to be of rather less
importance than social control or the scope and types of the role system and of the
rules by which resources are allocated to each role. This leads us to look to
stratification and organization theories for a more comprehensive explanation of the
role system.
Like other economists of the broadly orthodox school, Lydall attempts to explain
the distribution of income in different countries in terms of individual
characteristics, and changes in such individual characteristics, instead of putting as
much emphasis, or more emphasis, on social institutions, and changes in such
institutions. Sometimes he even seems to suggest that changes in the earnings
structure are generated by changes in individual aspirations alone. For example, in
explaining the fall in dispersion of income in the United States in the 1940s, after
three decades of comparative stability, he makes much of a fall in the percentage of
farm workers and foreign-born workers in the labour force, combined with a fall in
inequality of years of education, though even if one accepts the statistics at their face
value, they suggest a gradual change over several decades that might have been
expected on Lydall’s own assumptions to have been reflected much sooner in the
distribution of earnings. He then describes the mobilization of manpower into the
armed forces and war industry. But instead of seeing this as taking the form of a
dramatic reorganization of manpower into new systems of industrial organization,
1

Lydall, The Structure of Earnings, p. 242.
As argued, for example, by Gordon, Theories of Poverty and Underemployment, pp. 38-9.
Another economist found that income differentials between men and women could not be explained by controlling for variables which economists typically relate to income and productivity. See Fuchs, V. F., ‘Differentials in Hourly Wages between Men and Women’, Monthly
Labor Review, May 1971.
2
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with an expansion in the scope of employment, the incursion of Keynesian
economics into economic and industrial planning, revitalization of unions and the
higher expectations of the government on the part of the public, all of which might
have had repercussions on earnings levels, he can write, ‘In many cases it gave illeducated workers, both from farms and urban areas, an opportunity to obtain a basic
training and to overcome their earlier disabilities, so that when their time for
demobilization arrived, they were ready to take better jobs than they could have
hoped for before the war.’ Quoting a study of Ginzberg, 1 he concluded, ‘Many of
the unskilled men had had opportunities of vocational training previously denied to
them, as well as completely new experiences which had shaken them out of old
habits. Thus, since the decade of the 1940s the United States has become a much
more homogeneous society than it was at any time in the previous 150 years.’2
The implications which Lydall draws for policy from this type of theory reveal
some of the weaknesses of this approach. He believes that although in the end
incomes cannot be equal because there are genetic differences in ability nonetheless
much can be done by spending more on the education of the poor to improve their
achieved ability, and hence their earning power. But he also admits the need of
developing countries for the special skills of people who have received a secondary
education and of industrial countries for university graduates. These are policies of
course which tend to cancel each other out, at least so far as the effects upon income
distribution are concerned. They are extremely limited and unspecific policies and
reflect a basic contradiction which seems to exist in economic theory between
market and welfare assumptions.
Dual Labour Market and Radical Theories
A large number of economists have now begun to adopt approaches which depart
from orthodox assumptions. Some of them direct attention to the nature of the
demand for labour and to forces other than individual characteristics which determine wage levels. Others direct attention to ‘aspects of the labour market such as
trade unions, employers’ monopoly power and government intervention, which
mean that there is no longer perfect competition’.3 Studies of local conditions have
favoured adoption of a concept of a segmented labour market. Evidence had
accumulated in favour of there being an internal labour market within an established
firm or plant, which appeared in many respects to be insulated from the outside
labour market. This observation had further led to the conception of a dual labour
1
Ginzberg, E., ‘The Occupational Adjustment of 1000 Selectees’, American Sociological
Review, 1943.
2
Lydall, The Structure of Earnings, pp. 220-25.
3
As reviewed by Atkinson, A. B., The Economics of Inequality, Clarendon Press, Oxford,
1975, Chapter 6.
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market. On the one hand, attention was called to a ‘primary’ sector in which
employment was stable, where pay was good and where there were strong unions.
On the other, attention was called to a ‘secondary’ sector in which employment was
unstable, where pay tended to be low, prospects of promotion poor and unions of
small importance. In explaining poverty, then, emphasis was placed as much on the
disadvantageous characteristics of the secondary labour market as upon the
characteristics of the individuals holding such jobs. Dual labour market theory has
been strongly represented in recent years in both the United States 1 and Britain.2 It is
discussed at greater length in Chapter 18. For the purposes of this chapter, however,
the connections made in the presentation of the theory between pay and both income
and social structure are insufficiently examined. In particular, the concept of the dual
labour market is not properly related to the history of segmentation and to the longstanding occupational class division of the labour market.
It might therefore be argued, especially since some exponents of a dual labour
market seem to concede further segmentation, that this theory is only a tentative step
towards what has been termed ‘radical’ economic theory. This draws heavily on the
Marxist tradition, ‘but it has moulded and recast classical Marxism in response to
modern social and historical developments’.3 According to such theory, the market
price of a product affects the value of an individual’s marginal product, just as it
does according to orthodox theory. Supply and demand, reinforced by competition,
affect an individual’s productivity. But the radical theory ‘also postulates that the
class division in society and the relative distribution among classes will affect the
distribution of individual income as well. An individual’s class will, ultimately,
affect both his productivity, through the allocation of social resources to investment
in the workers of his class and through the differential access of different classes to
different kinds of complementary capital, and his relative share of final product.4
Employers are believed to have found it in their interest to forge a highly stratified
labour market, with a major separation of non-manual and manual strata and several
objectively defined economic classes within each stratum. The employer defines
separate job clusters with their own qualifications, methods of recruitment, work
conditions and remuneration. A ‘common consciousness about the disadvantages of

1
A good summary of US sources will be found in Gordon, Theories of Poverty and Underemployment, esp. Chapter 4. See also Doeringer, P. B., and Piore, M. J., Internal Labor Markets
and Manpower Analysis, Heath Lexington Books, Lexington, Mass., 1971; Ferman, L. A., et al.
(eds.), Jobs and Negroes, University of Michigan Press, 1968; Bluestone, B., ‘The Tripartite
Economy: Labor Markets and the Working Poor’, Poverty and Human Resources Abstracts,
July-August 1970 (the three sectors could be collapsed into the primary and secondary sectors).
2
For example, Bosanquet, N., and Doeringer, P., ‘Is there a Dual Labour Market in Britain?’,
Economic Journal, 1973.
3
Gordon, Theories of Poverty and Underemployment, p. 53.
4
ibid., p. 65.
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jobs’ is thereby discouraged.1 Concessions can be made to some groups of workers,
not just at the expense of other groups of workers, but also without surrendering the
relative advantages of ownership or management. Since this process is dynamic, in
respect of industrial competitors, the formation of social classes, and regulative
government, some employers adapt to, rather than create, an occupational class hierarchy. The development of monopoly capitalism2 and of multinational giant
corporations, with turnover much higher than the Gross National Product, of, say, a
small European country like Belgium or Switzerland, widens as well as further
institutionalizes social inequality. In this way it is argued that the phenomena of
urban poverty and underemployment can be explained.
Some economists think that the radical theorists’ criticisms of the orthodox
approach are more effective than their expositions of alternatives. Their ‘challenge
... does not begin to offer a theory of the labour market that can replace neoclassical
theory’.3 The problem is that there is disagreement on the criteria of what makes for
good theory. Those who assume a competitive and perfectly functioning labour
market preclude serious discussion of such factors as trade unions, employers’
monopoly power and state intervention. None the less, so-called radical theory
remains to be developed. There are those who have argued that nonparticipants in
the labour force, including old people and the handicapped, are in poverty as a result
of their past labour force status.4 But little attempt has been made to analyse the low
income status of minorities not in the labour force, to widen the discussion of
inequality of distribution from earnings to other resources (including social security
benefits as well as assets and fringe benefits),5 further to widen the discussion of
income recipients from individuals to income units and households, and, finally, to
analyse the contemporary class structure in any depth. This book attempts to make
some contribution to these questions.

1

Gordon, Theories of Poverty and Unemployment, p. 74.
Baran, P., and Sweezy, P., Monopoly Capital, Monthly Review Press, New York, 1966.
Cain, G. G., ‘The Challenge of Dual and Radical Theories of the Labor Market to Orthodox
Theory’, Proceedings of the American Economic Association, May 1975.
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A good summary of the radical approach is Wachtel, H. M., ‘Looking at Poverty from a
Radical Perspective’, Review of Radical Political Economics, Summer 1971 (reprinted also in
Roby, P. (ed.), The Poverty Establishment, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1974).
5
There have been some ‘radical’ studies, however, in both Britain and America which have
called attention to social security as a major component in income distribution, and have
therefore shifted discussion away in part from market determinants of earnings. See, for example, George, V., Social Security and Society, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1973, esp.
Chapter 2; Kincaid, J. C., Poverty and Equality in Britain, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth,
1973; Coates, K., and Silburn, R., Poverty: the Forgotten Englishmen, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1970. For the United States, see Schorr, A. L., (ed.), Jubilee for our Times: A
Practical Program for Income Equality, Columbia University Press, 1977.
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Sociological Approaches to Inequality
Despite their emphasis upon history, the work of radical economic theorists might
therefore benefit from being more broadly based. Acting presumably on the
unexamined assumption that the problem of explaining inequalities in the
distribution of cash incomes and assets, which have to be expressed in terms of
money, is the preserve of economic theory, sociologists have tended to concentrate
on inequalities in occupational status and, less emphatically, power. This is doubly
unfortunate, because theoretical and empirical work has not only been diverted from
filling in Marx’s first rough sketches of the fundamental concept of economic class,
but has remained unduly generalized and ambiguous. The literature on stratification
is voluminous, but also remarkably unspecific. As ‘background’ theories, the
theories of Marx and Weber, for example, are of continuing value, but they do not,
as it were, do more than set the scene for explanations of degrees of inequality
within a society or of differences between societies in patterns of inequality.
Marx explained the evolution of social inequality and of classes through the
control and use of the means of production. Society was increasingly polarized into
two contending classes, each with its supporting groups. On the one hand was the
class of capitalists, consisting of industrialists, merchants and bankers, with
supporting groups of shareholders, salaried, managerial, technical and supervisory
staff with positions of authority in industrial enterprise, and smaller groups with
associated interests, such as owners of small-scale businesses and concerns (which
Marx assumed would be of diminishing importance) and the surviving elements of
the older aristocratic landholders. On the other was the class of productive workers
who were dependent on their wages, together with the rather different supporting
groups of non-productive black-coated workers and rural wage-labourers. Between
these two major classes, and tending to hang on to the coat-tails of the capitalist
class, were the petty bourgeoisie, people engaged in small-scale enterprises of their
own, such as traders, artisans, farmers and smallholders. Although Marx recognized
the existence of boundary groups and intermediate groups, he assumed that as time
went on they would disappear or diminish in size. Through a series of evolutionary
stages in the relationship between the productive and distributive systems private
ownership would finally be eliminated. A crucial feature of Marx’s approach is that
inequality is neither fixed nor necessary.
Much of the criticism of Marx has centred on his failure to predict either the
proliferation of different types of intermediate groups or the diminution of the
central core of the proletariat, and his emphasis on the divisive character of production rather than the more graduated character of consumption. He was not
concerned to explain degrees of income differentials within or even between classes.
In this he resembled the classical economists. Adam Smith, Ricardo and Malthus
discussed the problem of distribution in terms of the division of the total national
product between wages, rent and profit - or the aggregate shares of the factors of
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production. This generalized approach to wages and incomes theory has
predominated in economics up to the present day. For example, Professor Hicks
developed a theory of wages which, while making passing reference to the variation
in abilities of labourers, was based on the assumption that labour was a
homogeneous factor with a single price.1 Or again, a text-book collection of
Readings in the Theory of Income Distribution could be published with only one
among thirty-one papers being concerned with personal income distribution, and
even this was a graphical analysis.2 Barbara Wootton finally called attention to the
gross inadequacies of the classical ‘cerebral’ tradition and affirmed ‘the growing
importance in contemporary wage and salary settlements of conventional and social
as contrasted with purely economic forces’. She instanced the Report of the
Pilkington Commission on Doctors’ and Dentists’ Remuneration, which
recommended big increases in pay despite lack of any evidence of the need for an
increase in manpower, as ‘the final death blow to old-fashioned theories of supply
and demand’.3 Her concern was with the historical development of institutional
machinery for settling rates of wages and salaries, such as the machinery of collective bargaining, statutory regulation and quasi-judicial settlement by arbitration
tribunals and the more diffuse operation of pressures and prejudices through
professional associations, the staff associations of public services and the wider
agencies of public and political opinion. She recognized that wages represented but
one, although perhaps the major, factor in distribution and noted the importance of
dependency, fluctuating overtime and piece-work earnings, taxation and the social
services in modifying the pattern.4 Her analysis points towards the construction of a
theory built on a multiple concept of resources and the measurement and mode of
operation of each resource-system.
In some respects the need for a development of this kind of theory could be
represented as the need to adapt and elaborate Marx’s approach. There is a major
division between manual and non-manual categories in the population, which is
clear when proper account is taken of industrial fringe welfare benefits, and of some
1
Hicks, J. R., The Theory of Wages, Macmillan, London, 1935. Professor Lydall points out
that, ‘Much of the discussion of the problem of distribution is still carried on in these terms,
despite the fact that it is well-known that many landowners are poor, many employees earn more
than some capitalists, many property-owners work and many workers own property . Modern
“neo-classical” model-builders generally do not even bother to mention that labour is a
heterogeneous factor, let alone consider the implications of this fact’ - Lydall, The Structure of
Earnings, p. 2.
2
See the paper by Bowman, M. J., in Fellner, W., and Haley, B. F. (eds.), Readings in the
Theory of Income Distribution, Allen & Unwin, London, 1950.
3
See her introduction to the second edition of The Social Foundations of Wage Policy, Allen
& Unwin, London, 1962, pp. 3-4. A later book maintained the argument: Wootton, B., Incomes
Policy: An Inquest and a Proposal, Davis-Poynter, London, 1974.
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of the consequences of the interplay between tax policies (particularly affecting
capital gains and relief for mortgage interest) and asset ownership. The unequal
distribution of resources confers power to control the further allocation of resources
and hence is a source of tension and conflict. But its nature and extent within as well
as between classes has not yet been made sufficiently apparent.
This failure to develop an ‘economic class’ type of analysis is due partly to the
influence of Weber’s ideas, but also to the influence of functionalism. Each needs to
be considered briefly. The neo-Weberian analysis of inequality in terms of three
rather distinct concepts of economic class, status and party, 1 and the multidimensional approach to stratification2 (which suggests there are different sources;
of inequality in modern society such as occupation, ethnic status, education, income
and religion) can be criticized as being misreadings of the essentially dominant part
played by economic class, or command over resources, in the sense being developed
here.3 Thus, the dimensions of status and power are conceptually distinct from
economic class or power, but diffuse. I mean that it is difficult to give them agreed
meanings, or meanings that can be easily operationalized. As a consequence,
knowledge is clouded because causal factors cannot be traced. Put another way,
responsibility is subtly dispersed. Inequality is supposed to arise not just from the
particular mechanisms and principles by which those resources have been and are
being allocated and maintained, but also from the general consensus about social
prestige and from the general distribution of institutionalized political power. If
explanation is pushed in these directions (without Marx’s insights about economic
influences upon value formation), we are encouraged to conclude that such
inequality is ‘democratic’ or generally supported. We are also encouraged to
conclude that inequality is necessary, because while it is not difficult to conceive of
a society in which material resources are equally distributed, it is more difficult to
conceive of one where there are no differences of prestige or authority.

1
See the cogent and useful chapter on ‘The Three Dimensions of Social Inequality’ in
Runciman, W. G., Relative Deprivation and Social Justice, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London,
1966. See also, Parkin, F., Class, Inequality and Political Order, MacGibbon & Kee, London,
1971, Chapter 1.
2
See, for example, Doreian, P., and Stockman, N., ‘A Critique of the Multidimensional
Approach to Stratification’, Sociological Review, 17, 1969; Townsend, P., Measures and Explanations of Poverty in High Income and Low Income Countries: The Problems of Operationalizing the Concepts of Development, Class and Poverty’, in The Concept of Poverty,
Heinemann, London, 1970, pp. 20-28.
3
In an interesting discussion of the relationship between poverty and stratification, Miller and
Roby call attention both to the different dimensions of inequality and to the value of conceiving
of income as command of resources over time. Miller, S. M., and Roby, P., ‘Poverty: Changing
Social Stratification’, in Townsend (ed.), The Concept of Poverty. See also Miller, S. M., Roby,
P., The Future of Inequality, Basic Books, New York, 1970.
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This does not mean that the concept of status is not a useful adjunct to any theory
of inequality, and that ‘multi-dimensional’ features of stratification are not bound in
some measure to play a part in theory. The distinction between class and status is of
value in analysing certain social systems, particularly of traditional societies; and in
tracing discrepancies even in industrial societies between class and status positions
and in distinguishing objective inequalities from those supposed to exist subjectively
or collectively. In particular, the low status conferred by a majority on a minority
group such as a racial group, may not accord with economic class or power. But
when all this is fully acknowledged, it is possible to argue that the independence of
status from economic class has been exaggerated. The hierarchies of material
resources and status are closely correlated, particularly when overall command over
resources rather than income level alone is examined. Individuals and individual
groups may, of course, vary in their rankings of the population according to prestige,
but the ‘collective’ judgement of ranking will correspond fairly closely with relative
command over resources and tends to derive from it. Indeed, inconsistencies
between the two may arise from the fact that the command over resources is not
always conspicuously symbolized in style of living and people’s experience of those
richer or poorer than themselves may be limited.
Functionalist Explanations of Inequality and Poverty
The ‘functionalist’ approach in sociology to the problems of inequality and poverty
corresponds in ideology and in some general assumptions with the approach of
‘orthodox’ economic theoreticians. It also reflects the assumptions introduced into
political debate by elites about worth and desert. The functionalist explanation of
inequality is based on differences hypothesized in the functional importance of
different occupations. This theory was developed by Talcott Parsons, Kingsley
Davis and W. E. Moore between 1940 and 1945,1 and later by other sociologists
such as B. Barber and M. J. Levy. It has much in common with the attribution of
inequality by economists to the distribution of individual ability. The theory starts
by pointing out that in all societies there are different social positions or statuses.
They vary in pleasantness and difficulty and ‘functional importance’ for society. In
order to guarantee that all positions are filled, certain rewards have to be associated
with them. Hence inequality is necessary so that the positions are filled. The central
point of the theory concerns motivation. Greater material rewards and higher
prestige are believed to be necessary to induce people to strive to occupy certain
1
The best-known paper is Davis, K., and Moore, W. E., ‘Some Principles of Stratification’,
American Sociological Review, April 1945. For an exchange of views on early formulations, see
also the American Sociological Review for 1958 (Buckley and Tumin) and 1963 (Tumin and
Moore); and Wesolowski, W., ‘Some Notes on the Functional Theory of Stratification’, in
Bendix, R., and Lipset, S. M., Class, Status and Power (2nd edn), Free Press, New York, 1966.
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positions. But as Wesolowski and others have pointed out, motivation depends on
the cultural environment and the desire for material rewards is not so uniform in
some societies as it appears to be in contemporary middle-class American society. 1
Some writers have shown that there are communities, as in Israel, where it is
possible to fill positions adequately without having unequal rewards.2 The theory
does not reach the point of offering an explanation in even generalized form of
differences in systems of stratification, , and certainly not of amounts of reward in
relation to the numbers of people occupying certain roles. And how is functional
importance to be determined independently of rewards associated with a particular
position? To suggest that managers are better paid than skilled manual workers
because, say, they contribute more to the productive system, is not easy to settle in
argument and tends to reflect value-assumptions and not consciously chosen criteria
which can be measured. Moreover, even if there are differences in functional
importance, how do we account for differences in degree of reward? Managers may
be paid more, in part, because they are given more power than workers to make
decisions on behalf of the workforce, and it may be possible to measure some
differences between good and bad management. But the fact that they are given
more power than workers does not mean that they have to be given more power for
production to be maximized. An alternative role system might be more efficient.
Functionalist theory is difficult to put into operational terms for purposes of testing.
Like its economic counterpart, collective bargaining, political action and the
command over resources of interest groups and classes are neglected. Inequalities in
the distribution of wealth and the effects upon the distribution of incomes of the
growth of fiscal policies, industrial welfare policies and social security policies are
not examined. As Cutright points out, redistribution plays no part in the DavisMoore theory of stratification or in the counter-arguments of their critics.3
The appeal of the functionalist approach, but also of neo-Weberian and other
approaches which set considerable store by inequalities of status, rests partly on
sociological and political convenience: it closely matches meritocratic ‘equality of
opportunity’ ideology. Whereas populations can easily be persuaded to join in the
game of ranking occupations according to their prestige or status, inequalities of
income and of material resources generally are difficult to document. There are
some people in any population who seem to object to being asked questions about
such matters. This is, of course, an important fact about culture and power. The
suppression of information, or, more commonly, the unconscious dissemination of
over-generalized, ambiguous or highly selective information about inequalities of
Wesolowski, ‘Some Notes on the Functional Theory of Stratification’.
For example, Schwartz, R. D., ‘Functional Alternatives to Inequality’, American Sociological Review, April 1955.
3
Cutright, P., ‘Income Distribution: A Cross-National Analysis’, Social Forces, December
1967, p. 180.
1
2
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reward is one of the methods by which social elites control the potentially disruptive
effects of inequality. For these and similar reasons, sociological studies tend to be
preoccupied with occupational ranking and movement between ranks instead of the
actual distribution and accumulation of resources and, indeed, the connections
between the two.
The Functions of Poverty
One application of the functionalist approach to the phenomenon of poverty allows
us to draw general lessons. Gans has reflected at some length on the functions of
poverty, taking up Merton’s point that items which are functional for some subgroups in society may be dysfunctional for others.1 Society, he argues, is so
preoccupied outwardly with the ‘costs’ of poverty that it fails to identify the
corresponding benefits, or rather, the groups or values who benefit. He describes
fifteen sets of functions, as follows:
1. Poverty helps to ensure that dirty, dangerous, menial and undignified work gets done.
2. The poor subsidize the affluent by saving them money (for example, domestic servants,
medical guinea pigs, and the poor paying regressive taxes).
3. Poverty creates jobs in a number of professions (e.g. drug pedlars, prostitutes, pawnshops,
army, police).
4. The poor buy shoddy, stale and damaged goods (e.g. day-old bread, vegetables, second-hand
clothes) which prolongs their economic usefulness, and similarly use poorly trained and
incompetent professional people, such as doctors and teachers.
5. The poor help to uphold the legitimacy of dominant norms by providing examples of
deviance (e.g. the lazy, spendthrift, dishonest, promiscuous).
6. The poor help to provide emotional satisfaction, evoking compassion, pity and charity, so
that the affluent may feel righteous.
7. The poor offer affluent people vicarious participation in sexual, alcoholic and narcotic
behaviour.
8. Poverty helps to guarantee the status of the non-poor.
9. The poor assist in the upward mobility of the non-poor. (By being denied educational
opportunities or being stereotyped as stupid or unteachable, the poor enable others to obtain
the better jobs.)
10. The poor add to the social viability of non-economic groups (e.g. fund-raising, running
settlements, other philanthropic activities).
11. The poor perform cultural functions, like providing labour for Egyptian pyramids, Greek
temples and medieval churches.
12. The poor provide ‘low’ culture which is often adopted by the more affluent (e.g. jazz,
blues, spirituals, country music).
13. The poor serve as symbolic constituencies and opponents for several political groups
(being seen either as the depressed or as ‘welfare chiselers’).

1
Gans, H., ‘The Positive Functions of Poverty’, American Journal of Sociology, 78, No. 2,
1972-3.
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14. The poor can absorb economic and political costs of change and growth in American
society (e.g. reconstruction of city centres, industrialization).
15. The poor play a relatively small part in the political process and indirectly allow the
interests of others to become dominant and distort the system.

Gans denies that he is showing why poverty should persist, only that it ‘survives in
part because it is useful to a number of groups in society ... whether the dysfunctions
outweigh the functions is a question that clearly deserves study’. He points out that
alternatives can be found easily enough for some functions. Thus, automation can
begin to remove the need for dirty work, and professional efforts can be directed,
like those of social workers, to the more affluent, and those of the police to traffic
problems and organized crime. But he argues that the status, mobility and political
functions are more difficult to substitute in a hierarchical society, and though
inequality of status might be reduced, it could not be removed. ‘A functional
analysis must conclude that poverty persists not only because it satisfies a number of
functions but also because many of the functional alternatives to poverty would be
quite dysfunctional for the more affluent members of society.’ Gans believes that,
unlike the Davis and Moore analysis of inequality, his argument is not conservative.
By identifying the dysfunctions of poverty and discussing functional alternatives,
the argument takes on ‘a liberal and reform cast, because the alternatives often
provide ameliorative policies that do not require any drastic change in the existing
social order’.
Gans passes in a few lines over the dysfunctions of poverty and does not suggest
how the functional might be distinguished from the dysfunctional. There are items
which, for any single group, might be both functional and dysfunctional, though
possibly to different degrees. There are problems in measuring the scope or degree
of functions and dysfunctions. It is surely important to find whether poverty is
functional or dysfunctional for 500 persons or 5 million persons, and whether it is
seriously or only marginally functional or dysfunctional for these numbers. What is
required, too, is the kind of analysis showing whether poverty applies, say, to 20 per
cent of the population in one society and to 10 per cent in another, and whether and
how functional analysis can explain these differences, and, moreover, whether it can
explain any differences in prevalence over time. To give a list of obstacles to the
removal of poverty makes a very small contribution to our understanding of the
existence and conditions for removal of the phenomenon. Again, there is the
problem of distinguishing between objective and subjective aspects of the
phenomenon. In everyday life, people do not discuss, and are sometimes not even
aware of, certain privations, as well as certain benefits. Yet they vigorously discuss,
and are acutely aware of, other privations, as well as other benefits. The
sociologist’s job is to find and apply criteria of discrimination to these different
items.
Certainly, a shopping list of functions shows that there are groups in society with a
vested interest in perpetuating poverty, but the interrelationships between groups
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and the sources and conditions of their power might be explored with the effect of
implying constructive alternatives and hence showing how specious are the claims
to inevitability on the part of apologists for the existing social system. The overall
effect of the approach is to convey that poverty cannot be removed but only
1
diminished or modified. It is therefore as ideological as was the statement by Davis
and Moore in 1945. It would seem that functional analysis so far offers no more than
preliminary descriptive classification of different groups who may, to an undefined
extent, benefit from as well as suffer from poverty in society.
Conclusion
This review of theories of poverty, and of some theories of inequality which are
relevant to an explanation of poverty, has made it necessary to express criticisms
which imply an alternative standpoint. This might be called a ‘class structuration’
theory. While agreeing with certain views expressed by ‘radical’ economic theorists,
reflecting the nineteenth-century theories of Marx, especially in relation to income
from property and the importance of social classes, these views need to be clarified
and spelt out in some detail, but also modified. These theorists are right to call
attention to the divisions among workers in the labour market, but seem to be giving
excessive weight to past labour-force status in explaining poverty, for example,
2
among elderly and sick or disabled people. Other resource systems than the wage
system, and other institutions than the labour market, including the political and
welfare institutions of the state, have to be brought into a general theory - even if
they prove, to be of lesser importance or to be indirect appendages of the labour
market.
At least five priorities in the further development of theory must be identified:
1. The division of resources and not only income in society.
2. The methods, principles and systems by which these resources are produced and
distributed.
3. The styles of living with which the differential ownership in the population of
these resources correspond (and hence the forms of deprivation which lack or
denial of such resources denote).
1
In his final paragraph, Gans admits that, though his analysis is more complete than early
functionalism, it needs to be made more complete by an examination of functional alternatives.
A conclusion would then be reached which would not be very different from that of radical
sociologists ‘that phenomena like poverty can be eliminated only when they either become
sufficiently dysfunctional for the affluent or when the poor can obtain enough power to change
the system of social stratification’. However, functional alternatives are not examined. Gans
does not analyse the system of stratification, trace its origins and means of maintenance, or
specify the conditions for changing it. Nor does he say how we would recognize what could be
‘sufficiently dysfunctional for the affluent’. See Gans, ‘The Positive Functions of Poverty’, p.
288.
2
For example, Wachtel, ‘Looking at Poverty from a Radical Perspective’, pp. 182-8.
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4. The social classes who mediate the relationships of people with systems of
production and distribution, and who share relatively distinct standards and styles
of living.
5. The minority groups who are liable to have an unequally small share of available
national resources.
Many of the chapters of this book seek to elaborate these elements of theory. The
reasons for attaching importance to the concept of style of living were discussed in
Chapter 1, and the significance of ‘social class’ requires no further comment. It will
be a major theme of the book, and is treated in Chapter 10. I shall give brief
illustrations of the importance of the concepts of ‘resources’ and ‘minority groups’.
Poverty, I will argue, is the lack of the resources necessary to permit participation
in the activities, customs and diets commonly approved by society. Different kinds
of resources, and not just earnings or even cash incomes, have to be examined. The
scope, mechanisms and principles of distribution of each system controlling the
distribution and redistribution of resources have to be studied. The list below
represents in simplified form the resource systems, though clearly there is a large
number of sub-systems which would have to be distinguished in any full analysis.
The figure is intended to illustrate the complex sources of inequality. Poverty is in
part the outcome of these systems operating upon the population. Some, such as the
wage and social security systems, affect large proportions of the population and
account, in aggregate, for a large share of the total resources which are distributed.
Others play a relatively minor role. They have developed in conjunction with the
class structure and both help to reproduce but also modify that structure. They do so
in terms of their scope or coverage, the scale and growth of the resources that are to
Type of resource
1. Cash income:
(a) Earned.

(b) Unearned.

(c) Social security.

Main systems from which derived
Wage and salary systems of private
industry and the state
Self-employment income system
Fiscal system
Asset-holdings (rent, dividends and interest
from deposits with banks and building
societies, insurance policies, land and buildings,
government and company securities)
Fiscal system
Social insurance and assistance
Employer sick pay and pensions
Family
Fiscal system
Court maintenance orders

METHODS OF RESEARCH 89

Type of resource
2. Capital assets:
(a) House/flat occupied by
family and possessions.

(d) Assets (other than occupied
house).

3. Value of employment benefits:
(a) Employers’ fringe benefits:
subsidies and value of
occupational insurance.
(b) Occupational facilities.

Main systems from which derived
Family
Public authority loans system
Building societies and insurance companies
Employer subsidy
Fiscal system
Employer gift
Family
Earnings
Fiscal system
Capital issues system of companies, banks
and insurance companies
Industrial welfare system
Fiscal system
Industrial planning and management
Safety inspectorate
Trade union

4. Value of public social services:
Chiefly other than cash, including Central and local public education
government subsidies and
system
services, e.g. health and
Central and local public welfare
education, but excluding social
system
security.
5. Private income in kind:
(a) Home production
Family
Personal leisure
Self-employment
(b) Gifts.
Family
(c) Value of personal supporting Family
services.
Community
be distributed, and the amounts that are distributed to those who are eligible to
receive resources.
One difference that we have noted between ‘radical’ and orthodox economic
theory is in methodology, and particularly the quantifiability of the scale and
severity of poverty. There is a tendency in so-called radical theory to describe and
explain generalized deprivation or exploitation in capitalist societies rather than
1
historical changes or cross-national differences in magnitude. There are different
1
For example, despite its analytic strengths, there are no diagrammatic models and no tables,
and few illustrative statistics, in Gordon, Theories of Poverty and Underemployment.
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theoretical possibilities. Suppose that 10 per cent of the population in Country A but
only 5 per cent in Country B had been found to be living in poverty. This might be
due to resources being distributed more unequally by all or most resource systems in
Country A than in Country B. However, it might be due solely to differences in the
relative dominance of different resource systems with the structure of ‘differentials’
within each remaining the same. Thus Country A might distribute more of its
aggregate resources through the wage system, and transfer less (by means of
taxation) to social security, than Country B. Or it is even conceivable that Country A
might have systems of industrial welfare, social security and education, health and
welfare which dispose of resources more equitably than Country B, but because
wages and property are distributed so unequally, still experiences more poverty.
Other theoretical possibilities arise in conditions of change. Despite substantial
increases in the resources distributed via social security and the other public social
services, overall inequality in the distribution of resources, and perhaps of poverty as
well, might grow. This might, on the one hand, be due to the disproportionate
growth to prominence of industrial fringe benefits, aided and abetted by the fiscal
system (the benefits being confined to a minority of the employed population), and
on the other to the disproportionate growth of the dependent sector of the population
which is excluded from the labour market (chiefly elderly and disabled people).
Therefore, the distribution of resources between resource systems might be as
important as the distribution within any single system. This is the distinctive feature
of the approach to the explanation of both inequality and poverty which is
recommended in this book. Essentially an attempt is made to meet the criticism that
inequality tends to be conceived of ‘in a piecemeal manner, rather than as a
1
multiform and pervasive phenomenon’.
In subsequent research it will be necessary for the resource systems themselves
(both centrally and locally) to be examined. In the present study, it is clearly
necessary to establish for a cross-section of the population what are their types of
income and of other resources and to estimate the value of each ‘flow’ in money
terms. Some households will receive substantial resources under all five headings
(cash income, capital assets, and employment benefits, public social service benefits
and private income in kind). Others may receive resources under only, say, two of
the five headings. This is set out for the entire sample in Chapter 5. The
classification of types of resource, and their magnitude in relation both to classes
and minority groups, will help to demonstrate their allocative and institutional
origins. Of chief importance, as we shall see, are the allocative mechanisms and
amounts of employment earnings, and inherited as well as accumulated wealth.
Finally, it is hoped to establish from the present study the extent to which there are
minority groups in the population with low resources who have certain specific
1
Goldthorpe, J. H., ‘Social Inequality and Social Integration in Modern Britain’, Advancement
of Science, December 1969, p. 191.
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social characteristics which, at least to a substantial degree, make them independent
of social class and yet indirectly or directly support a system of classes. For
example, because of age, disability or a short period of residence, some people will
not come within the scope of certain resource systems, and may only qualify for a
differentially small share from other systems. Thus immigrants may not qualify for
certain benefits, and employees with only a few years’ service may not be eligible to
receive more than small amounts of money under redundancy and occupational
pension agreements. Inequality and poverty are related systematically to social
structure in both the demographic as well as the institutional sense. Certain
minorities may account for a disproportionately large segment of the population
found to be in poverty. That is one reason why it is important to examine and
understand the concept of ‘minority group’. But there are further reasons. In tracking
and explaining the problems of industrial societies, some social scientists are prone
to give almost exclusive attention to the employed population, ignoring the
substantial or increasing proportions of retired, redundant, disabled and unemployed
people. In understanding changes that are taking place in the pattern of inequalities,
the concept of ‘minority group’ therefore has a useful place.
The concept of ‘minority group’ is essential to the elucidation of both inequality
and poverty. The maintenance of inequality, and in particular of differential access
to resources, presupposes the designation not merely of individuals but social groups
who are not eligible for certain benefits or are not allowed opportunities to obtain
certain kinds or amounts of income or accumulate certain kinds or amounts of
wealth. For example, the distinction made between ‘employed’ and ‘non-employed’
or ‘economically active’ and ‘economically inactive’ and a society’s attempt to
manage the numbers of people allocated to, or motivated to join, each category,
implies both the creation of groups marginal to the distinction and means of
arranging an orderly progression of individuals from one category to the other.
Ranks are thereby created.
The groups are not just individuals permanently assigned to some level or category of resources. The groups have acquired complex functions and relationships in
the life of society as a whole. The pattern of their interrelationships reflects and
perpetuates the basic value system and not only the economic class structure of
1
society. This illustrates in part why the term ‘structuration’ seems appropriate. The
existence of classes conditions decisions about the development and scope of
resource systems, but these, by controlling access, can also condition the identification and development of minority groups.
1
Anthony Giddens has been responsible for the popularization of this term. In calling
attention to the necessity of conceptualizing the structuration of class relationships, he wanted to
‘focus upon the modes in which “economic” relationships become translated into “noneconomic” social structures’ - Giddens, A., The Class Structure of the Advanced Societies,
Hutchinson, London, 1973, p. 105.
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Nor are minority groups static. During their lifetimes, individuals move into the
groups or may move between one group and another, and attain higher or lower
status, with more or fewer resources, because of advancing age, length of service,
change of residence or family status. The relativities in resources and status of the
groups themselves may also change as a result of political or administrative action
or the slow or rapid evolution of economic organization.
The groups are not ‘naturally’ self-selected, it should be remembered. Society
itself decides who precisely are to be ‘pensioners’, ‘immigrants’, ‘sick’ and ‘disabled’, for example, and what it means to occupy that status. Definitions of, or even
labels for, population groups are not always derogatory or stigmatizing. Names may
be invented or blazoned at every opportunity for political effect. The use of a
collective term encourages people to identify with each other and join in a common
struggle; or to support a particular cause. Whether the name or the exact grouping
denoted by the name finally helps or hinders a claim to fair or equal treatment or a
larger income is not easy to determine. The answer may be affirmative at one stage
of history, but negative at the next stage. What must be asserted is both the fact that
societies recognize and, indeed, promote minority groups and that such groups exist
within and help to explain a structure of inequality.

3
Methods of Research

1

This chapter gives an overall descriptive account of methods of research and ends
with a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of surveys.
Our first practical object was to estimate the numbers in the population at different
levels of living, particularly the numbers living in poverty or on the margins of
poverty. Our second was to find what are the characteristics and problems of those
in poverty and thus contribute to the development of an explanation for poverty.
Four phases of work were planned: special pilot research into certain minority
groups who had not been studied intensively hitherto; preparatory and pilot work on
the main survey, the main survey itself and follow-up surveys in poor areas of four
parliamentary constituencies: Salford, Neath, Glasgow and Belfast. The pilot
research which was carried out between 1965 and 1968 helped to sharpen methods
of measuring unemployment and sub-employment, disability and sickness, and
2
styles of living, including amenities at home and in the locality. An international
conference was held at the University of Essex in 1967, centring on methods of
3
poverty research. During the autumn of 1967 a questionnaire running to 120 pages,
which was planned for the main survey, was applied to 150 households scattered in
and around London. The main survey was then launched and ran for twelve months
during 1968-9 in each of fifty-one constituencies in the United Kingdom. The
fieldwork was completed in the early weeks of 1969. During the same period, four
local surveys of a parallel nature were carried out in Salford, Glasgow, Belfast and
Neath over a much shorter span, in two waves of a few weeks each in Salford and
Glasgow and one wave in Belfast and Neath. Data were successfully collected for
2,052 households and 6,098 individuals in the United Kingdom survey, and for
1

See Appendix One for further details.
See Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, Allen Lane, London, 1969; Land, H., Large Families in
London, Bell, London, 1969; Sinfield, R. A., ‘Unemployed in Shields’ (unpublished mimeographed report).
3
Several members of the team on the research project, Brian Abel-Smith, Christopher Bagley,
Adrian Sinfield, Dennis Marsden and Peter Townsend, contributed papers which were later
published in Townsend, P. (ed.), The Concept of Poverty, Heinemann, London, 1970.
2
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1,208 households and 3,950 individuals in the four local surveys. In total, therefore,
there are data, mostly of a very elaborate kind, for 3,260 households and 10,048
individuals.
The Questionnaire
The questionnaire (Appendix Ten) runs to thirty-nine pages and comprises nine
sections on housing and living facilities, employment, occupational facilities and
fringe benefits, cash income, assets and savings, health and disability, social services, private income in kind and style of living. The commentary (Appendix Nine)
explains the relationship of its design, section by section, to the purposes of the
research. This design attempts to fulfil three basic conditions: (a) that information on
the resources received by all individuals in the household should be reasonably
comprehensive; (b) that information on styles of living and individual and family
characteristics should be detailed; and (c) that the situation and diverse living
conditions of social minorities, as well as of ‘ordinary’ families, should be properly
allowed for. Housewives cannot always give reliable information about earnings,
and few of them can give reliable information about the working conditions and
fringe benefits of other members of the household. We also wanted to ask questions
about attitudes to employment. The questionnaire was therefore designed to allow
answers from individual income recipients as well as on behalf of the household as a
whole. Again, the circumstances of the poor have to be described in the context of
exact knowledge about the condition and living standards of other sections of the
population, but these circumstances are very diverse and sometimes exceptional.
Special methods are necessary to ensure that they can be accommodated in a
standard questionnaire.
There are therefore a number of features of the questionnaire which are experimental. One of these is the time-span covered by a range of questions on cash
income. The concept of ‘normal’ income seems to us to be very unsatisfactory for
measuring poverty and in some respects also for measuring income. In the Family
Expenditure Survey, for example, each employee gives the figure of his most recent
pay and is then asked if this is the usual amount. If he says it is not, he is then asked
to give an estimate of the usual amount. It seems unlikely that proper account can be
taken of earnings which, perhaps because of variations in overtime, regularly
fluctuate. Moreover, a man whose earnings have fluctuated and who has just
received an increase in pay may say that his latest earnings are his ‘usual’ earnings,
more because that is what he now expects to receive than because that is what he has
received in the recent past. Difficulties arise especially when employees have
become self-employed or vice versa, or have changed from part-time to full-time
work, and when retired or non-employed people have been at work recently. There
are other problems. People who are not employed at the time of the survey, and may
be temporarily sick or unemployed, are categorized in terms of the earnings last
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received.
As the method is applied it is also inconsistent. The difficulties of obtaining
earnings for the self-employed are such that they ‘relate to the most recent period of
1
12 months for which information is obtainable’. Income from investments and
property relates to the twelve months preceding the interview and, ‘Information on
occasional bonuses paid during the last 12 months is also obtained in order to
improve the informant’s personal estimate of his normal earnings.’ Yet legacies,
payments of life assurance, gambling winnings, sale of houses, Premium Savings
Bond prizes, sale of National Savings certificates and sales of stocks and shares and
other assets are ‘ignored’. As W. F. F. Kemsley comments wistfully, ‘Since income
is a flow variable it would be convenient to collect the data on earnings and other
income as relating to a specific time period, and this would take care of changes in
2
situation.’
It would be absurd to pretend that the difficulties can all be met in a revised
approach. The methods adopted in the Family Expenditure Survey and elsewhere are
reputable and thorough. But the attempt both to establish last week’s income and last
year’s income, as described and discussed in detail in Chapter 5, seems to avoid the
difficulties of the ambiguous compromise which ‘normal’ income represents. The
concept of ‘normal’ income tends to misrepresent the actual distribution of incomes,
both at any single point in time and as averaged over a lengthy time-span.
Inequalities are made to seem smaller than they in fact are. This is because wageearners are more liable to experience temporary unemployment and sickness than
salaried earners, and when they do, to receive relatively smaller incomes. Moreover,
it is difficult to justify the averaging of occasional bonuses in ‘normal’ income and
not, for example, the ‘profit’ from purchase and sales of stocks and shares,
especially over periods shorter than a year. By distinguishing between current (last
week’s or last month’s) income and income in the last year it is easier to identify
households and individuals whose living standards are unstable, some of whom
experience short-term or long-term poverty. These conceptual and operational
problems become even harder to resolve during periods of high rates of inflation.
Many people draw much higher earnings in later months than in earlier months of
the year, and none the less cannot be counted among those whose earnings vary for
structural reasons. In 1968-9 we ignored inflationary trends. During the twelve
months of the fieldwork, earnings increased by 7.5 per cent and retail prices by 5.4
per cent.
Our attempt to trace income over a twelve-month period meant that certain social
variables had to be traced for this period too. The questionnaire incorporates an
employment record for each individual - showing the hours and weeks of work and
the periods off work for reasons of unemployment, sickness, holidays and other
1
Kemsley, W. F. F., Family Expenditure Survey: Handbook on the Sample, Fieldwork and
Coding Procedures, HMSO, London, 1969, p. 48.
2
ibid., pp. 47-9.
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reasons for both the self-employed and employed, including casual and seasonal
workers.
The section on occupational facilities and fringe benefits probes the nature and
adequacy of the working environment and whether or not industrial welfare benefits
are a substantial supplement to earnings for many employees. A large part of adult
life is passed at places of work, and we were concerned to find to what extent people
experience bad working conditions as well as poor home conditions, and to what
extent both are related to low earnings and, more comprehensively, to poverty of
resources. A measure of working conditions was tentatively devised. For people
working wholly or mainly indoors, ten items were covered: sufficient heating to be
warm at work in winter; tea or coffee (whether charged or not); indoor flush W C;
facilities for washing and changing, including hot water, soap, towel and mirror;
place to buy lunch or eat own sandwiches (whether used or not); place to keep coat
and spare set of clothes without risk of loss; place for small personal articles which
can be locked; first-aid box or facilities; possibility of making and receiving at least
one personal telephone call per day; and lighting which the individual can increase
or reduce when necessary (e.g. light over work). Working conditions vary, and any
index like this which is used for purposes of comparison should, where possible, be
supplemented with accounts of individual firms, industries and groups of industries.
There was a corresponding group of questions about facilities in the home, and
also questions about the environment, such as play facilities for children. In addition
to measures of overcrowding, inequality in numbers of rooms and possession of a
range of basic facilities, such as bath, WC and electricity, there was a measure of
household durables or facilities which covers ten items: television, record player,
radio, refrigerator, washing machine, vacuum cleaner, telephone, central heating,
armchairs, easy chairs or settees for every member of the family plus one visitor,
and carpet covering all or nearly all the floor in the main sitting room.
Very few studies of assets have ever been carried out in the United Kingdom.
When H. F. Lydall came to report his 1952 survey in 1955, he pointed out that it
provided the first detailed study of the distribution of personal liquid asset holdings.
‘This is a subject which has been hitherto an almost completely closed book. With
the exception of an inquiry undertaken on behalf of the National Savings Committee
in 1948, the results of which relate only to national savings, no attempt has been
1
made to discover the distribution of liquid asset holdings amongst persons.’ The
general section on assets included in our questionnaire attempts to cover the subject
more comprehensively than did Lydall. Two concepts were developed of readily and
non-readily realizable assets. The former include savings, stocks and shares and
money owed. The latter include the value of house, car, other property, including
housing, business, farm or professional practice, and personal possessions such as
1

Lydall, H. F., British Incomes and Savings, Blackwell, Oxford, 1955, pp. 1-2.
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jewellery, silver and antiques. The purpose of distinguishing between the two is to
call attention to the fact that although some assets can be cashed at short notice, and
indeed are often cashed for a special purpose or as a method of raising income when
families enter periods of difficulty, other assets take a long time to cash and are
sometimes looked on socially and psychologically as unexpendable. The distinction
is, of course, not very sharp. Some people acquire paintings and jewellery and turn
them into cash without compunction. Others pawn their more precious possessions
when in trouble. But without asking questions about each type of asset it would be
difficult to develop a rigorous classification on empirical grounds rather than
arbitrary judgement. Our division follows previous practice in the sense that readily
realizable assets are those referred to as ‘liquid assets’ by economists. Our data can
1
be compared with those in other studies, as for example Lydall’s.
Efforts to collect data on non-readily realizable assets have perhaps been inhibited
in the past by the difficulty of making valuations. The current values of houses,
businesses and cars are sometimes difficult to estimate, and in any survey reasonable
procedures to cope with diverse types of information have to be worked out. In the
case of owner-occupied housing, for example, we invited the owner to give a
valuation. We also asked the interviewer to do likewise and to give any reasons if
his figure differed from the owner’s. As a third ingredient of information, we asked
what was the insured value of the house. In editing, we adopted the informant’s
estimate if (as in the vast majority of cases) it differed by £500 or less from the
interviewer’s estimate. If the estimates differed by more, we took into account the
area, age of house, facilities (as given in Section 1 of the questionnaire) and the
insured value of the house, as well as any information given by the interviewer, in
choosing an estimate. In the case of cars, valuation was easier. The owner was asked
to estimate a value and if there was any doubt he was asked the make, type and year
of manufacture. In editing we consulted standard price lists for second-hand cars.
In valuing net assets, we had to estimate debts. On the one hand, the total figure
for readily realizable assets, including savings, stocks and shares and money owed to
the informant, might be reduced by the figure representing overdrafts or loans, rent
owed, hire-purchase debt and personal debt to arrive at a realistic figure of ‘net’
liquidity. Information about assets before and after deducting debts might then be
given. On the other hand, the figures for non-readily realizable assets might be
thought to represent useful data only if debt is subtracted. Some young married
couples, for example, may have a car and a house worth £6,000 and yet, because
they have only just started to repay substantial loans, their ‘real’ assets may be
calculated as less than £500. The debt on a car, which is generally being paid off
through a hire-purchase agreement, can be estimated with a high degree of accuracy.
1
See the discussion of ‘personal holdings of liquid assets’ in Lydall, British Incomes and
Savings, pp. 11-14 and 61-104.
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The debt on a house is more difficult to estimate. We developed rather elaborate
interviewing and editing procedures in an attempt to estimate the debt, exclusive of
interest, on a house and deduct the figure from the estimated value of the house. The
value of mortgage outstanding had to be worked out on the basis of the term of the
mortgage, the number of years still to pay and how much of each monthly payment
represented interest and how much represented capital repayments.
In addition to fairly well-tested operational definitions of cash income and assets,
the questionnaire incorporated more experimental definitions of private income in
kind, fringe benefits and value of free and subsidized social services. Previous
experience showed that income in kind is invariably underestimated. We believed
that this was because questions are too general and undirected and that if social
relationships and exchanges could be explored in a specific and not a general
fashion fuller information would materialize. The prospect of adding even more to
an already extensive questionnaire deterred us from developing this principle as far
as we would have wished. But some attempt was made to obtain information about
the kind of personal services, especially from relatives, upon which the household
depended, and to check on gifts given as well as received in the context of what was
said about the most frequent contacts with relatives.
The value of social service subsidies was explored in a series of questions about
benefits received during the previous twelve months - including overnight stays in
hospital, consultations with GPs, receipt of free school meals and milk, receipt of
cheap welfare milk, schools and colleges attended.
The final section of the questionnaire contains a number of indicators of style of
living and explores the attitudes of housewives and chief wage-earners towards
poverty and changes in living standards. The intention is to relate resource levels
both to behaviour and attitudes, and to find how closely subjective deprivation
corresponds with objective deprivation.
One further comment about resources needs to be made. In aiming to arrive at a
comprehensive, and reasonably consistent, valuation of the resources or living
standards of each household and income unit we were aware from the beginning of
the problem of collecting a wide range of data on debts as well as assets and
incomes. But the problem of adding up the results made us increasingly aware as
time went on of the problem of the meaning of different types of resources to
various sections of the population. The social and political significance and use of
economic resources deserves to attract greater attention from social scientists than it
has since 1945.
Sampling
Our desire to examine conditions in considerable detail in a few poor areas, as well
as nationally, together with the fact that our resources were not unlimited,
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determined the size of the national survey which we could undertake. It was obviously desirable that methods should be adopted to improve the chances of the
sample being representative of all income groups in the population, and therefore
1
provide a reliable basis for measuring poverty. Acting on statistical advice we
decided to use a multi-stage stratified design in order to draw a random sample of
addresses which was likely to yield successful interviews with about 2,000 house2
holds. Every household had an equal probability of selection. The sample was
drawn from the 630 parliamentary constituencies of the United Kingdom, which
were divided into ten regions and grouped into three strata: high income, middle
income and low income. The best criterion available for this purpose was found to
be the percentage of the electorate who voted Left. For example, we found that this
percentage correlated with the percentage of the population who were in industry
compared with other occupations; were semi-skilled and unskilled; had left school at
15 years of age or under; lacked exclusive use of a bath in the household; were
overcrowded and had relatively low retail turnover. Urban constituencies,
accounting for 80 per cent of the population, were grouped into three according to
this voting criterion, but rural constituencies were not grouped in this way, partly
because they are diverse, include a number of urban districts, and do not display
such a strong link between voting behaviour and socio-economic characteristics as
urban constituencies, but also because it seemed unnecessary, in view of the fact that
they represent only about 20 per cent of the population. Using this sampling frame,
fifty-one constituencies were selected.
At the next stage, within these fifty-one constituencies, we adopted a further
method of improving the likely representativeness of the sample. Certain wards had
to be selected so that interviewing could be undertaken, and it is well known that in
some constituencies some wards contain poorer people than others. How could this
variation be controlled in the selection of addresses? We needed a criterion by which
to divide wards into groups so that addresses could be sampled representatively
within these groups. Research into census data showed that the best criterion was the
proportion of the population aged 25 and over who had left school at 15 or under.
Using census data, percentages were worked out for every ward and county electoral
division or group of parishes. Where the percentages varied widely within
constituencies, the wards were grouped into two strata and within each stratum
1

Professor Durbin and Professor Stuart of the London School of Economics acted as consultants and were responsible in particular for the proposal to stratify areas according to voting
behaviour.
2
This number is generally regarded as being about the minimum for purposes of obtaining
data which can be regarded as being nationally representative. A survey covering the United
States population, for example, was based on a sample of 2,504 households (although there was
also a supplementary sample of 296 low income households obtained from the 1960 Survey of
Consumer Finances). Morgan, J. N., Martin, D. M., Cohen, W., and Brazer, H. E., Income and
Welfare in the United States, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1962, pp. 449-50.
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ranked in descending order of size of population. If the percentages varied little, the
wards were treated as a single stratum. A ward or county electoral division was
chosen for each stratum of each constituency with probability proportional to size.
Finally, there was the problem of obtaining a full list of addresses from which to
sample. The electoral register is normally used for sampling but does not provide a
perfect frame of addresses. It tends to become out of date. Even if the sample can be
drawn soon after publication of the register, a few months elapse between the
compilation of the list and publication. Very new dwellings, dwellings which have
been newly converted into two or three parts, and some dwellings occupied by
households for only part of the year, as well as some in which households may have
failed to make returns of information and have also escaped the careful checks made
by registration officers, will not be included in the lists. Dwellings in which people
live, none of whom are eligible to vote, are also not included. Gipsies and caravandwellers tend to be under-represented in the registers. The total deficiency at any
point of time is unknown. Since we had grounds for supposing that people with low
incomes were more likely to move frequently and less likely to make returns of
information than others, we took the view that if the survey of poverty was to be
reliable, exceptional steps should be taken to ensure that itinerants, whether rich or
poor, were included in the sampling frame. The Home Secretary gave his permission
for us to approach electoral registration officers for access to their records, which
usually included ‘partly built’ as well as ‘empty’ addresses. In the event, we
depended mostly on these basic records, but also, in some constituencies, on rating
records. Our sample of addresses was laborious to compile, but certainly more
comprehensive and up to date than would otherwise have been possible.
Samples were also drawn from four poor areas. We aimed to select four compact
areas which could legitimately be regarded as being among the poorest in the
country. For convenience of interviewing, we started with the fifty-one constituencies already chosen for the national survey and picked four, using criteria
indicating that the proportion of low-income households would be well above the
national average, but also giving a ‘spread’ geographically and in nature of the
problems of poor areas. Within these four constituencies we obtained information
from the census and the local councils about wards. Using criteria such as the
percentage of adults leaving school at 15 years of age or younger, the percentage of
children getting free school meals and average rateable value of dwellings, we
selected the poorest wards of these poor constituencies from which to draw samples
of addresses.
Because novel and rather elaborate methods of sampling were adopted, a full
account is given in Appendix One of the procedures followed.
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Interviewing
In the year before the national survey was launched, we endeavoured to commission,
or develop, a research organization capable of handling a questionnaire of the
demanding and complex kind which we had adopted. Other than the Government
Social Survey, no research organizations in the United Kingdom had had
experience, up to that time at least, of handling such detailed inquiries about
incomes. Moreover, the survey methods of research organizations had been designed
for surveys of the general population rather than of minority groups, and this
affected design of questionnaires and field organization, and even attitudes of
interviewers. Surveys which seek to establish the behaviour and attitudes of the
great majority of the population can clearly be conducted according to simpler
principles than surveys which seek reliable information about a variety of different
minority groups.
The Government Social Survey was at that time under considerable pressure to
expand its work for government departments and could not undertake fieldwork on
our behalf. Instead, we developed our own organization. In the event this proved to
be a more herculean task than we had anticipated. National and regional
organization of a highly developed kind is required to handle interviewing based on
separately issued samples for each quarter of the year for fifty-one separate
constituencies, and this is difficult, and expensive, to build up from scratch for a
single survey. This lay behind the organization of a very elaborate pilot survey in the
late summer and autumn of 1967, and the holding of a succession of unusually
lengthy briefing conferences nationally in London and regionally in places such as
1
Belfast, Manchester and Glasgow for the interviewers.
Ideally we would have wished to employ the smallest possible number of interviewers, in order to maintain uniformly high standards of interviewing and a high
response rate. In practice, over four fifths of the interviews were carried out by a
group of about twenty-five interviewers, upon whom we depended throughout the
twelve months. But there was considerable turnover among other interviewers,
partly because, though often experienced in survey work, they found the
interviewing protracted, uncongenial or difficult. There were also problems administratively of fitting occasional and part-time interviewers into our quarterly
schedules, when they were employed part-time or full-time by other research
agencies. Many of our difficulties arose because of a shortage of really skilled
interviewers in the more remote parts of the country. The fact that interviewing was
carried out in each of the constituencies in all four quarters of the year added to
these problems and increased costs. We came to the rueful conclusion that, while
1
The pilot questionnaire covered 140 duplicated pages, and considerable study and training
was involved in reaching the point at which interviewers could confidently use the final questionnaire. An interviewer was also normally expected to complete three trial interviews with the
final questionnaire before he began work in the survey.
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our response rate was high, it would have been significantly higher if the
interviewing had been concentrated in one period of the year, or concentrated for
groups of the fifty-one constituencies in different periods of the year, in a kind of
‘roving’ programme, utilizing a small team of interviewers, who could go from one
remote area to the next, as well as local interviewers.
A chief fieldwork organizer and a deputy organizer were based on London, and
regional organizers were also appointed. These included some of the most highly
skilled and experienced interviewers in survey work in the country, and if they had
not been so devoted in giving up their spare time to training new interviewers and
trudging to remote addresses, the survey would have failed. Among their duties was
that of attempting to persuade householders who had initially refused to give an
interview to do so. This improved the response rate by 3 or 4 per cent, and we
concluded that if our resources had been greater in certain areas we could have
improved it by a lot more.
Interviewers were instructed to interview the housewife and all wage-earners (and
other income recipients) in the household. An average of two people was interviewed in each household, sometimes on the same occasion (separately or together) though often on one or more subsequent occasions. This means that nearly
two thirds, or just over 4,000, of the 6,098 individual members of households were
interviewed, most of the remainder being children. Table 3.1 shows the number of
people in households who answered at least some sections of the questionnaire,
compared with the number who should, ideally, have been seen. Altogether, 93 per
cent of the individuals in responding households who ought properly to have been
questioned directly about their incomes or other topics were in fact so questioned.
Table 3.1. Percentages of households, according to number of people eligible for
interview and actually interviewed per household.

Number of people
1
2
3
4
5
6 or 7
Total
Number

National Survey
Eligible for interview Interviewed
19
25
58
57
15
12
6
4
1
1
0.3
0.1
100
100
2,024a
2,024a

NOTE: aTwenty-eight unclassifiable. In subsequent tables, numbers of households or of individuals will normally be given and, except in the case of sub-groups, any difference between
the number given and the sample total is due to lack of information on one or other of the variables on which the table is based.
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Although many interviewers adopted the practice of working in the early evenings
or at weekends, so that both husband and wife, for example, could be interviewed
during the same call, many return visits had to be paid to interview wage-earners
about incomes and conditions of work. If a return visit was difficult to arrange, or,
say, a wage-earner was unlikely to be available, a special form could be left for him
to complete in confidence and return. It was possible only to complete 47 per cent of
questionnaires during the first call, and a further 30 per cent during a second call. As
many as 23 per cent could be completed only at a third or subsequent call.
A record was kept of the total time taken up in interviewing. Table 3.2 shows the
distribution. The questionnaires were completed for only 1 per cent of the
households (nearly all of them being retirement pensioners living alone) in under
three quarters of an hour, and only a further 17 per cent in less than an hour and a
quarter. For most households, the time required was between one and a quarter and
two and three quarter hours, and the mean was just over two hours. Interviews took
over three hours with 12 per cent, and over six hours with some of these. The
average household comprised three people.
Table 3.2. Percentages of households, according to time taken in interviews.
Less than

¾ hr
¾-l¼ hrs
1¼-1¾ hrs
1¾-2¼ hrs
2¼-2¾ hrs
2¾-3¼ hrs
3¼-4¼ hrs
4¼-5¼ hrs
5¼hrs+
Total
Number

1
17
26
24
14
8
6
2
1
100
2,052

The sample of addresses was divided into four, and each quarter was issued
separately to interviewers during the year. Interviewing could not begin in some
constituencies until several weeks of 1968 had elapsed. The final stages of interviewing were completed during the first quarter of 1969. There was no month of the
twelve months in which fewer than about a hundred interviews were completed. The
interviews were distributed as follows:
1968 first quarter
second quarter
third quarter

23.5 per cent
23.2 per cent
22-4 per cent
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fourth quarter
1969 first quarter

22.3 per cent
8.6 per cent

The interviewing in the follow-up surveys which were carried out in Belfast,
Glasgow, Neath and Salford was concentrated in waves. Originally two waves of
interviewing from two samples of addresses in each area were contemplated, but in
practice our resources did not permit a second wave of interviewing in Belfast and
Neath. In Belfast and Glasgow, we commissioned Spencer Marketing Research
Services to undertake the interviewing. In Neath and Salford, we organized our own
teams. A special ‘screening’ questionnaire was used to establish whether or not
households in the follow-up surveys belonged to any of a number of minority
groups. If they did belong to these minority groups (about two fifths), the first
interview was terminated and permission was sought for a second, at which the main
questionnaire which was being used nationally was completed. If they did not
belong to any minority group, an interview lasting about half an hour and designed
to obtain basic information about employment, social class, health and income was
completed.
Response
By the standards of income or expenditure surveys, the overall response rate was
high. Nearly 76 per cent of households gave complete information, and altogether 82
per cent cooperated completely or substantially. In 1968, households cooperating in
the Family Expenditure Survey represented 69 per cent, and in 1969, 67 per cent, of
the effective sample (the rate being 68 per cent in 1972 and 1973 and 71 per cent in
1
1974). As Table 3.3 shows, the response rate was lowest in the South-East and
highest in Anglia and the East Midlands, but even in the South-East and Greater
London was 72 per cent or better for interviews complete in all respects.
Because non-response in surveys of income tends to be substantial and may affect
the reliability of the results, we asked interviewers to do their best to complete a
special form giving limited information about those who refused an interview. We
could not supervise the completion of these forms as efficiently as we would have
wished, and had to give priority to supervising the main interviews. None the less
we reached the conclusion that this exercise would be more than justified in surveys
in which claims to representativeness are particularly important. With better prior
planning, interviewers could have obtained enough information through observation,
or politely by interview, to permit all major doubts about non-response to be cleared
up. As it was, we were able to obtain information about the great majority of the 388
households refusing an interview.
1

Reports of the Family Expenditure Survey, HMSO, London, for the years specified.
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Table 3.3. Response in the survey.
Region

Total
number
of households at
effective
addresses

Greater
London
376
South-East
402
Anglia and
East
Midlands
211
North-West
290
Northern,
Yorks and
Humberside
298
West
Midlands
298
South-West
and Wales
286
Scotland
230
Northern
Ireland
104
Total
2,495
Percentage
100

Complete
interviews

Incomplete
interviewsa
A

Non- Lostb Response
contact
(complete
and
incomplete
interviews)
(%)

Refusals

B

271
292

9
8

9
8

75
90

12
4

-

76.9
76.6

162
226

8
8

19
7

20
42

2
6

1

89.5
80.9

225

6

15

45

5

2

84.8

227

7

26

32

6

-

87.2

214
182

8
5

14
6

40
32

9
2

1
3

82.5
83.9

1
8
0.3

86.6
82.3
-

87
1,886
75.6

1
2
12
1
60 106 388 47
2.4
4.2 15.6 1.9

NOTE: aColumn A means that information is complete for one or more but not all income
units in the household. Column B means that information on income and assets is not complete
for any income unit in the household, although other information has been given.
b
Eight questionnaires were completed but could not be traced at coding stage.

For example, we were able to establish the tenure of 323 of the 388 households.
Owner-occupiers accounted for 54 per cent, council tenants for 31 per cent and
private tenants for 15 per cent, the first two groups being rather larger, and the third
smaller than the corresponding groups among responding households. Approximately 10 per cent shared the dwelling with at least one other household
(compared with 8 per cent among respondents). For 17 per cent of households, there
was a flight of at least four steps to the dwelling entrance - a percentage identical
with that of respondents. The household composition of respondents and those who
refused, where known, is compared in Table 3.4.
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Table 3.4. Household composition in relation to response.

Single person over 60
Single person under 60
Man and woman
Man, woman and children
Others with children
Others, adults only
Total
Number

Refusals (%) Respondents (%)
15
12
6
6
34
26
23
24
7
13
16
19
100
100
286
2,027

In a number of other respects we gained information about households who
refused an interview, to compare with households granting an interview or interviews. Rather fewer moved into the dwelling recently, only 6 per cent having lived
there less than a year and another 5 per cent less than two years, compared with 10
per cent and 6 per cent respectively. Thirty-six per cent (compared with 30 per cent)
had lived there all their lives or for fifteen or more years. Fewer chief wage-earners
and housewives among refusals than among respondents were under 50. Thus 40 per
cent were under 50 (compared with 55 per cent) and 25 per cent were aged 65 and
over (compared with 18 per cent). Finally, we established the social class of the head
of household in about half the cases where there was a refusal. (Among the others
the distribution by housing tenure corresponded with the distribution given above.)
We compared the distribution of occupations with that of respondents, using the
Registrar General’s classification. Manual occupations accounted for 55 per cent,
compared with 57 per cent. Professional occupations accounted for 6 per cent
(compared with 3 per cent); managerial and higher supervisory non-manual
occupations 21 per cent (15 per cent); other non-manual 18 per cent (25 per cent);
skilled manual 29 per cent (23 per cent); partly skilled manual 20 per cent (25 per
cent); and unskilled manual 6 per cent (9 per cent). However, these more detailed
figures should be treated with caution. Queries about exact occupations could not be
pursued in some cases.
All in all, our evidence suggested that proportionately more late middleaged and
older people, and couples without children, including more in the upper non-manual
classes, had refused than had granted an interview. Proportionately fewer young
adults, including fewer with children, had refused than had granted an interview.
None the less, bearing in mind the respective magnitude of the numbers of refusals
and numbers of respondents, the survey findings cannot have been seriously
distorted. Differences in the distributions quoted would not have necessitated other
than marginal corrections.
Response in the special follow-up surveys in Belfast, Glasgow, Neath and Salford
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Table 3.5. Response at first and second stages in surveys in four areas.
Response

Belfast
1st

Refusing at
first stage
Non-contacts
Interviewed, not
approached 2nd
stage
Interviewed,
approached 2nd
stage
Refusal at 2nd
stage
Non-contact at
2nd stage
Interviewed,
complete
information
Interviewed,
incomplete
information
Total
Number

2nd

Glasgow
1st

2nd

Neath
1st

2nd

Salford
1st

2nd

All four
areas
1st
2nd

5.9
3.0

9.8
8.6

12.0
1.1

12.7
5.5

10.3
5.2

47.7

47.4

53.8

43.5

47.4

43.4

34.2

33.1

38.4

37.1

9.1

12.3

17.5

5.7

10.3

6.1

1.2

0

2.3

2.5

81.8

81.0

75.9

88.6

82.8

3.0
100
304

100
132

5.6
100 100
477 163

6.6
100 100
275 91

3.4
100
458

100
176

4.4
100
1,514

100
562

was also good. As Table 3.5 shows, between 82 and 91 per cent of households
approached (including those not contacted) in the four areas for a screening
interview agreed. Rather less than half of them were approached at a second stage
for a long interview, and between 82 per cent and 92 per cent agreed. At the second
stage the questionnaire which had been used in the national survey was used in all
four areas. Relatively more of the households cooperating in the second stage of the
survey in the four special areas than in the national survey provided complete
information on income and assets. The number of people eligible for interview in
households tended to be larger than in the national survey, and the proportion
interviewed corresponded closely with the results given in Table 3.1. Information
took rather longer to collect from households, and the average time given up to
interviewing was nearly two and a quarter hours.
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Table 3.6. Response rate by region, Poverty Survey and Family Expenditure Survey.
Response rate
(per cent)

Greater
London
South-East
Anglia and
East
Midlands
North-West
Northern,
Yorks and
Humberside
West
Midlands
South-West
and Wales
Scotland
Northern
Ireland
Total
Number

Percentage of
cooperating households
Poverty FES
surveyb
(1968)

Poverty FES
surveya (1967)

Percentage of
electorate
(March
1966)

Percentage of
population
(mid
1967)

72.0
72.6

61.2
73.2

15.1
16.4

14.6
16.9

14.4
15.3

13.0
16.9

76.7
78.0

72.5
69.5

8.7
12.4

8.9
12.3

9.4
12.0

9.0
11.6

76.0

71.2

14.9

14.8

16.1
25.1

78.1

71.7

9.0

9.2

9.2

74.9
79.0

73.6
73.4

11.6
9.3

11.6
9.4

11.7
9.6

12.3
9.7

83.7
75.6
1,886

70.5
7,201

2.5
100
35.85m

2.7
100
55.00m

2.5
100
2,052

2.2
100
7,023

NOTES: aFor purposes of comparison with the FES, only cooperating households who provided information about both incomes and assets are counted.
b
Households providing incomplete information are included, although the regional distribution
is scarcely affected by their inclusion. For purposes of comparison the figures have been
recalculated to take account of the deliberate over-sampling of households in Northern Ireland.
As described in Appendix One, the rural areas of the Northern, Yorkshire, Humberside and
West Midlands regions were amalgamated for purposes of sampling.
SOURCES: Kemsley, W. F. F., Family Expenditure Survey, HMSO, London, 1969, p. 29;
Department of Employment and Productivity, Report of the Family Expenditure Survey for
1968, HMSO, London, 1969, p. 81 ; Social Trends, No. 1, 1970, p. 62.
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Representativeness
The sample can be regarded as providing on the whole a reasonable representation
of the population of the United Kingdom. Table 3.6 shows that the proportions of
cooperating households in different regions correspond well with the proportions
both of the electorate and the population as a whole. The response rate even for
households in the sample providing complete information on income and assets
compares favourably with the Family Expenditure Survey.
The distribution by age of the sample is compared with the estimates of the
Registrar General in Table 3.7. More detail will be found in Appendix Two. There
is a slight over-representation in the sample of population aged under 15 and a slight
Table 3.7. Percentages of non-institutionalized population and of sample, by age.
Age
0-14
15-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+
Total
Number

Population of the
UK (1969)
24.3
21.1
12.0
13.0
11.9
10.4
7.4
100
54,395,000

Poverty survey
25.3
20.6
12.4
12.4
11.7
10.3
7.3
100
6,045

SOURCE: See Appendix Two, Table A2.1, p. 955.

under-representation of those aged 15-29, but the distributions are on the whole very
similar. Certainly the poverty survey achieved better representation by age than has
the Family Expenditure Survey. In 1969, 28.4 per cent of those in households
cooperating in the FES were under 16 and only 11.4 per cent 65 and over. Response
1
in the FES appears consistently to under-represent older age groups.
The distribution of households by number of persons is shown in Table 3.8. By
comparison with the census of 1966, one-person households in both the poverty and
Family Expenditure surveys are slightly over-represented and three-person
households slightly under-represented. Households of other sizes are fairly closely
represented. But there were differences between the poverty survey and the census
1
A special analysis of response in 1971 concluded, ‘Much the most striking result to come out
of this analysis is that of variation with age. It is clear ... that there is a fairly consistent decline
of response with age’ - Kemsley, W. F. F., ‘Family Expenditure Survey: A Study of Differential
Response Based on a Comparison of the 1971 Sample with the Census’, Statistical News,
November 1975. See also Appendix Two.
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in the definition of ‘household’, with a consequence that in the survey relatively
more of the population were allocated to one-person households.
Table 3.8. Percentages of households of different size (census, poverty survey and
FES compared).
Number of
persons

Britain
(Census 1966)
15.4
30.2
21.2
17.7
8.8
4.0

1
2
3
4
5
6
7 or more
Total
Number

2.6
100
17.0 mil.

UK
poverty survey

(Census 1971)
18.1
31.5
18.9
17.2
8.3
6.0
100
18.3 mil.

UK
FES (1969)

17.7
29.8
18.9
17.5
9.1
4.1

16.1
31.2
19.8
18.1
8.3
3.7

2.9
100
2,050

2.8
100
7,008

A large number of comparisons with official and other statistics will be found
elsewhere in this book. The representativeness of the sample is further discussed in
Appendix Two. For example, the census of 1966 shows that 95 per cent of the
population, compared with 94.8 per cent of the sample, were born in the UK, 1.4 per
cent in the Republic of Ireland, compared with 1.4 per cent of the sample, and 1.6
per cent in the West Indies, India, Pakistan and Africa, compared with 2.1 per cent.
The average rate of unemployment during 1968 as published by the Department of
Employment and Productivity was 2.4 per cent, compared with 2 per cent in the
survey. Altogether official returns show that 4.9 per cent of the population was
1
dependent in part or whole on supplementary benefits in 1969, compared with 5 per
cent in the survey. Households living in privately rented accommodation were (as in
the Family Expenditure Survey) slightly overrepresented, but the representation of
other tenure-groups resembled the distribution portrayed in the census of 1966.
Finally, the distribution by social class of adult males in the sample resembled the
census distribution.
In many different parts of the book results are compared with data from administrative and other sources. Thus estimates of the numbers employed in the
population are compared with estimates by the Department of Employment (p. 590);
numbers unemployed with those registered as unemployed (p. 595); numbers of one1

Social Trends, No. 1, 1970, p. 100.
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parent families with estimates by the Department of Health and Social Security (p.
754); distributions of earnings with those derived from the New Earnings Survey
and Family Expenditure Survey (p. 621); and many more. We consider that all these
comparisons help to demonstrate the overall representativeness of the survey data.
Limitations of Research
The limitations of the research are both technical and conceptual. In general, the
efforts to ensure that the sample would include representative numbers of rich and
poor seem to have been reasonably successful, though obviously reservations have
to be made about non-response. The fact that 16 per cent of households refused an
interview, and another 7 per cent were unable to provide complete information on
incomes and assets, must introduce a margin of error, quite apart from ordinary
sampling errors, into the results. This is why we have endeavoured in this book not
only to produce, in this chapter and in an appendix (pages 955-8), a full discussion
of the question of representativeness, but also comparable evidence whenever
possible or appropriate.
The question is not just whether the sample who were successfully interviewed
represent the population, but whether the information provided by them was of
uniformly reliable quality. This is affected by the design of the questionnaire and the
emphasis given to different subjects by the interviewers. Some general questions
cannot always be divided up into appropriate sub-questions. There was a difference,
for example, between our approach to cash income and our approach to fringe
benefits and income in kind. In the former we asked numerous questions about
earnings, social security benefits, income from investments, annuities and so on. In
the latter some detailed questions were asked but the sources of fringe benefits and
income in kind could not be explored so exhaustively. At various points in this
book, therefore, we suggest that certain figures should be treated as slight
underestimates of the true figures. Thus, although a general question was asked,
with prompts, about employer benefits other than occupational pensions, sick pay
and subsidized meals and travel, it is likely that this procedure did not help
employees to recollect some unusual types of benefit. Moreover, many people are
ignorant of some benefits like sums assured on their lives or houses, or sums
expected on retirement. This is, of course, partly due to the relative secrecy in which
some institutions operate - because of a fear of their competitors, fragmentation of
organization and even unconscious self-deception about privilege. To take a
different example, the proportion of the population saying they had frequent contacts
with relatives in comparison with the proportions shown by intensive studies of the
family, which have been carried out in various parts of Britain, is almost certainly an
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underestimate - due partly to the impossibility in a survey as wide-ranging as this
one of asking questions systematically about different kinds of relatives.
In general, the design of the questionnaire and the style adopted by the interviewer
‘structures’ the information that it is possible to collect in a survey. Attitudes
provide another example. The questionnaire contains relatively few questions about
attitudes and we have endeavoured to follow the principle that useful information
about attitudes can only be collected in the context of extensive information about
social conditions and behaviour. Even so, the scope of the survey made difficult the
design of these questions. The attitudes of men and women of all age-groups and
incomes, who live in every part of the country, are not easy to explore if standard
questions have to be used. Some data on desire for work and satisfaction with work,
feelings of tiredness, help from relatives, subjective definitions of class, subjective
deprivation and attitudes to the poor and to poverty must therefore be examined very
carefully in relation to social structure and recognized to be responsive, at least in
part, to the interview situation.
Because the data actually collected from interviews are structured, both by the
initial preconceptions of the research workers and the social situation of the interview itself, special care has to be taken in analysing them not to bias or restrict them
further, or at least to allow them to be expressed and built up in alternative ways.
Attempts to set up rigorous theoretical models are sometimes inspired by the desire
to compress data into forms which lend themselves to particular types of
sophisticated analysis, such as linear or multiple-regression analysis.
There are a number of problems in submitting to this. Different disciplines offer
different encouragement. Econometricians, for example, are used to the problems of
applying highly specific theoretical models and concentrate on the problem of
estimating values of the parameters within their causal structures. Sociologists
usually work with much more generalized theoretical models and tend to regard
empirical research principally as a means of gaining more information about
possibly relevant variables. There is the problem of deciding the variables which
may be relevant to a particular social condition, such as poverty. A long list may be
reached, not all of which it may be possible to investigate in any single type of
research. Moreover, the possibility always has to be faced that some in the list may
in fact be dependent variables of independent variables so far undetected. There is
the problem of clearly distinguishing the variables and finding to what extent they
are intercorrelated. There is also the problem of finding whether they can be
converted to some common denominator so that they can be measured and weighed
in importance. Sociologists have in recent years become acutely aware of the
different restrictions imposed by different types of analysis, and there have been
some instructive debates about particular inquiries. For example, in the course of
defending the analysis he had followed in a report on equality of educational
opportunity, James Coleman admitted, ‘... if I were doing such a study now, I would
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seriously consider the use of multivariate cross-tabulations, with an even more open
perspective toward theoretical models, in place of much of the multiple-regression
analysis we used. For in the early stages of the search for knowledge about
processes in a given area, it is important to use relatively open models, in which the
1
peculiar quirks of the data that may be highly informative are not lost.’ At an earlier
stage there was a tendency to swamp the reader with cross-tabulations, each with its
chi-squared test of significance. Most lately there has been the tendency to confuse
2
him with unnecessarily complex path analysis. Although sociologists increasingly
3
employ formal methods of reasoning, there is considerable disquiet among them
about the theoretical value assumptions embedded in superficially innocuous
4
quantitative techniques, about the oversimplification and therefore distortion of
reality which the adoption of those techniques implies, and about the problems of
using such techniques in communicating the results of sociological work to more
than an infinitesimal fraction of the population.
In setting out the results of the poverty survey in the following pages we have tried
to reveal some of the quirks of the data by describing in some detail individual
variables and their distribution, and by using a large number of straightforward
cross-tabulations to bring out some of the basic interrelationships between variables.
The rule we have tried to follow is not to run before we have learned to walk. In the
context of this survey, this means that there is much worth discussing about the
conceptualization, operational definition and descriptive measurement of different
variables in order to show the factors that are present in certain states of poverty
before relevant causal models can begin to be developed.
The Survey Method
In a study such as this it is also important to express reservations about the survey
method itself. Complementary methods will have to be used in order to develop
knowledge about poverty and theories about its causation. Studies of the
1
Coleman, J. S., ‘Reply to Cain and Watts’, American Sociological Review, vol. 35, No. 2,
April 1970, p. 243. See also Cain, G. G., and Watts, H. W., ‘Problems in Making Policy Inferences from the Coleman Report’, and Aigner, D. J., ‘A Comment on Problems in Making
Inferences from the Coleman Report’, in ibid. The report discussed is Coleman, J. S., Campbell,
E. Q., Hobson, C. F., McPartland, J., Mood, A. M., Equality of Educational Opportunity, US
Office of Education, Washington D C,1966.
2
Boris Allan, G. J., ‘Simplicity in Path Analysis’, Sociology, May 1974.
3
For a distinctive and coherent recent account, see Boudon, R., The Logic of Sociological
Explanation, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1974.
4
The controversies following the publication of Blau, P., and Duncan, O., The American
Occupational Structure, John Wiley, New York, 1967, are a case in point. See Crowder, N. D.,
‘A Critique of Duncan’s Stratification Research’, Sociology, No. 1, January 1974.
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mechanisms which control the structure of differentials in the wage system and the
production process from which the wage system derives, the shifts of manpower
between economic dependency and economic activity, and the allocation to different
sectors of public expenditure, will have to be undertaken. We need to know more
about the different institutions which have powers to distribute resources and about
the interrelations between them. We also need to know about the interrelations
between national, community, ‘ethnic’ and class styles of living, and the ways in
which political leadership and the mass media can foster mistrust, scorn and
inequitable treatment.
The survey method has certain defects because it is highly individualistic. The
network of contacts in the community and at work tends to be played down and the
overlapping nature of ‘group’ consumption is ignored. Not only is the individual in
one sense an ‘island’ of income and spending, even within the income unit or
household, but he is also, in another sense, a member of even wider ‘groups’ of
recipients and consumers of resources - the income unit, the household, pairs of
households (e.g. telephone party-lines), streets or blocks of flats (e.g. electricity,
water, caretaker services, laundry, garden and play facilities), parishes and councils
(rate support grant), unions (strike pay and sick pay), industries (government loans
and assistance, such as agricultural support) and regions (e.g. regional employment
premiums).
The survey method is also restricted because it provides a snapshot in time rather
than an account of organic change, and tends to be based on assumptions about
cultural homogeneity. Survey directors assume, for example, that every section of
the population will understand approximately the same questions and provide an
1
appropriate range of answers.
These limitations have to be stated clearly, if only for the purposes of getting a
little nearer to scientific rigour. The defects of any research method have to be spelt
out so that modifications can be introduced into research, and its results properly
evaluated. The limitations of the survey are very real and could profitably be
discussed in relation to any major survey that is carried out. But corresponding
advantages should not be forgotten. The survey method represents an attempt to
extend bases of comparison to wide sections of the population, and ‘therefore to
pose questions about variation in the human condition which requires some kind of
coherent explanation. The human condition is, in a sense, given priority and, within
the scope of a survey individuals are accorded approximately equal rights to
‘The survey method favours a society with a slow rate of change and little internal conflict,
highly individualistic, inner-directed and mobile, and with a high degree of correspondence
between thought, word and deed. Even within such a society, the survey method is more
applicable downwards than upwards, and for that reason better as an instrument of control of
underdogs than of topdogs’ - Galtung, J., Theory and Methods of Social Research, Allen &
Unwin, London, 1967.
1
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representation in the analysis and description of the results. Fundamentally, then, a
value is asserted. In exploring a problem and searching for an explanation for its
existence, the survey director is implicitly giving priority, even over organizations,
political power and process, to the human situations and predicaments of a crosssection of the population.

4
Inequality and Poverty, 1938-68

What changes had been taking place in living standards during the years preceding
the survey? The evidence suggests two general phases. While there is common
agreement about the first phase, there is considerable controversy about the second.
There was a levelling of standards during the war years of 1939-45, maintained by
the Labour government for at least the first few years after the war. Secondly, there
was some reversion to former inequalities, slow at first but probably quite fast by the
middle and late 1950s. In aggregate, the country was becoming more prosperous,
but certain minorities were losing ground and there was some evidence that poverty
(in the relative, structural, sense of that term) was growing. It is possible to go
further and suggest that by the mid 1960s a new, third, phase may have begun, but it
is as yet too soon to be sure. The increased emphasis on economic growth, and
therefore on rewards for certain professional, managerial and skilled manual groups,
at a time when there has been a disproportionately large increase of dependants in
the population, may have been strengthening the living standards of the former at the
expense of the latter. Part of additional resources becoming available has been taken
up by the expansion in professional and managerial numbers. However, these three
phases could still be regarded as short-run fluctuations within a more stable and
continuing inequality, determined by the elaborate interrelationship of social
institutions and values, which forms a dense and in many respects highly rigid and
impermeable network.
How far can these phases be properly defined and documented? This chapter
diverges from some previous attempts to trace the trends. It builds upon analyses of
trends in cash incomes, but it also uses the searching criticisms that have been made
of available statistics on cash incomes to prepare the ground for a more
comprehensive approach. That approach cannot be conclusive, for reasons which
will become obvious. I will attempt to trace the trends over the three decades up to
1968-9 in the distribution of resources in the United Kingdom. The term ‘resources’
is used deliberately to incorporate items which are usually excluded from the
definition of the concept of income. Five broad categories are identified: cash
income; capital assets; value of employment benefits in kind; value of public social
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services in kind; and ‘private’ income in kind. Special weight has to be attached to
the distribution of earnings, the occupation structure (particularly in relating the
retired and the unemployed to the employed population) and the effects upon the
distribution of both cash incomes and overall resources of taxation and fiscal
welfare. Trends in indices of poverty, nutrition and health must also be traced to
provide further confirmation of any changes that may be taking place in the structure
of living standards.
Personal Incomes: Before and After Tax
In the period immediately following the Second World War, the expansion of
employment of women as well as continuing high rates of employment of men, the
introduction of promised social reforms, and the maintenance, despite the budget of
1946, of high levels of taxation, led to the belief that Britain had abolished poverty
and created a much more equal society. The difference between rich and poor, it was
widely supposed, had been sharply reduced. Moreover, some interpretations of the
statistics suggested that ‘levelling’ was continuing into the 1950s. When the
evidence came to be weighed, this interpretation was first shown to be highly
questionable and then likely to be the reverse of the truth. If differences in living
standards and the prevalence of poverty are ever to be properly explained, then the
structure of and trends in living standards have to be carefully documented.
A lot of evidence about changes in living standards must be taken into the
reckoning. However, it is important at the outset to show that the way in which the
evidence can be related and combined is more a matter of judgement than an
automatic process of measurement. The series of conventional statistics on personal
incomes are deficient. Data about some components of income are better than
others. All along there has been a failure to call sufficient attention to the changing
importance of each of these components, to measure them and examine their
consistency. Too much reliance has been placed on trends as shown by general
income statistics. The influence of fiscal and social service policies has not been
adequately analysed or understood.
We will begin with a review of the general data on personal incomes, as conventionally defined, and then try to incorporate certain missing strands of information. In 1950 the Board of Inland Revenue stated that there had been ‘a very
considerable redistribution in incomes since pre-war’ and that this redistribution was
1
‘most marked in the case of net incomes after tax’. The distinction between preand post-tax incomes is, of course, most important. When inflation is allowed for,
the board’s Report reveals only a relatively small increase in pre-tax incomes in the
middle of the distribution. Any really substantial change between 1938 and 1950 is
attributable to higher taxation.
1

Board of Inland Revenue, 92nd Annual Report, Cmd 8052, HMSO, London, 1950, p. 86.
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Table 4.1. Percentages of allocated income received before and after tax by
specified , inter-percentile groups (Lydall).
Inter-percenBefore tax
tile group
1938 1949 1954 1957
Top 1% 16.2 11.2
9.3
8.0
2-5%
12.8
6-10%
9.0
11-20% 12.0

12.3
9.5
14.5

11.2
9.5
16.0

10.2
9.8
13.5

After tax
1938 1949 1954 1957
11.7
6.5
5.4
4.9
(12.7) (8.1) (7.1) (6.7)
12.4 10.8 10.0
9.1
9.5
9.6
9.7
9.5
12.8 12.8 16.8 14.5

SOURCE: Lydall, H. F., ‘The Long-Term Trend in the Size Distribution of Income’, Journal
of the Royal Statistical Society, Series A (General), 122, Part 1, 1959, pp. 14 and 31. The
figures in brackets represent Lydall’s adjustments to take account of some unallocated income,
such as employers’ superannuation and life-assurance contributions, other fringe benefits, and
income unreported to the tax authorities, but not social services and undistributed company
profits. Adjustments were estimated only for the top 1 per cent. The effects of indirect taxation
are not allowed for in these calculations.

Other studies have assessed the changes in more detail and have come to the same
conclusion, that is, between 1938 and the 1950s there was some levelling up of pre1
tax incomes accompanied by more progressive fiscal measures. A general ‘trend’
towards greater equality was postulated on the basis of piecemeal analyses and
inadequate statistics. For example, ‘A study of the period 1938-57 reveals a
continuous trend towards greater equality in the distribution of allocated personal
income ... For the future, unless there is a catastrophic slump, the trend towards
equality is likely to continue, though probably not as fast as in the past twenty
2
years? Tables 4.1 and 4.2 summarize the data presented by Lydall and Paish
3
respectively.
But since the hypothesis of decreasing inequality seemed in the mid 1950s to
run counter to other social developments, particularly the growing problems of
the dependency of the old, it invited closer inspection. Professor Richard Titmuss
1
Between 1938-9 and 1948-9, the aggregate net redistribution had increased from about 8.8
per cent of the national income to roughly 131 per cent - Cartter, A. M., The Redistribution of
Income in Post-War Britain, Yale University Press, 1955, p. 117. See also Seers, D., The
Levelling of Incomes Since 1938, Blackwell, Oxford, 1951.
2
Lydall, H. F., ‘The Long-Term Trend in the Size Distribution of Income’, Journal of the
Royal Statistical Society, Series A (General), 122, Part 1, 1959, p. 34. See also Paish, F. W.,
‘The Real Incidence of Personal Taxation’, Lloyds Bank Review, 43, 1957.
3
It must be noted that the numbers in the table presented by Paish remain the same in the two
years, even though there were about 1½ million more tax units in 1955 than in 1938. The
proportionate fall is therefore exaggerated.
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Table 4.2. Percentages of total personal income received before tax by different
income groups (Paish).
Group of income recipients
First 100,000
Second 100,000
Third 100,000
Fourth 100,000
Fifth 100,000
All first 500,000
Second 500,000
Second million
Third million
Fourth million
Fifth million
Second 5 million
Remainder
Total

1938
11.7
3.6
2.6
2.0
1.6
21.5
6.3
8.2
6.0
5.1
4.5
16.8
31.6
100

1959
5.3
2.4
1.8
1.5
1.3
12.3
5.1
7.8
6.4
5.7
5.3
22.6
34.8
100

SOURCE: Paish, F. W., ‘The Real Incidence of Personal Taxation’, Lloyds Bank Review, vol.
43, 1957.

examined the frailty of the statistics, and of the interpretations based upon them, in
1
detail. Recipients of income were, he pointed out, ill-defined. Individuals and
income units were mixed together. The increase between 1938 and 1955 in the
proportion of incomes in the middle range might be attributed to a decrease in
unemployment and an increase in early marriage coupled with more employment of
married women, many of whom were counted with their husbands in one tax unit.
The apparent levelling of pre-tax incomes might be attributed not just to a fall in
incomes from investment and rent but to the employment of tax-evasion techniques.
Thus a man might give away part of his capital to his heirs or dependants and by so
doing raise them up into the middle ranges of the distribution of income while
2
lowering his own apparent income.
The definition of income used by the Board of Inland Revenue was, he also
pointed out, limited. For example, the definition excluded important forms of capital
appreciation and benefits in kind from employers. These omissions had come to be
very important in the 1950s. By 1960 the incomes described by the Board of Inland
Revenue represented a smaller proportion of real personal resources than they had in
1

Titmuss, R. M., Income Distribution and Social Change, Allen & Unwin, London, 1962.
In 1961 The Economist concluded that this process must explain the relative fall in the investment incomes of the rich (14 January 1961, p. 112); quoted by Titmuss, Income Distribution
and Social Change, p. 75.
2
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the late 1930s. This is partly indicated by Lydall (see Table 4.1). It can be seen that
unallocated income increased both proportionately and absolutely between 1938 and
the 1950s (compare the figures in brackets for the top 1 per cent with the other
1
figures for their after-tax incomes).
Finally, the comparisons that were made involved certain groups in society and
not all. It is possible for changes to take place in the middle rather than at the
extremes of a distribution. Thus, Lydall reached his conclusions on the basis of
tables which covered the first, fifth, tenth, twentieth and fiftieth percentiles. When
pressed about the bottom 50 per cent, he said, ‘I accept this criticism in principle and
agree that much more thought is needed about this matter. But the real difficulty is
the lack of data on the lower incomes, especially for pre-war... The true situation can
only be revealed by means of sample surveys in which the lowest income groups are
2
covered equally with others.’ Similarly, it might be pointed out that the ‘remainder’
referred to in Table 4.2 (following Paish) in fact cover the bulk of the population.
There is the possibility therefore of there being a redistribution from the top to the
upper-middle rather than from the top to the bottom of the distribution of incomes.
In recent years, Atkinson has most clearly called attention to such differences in the
3
conceptualization of inequality.
But lack of good information about the low paid and others with low incomes
accounts only in part for the tendency to misinterpret the board’s incomes data. The
relative increase in managerial and professional occupations and the relative
decrease in semi-skilled and unskilled occupations, which has probably led to a
small shift in population between strata, particularly the middle strata, may have
4
been interpreted as a form of levelling’. In fact there have been such striking
changes in the occupational structure of the United Kingdom, particularly during the
period 1938-48, that related trends in the distribution of incomes must be described
with caution.
1

The Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth failed to note and
thoroughly discuss this point made earlier by Lydall. See Report No. 1, Initial Report on the
Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, 1975.
2
Lydall, ‘The Long-Term Trend in the Size Distribution of Income’, loc. cit., pp. 42 and 47.
Lydall was in fact aware that ‘scepticism has grown up about the reliability of the official figures
of allocated income as an indicator of the changes in the distribution of real income’. He
therefore attempted to adjust the figures given in Table 4.1 by estimating the extent to which
income recipients would have benefited from unallocated personal income, namely life
assurance and superannuation contributions paid by employers, investment income from life and
superannuation funds, interest on national savings, miscellaneous fringe benefits and income
unreported to the tax authorities. But adjustments were made only to the figures for the top 1 per
cent (shown in brackets in the table).
3
Atkinson, A. B., ‘On the Measurement of Inequality’, Journal of Economic Theory, vol. 2,
1970.
4
See also the discussion in Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest,
Bell, London, 1965, Chapter 1.
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Differential trends in some of the components of total income are another source
of confusion. One example will be given for purposes of illustration. Personal
property incomes increased in aggregate by less during the period 1938-50 than did
1
earned incomes. But in the 1950s they began to catch up, as Table 4.3 shows. Over
the period 1955-65, property incomes increased disproportionately to earned
incomes, and increased as a proportion of total incomes from 10.6 to 13.2 per cent.
Hughes estimated that if an allowance for the long-run accrual of capital gains to
property owners is added, the figures would be raised to around 20 per cent. ‘This
suggests that the wealthiest 1 per cent in Britain in the mid 1960s secured about 14
per cent of total personal incomes from work and property, and that the next
2
wealthiest 4 per cent took 12-13 per cent of the total.’ Hughes also points out that,
between 1957 and 1964, taxes on capital and on property income decreased as a
percentage of Gross National Product from a total of 11.7 per cent to 7.3 per cent,
3
while there was a net increase in regressive taxes estimated at 4 per cent of GNP.
Table 4.3. Personal property income and earned income (1955-65).
Index/£ mil.

1955 = 100

£ mil.

Year

1955
1960
1965
1955
1960
1965

Personal property
income (rents,
dividends and net
interest)
100
155
234
1,534
2,372
3,595

Earned income

100
133
184
12,905
17,168
23,736

SOURCE: National Income and Expenditure in 1968, Table II, p. 4.

We must conclude cautiously that the statistics for incomes in general for the
period 1938-50 and for the 1950s are insufficiently comprehensive to justify exact
specification of trends in distribution. Certainly the proportion of aggregate personal
cash income after tax received by the top 1 per cent diminished, and the proportion
received by the next 4 per cent seems also to have diminished between 1938 and
1949, but the proportion received by the next 15 per cent increased (see Table 4.1).
As Lydall himself showed, the decline in the income received by the top 1 per cent
1
See, for example, Seers, D., ‘Has the Distribution of Income Become More Unequal?’,
Bulletin of the Oxford University Institute of Statistics, February 1956.
2
Hughes, J., ‘The Increase in Inequality’, New Statesman, 8 November 1968, p. 820.
3
ibid., p. 821.
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was in fact smaller than the decline suggested by Board of Inland Revenue data because of the increasing importance of income, like employers’ superannuation
contributions and unassessed profits and investment income, which was not
allocated by the board. We can only conjecture to what extent this section of the
population also protected themselves from high rates of taxation during the
immediate post-war years, by spreading income over life and by converting certain
forms of income into assets.
Studies carried out subsequently, and which cover the 1960s, also contradict the
hypothesis that the trend is set towards greater equality. Some writers have argued
that the criticisms of the Board of Inland Revenue’s statistics of income distribution
by Titmuss and others do not totally invalidate comparisons over shorter periods
from the late 1940s or early 1950s onwards. Even allowing for the criticisms, the
general direction of trends as shown by the statistics over periods of, say, at least ten
1
years are thought to be reasonably reliable. R. J. Nicholson presented data for the
periods 1949-57 and 1957-67. As Table 4.4 shows, the proportion of income after
tax received by the top 10 per cent of income recipients appears to have decreased at
some stage during the period 1949-57, but, with minor fluctuations, the proportion
remained about the same in the subsequent ten years. The middle-income groups
gained, although not uniformly, during the two periods. But the incomes of the
bottom 30 per cent of income recipients appear to have diminished during both
periods. Nicholson concluded that the reduction in inequality of personal incomes
came to an end in the mid 1950s, and he accepted the possibility that if certain ‘tax
avoidance’ incomes and other claims on wealth outside personal income had
increased in the late 1950s and early 1960s, ‘the distribution of incomes on some
2
wider definition may have moved towards greater inequality’. Professional incomes
began to increase quickly, and rents, dividends and interest comprised the most
rapidly growing sector of personal income. Nicholson did not attempt to allocate
about 15 per cent of personal income represented by employers’ superannuation
contributions, other fringe benefits, unassessed profit and investment income,
particularly of professional persons and farmers, interest on national savings
certificates, post-war credits, unreported income and so on.
Lydall had already shown in his study that when allowance is made for these
forms of income, the share of the top income groups increases sharply. Moreover,
the share is larger still when capital gains are built into the picture. From information on asset holding, Prest and Stark estimated for 1959, ‘That when capital gains

1
Nicholson, R. J., ‘The Distribution of Personal Income’, Lloyds Bank Review, January 1967,
pp. 11-12. It is, of course, difficult, in the absence of information about capital gains, fringe
benefits and other types of income, to accept this proposition, since we do not know whether
they counterbalance any trend.
2
ibid., p. 18.
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Table 4.4. Percentages of income received after tax in 1949, 1957, 1963 and 1967
by different income groups (Nicholson).
Group of income
recipients
Top 1 %
2-5 %
6-10 %
11-40%
41-70%
Bottom 30 %
Total

1949

1957

1963

1967

6.4
11.3
9.4
37.0
21.3
14.6
100

5.0
9.9
9.1
38.5
24.0
13.4
100

52
10.5
9.5
39.5
23.5
11.8
100

4.9
9.9
9.5
39.2
24.5
12.0
100

SOURCE: Nicholson, R. J., ‘The Distribution of Personal Income’, Lloyds Bank Review,
January 1967, p. 16. I am grateful to the author for supplying further estimates for 1967. They
are based on data on personal incomes published annually in the National Income and Expenditure Blue Book, which have been converted by a method described in Nicholson, R. J.,
Economic Statistics and Economic Problems. McGraw-Hill, London, 1969, pp. 292-302. The
estimates must be interpreted with care, particularly for the earlier years, for the share of the
bottom 30 per cent is sensitive to the method of interpolation. Only 85 per cent of personal
income can be distributed by range.

are allowed for in addition to pre-tax income the share of the top 1 per cent of
incomes rises from 8 to 14 per cent and the share of the top 5 per cent from 20 to 27
1
per cent.
Thus, two general conclusions can be reached. One is that even if the limited CSO
data on incomes are accepted, the ‘trend towards equality’ applied only to the upper
half of incomes for 1949-57 as well as subsequent periods. As Atkinson, and before
2
him R. J. Nicholson, had emphasized, the poor and not only the rich lost ground.
The second conclusion is that if a wider definition of income is used, even the trends
in the upper half of the distribution become problematic. It is not just that the data
are deficient. The weighting of the five types of resource, some of which cannot
even be comprehensively measured, has been changing over time.
The Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth has also
reviewed trends for this period. In 1975 it called attention to the decline in the share
of income of the top 10 per cent between 1938 and the 1950s, and went on to say
that ‘in general changes in the distribution of income since 1959 have not been very
Prest, A. R., and Stark, T., ‘Some Aspects of Income Distribution in the UK since World
War II’, Manchester School, vol. 35, 1967. However, it should be noted that 1959 was characterized by large gains.
2
Nicholson, ‘The Distribution of Personal Income’; and Atkinson, A. B., ‘Poverty and
Income Inequality in Britain’, in Wedderbum, D. (ed.), Poverty, Inequality and Class Structure,
Cambridge University Press, 1974, p. 66.
1
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pronounced, but there has been a continuing decline in the share of the top 5 per cent
1
... accounted for largely by the drop in the share of the top 1 per cent’. The figures
they gave for 1938-72 showed a slight fall in the percentage share of the bottom 30
per cent both before and after tax in the 1960s, compared with both 1938 and 1949,
but a recovery by 1972-3. At the beginning and end of a thirty-four year period (to
1972-3), the official figures show no change in the percentage share of the bottom
2
30 per cent.
While the Royal Commission concluded that since the end of the 1950s there had
been a ‘continuing decline’ in the share of the top 5 per cent (principally accounted
for by the top 1 per cent), two aspects of their own analysis threw this conclusion
into doubt. First of all, they conceded many of the criticisms about the deficiencies
3
of the data made by Titmuss, Atkinson and others, which are discussed elsewhere
4
in this report. These consist of deficiencies in the statistics of income distribution as
such and lack of information on resources derived from fringe benefits, capital gains
and social services in kind. ‘The coverage of official information on both the value
of fringe and non-monetary benefits and their distribution among individuals is less
5
than adequate for our purposes.’ In a later report, when discussing top employment
incomes, the commission did not discuss the possible effect on income distribution
of trends in the distribution of such benefits, although they did incorporate an
6
appendix on fringe benefits.
Secondly, the Royal Commission did not comment on the fact that the series on
income distribution which was an alternative to the series adapted by the Central
Statistical Office from the Inland Revenue’s Survey of Personal Incomes, namely
the series derived from the annual Family Expenditure Survey, did not bear out the
conclusion that there had been a continuing decline in the 1960s in the percentage
share of top-ranking incomes. Thus, a table in an appendix shows that the top 10 per
cent had 23.5 per cent of net income in 1961, 24.7 per cent in 1968, and 23.7 per
cent in 1973. There are slight variations from year to year, as one would expect from
7
a sample survey, but no evidence of a trend in either direction. In Table 4.5, with
the help of the commission’s staff, I have compared the top 1 per cent, next 4 per

1
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Re port No. 1, Initial Report
on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 156.
2
ibid., p. 36.
3
ibid. See, for example, pp. 37-8,44,127,132 and 159.
4
In particular, Chapters 5 (p. 184) and 26 (p. 911).
5
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, p. 159.
6
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 3, Higher Incomes
from Employment, Cmnd 6383, HMSO, London, 1976, Appendix H, Details of Particular
Fringe Benefits’.
7
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, p. 213.
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Table 4.5. Distribution of personal income (United Kingdom): two sources compared.
Quantile
group

Percentage share of income after income tax
A

(tax units; I R Survey of Personal Incomes supplemented by
other data by the Central Statistical Office)
1949

1959

1964

Top 1%
2-5 %
6-10 %

6.4
11.3
9.4

5.3
10.5
9.4

5.3
10.7
9.9

4.9
9.9
9.5

4.4
9.8
9.4

Top 10 %

27.1

25.2

25.9

24.3

23.6

B

1967

1972/3

Percentage share of net income
(households; CSO, based on Family Expenditure Survey)
1961

1965

1968

1971

1972

1973

Top 1 %
2-5 %
6-10 %

4.4
9.9
9.2

4.8
9.5
9.1

5.9
9.7
9.1

4.4
9.9
9.6

3.8
9.6
9.3

4.4
10.0
9.5

Top 10%

23.5

23.4

24.7

23.9

22.7

23.9

C

Percentage share of final income
(households; CSO, based on Family Expenditure Survey)

Top 1%
2-5 %
6-10 %
Top 10 %

1961

1965

1968

1971

1972

1973

4.6
9.8
9.3

4.5
9.6
9.2

4.2
9.8
9.4

4.2
9.8
9.4

3.8
9.7
9.5

4.2
9.8
9.4

23.7

23.3

23.4

23.4

23.0

23.4

NOTE: The estimates shown in B and C were generously provided by the staff of the Royal
Commission (in a personal communication) to supplement Tables G.13 and G.15 in the first
interim Report (of the Royal Commission), which gave estimates only for the top 10 per cent,
next 10 per cent and so on. The estimates depend on extrapolation using the top two ranges in
the FES range tables and, since the highest earnings groups also tend to be represented
erratically in the FES, have to be treated with caution. Net income is defined as income after
direct taxes and the receipt of cash benefits, and final income relates to the distribution after the
allocation of all taxes, both direct and indirect, and certain benefits both in cash and kind which
can be allocated to specific households.
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cent and next 5 per cent on the two series. Estimates of ‘final’ income from the FES,
which takes account of indirect as well as direct taxes and a limited measure of
1
fringe benefits, are also given. Certain reservations must be borne in mind. The
FES estimates for the top 10 per cent are more reliable than for the top 5 per cent,
and the figures for the top 1 per cent are distinctly hazardous.
Survey Data on Personal Income
The annual Family Expenditure Survey represents an important alternative source of
information about overall trends in income distribution. For many years, data about
incomes have been collected and analysed to show the burden of taxation upon, and
the money value of the social services to, different income groups and types of
2
household. When allowance is made for minor fluctuations which may be largely
attributable to sampling error, the incomes structure is represented as remarkably
stable. Table 4.6 brings out three conclusions which can be drawn from the data for
the period 1961-9: (a) except for the lagging of households with one child and the
faster growth of households with three adults and two children, the ‘final’ incomes
of different types of family have been rising at roughly similar rates during the
decade; (b) as a result, the levels of income of different types of family remain in
roughly the same relationship as they were in 1961 (the family with three children,
for example, having 150 per cent more income than the one-person household after
paying all taxes and receiving all benefits, compared with 148 per cent eight years
previously); and (c) among the families within each type, there has been no
pronounced change in the dispersion of incomes, the poorest 20 per cent being in
1969 at about the same and if anything a little below the level of income reached in
relation to the median income in 1961. There is no evidence of a trend towards
equality at low levels of living, but if anything a faint reverse trend. Compared with
a very slight improvement in the incomes of the poorest couples with two children,
there has been a slight deterioration in the incomes of the poorest couples with one
child and four or more children and of households comprising three adults and one
child and three adults and two children. The figures dip for seven out of ten
categories, and although the fluctuations due to sampling must be remembered, the
trends were broadly the same in 1968. These results allow for indirect as well as
3
direct taxes.
1

Covering the value of meals vouchers, meal subsidies, food and other goods in kind, like
concessionary coal for miners.
2
See Nicholson, J. L., Redistribution of Income in the United Kingdom in 1959, 1957 and
1953, Bowes & Bowes, Cambridge, 1965; Economic Trends, esp. February 1970 and February
1971.
3
For further discussion, see Townsend, P., Sociology and Social Policy, Allen Lane, London,
1975, Chapter 24. Some commentators have taken the view that there was a shift towards greater
equality during 1964-70. See Stewart, M., ‘The Distribution of Income’, in Beckerman, W. (ed.),
The Labour Government’s Economic Record 1964-70, Duckworth, London, 1972, and a review
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Table 4.6. Income after all taxes and benefits of different types of household 1961,
1965 and 1968 (CSO Family Expenditure Survey).
Type of household

1 adult (excl.
pensioners)
2 adults (excl.
pensioners)
2 adults, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 children
3 adults
3 adults, 1 child
2 children
4 adults
All households

As % of average
income in 1961
for each type
1961 1965 1969
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

131

160

120 153
124 147
120 158
126 162
121 158
121 156
118 148
135 170
121 155
(123)a (156)a

As % of income
Lowest quintile as
received by one
% of median
adult
1961 1965 1969 1961 1965 1960
100

100

100

70

72

71

181
206
230
248
276
255
291
294
333
208

167
194
210
238
254
235
261
303
306
192

173
189
227
250
271
249
270
311
322
196

70
74
73
78
86
74
80
80
81
56

72
75
75
73
77
75
76
76
78
55

69
73
76
78
79
73
79
77
78
54

NOTES: aEstimated to maintain 1961 distribution by size of households.
b

The figures published in Table 4, Economic Trends, February 1971, have been adjusted
slightly to conform with income as defined for 1961 and 1965.
SOURCE: Based on Economic Trends, February 1970, Tables 2 and 5, and February 1971
Tables 4 and 5. Further information provided by the Central Statistical Office.

The trends have been reviewed by Semple, who was concerned to trace the effect
of changes in household composition. For the period 1961-73 he concluded that
there was ‘relative stability of the income distribution both before, and after,
standardization for household composition ... The apparent slight increase in
equality, more evident in the highest quintile relative to the median, is virtually
1
eliminated after household composition standardization’ (my emphasis). I have
referred to Semple’s analysis in the concluding chapter (p. 910) because of its relevance to what has been happening in the mid and late 1970s. However, one graph
shows that between 1961 and 1969 the relative distance from the median of the
highest and lowest quintiles increased very slightly. While the highest quintile reby the author of this paper in the Listener, 27 April 1972, and the subsequent sharp
correspondence.
1
Semple, M., ‘The Effect of Changes in Household Composition on the Distribution of
Income 1961-73’, Economic Trends, December 1975, p. 102.
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mained about constant, the lowest quintile diminished marginally.
The FES data are based on a definition of ‘final’ income which approaches a
broad conception of resources. But there are a number of limitations in the definition
which may have the effect of underestimating inequality. Although a more
comprehensive concept of income has been developed, the process whereby the
value of benefits is allocated is still rough and ready. For example, health service
benefits are averaged very crudely. The value of some social services to middle- and
upper-income groups may also be underestimated. The costs of secondary education
are averaged for all families with a child attending a secondary school, although
children of middle-class parents are more likely than other children to be attending
the costlier grammar schools. Again, improvement grants and the full value to the
owner-occupier of tax relief on payments of interest on mortgages are not allocated.
Incomes Policy
The trends which I have sought to describe have been determined by an admixture
of policies. One of these policies has been incomes policy. I shall discuss this policy
first because the chief component of pre-tax income is earned income and the state’s
and other organizations’ incomes policies therefore determine a predominant part of
the distribution of income. But a distinction needs to be made between the incomes
policies which successive governments have widely publicized and negotiated and
those which the government and non-government organizations have practised.
During the period under review, incomes policy as promulgated by the government
was a curiously incomplete policy and it was not expressed in the context of a
1
comprehensive statistical picture of earnings. Throughout the three decades no
attempt was made to relate salaries and wages to common criteria or principles, and
differences in remunerating manual and non-manual work remained very unclear. In
1948, the government said that traditional differentials might be based on outdated
and undesirable criteria and that the appropriate criterion was the efficient
2
distribution of labour. No attempt was made to develop criteria of just reward.
Instead, comparisons were made with neighbouring professions and occupations.
The Royal Commission on the remuneration of doctors, for example, took account
3
of the pay of accountants, lawyers and university teachers. The Willink
Commission compared the pay of policemen with the wages of skilled manual
4
workers.
None of this is very surprising. Wage bargaining is a social and political as well as
1
As Barbara Wootton has said, during the 1960s both the Conservative and Labour
governments presented ‘a façade of comprehensiveness’ - Wootton, B., Incomes Policy: An
Inquest and a Proposal, Davis-Poynter, London, 1974, p. 35.
2
Statement on Personal Incomes, Costs and Prices. Cmnd 7321, HMSO, London, 1948.
3
Report of the Royal Commission on Doctors’ and Dentists’ Remuneration, 1957-1960,
Cmnd 939, HMSO, London, 1960.
4
Report of the Royal Commission on the Police, Cmnd 1222, HMSO, London, 1960.
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an economic process, as Barbara Wootton has argued powerfully. Wages are
regarded not just as cash to be spent, but as symbolic evaluation of the social worth
of a role. Any attempt to change the level of one occupation relative to others has
not only to be fought with an alternative reward system in mind, but tends very
quickly to be converted into a wholesale political struggle against those interests
representing the entire existing hierarchy of rewards. The creation of a clear
statistical picture of earnings is fraught with political implications and tends to have
been avoided by the government, and despite the introduction in recent years of an
annual earnings survey, this can still be asserted. For example, the full value of
fringe benefits is not added to earnings, and earnings are not standardized to take
account of unsocial hours of work and risk of redundancy or unemployment.
Thus Royal Commissions have been shy of questioning the social justice of the
present distribution of income. For example, the Royal Commission on Doctors’ and
Dentists’ Remuneration made clear at the start of their report that their task was big
2
enough without evaluating the entire occupational reward structure. They contented
themselves with comparing the rewards, career patterns and special problems of a
chosen group of professions, explicitly linking the public medical sector with the
operations of the private market. They justified this on grounds that the public
services had to compete with the private market for scarce resources of skilled
manpower. Perhaps the major function of such Royal Commissions is to alleviate
the strains caused by the relatively inflexible mechanisms of public-sector wages
policy in face of competition from the private sector. Certainly they operate more to
prepare public opinion for the awkward necessity of paying out additional sums to
preserve the existing reward system, rather than to appraise that system from an
3
olympian position of detachment.
Nor was a broader incomes policy framework provided directly by the government
or indirectly through the ill-fated National Board for Prices and Incomes. Although
the board was concerned with the full range of incomes from work, it was
empowered only to restrict claims for higher wages that had been referred to it. In
doing so, it was able in principle to recommend preferential treatment for some
employed groups. The government had made gestures in the direction of the low
paid. A White Paper of 1965 had already allowed exceptional increases in pay
‘where there is general recognition that existing wage and salary levels are too low
4
to maintain a reasonable standard of living’. Eighteen months later, another White
1

Wootton, B. , The Social Foundations of Wages Policy, Allen & Unwin, London, 1955.
Report of the Royal Commission on Doctors’ and Dentists’ Remuneration, p. 1.
3
It is difficult to take any other interpretation of the Report of the Pilkington Commission and
the consequent reports of the review body on remuneration (the Kindersley Committee). See
also the account for example by Forsyth, G., Doctors and State Medicine: A Study of the British
Health Service, Pitman, London, 1966, Chapter 3.
4
Prices and Incomes Policy, Cmnd 2639, HMSO, London, 1965.
2
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Paper stated that ‘Improvement of the standard of living of the worst off members of
the community is a primary social objective ... However, it will be necessary to
ensure that any pay increases justified on this ground are genuinely confined to the
1
lowest paid and not passed on to other workers? In 1968, when increases of pay
were restricted by the government to a ceiling of 3.5 per cent, the government stated
that those whose earnings were too low to maintain a reasonable standard of living’
would be given priority over other workers in being considered for such increases.
The government was also prepared to concede a larger increase for the lowest paid
2
in exceptional cases. But such statements have always been worded in the most
general terms and the government did not work out any viable policy for the low
paid. When it invited the National Board for Prices and Incomes to advise how the
criterion of low pay would be applied in practice, the board avoided any
commitment to a specific amount for fear of precipitating many embarrassing
claims. Instead, the pay of certain groups was shown to be low by comparison with
3
similar groups in the same or roughly similar industries.
Admittedly the board did allow wage increases considerably in excess of the 3 to
3.5 per cent norm in 1965 for adult nurses and midwives (up to 12.5 per cent), postal
workers (about 13 per cent) and gas workers, road-haulage workers, prison and tax
officers. Mr George Brown, citing the Priestly principle of fair comparisons for the
Civil Service, said that the increase for postal workers was a ‘catching-up’ exercise
and that there was no solution to be found by ‘returning to the policy of penalizing
the lower paid and weaker group of public servants’. But the problems of the pay
structure were not considered as a whole and the government made no effort to deal
with claims even in the public services, unless they were politically inescapable and
urgent. Thus, in 1969, about a quarter of all male manual workers earning less than
£15 per week were employed by local or central government, including the health
4
and education services.
The board was hampered by lack of information about low pay and discrepancies
between wage rates (which may be fixed by Wages Councils) and earnings. Wages
Councils are empowered only to raise the minimum rates and have no control over
earnings. When examining the retail drapery trade, the National Board of Prices and
Incomes found that the lowest paid were on rates tied to the statutory minimum
fixed by the Wages Council. The board felt that the best solution was to raise the
statutory minimum, so ensuring that workers with the lowest earnings would receive

1
Prices and Incomes Standstill: Period of Severe Restraint, Cmnd 3150, HMSO, London,
November 1966.
2
Productivity, Prices and Incomes Policy in 1968 and 1969, Cmnd 3590, HMSO, London,
1968.
3
The board made recommendations for increases for the low paid, and not always for others
as well, in, for example, Reports 25, 27, 29, 40, 48, 49 and 63.
4
For example, Employment and Productivity Gazette, June 1969, p. 518.
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most. But action generally to raise basic rates was believed to be inflationary, and
inequitable. An inter-departmental committee studying the prospects of a minimum
wage argued that an earnings-based minimum was better than a wage tied to basic
rates. If the minimum were related to the basic rate it would have a very unequal,
and indeed inequitable, result. It would, in fact, benefit many workers whose basic
rates are low, possibly simply for historical reasons, but whose actual remuneration
2
is high’.
By December 1969, the government was beginning to recognize that the inclusion
of general expressions of good intent about the low paid in its policy statements was
not having tangible results. A White Paper admitted that, ‘One of the weaknesses of
the system of free collective bargaining has been its inability to solve the problem of
the low-paid.’ Among the public, low earning was increasingly regarded as
3
inequitable, and as contributing to the perpetuation of poverty. In March 1970, the
board was commissioned by the government to study three low-paid industries and
comment more generally on the problems of low pay. Its work was hastened after
the fall of the government in June 1970, and its reports were published just before
4
the board was finally wound up in the spring of 1971. A useful range of secondary
information was assembled in the general report, the results of a social survey
contributed to knowledge about the low paid, but little progress was made towards
spelling out a general policy. Low pay was defined very weakly as the levels below
which the earnings of a tenth of all men and all women in full-time manual work
5
were distributed. This ruled out any clarification of a national objective, progress
towards which might be measured from year to year. The possibilities of
strengthening Wages Councils, and gradually developing a phased programme
leading to the introduction of a minimum earnings level, were not explored. The role
1

Report No. 27, Pay of Workers in the Retail Drapery, Outfitting and Footwear Trades, Cmnd
3224, HMSO, London, March 1967.
2
Department of Employment and Productivity, A National Minimum Wage: An Enquiry,
HMSO, London, 1969, p.28.
3
Productivity, Prices and Incomes Policy After 1969, Cmnd 4237, HMSO, London,
December 1969.
4
See Report No. 166, The Pay and Conditions of Service of Ancillary Workers in the
National Health Service, Cmnd 4644, HMSO, London, April 1971; Report No. 167, The Pay
and Conditions of Service of Workers in the Laundry and Dry Cleaning Industry, Cmnd 4647,
HMSO, London, April 1971 ; Report No. 168, Pay and Conditions in the Contract Cleaning
Trade, Cmnd 4637, HMSO, London, April 1971; Report No. 169, General Problems of Low
Pay, Cmnd 4648, HMSO, London, April 1971.
5
The possibility that low pay might be defined as earnings below a fixed percentage is mentioned in paragraph 12 of the General Report, but then discussed in relation to supplementary
benefit rates for a family with two children. The possibility of taking, say, 75 per cent of median
or mean earnings for men in full-time work (counting salary earners as well as wage-earners) as
a definition of low pay was nowhere discussed. Yet the advantage of some such definition in
providing a criterion by which to measure progress from year to year, and also allow for the
change taking place in the proportion of salaries to wage-earning employees, is very clear.
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of a minimum wage in countries which were stated to have a more equal wage
structure was not investigated. The question of supplementing earnings by means of
a graduated disability pension was not considered.
None of this would be easy to understand without appreciating that the primary
aim of prices and incomes policies has been to regulate aggregate demand in order
to contain inflation. Policies have been developed, often in a great hurry, simply in
1
order to freeze wages - and more particularly wages than salaries also. All along,
problems of equity and low pay have been of secondary importance and tend to have
been given very little prominence by the government and even, as an inevitable
consequence, by the board itself. In practice, the board emphasized its economic
2
function at the expense of any social function that might have been attributed to it.
The possibilities of linking wage increases to productivity have perhaps been
exaggerated over the necessary task of evaluating qualitative improvements in
working performance and finding social and economic criteria for existing
differentials in reward. To sum up, too much was expected of the National Board for
Prices and Incomes. It began to contribute to a more rational discussion of incomes
differentials, but (a) it was a regulatory body only, and had no authority to initiate
changes in the wage system; (b) it followed government directives by construing its
task as primarily one of controlling inflation, rather than dealing effectively with
low pay and inequality; and (c) it was hampered in its understanding of the problems
and its capacity to provide solutions by lack of information about low pay and the
complexity of the wages system. In so far as Britain can be said to have an incomes
policy at all, it has to be recognized, like that embodied in the National Incomes
Commission and the earlier attempts to restrain wages in 1936 and 1948, as
essentially a negative policy - as an attempt to regulate market processes when these
are felt to be incompatible with other national goals. It remains to be seen whether
the incomes policies of the mid 1970s have had any lasting effect in improving the
relative position of the low paid and reducing income inequality. But for the kind of
reasons given, the policies of the 1960s did not have that result, as we shall now see.

1
The failure to develop a long-term policy, and one which pays at least some heed to social
objectives, is reviewed by Balogh, T., Labour and Inflation, Fabian Tract No. 403, Fabian
Society, London, October 1970.
2
Britain is not the only country to have limited incomes policy largely to the problems of
inflation. Most countries have not attempted to question or tamper with incomes differentials,
and most studies of incomes policies have shied away from problems of poverty and equity,
even when recognizing that they are fundamental. ‘In concentrating on possible inflationary
aspects the present study covers of course but a small - and by no means the most important-area
of income formation and distribution. Questions of equity, of improving economic opportunity,
and of tackling extreme poverty are more basic and important .. . These questions however are
not the subject of this study ...’ - Turner, H. A., and Zoeteweij, H., Prices, Wages and Incomes
Policies in Industrialized Market Economies, International Labour Office, Geneva, 1966, p. 1.
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Earnings
Part of the problem of the ineffectiveness of incomes policy was a dearth of the
information which would have allowed that policy to be formulated more exactly.
Apart from the Board of Inland Revenue’s annual returns and the limited surveys of
the Family Expenditure Survey, there was not much detailed information about the
distribution of earnings of manual workers until the Ministry of Labour carried out a
1
special survey in 1960. Derek Robinson, a former statistical adviser to the National
Board for Prices and Incomes, suggested how the survey could be put into a form
2
which allowed it to be brought up to date. But the survey itself did not cover some
employing establishments and did not give precise enough information about
occupations and all ranges of earnings. A survey carried out in 1968 at last provided
3
a good base of information about the earnings structure, and since then the New
Earnings Survey has begun to provide evidence of trends.
There are various ways in which changes in the earnings structure might affect the
overall distribution of real personal resources. First, it may be argued that some
process internal to the labour market itself is leading to a more equal distribution of
wages and salaries. Differentials can be examined in broad terms of class, categories
of skill and occupation. One of the problems, however, in tracing the relative levels
of wages and salaries over the three decades is that the difference between them has
become less clear-cut. Until 1944, the two were treated differently for purposes of
income tax and unemployment insurance, but not thereafter. Some groups of manual
workers have come to be paid other than weekly. Moreover it is becoming rather
difficult to distinguish ‘manual’ and ‘non-manual’ among the semi-skilled and
routine occupations produced by computer technology for example. Ideally we need
to trace the dispersion of earnings within the major categories of occupations and as
between men and women, and then attempt to construct the changes that have been
taking place over time.
Between 1938 and 1950, differentials between wage and salary earners seemed to
be narrowing. Most of the improvement in the position of wage earners occurred in
the war. According to Seers, average wages more than doubled but average salaries
4
increased by only 72 per cent between 1938 and 1949.
For the 1950s and 1960s, on the other hand, there is no marked change in relativity
between wages and salaries. Wages rose sharply as a percentage of gross national
product in 1954, but otherwise the share of wages remained fairly constant
throughout this period. The index of average salary earnings maintained by the
1

Ministry of Labour Gazette, April 1961 and June 1961.
Robinson, D., ‘Low Paid Workers and Incomes Policy’, Bulletin of the Oxford University
Institute of Economics and Statistics, vol. 29, February 1967.
3
Department of Employment and Productivity, New Earnings Survey, 1968, HMSO, London,
1970.
4
Seers, D., The Levelling of Incomes Since 1938, Blackwell, Oxford, 1957.
2
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Department of Employment and Productivity had increased from 100 in 1955 to
133.4 in 1960, compared with 130.1 for average weekly earnings of manual
workers. During the early and mid 1960s, salaries maintained a slight lead over
wages, but by 1968 both were in about the same relationship again as in 1955. The
1
index for salaries was then 206.9, compared with 208.1 for weekly wage earnings.
When the two phases are placed in longer perspective, there is little evidence of
structural change. After a detailed study of occupational and pay structure between
1906 and 1960, Guy Routh concluded that ‘the most impressive finding was the
rigidity of the inter-class and inter-occupational relationships ... According to our
calculations the average for semi-skilled men was 86 per cent of the all-class
2
average in 1913 and 85 per cent in 1960.’ The earnings of skilled and unskilled
groups had also remained relatively stable. However, professional and clerical
groups had lost ground and managerial groups gained slightly.
In the 1960 survey, information was collected only about the numbers of employees with earnings in specified ranges and not about either hours or occupations.
The annual Family Expenditure Survey provided general data, but was not based on
a sample of a size sufficient to provide detailed analyses. Between September 1968
and March 1969, the Department of Employment and Productivity therefore
conducted a survey of the earnings of employees throughout Britain. Forms were
completed for about 84,000 individual employees from a sample of 92,500 selected
by means of national insurance numbers. In the autumn of 1968, average weekly
earnings were £23 for male manual workers aged 21 and over and were just under
£30 for non-manual workers. In comparison with these figures, 9.4 per cent of the
manual and 4.6 per cent of the non-manual workers in the sample were earning less
than £15 per week, corresponding with roughly 0.7 million and 0.2 million men
respectively in the population as a whole. Table 4.7 sets out some selected results.
The median earnings of non-manual workers were about 24 per cent higher than of
manual workers in 1968, but there were wide variations in both categories in the
percentage of men in different occupations earning much less than the median. For
example, in the manual category, 62 per cent of farmworkers earned less than £17,
although the figure for all manual workers was 18 per cent. In the non-manual
category, very few general managers earned as little as this, but as many as 45 per
cent of routine clerks did so compared with the figure of 10 per cent for all nonmanual employees. Indeed, the disproportionate growth in the number of office
clerks (with relatively low earnings) among the total of non-manual employees may,
in fact, have concealed a disproportionate rise in the earnings of other non-manual
employees.

1

Employment and Productivity Gazette, June 1969, Table 129.
Routh, G., Occupation and Pay in Great Britain 1906-60, Cambridge University Press,
1965, p. x.
2
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Table 4.7. Percentages of men aged 21 and over with different earnings (and their
median earnings).
Characteristics

All men
Manual
Non-manual
Manual aged

21-4
30-39
60-64
65 and over
Non-manual aged 21-4
30-39
60-64
65 and over
Selected occupations
Farmworker
Coalminer (surface)
Coalminer (underground)
Shop salesman, assistant
Painter/decorator
Electrician (maintenance)
Office clerk (considerable
responsibility)
Office clerk (routine)
General manager
Earnings subject to national
agreement in the public sector
Manual
Local authority (England and
Wales)
Government industrial
establishments
Health services ancillary staff
Police
Non-manual
Civil service - clerical
Civil service - executive
Primary and secondary
school teachers

Less
than
£15
8
9
5
12
5
18
37
20
1
5
20

Less
than
£17
16
18
10
24
11
32
52
36
3
13
31

More
than
£30
25
17
42
10
23
8
6
5
52
40
26

More
than
£40
8
3
19
2
5
1
1
1
21
20
15

Median
earnings
£
23.6
22.4
27.8
20.3
24.1
19.6
16.6
18.7
30.5
26.4
21.2

39
29
8
30
2
1

62
46
15
46
13
5

1
3
15
4
10
30

0
0
3
1
2
7

15.9
17.5
24.4
17.0
21.7
25.5

3
21
2

6
45
3

28
3
82

5
0
67

25.9
17.4
52.8

33

54

3

0

16.6

24
29
0

40
46
2

7
4
27

1
1
5

18.2
17.4
25.3

13
0

28
1

3
60

0
26

20.6
32.9

0

5

60

14

32.2

SOURCE: ‘Results of a New Survey of Earnings in September 1968’, Employment and Productivity Gazette, May 1969 and June 1969.
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The table shows marked variations with age. High proportions of young and of
elderly employees were low paid. However, the earnings of manual employees in
their early twenties were higher relative to men in their thirties, than those of
employees in the non-manual category. The variations by age-group apply to the
employed population at a particular time and it would be wrong to infer too much
from the table about the changes in earnings that individuals experience over a
working lifetime. There are skilled manual workers who may be obliged to work
less overtime when they get older or to take less skilled jobs. Some may even cross
the manual/non-manual boundary and enter low-paid clerical occupations. There are
non-manual employees who improve their earnings steadily by promotion and
through increments of salary up to the sixties, but there are others who languish in
an occupational backwater or who are obliged to retire early from one job and take
another which is much less well paid. Little is so far known about profiles of earning
experience, and yet they are highly relevant to any understanding of the problems of
poverty.
One further fact brought out by the table is the large proportions of certain types of
employee in the public sector who are low paid. Nearly a quarter of all manual
workers whose earnings are covered by national agreements in the public sector
were earning less than £17 in 1968. Not all occupations in the public sector are low
paid, as illustrated in the table by police and school teachers.
Table 4.8 provides corresponding data for women. Earnings were about half those
of men and the differential between manual and non-manual workers was more
marked. The median earnings of non-manual employees were 31 per cent higher
than those of manual employees (and were 47 per cent higher among those aged 3039). To a large extent, this wider differential is explained by the fact that certain
non-manual occupations in the public sector, such as clerical work and teaching,
attract levels of pay not far short of those of men, while this is not true of manual
occupations in either the public or private sectors (compare, for example, the median
earnings in Tables 4.7 and 4.8 of local-authority manual workers, National Health
Service ancillary staff and shop assistants). Again, some very low-paid manual
occupations, such as that of kitchen hands, tend to be filled only or predominantly
by women.
Variations in earnings according to age were less marked among women than
among men. The median earnings of different age-groups and the distribution of
earnings within these groups do not vary much at least for the age-groups between
30 and 60.
Table 4.9 shows the distribution of earnings for men and women, and for manual
and non-manual employees. The dispersion of earnings among manual workers and
among non-manual workers is broadly the same for each sex, but in each case the
non-manual dispersion is wider than the manual. The 10 per cent in each category
who receive the highest earnings in fact earn more than twice as much, and in the
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Table 4.8. Percentages of women aged 18 and over with different earnings (and
median earnings).
Characteristics

All women
Manual
Non-manual
Manual
Aged
21-4
30-39
60-64
65 and over
Non-manual
Aged
21-4
30-39
60-64
65 and over
Selected occupations
Kitchen hand
Shop saleswoman, assistant
Office clerk (considerable
responsibility)
Office clerk (routine)
Nurse, midwife, etc.
Earnings subject to national
agreement in the public sector
Manual
Local authority (England
and Wales)
Health Services ancillary
staff
Non-manual
Civil service clerical
Primary and secondary
school teachers
SOURCE: As for Table 4.7.

Less
than
£8
7
12
4

Less
than
£10
25
39
15

More More
than than
£15 £20
32
13
14
3
4
19

Median
earnings
£
12.5
10.8
14.1

7
12
19
16

33
39
51
51

15
17
13
11

3
4
3
2

11.2
10.9
10.0
9.9

1
2
2
9

8
7
7
21

34
58
64
48

5
28
39
21

13.5
16.0
17.2
14.9

40
20

77
68

2
6

0
1

8.3
9.1

1
5
13

4
25
25

63
21
41

35
1
19

16.8
11.8
13.8

29

66

5

1

9.0

3

28

8

1

11.1

0

5

59

20

15.8

1

1

96

68

25.3
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Table 4.9. Earnings of full-time adult employees at different points relative to the
medians (1968)
Full-time
employees

Quantiles as a % of the median

Lowest
decile
Men
Manual
Non-manual
All
Women
Manual
Non-manual
All

Median
earnings
£

Lower
quartile

Upper Highest
quartile decile

67.3
61.2
65.7

81.0
75.9
80.0

122.3
131.1
126.7

147.8
178.5
161.4

22.4
27.8
23.6

71.1
65.4
67.0

83.4
78.8
80.0

121.1
129.3
129.7

148.4
175.5
171.2

10.8
14.1
12.5

SOURCE: Results of a New Survey of Earnings in September 1968’, Employment and Productivity Gazette, May 1969, p. 413.

case of non-manual employees nearly three times as much, as the 10 per cent with
lowest earnings.
Comparative information about the earnings structures of other countries is scarce.
The chief contribution is that of Lydall. His data for both the upper deciles and
lower quartiles show that among male employees the distribution of earnings is less
unequal in New Zealand and Australia than in the United Kingdom. Germany has a
more equal distribution among male manual employees than the United Kingdom,
1
while Sweden is roughly similar. In general, inequalities are largest in countries
with high proportions of their labour forces in agriculture. In Britain, an interdepartmental working party of government officials made a study of a national
minimum wage, and although a summary of the minimum-wage legislation of
France, the Netherlands, Canada and the United States was included, and references
were made to wage regulations and negotiations in Australia, West Germany, Italy,
Denmark, Norway and Sweden, no attempt was made to establish whether the low
paid in Britain were relatively worse paid than their contemporaries, or whether the
higher relative earnings of the lowest decile of manual employees in countries such
2
as Australia and New Zealand were due to minimum-wage legislation. The
National Board for Prices and Incomes refrained from discussing the possible link,
even though it pointed out both the more egalitarian distribution of earnings in these
1

See Lydall, H., The Structure of Earnings, Oxford University Press, 1968.
Department of Employment and Productivity, A National Minimum Wage: An Inquiry,
HMSO, London, 1969 (see esp. pp. 55-65).
2
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1

two countries, and the fact that there was minimum-wage legislation.
What changes have been taking place in the UK structure of earnings? For a
lengthy span the only useful information that exists is for manual workers. Various
writers have called attention to the similarities between the distributions found in the
2
four Board of Trade and Ministry of Labour surveys of 1886, 1906, 1938 and 1960.
Table 4.10 adds data from the 1968 and 1970 surveys of the Department of
Employment and Productivity. While some care has to be exercised in interpreting
figures from surveys which have differed in certain respects in method and scope the
chief conclusion that must be drawn from Table 4.10 is of the remarkable stability in
3
the overall dispersion of earnings of male manual workers. This stability has been
Table 4.10. Earnings of full-time adult male manual workers, relative to the median
(1886-1970).
Date

1886
1906
1938
1960
1968
1970

Median £

1.21
1.47
3.40
14.17
22.40
25.60

Quantiles as a % of the median
Lowest
Lower
Upper
decile
quartile
quartile
68.6
82.8
121.7
66.5
79.5
126.7
67.7
82.1
118.5
70.6
82.6
121.7
67.3
81.0
122.3
67.3
81.1
122.3

Highest
decile
143.1
156.8
139.9
145.2
147.8
147.2

SOURCES: Bowley, A. L., Wages and Income in the United Kingdom Since 1860, Cambridge
University Press, 1937, p. 42; Ainsworth, R. B., ‘Earnings and Working Hours of Manual
Wage-Earners in the United Kingdom in October 1938’, Journal of the Royal Statistical
Society, A, 115, 1949, pp. 56 and 64; Ministry of Labour Gazette, June 1961, p. 247; Employment and Productivity Gazette, May 1969, p. 411, and November 1970, p. 974.
1
The board does not discuss the evidence, fails to see any connection between Wages Council
machinery and the possible introduction of a minimum wage, and concludes that, ‘No false
hopes should be attached to a national minimum wage’ - Report No. 169, General Problems of
Low Pay, pp. 41-2,169 and 193.
2
For example, Crossley, J. R., ‘Prices and Wages’, London and Cambridge Economic Bulletin, June 1961; Routh, Occupation and Pay in Great Britain; and Thatcher, A. R., ‘The
Distribution of Earnings of Employees in Great Britain’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,
A, 131, Part 2,1968.
3
There is evidence from other countries of similar stability. For France, for example, there
was little change in the period 1948-64, despite the introduction of minimum-wage legislation in
1950. ‘In relation to the average earnings of unskilled labourers (which are influenced by the
minimum wage), differentials have remained remarkably constant over the last 15 years’ Mouly, J., ‘Wage Determination: Institutional Aspects’, International Labour Review, November 1967. For both France and the United States, minimum-wage legislation led initially to a
narrowing of differentials between unskilled and skilled workers, but within three to five years
former differentials had been restored. It is, of course, possible that the initial effects could have
been sustained if minimum-wage levels had been increased more rapidly in subsequent years.
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maintained during a period of more than eighty years when the level of earnings
increased by a factor of over 18. It seems to conflict with the supposition that
differentials between skilled and unskilled workers have narrowed. This supposition
could be based on changes of wage rates rather than of earnings, and there may
indeed have been a narrowing of differentials in certain occupations as well as a
relative increase in the numbers in skilled occupations. But such changes seem to
have been counterbalanced by a widening of differentials elsewhere or the advent of
new occupations.
A number of further qualifications have to be made. The comparative stability of
overall distribution of manual earnings applies only to earnings before tax and does
not take account either of supplementary earnings in second jobs or earnings of
more than one person in a household. Information about non-manual earnings is
harder to compile and interpret. Routh has assembled some of the evidence. He
found that, overall, women’s earnings remained in about the same ratio to men’s
earnings in 1913 and 1960 as in 1906. On the other hand, he reported certain
changes. Male clerks had lost ground relative to both female clerks and to male
manual workers. At least up to 1960, the earnings of unskilled manual workers had
increased relative to the earnings of ‘higher’ professional workers, from
approximately 19 per cent in 1913/14 to 26 per cent in 1960. In relation to the
1
managerial class, on the other hand, the unskilled had lost ground marginally.
Although it has to be concluded from the data we have that there has not been any
profound long-term change in the distribution of earnings among manual and nonmanual employees, this does not rule out the possibility of short-term changes of a
cyclical kind taking place within any particular ‘band’ of the earnings structure, nor
does it rule out the long-term rise and fall, in terms of levels of earnings, of
2
particular occupations. Two important modifications need to be made to the
apparent ‘stability’ of the structure of male manual earnings, as portrayed in Table
4.10. First, reliable information on the distribution of earnings is lacking for the late
1940s and early 1950s, and there is some reason for believing that the dispersion
was narrower than, say, for 1960.
1

Estimated from Tables 30 and 47 in Routh, Occupation and Pay in Great Britain.
However, ‘there has been considerable long-run stability in the UK interindustry wagestructure. For example, one study of average weekly earnings in 132 industries in October 1948
and October 1959 showed that only 11 industries changed ranking by 25 places or more - that of
the 20 industries ranked lowest in 1948,15 were still among the lowest 20 in 1959; and that 11
other industries similarly maintained a position among the top 20. The coefficient of rank
correlation had a value of +0.87... Our own examination of movements of average weekly
earnings in 128 industries for full-time adult male manual workers ... indicates that only
moderate changes took place between October 1960 and October 1969 in rankings of industries
on the basis of their average earnings. Only 19 industries changed rankings by 25 places or more
and 12 of the lowest 20 and 13 of the top 20 in 1960 were still in the same groups in 1969’ Report No. 169, General Problems of Low Pay, pp. 159-61.
2
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Secondly, the data from the special surveys for 1960, 1968 and 1970, and from the
Family Expenditure Survey for intervening years, shows that despite continuous
official and other references to the difficulties of low-paid male manual workers,
there is no evidence of a relative improvement taking place in their earnings during
the decade. If anything, there would appear to have been a slight deterioration in
their position, as Table 4.11 suggests. The figures for women manual workers are
more difficult to interpret, for there is some fluctuation in the FES data for 1963-8,
but the data for 1960, 1968 and 1970 suggest little change. The FES figures for male
and female non-manual workers are also rather hard to interpret and are a little
erratic. They disclose no consistent trend - except that the male non-manual groups
when taken together seem to follow the same trend as male manual workers. It must,
of course, be remembered that the Family Expenditure Survey is subject to sampling
errors, and until 1967 involved a sample of a size which included only 1,500 male
and 400 female manual employees and 600 and 500 non-manual employees
respectively. These numbers do not allow detailed analyses of small sub-groups to
be made.
Table 4.11. Gross earnings of full-time earners at the lowest decile in different
categories relative to the median (1960-1970).

Men
Manual
Clerical

Lowest decile as a % of the median
1960 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967
1968
(A) (B)

1969

70.6 70.7 71.6 69.7
- 73.8 70.4 72.7

68.4
67.5

67.4
67.6

61.4
66.1

61.9
65.2

70.5
66.1

69.2
66.0

57.0
66.4

64.3
65.0

68.6
67.2

69.7
70.8

68.9
69.9

65.9 66.0
68.9 68.1

61.7
67.0

60.5
67.8

62.8
67.4

65.1 66.5
63.5 68.4

66.3
73.3

67.2
71.6

71.8
69.9

44.3 53.7 51.6
66.5 62.2 64.9

49.2
67.6

55.5
66.2

55.3
69.5

Managerial - 61.5
All
- 68.9
Women
Manual
72.0 68.5
Clerical
- 67.8
Managerial
All

-

67.3
61.2
65.7
71.1
65.4
67.0

(A)

1970
(B)
67.3
61.8
65.4
69.0
64.2
66.4

SOURCES: Reports of the Family Expenditure Survey for the appropriate years, supplemented
by Thatcher, ‘The Distribution of Earnings of Employees in Great Britain’, Table 12, p. 161.
For 1968 and 1970, (A) gives the results of the FES report and (B) of the special survey carried
out by the Department of Employment and Productivity, Employment and Productivity
Gazette, May 1969, p. 413, and November 1970, p. 974.
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Some confirmation of the suggestion in the FES data of a slight relative fall during
the decade in the earnings of the low paid is to be found in other reports. For 1960,
the Ministry of Labour listed average earnings in 128 industries. During the next six
years, the average increase was 44 per cent, but the earnings of as many as
seventeen of the twenty-four lowest-paid industries increased by less than that
1
amount. The differences in wage rates between unskilled and skilled workers have
2
widened in a number of the major industries. Between 1965 and 1970 the wage
rates and the average weekly earnings of low-paid industries rose by less than
average - though most of the lag took place in 1969-70, as a Report of the NB PI
shows. ‘The statutory minima laid down by Wage Councils rose per cent per annum
slower than average over the five years’ - again because of the short fall over the last
3
year. Wage settlements took longer in low-paid than high-paid industries. Lydall
has also found a tendency for the distribution of earnings to widen during the 1950s
and early 1960s in other industrial countries as well as Britain. In ten of eleven
countries for which information could be assembled, the distribution of pre-tax
incomes had not merely remained stationary but had actually widened. They were
France, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, Australia, Canada, Argentina, New
Zealand and the United States, as well as the United Kingdom. This tendency did
not apply to the distribution of earnings of male manual workers in some countries,
4
but was marked for non-manual and female employees in most countries.
Social Stratification and Occupations
One important means of checking trends in the distribution of earnings lies in the
changes taking place in the occupational and class structure. During the three
decades under review, there have been at least five important trends in the distribution of the population by occupation which have implications for income
distribution. The proportion of men in professional, managerial and senior
administrative and intermediate occupations has grown, while the proportion in
unskilled and partly skilled occupations has diminished (Table 4.12). The percentage
1

Ministry of Labour, Statistics on Incomes, Prices, Employment and Production, No. 18,
September 1966, pp. 26-7.
2
Though this does not necessarily imply a widening of earnings differentials. The comparisons of the time rates of wages of unskilled workers as percentages of those of skilled
workers for five different activities (building, shipbuilding, engineering, railways, police)
demonstrated that there was a long run narrowing of the skill differential up to the 1950s, and
that the effects of the war-time wage policies and trade union growth were to narrow markedly
the differential ... More recent evidence ... indicates that the differential has been widening over
the last 20 years’ - Report No. 169, General Problems of Low Pay, p. 162.
3
ibid., pp. 14-16.
4
Lydall, The Structure of Earnings, pp. 249-53.
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of men who are in professional occupations nearly doubled between 1951 and 1971.
The chief novelty of the table is in showing the effects of changes in definition. The
proportion of men in unskilled manual occupations has fallen from 9.7 per cent to
8.4 per cent and in partly skilled manual occupations from 23.3 per cent to 18.0 per
cent.
Table 4.12. Percentages of economically active men in different social classes,
1931, 1951, 1961, 1966, 1971 (England and Wales).
Social class
(Registrar
General)
I
II
III
IV
V
Total
Number (000s)

1931 a

1.8
(2.2)
12.0 (12.8)
47.8 (48.9)
25.5 (18.2)
12.9 (17.8)
100.0 (100.0)
13,247

1951a

2.7
(3.2)
12.8 (14.3)
51.5 (53.4)
23.3 (16.2)
9.7 (12.9)
100.0 (100.0)
14,064

1961 b

4.0
14.9
51.6
20.5
8.9
100.0
14,649

1966 c

4.5
15.7
50.3
20.6
8.8
100.0
15,686

1971

5.0
18.2
50.5
18.0
8.4
100.0
15,668

NOTES: aPercentages have been weighted to allow for changes in classification between the
1931 and 1951 censuses and 1951 and 1961 census: the General Report, 1951, and the General
Report, 1961, give the percentage change for each social class between the two censuses, and I
have adjusted the figures accordingly to bring both the 1931 and 1951 figures up to the 1961
classification. Figures in brackets are based on the classification at that time. The reweighting
must be regarded as approximate only, since it depends on experimental coding operations
carried out with sub-samples by GRO staff.
b
Substantial numbers who were unclassified in 1961 (518,000) have been excluded. (Only 84,034
unclassified in 1971 have been excluded.
c

Percentages given are for economically active and retired males. Substantial numbers who
were unclassified in 1966 have been excluded.
SOURCES: Census 1951, General Report, Table 66, p. 147.

Census 1961, General Report, Table 55, p. 193.
Census 1966, Economic Activity Tables Part III, Table 30, p. 415.
Census 1971, Economic Activity Tables Part IV, Table 29, p.96 (10 per cent
sample).
Two other important trends have been the fall and rise of unemployment and the
growth of paid employment among women. Table 4.13 shows that after dwindling
during and after the Second World War, the unemployment rate increased slightly
again between 1951 and 1961, and again during the later 1960s. The number of
married women entering employment continued to rise steadily after the war, and in
the late 1960s was still rising steadily. Between 1951 and 1969, the number of
married women in paid employment increased by more than 2 million. The fastest
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Table 4.13. Employed and unemployed population (Britain).
Working population (000s)

1951

1961

Males
Females (married)
Females (others)
Registered wholly
unemployed (000s)
As % employees

15,798
3,194
4,247

16,366
4,448
3,958

253
1.2

341
1.5

1969
16,191
5,371
3,645
559
2.4

SOURCES: Social Trends, No. 1,1970, pp. 72 and 74.

increase has been among women aged 45-59, that is, among women whose children
are no longer at school. Compared with earlier generations, the proportion of the
population comprising middle-aged married couples without dependent children
who are both earning a wage or salary is substantial. In this section of the population
living standards have increased relatively.
Finally, there are two trends at either end of life. Partly because of the raising of
the school-leaving age in 1944 and 1973, but also because of the continuing increase
in the numbers of young people aged under 25 who are in full-time and part-time
education, the number of employed people under 25 has been declining. Between
1961 and 1969, for example, the numbers of pupils at school aged 15-19 increased
from 551,000 to 942,000, and the percentage of 17-year-olds at school from 12 to 19
per cent. By 1967-8, there were 520,000 students in higher education - nearly
1
100,000 more than only two years earlier. At the other end of working life, the
proportion of men remaining at work has been falling rapidly. As late as 1959, only
47 per cent of men retired at the age of 65, but by 1969 more than 70 per cent did
2
so.
Assets
The assets held by people can make a considerable difference to the standard of
living implied by their incomes. Up to the mid 1930s, Campion and others had
traced a reduction in the unequal distribution of property. Campion compared the
periods 1911-13, 1926-8 and 1936 and, while calling attention to the inequality that
remained, waxed enthusiastic about the diffusion of wealth, saying, for example,
that because one third of the adult population possessed more than £100 each ‘the
1

Social Trends, No. 1,1970, pp. 121 and 132.
Department of Health and Social Security, Report by the Government Actuary on the
Financial Provisions of the National Superannuation and Social Insurance Bill, 1969, Cmnd
4223, HMSO, London, p.21. See also Chapter 19.
2
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ownership of property ... is widespread among different classes of the community’.
However, evidence about Post Office savings, home ownership and possession of
2
durable goods showed that few working-class families had any property. In 1952,
the Oxford University Institute of Statistics carried out a national survey of personal
3
holdings of liquid assets as well as of income. The most striking finding was that
some 32 per cent of income units had no liquid assets at all; over half had less than
£20. On the other hand, ‘the top 10 per cent of liquid asset holders, who are those
4
with more than £500 each, hold between them some three-quarters of the total’.
This was the first reliable survey of the distribution of assets in Britain. Later
surveys confirmed the broad findings and also showed that the skilled manual
worker was in a less favourable position than even the least well-paid non-manual
5
workers.
The distribution of wealth appears to be more unequal in Britain than in the United
States (Table 4.14), though the distribution of incomes appears to be more equal.
Nearly half the spending units had less than £50 wealth in 1954, while only a quarter
of American spending units had less than $500. Among the American population,
ownership of physical assets, such as homes, other real estate, farms and cars, is
more widespread. A much larger proportion of middle-and low-income groups in the
United States own their homes. But the difference between the two countries in the
distribution of financial assets is much less marked. The percentage of the
population owning some liquid assets, some corporate stock and life insurance
policies, is only slightly larger in the United States than in Britain.
Can any exact account be given of changes in the distribution of personal wealth
over the three decades? Unfortunately, regular surveys of the kind carried out in
the early 1950s by the Oxford University Institute of Statistics have not been
undertaken. In the absence of a wealth tax, the government itself has not collected
information about the distribution of assets. But, traditionally, economists,
statisticians and others have made aggregate estimates of the distribution. As
discussed in Chapter 9, these estimates are based on a technique of inflating
the statistics of estates left at death with a multiplier reflecting the mortality
rates applicable to the deceased property-owners. Some post-war studies using
1

Campion, H., Public and Private Property in Great Britain, Oxford University Press, 1939,
p. 120.
2
Runciman, W. G., Relative Deprivation and Social Justice, Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1966, pp. 75-6.
3
These assets included deposits in the Post Office Savings Bank, Trustee and other savings
banks and joint-stock banks; Savings Certificates and Defence Bonds; and shares and deposits in
building societies and cooperative societies.
4
Lydall, H. F., British Incomes and Savings, Blackwell, Oxford, 1955, p. 12.
5
Hill, T. P., ‘Incomes Savings and Net Worth - the Savings Surveys of 1952-4’, Bulletin of
the Oxford University Institute of Statistics, XVII, 1955; Hill, T. P., and Straw, K. H., ‘Consumers’ Net Worth: the 1953 Savings Survey’, Bulletin of the Oxford University Institute of
Statistics, XVIII, 1956.
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Table 4.14. Distribution of spending units by comparable ranges of net worth,
United States and Britain (percentage of spending units).
Comparable ranges of net worth
Negative
Zero
Under £50
£50
£100
£200
£400
£600
£1,000
£2,000
£5,000
Total

($500)
($500)
($1,000)
($2,000)
($4,000)
($6,000)
($10,000)
($20,000)
($50,000)

United States
1953
11
4
10
6
10
11
8
11
15
10
4
100

Great Britain
1954
13
21
14
6
8
8
5
5
8
7
5
100

SOURCE: Lydall, H. F., and Lansing, J. B., ‘A Comparison of the Distribution of Personal
Income and Wealth in the United States and Great Britain’, American Economic Review,
March 1959.
1

this technique at first suggested that a reduction in inequality had taken place. Estimates produced annually by the Board of Inland Revenue have also maintained this
2
interpretation.
However, there does not appear to have been a large reduction in the concentration
of wealth. Figures were compiled by Revell on a broadly comparable basis for 19113
60 and have been widely quoted. For the three decades of our review. The
percentages of total wealth owned by the top groups are:
1936-8 Share of top 1%: 56; 5%: 79; 10%: 88
1954
Share of top 1%: 43; 5%: 71; 10%: 79
1960
Share of top 1%: 42; 5%: 75; 10%: 83
1

Langley, K. M., ‘The Distribution of Private Capital 1950-51’, Bulletin of the Oxford University Institute of Statistics, XVI, 1954; Lydall, H. F., and Tipping, D. G., ‘The Distribution of
Personal Wealth in Britain’, Bulletin of the Oxford University Institute of Statistics, XXIII, 1961.
2
See, for example, the Reports of the Commissioners of H M Inland Revenue, 1960-61 to
1967-8, plus Inland Revenue Statistics, 1970.
3
Revell, J., ‘Changes in the Social Distribution of Property in Britain during the Twentieth
Century’, Proceedings of the International Economic History Conference, vol. 1, Munich, 1965.
See also Revell, J., Hockley, G., and Moyle, J., The Wealth of the Nation, Cambridge University
Press, 1967. Revell’s estimates were quoted by the Royal Commission on the Distribution of
Income and Wealth in their Report No. 1, Initial Report on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171,
HMSO, London, 1975, p.97.
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A measured and detailed review of trends between 1923 and 1972 by Atkinson and
Harrison has led them to put forward amended estimates, which indicate ‘a steady
arithmetic downward trend of some 0.4 per cent per annum in the share of the top 1
per cent (with a once-for-all jump between 1959 and 1960), no apparent acceleration
in the arithmetic rate of decline in the share of the top 1 per cent and no apparent
downward trend in the share of the next 4 per cent (but a jump upwards between
1
1938 and 1950, and a jump downwards between 1959 and 1960)’. However, they
emphasize that attempts to produce a consistent series over a long span of years have
to be treated with as much caution as estimates of the concentration of wealth in any
particular year. A review of Inland Revenue estimates for the 1960s also warns
2
against uncritical acceptance of the apparent trend. The estimates made on the basis
of estate duty paid in any particular year are sensitive to chance variations, so that
small changes from year to year cannot be treated as very significant. The estimates
are also defective in excluding small estates for which probate is not required,
pension rights and annuities and property held in trust. Conclusions about trends
therefore have to be strongly qualified. One of the major shortcomings of statistical
3
series on living standards is the lack of any routine collection of data on assets.
All those undertaking reviews of trends have shown the continuing high concentration of wealth in Britain compared with other countries, and this has attracted
4
much comment.
Taxation
Taxation has a major influence on the actual dispersion of incomes available for
spending. During the war new taxes and higher rates of existing taxes were introduced. Taxation undoubtedly played a major part in reducing the differentials
between income levels during this period. Although there is a large literature on the
1

Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A. J., Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain, Cambridge
University Press, 1978, p. 170.
2
Meacher, M., ‘Wealth: Labour’s Achilles Heel’, in Bosanquet, N., and Townsend, P.,
Labour and Inequality, Fabian Society, London, 1971.
3
The problems of estimating the distribution of wealth, and the need to distinguish between
accumulated and inherited wealth, are discussed in Atkinson, A. B., Unequal Shares - the Distribution of Wealth in Britain, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1972. The Royal Commission
on the Distribution of Income and Wealth has endorsed the value of specially organized surveys
- but has not, at the time of writing, put one in hand. See Royal Commission on the Distribution
of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report on the Standing Reference, p.160.
4
Estimates of the share of the top 1 per cent in the United States are only a little over half the
British figures. See, for example, Lampman, R. J., ‘The Share of Top Wealth-Holders in
National Wealth 1922-1956’, Review of Economic Statistics, 1959. ‘It seems likely that Britain
has the doubtful distinction of leading the international inequality league’ - Atkinson, A. B.,
‘The Reform of Wealth Taxes in Britain’, Political Quarterly, January 1971.
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relationship between taxation and changes in real aggregate incomes, there is not
very much useful information on the precise redistributive effect of changes in
taxation between 1938 and 1968. In relation to some other countries, the overall tax
‘burden’ cannot be regarded as excessive. Table 4.15 gives a summary of the scale
and structure of taxation in five countries, including social security contributions as
a ‘tax’. Too much should not be read into the differences. For example, West
Germany raises more money than does Britain in taxes as a percentage of GNP. One
major reason is that, in financing capital expenditure, Germany uses taxes while the
United Kingdom tends to borrow. Taxation needs to be considered in relation to the
institutional structure as well as the financial policy of each. Britain differs primarily
from several European countries in obtaining less tax through employers’ social
security contributions and more from direct personal taxes. An attempt to compare
the overall effects of taxation in the United States, West Germany and Britain
shows, first, ‘the similarity in the level of tax rates for positive tax payers’; secondly,
‘the tendency for taxes to be proportional to income for positive tax payers’ (rather
than progressive); and thirdly, that, taking both government cash transfer
expenditures and taxes into account, income is redistributed via the government to a
1
larger proportion of the population of Britain than of the other two countries.
Some cautious attempts have been made by J. L. Nicholson and by the Central
Statistical Office to estimate from the Family Expenditure Survey the incidence of
taxes and social service benefits on households of different size and in different
2
income ranges. One conclusion that can be drawn from the published data is that,
for each type of family for which there are sufficient data (with one, two, three and
four children), the poorer families tend to pay as high a proportion of their original
incomes in all kinds of taxes as more prosperous families. In some groups, the
poorer families pay a higher proportion in taxes. There was little change in the
3
pattern for the period 1961-8. During the 1960s, real incomes increased and the
proportion of incomes taken in tax also increased. But the poorest among families
with one child, two children and three children retained proportionately less of their
original incomes in 1968 than they did in 1961. The poorest households with three
adults and two children also lost ground. Those with three adults and one child and
two adults and four children just about held their 1961 relativities to original
income. In 1968 there was even little difference in the proportion of original income
paid in tax by families of different size, being 34 per cent on average for one-child
1

Brown, C. V., and Dawson, D. A., Personal Taxation, Incentives and Tax Reform, Political
and Economic Planning, London, January 1969, pp. 16-33.
2
Nicholson, J. L., Redistribution of Income in the United Kingdom in 1959, 1957 and 1953,
Bowes & Bowes, London, 1965; Economic Trends, November 1962, February 1964, August
1966, February 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972, November 1972 and 1973, December 1974 and
January 1976.
3
Economic Trends, July 1968, p. xxviii, and February 1970, p. xix.
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Table 4.15. The level and structure of taxation in five countries.
Country

Years

United Kingdom 1959-61
1962-4
1965-6
West Germany 1959-61
1962-4
1965-6
United States
1959-61
1962-4
1965-6
France
1959-61
1962-4
1965-6
Sweden
1959-61
1962-4
1965-6

Tax receipts Selected taxes as %personal
as %GNP
primary income
Personal
Socialsecurity
income tax
contributions
28.1
10.6
5.0
29.1
11.3
5.7
30.6
12.8
6.4
34.0
9.5
13.6
35.2
11.4
13.8
34.6
10.5
13.1
27.0
11.4
5.1
27.6
12.6
5.7
27.7
12.3
6.1
34.5
5.4
16.3
36.5
5.5
18.3
38.4
6.3
19.7
31.6
18.6
4.7
35.9
19.6
6.9
40.0
24.4
8.6

SOURCE: UN and OECD sources cited in Tables 4 and 6 in Brown, C. V., and Dawson, D. A.,
Personal Taxation, Incentives and Tax Reform, Political and Economic Planning, London,
January 1969.

families and 33 per cent, 32 per cent and 33 per cent respectively for two-, three1
and four-child families. Certainly on the available evidence Britain does not have a
2
system of taxation which can be said to be ‘progressive’. The progressive element
in direct taxation might be said to have been counter-balanced by regressive
elements - such as national insurance contributions, domestic rates and tobacco
taxes; and the progressivity’ of direct taxes has diminished with the fall in the tax
threshold and the abolition of the reduced rates of tax.
Secondly, the proportion of original income paid in taxes does not decrease
substantially within particular income ranges with each additional dependant. For
example, among households with an income of £817 to £987 per annum, singleperson households (not pensioner households) paid 37 per cent in taxes in 1966. Yet
1

Economic Trends, February 1970, p. xix.
Even the official conclusion that all taxes combined are only mildly progressive’ plainly is
not true for some types of household and is not consistent for all others. See Economic Trends,
February 1970, pp. xxvii and xix.
2
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households consisting of two adults and of two adults and one child paid about the
same proportion as this (in fact 36 per cent and 38 per cent respectively), and
households with two adults and either two or three children paid 32 per cent and 31
per cent respectively. To put the same statistic into alternative form, a man and wife
with three children whose income was around £19 a week in 1966 were paying only
£1 less a week in total taxes than a single person or two adults of under pensionable
age without dependants who were in the same income range (paying £6 per week,
1
compared with £7). Although family allowances were raised in 1968, the data for
that year show much the same thing. Families with four children, for example, paid
£7 per week compared with £8.50 by single adults from the same income or around
2
£22 (original income plus cash benefits).
In the early 1970s the government substituted earnings-related for flat-rate social
security contributions. This suggested that the total system of taxation might become
a little more progressive, but the evidence for the early 1970s from the F E S does
3
not confirm this possibility. The low level of earnings on which contributions have
to be paid and the ceiling on graduated contributions have limited the potentially
egalitarian effect of the change. Although it would be wrong to come to a hard-andfast conclusion without further evidence from a special survey (especially one where
incomes could be checked with Inland Revenue data and information obtained about
resources other than income), it seems that the tax system is barely, if at all,
redistributive. The system contributes hardly at all to a more egalitarian structure of
incomes, if taxes of all kinds are compared with original incomes plus cash
4
benefits. Other analysts have gone even further and have denied that taxes
5
redistribute income from the rich to the poor.
Fiscal Welfare
Just as the amounts of taxes actually paid by different income groups and families
provide one test of the functions of the tax system, so the differential allocation of
tax allowances provides another. Tax allowances for dependants were first
1

Economic Trends, July 1968, pp. xxviii, xxxii-xxxvi.
The subsequent report of February 1970 which describes the 1968 survey does not contain
data comparable with that of July 1968. See Economic Trends, February 1970, pp. xxviii-xxix.
3
For households with children, those with the smallest incomes pay about the same percentage of original income and in some cases a higher percentage of original income than those
with higher incomes. See Economic Trends, December 1974, p. xxv.
4
Nicholson, J. L., ‘The Distribution and Redistribution of Income in the United Kingdom’, in
Wedderburn, D. (ed.), Poverty, Inequality and Class Structure, Cambridge University Press,
1974, p. 80.
5
Field, F., Meacher, M., and Pond, C., To Him Who Hath, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth,
1977, pp. 238-40, but also see pp. 172-9.
2
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introduced by Lloyd George early in this century. During the past sixty years there
have been gradual extensions of the scope and amounts of these allowances. Today
fiscal welfare is a major means of effecting a redistribution of resources. Two
matters need to be established. The first is that tax allowances benefit high- rather
than low-income recipients. In a memorandum to the prime minister at the end of
1965, the Child Poverty Action Group gave examples of the combined value of
family allowances and tax allowances for children to families with different incomes
and numbers of children. Family allowances were being paid at a flat rate to the
second and subsequent children in families. Table 4.16 shows that the combined
value was then three times as large for a family of three with £30 per week as it was
for a similar family with £10 per week.
Table 4.16. Combined value of family allowances and tax allowance for children,
according to earned income and number of children (1965).
Number of
children

1
2
3
4
5
6

Annual value of combined allowances with Family
earned weekly income of
allowances
£10
£18
£30
£
p
£
p
£
p
£
p
12 40
44 17½
47 44
33 20
94 97½ 109 49
20 80
59 20
147 05
174 26
46 80
85 20
188 27½ 239 45
72 80
111 20
214 27½ 304 64
98 80
137 20
240 27½ 367 24
124 80

SOURCE: Child Poverty Action Group, Memorandum to the Prime Minister, 1965 (reprinted
in Poverty, No. 2,1966).

Secondly, the relationship between direct payments and tax allowances has
changed. For Britain the rates for tax allowances and family allowances are given in
the table. After being introduced in 1946 and raised slightly in 1952 and then in
1956, family allowances were not raised again until 1968. Between 1957-8 and
1967-8, the cost of family allowances increased from £128 million to £160 million,
but the value to families of tax allowances rose from £230 million to £630 million.
In 1968, tax allowances were reduced to pay in part for increased family allowances,
1
and, despite inflation, were not again raised until 1971.
Among other tax allowances which were of substantial value to some families
were allowances on mortgage interest paid by owner-occupiers. Between 1964-5
and 1969-70, the total value to owner-occupiers of such allowances increased from
1

For a detailed account of the government’s policy, see Lynes, T., ‘Clawback’, in Bull, D.
(ed.), Family Poverty, Duckworth, London, 1971.
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1

£90 million to £215 million. These allowances are now officially recognized to be a
2
form of housing subsidy.
Finally, exemption of many forms of income from tax represents a kind of
‘allowance’, and changes in both the amounts and kind of income that are exempt,
such as imputed rent on owner-occupied houses, capital gains and contributions to
pension funds, can seriously influence the final ‘dispersion’ of living standards.
Employer Welfare
One marked change since 1938 has been the rapid development of employer welfare. Of course, people in certain occupations had received fringe benefits for many
years. Some were manual workers. Miners received free coal, railwaymen free travel
and domestic servants board and lodgings. But non-manual workers were the
principal beneficiaries. In the 1950s, Richard Titmuss called attention to the rapid
expansion of employer schemes for lunch expenses, subsidized housing, education,
3
free travel and entertainment. In 1952, Lydall found that 27 per cent of employees
were contributing to occupational pension schemes, but while this figure covered 21
per cent of manual employees, it covered 40 per cent of non-manual employees,
4
including well over half of professional and administrative staff. To these totals
should be added members of non-contributory schemes. For 1956-7, Titmuss
reported that about 86 per cent of salaried staffs in the private sector belonged to
some kind of occupational pension scheme compared with 20 per cent of wage5
earners. Some industries have continued to provide few benefits for manual
workers. Even by 1970, fewer than a third of the men employed full time in the
laundry and dry-cleaning industry, for example, were entitled to any form of
6
pension.
The proportion of old people actually receiving occupational pensions is fairly
low. A government survey found that, in 1965, there were 48 per cent of men, 24 per
cent of women on their own insurance, and only 11 per cent of widows. Even among
people aged 65-9, the figures were only 58, 24 and 17 per cent respectively. Many of
the amounts of pension were also very small. Forty-five per cent of men, 32 per cent
of women on their own insurance and 61 per cent of the widows actually getting
pensions were receiving under £2 per week, many of them under £1. More
disturbing still, the average pension for former manual workers was only one third
1

Hansard, 2 March 1970.
See, for example, the inclusion of both housing subsidies and the value of tax relief on
mortgages in Social Trends, No. 1,1970, Table 100.
3
Titmuss, R. M., Essays on the Welfare State, Allen & Unwin, London, 1958, Chapter 3.
4
Lydall, H. F., British Incomes and Savings, Blackwell, Oxford, 1955, p. 117.
5
Titmuss, R. M., Income Distribution and Social Change, Allen & Unwin, London, 1962,
p.155.
6
Report No. 169, General Problems of Low Pay, p. 76.
2
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of the average for former non-manual workers, being £225 for men and £1.75 for
1
women.
Schemes covering pay during sickness multiplied after the end of the Second
World War. One for local-authority administrative, professional and technical
workers was introduced in 1946, and for manual employees two years later. A
number of schemes for the white-collar staff of the nationalized industries were
started in this period, and between 1956 and 1958 modest schemes were started for
railway and other transport workers and for mineworkers. By 1961, nearly all of the
manual workers in the public sector (2½ million) but only about a third in the private
sector (4½ million among 13½ million) were estimated to be covered by sick-pay
schemes. Altogether 90 per cent of men in white-collar occupations but only about
2
two fifths of manual workers were covered.
However, the cover varied. First, nearly 40 per cent of men in unskilled and semiskilled occupations who were covered by sick-pay schemes had to wait before
payment could begin (usually three to six days), whereas only 4 per cent of
professional and managerial staff had to wait. Secondly, 72 per cent of the unskilled
could receive sick pay for only a limited number of weeks, some up to four weeks,
but others up to thirteen weeks, compared with only 12 per cent of professional and
managerial staff being paid for that period. Finally, although 69 per cent of men
covered by schemes received full pay, or full pay less national insurance benefit,
during the appropriate period, the figure varied from over 90 per cent for
professional workers, administrators and managers to below 20 per cent for some
groups of manual workers, for example, mineworkers who received flat-rate
3
amounts of between £1 and £2 only.
The evidence published up to the end of the 1960s suggested that, on the whole,
fringe benefits reinforced rather than compensated for existing inequalities. They
4
reflected the distribution of earnings, even within manual grades. The study of three
low-paid industries by the National Board for Prices and Incomes found ‘no
5
evidence from our survey to contradict this view’.
1

Occupational Pensions - Memorandum by the Government Actuary’s Department in
Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance’, Financial Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO, London, 1966, pp. 153-63.
2
Ministry of Labour, Sick Pay Schemes, Report of a Committee of the National Joint Advisory Council on Occupational Sick Pay Schemes, HMSO, London, 1964, pp. 5,10 and 51.
Also see Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Report on an Enquiry into the Incidence
of Incapacity for Work, HMSO, London, 1964.
3
ibid., pp. xxv-xxvii and pp. 44-51.
4
Reid, G. L., and Robertson, D. J., Fringe Benefits, Labour Costs and Social Security, Allen
& Unwin, London. 1965.
5
Among full-time and part-time male employees and full-time female employees, sick-pay
and pension schemes were positively related to the size of gross weekly earnings within each
industry. See Report No. 169, General Problems of Low Pay, p. 50.

154 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Public Social Services
The public social services have been regarded traditionally as modifying the inequalities of the private market. Certainly there is a widespread assumption that
there is through them a substantial transfer of income vertically from rich to poor.
However, a number of studies called attention first to the fact that much of the
redistribution was ‘horizontal’ in different senses - from young to elderly working
class, from employed to unemployed or to sick working class and even (in the case
of residential care) from the married to the single. Secondly, some scholars have
increasingly called attention to the need to look more broadly at the policies of the
state, at the ways in which publicly subsidized and managed transport services
‘support’ the operation of private industry, for example, and not only at fiscal and
employer welfare policies, in order to comprehend ‘social’ redistribution in the
fullest sense. Here, attention will be confined to the ‘public’ social services, namely
1
those which are conventionally defined or treated by the government as social
services - health, education, social security, welfare and housing. During recent
years certain studies have begun to question whether some parts of these services are
2
even mildly redistributive. One of the paradoxical facts about their growth is that
they have fostered a form of inequality, in that well-paid professional posts have
been created on a large scale.
The public social services grew substantially between 1938 and 1968. In 1938
their cost was a little under 11 per cent of the Gross National Product of the United
Kingdom (Table 4.17). By 1947, the figure had increased to nearly 13 per cent.
Because of the big fall in unemployment, the total sums paid to the unemployed and
their families had been reduced but the number of young children and old people
had increased disproportionately. Family allowances and bigger pensions had been
introduced. The war-time subsidies for school meals, welfare milk and foods were
being maintained and a major housing programme had been launched to make good
the destruction and lack of building in the war. By 1951, the cost of the social
services reached 16 per cent of GNP, mainly because of the transfer in 1948 of
health expenditure from the private to the public sector and the start of the National
1

Strictly, housing is not included in the definition of social services as published in the May
issue of the Monthly Digest of Statistics and incorporated in the annual National Income and
Expenditure Blue Book and the Annual Abstract of Statistics. It seems often to be treated as a
‘borderline’ category, e.g. Social Trends, No. 1, 1970, Table 2; and local authority housing
subsidies are counted as ‘indirect’ social service benefits in Economic Trends. Social scientists
are, however, increasingly treating the social services as also including voluntary and private or
occupational education, health, insurance and other services, including purchases of services
from the public sector by way of charges and services subsidized directly (e.g. payments to
voluntary organizations) or indirectly (employer fringe benefits allowed against tax) by the state.
There are also fringe benefits for public service employees.
2
See Webb, A. L., and Sieve, J. E. B., Income Distribution and the Welfare State, Bell,
London, 1971, esp. Chapter 7.
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Table 4.17. Expenditure of social services as percentage of Gross National Product
(UK 1938-69).
Social service

1938

1951

1959

1969

Education
National Health Service
Housing
Social security
Welfare and child care
All social services
Current expenditure on
goods and services
Capital expenditure
Transfer income

2.4
1.4
1.4
5.4
0.1
10.7

3.1
3.8
3.1
6.0
0.24
16.2

4.0
3.7
2.0
7.1
0.25
17.1

6.0
4.7
2.9
9.6
0.42
23.7

1969
(£ mil.)
2,328
1,813
1,118
3,723
163
9,145

3.9
1.4
5.3

6.6
3.3
6.3

7.2
2.3
7.5

9.7
3.6
10.4

3,754
1,388
4,003

SOURCES: Estimates based on National Income and Expenditure, HMSO, London, 1970;
Social Trends, No. 1, 1970; PEP, The Cost of the Social Services, 1938-1952, Planning No.
354, June 1953, and information supplied additionally by the Treasury and the Central
Statistical Office.
1

Health Service. The nature and scale of this transfer had not been fully understood
and there was considerable, though unnecessary, public alarm over the cost of the
National Health Service which led to restrictions on expenditure during the mid
1950s. Neither the Report of the Guillebaud Committee on the costs of the service
nor the news of bigger proportionate spending on health services by other countries
lifted these restraints. By 1959, expenditure on the social services grew to only 17
per cent, but in the next ten years increased to a total of nearly 24 per cent. .A large
part of the total does not, of course, represent a direct use of resources, and the total
2
is reduced to about 13 per cent if transfer incomes are excluded.
The rise from 17 per cent to 24 per cent of GNP during the period 1959-69 in fact
represents only a small improvement for the lowest income groups. Of the extra 7
per cent of GNP, nearly 1 per cent is attributable to more pupils of 15 years of age
and over staying on at school and more students entering further and higher
education. The main beneficiaries of this increase are middle-income families.
Perhaps as much as 3.5 per cent of the increase is attributable to demographic
change, including about 2 per cent for the rise in number of social security
1

Estimates of costs before and after the war are made in Political and Economic Planning,
The Cost of the Social Services, 1938-1952, Planning No. 354, June 1953.
2
For the purposes of examining trends historically and cross-nationally, there are advantages
in comparing all forms of public expenditure on the social services with GNP. Several UN
agencies, including the International Labour Office, follow this convention.
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allowances (mainly retirement pensions and family allowances) in payment, but also
more housing, home help and welfare services for the larger numbers of children
and old people. The residue represents a number of improvements - an increase in
hospital and school staffing ratios, the modernization of parts of the capital stock of
health, education and welfare services, and a slight relative increase in the rates of
benefit paid to some groups living on social security. However, the same period saw
the emergence of new problems and the growth of old ones - such as racial
disturbances, environmental planning, the social problems of motorway planning
and high flats and new forms of homelessness and isolation.
The rate of growth of expenditure on the social services is faster than that of the
economy as a whole, but this is a common phenomenon in industrial societies. In the
United Kingdom the rate seems to be lower than some other countries. In the early
and mid 1960s, expenditure, excluding education and housing, grew faster in
Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Sweden
1
and New Zealand than in the United Kingdom. Expenditure on education was
higher, as a percentage of GNP, in eleven countries in 1955 and higher in thirteen
2
countries in 1965, than in the United Kingdom. During the 1950s, the rate of
growth in the United Kingdom was a little over 3 per cent, but in the 1960s
fluctuated around 5 per cent (Table 4.18). However, much of the increase was
attributable to sporadic increases in expenditure on housing, particularly in the mid
3
1960s. The rates for different services partly reflect economic vicissitudes,
especially when capital expenditure represents a large proportion of the total. But
current expenditure can also be affected. Part of the increase in national spending in
the late 1960s is attributable to the marked rise in expenditure on unemployment
benefit.
Increased expenditure on public social services may arise because of an increase
in the numbers in the population who are made redundant, or retired though still
physically active and willing to work; higher unit costs in surgery and acute
medicine, at the expense of the care of the chronic sick; and an increase in the
proportion of young people, particularly of those from middle-income families, who
1

International Labour Office, The Cost of Social Security, 1964-1966, Geneva, 1971;
Wedel, J., ‘Social Security and Economic Integration - II’, International Labour Review,
December 1970.
2
Debeauvais, M., et al., Comparative Study of Education Expenditure and its Trends in
OECD Countries since 1950, Background Study No. 2, Conference on Policies for Educational
Growth, OECD, 1970. See also Edding, F., ‘Expenditure on Education: Statistics and
Comments’, in Robinson, E. A. G., and Vaizey, J. E. (eds.), The Economics of Education, Macmillan, London, 1966.
3
For a discussion of the rate of growth of public expenditure, see Dolmans, A. E., ‘The
Growth of Public Expenditure in the United Kingdom since 1950’, Manchester School of Economic and Social Studies, December 1968.
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Table 4.18. Annual percentage rate of increase in public expenditure (current and
capital) at constant prices.a
Social service
Education
National Health Service
Housing
Social security
Welfare and child care
All social services
Social services less housing

1951-9
4.9
1.9
-2.3
5.4
2.7
3.3
4.3

1959-64
5.9
3.2
10.3
4.9
7.4
5.5
4.8

1964-9
4.7
3.3
2.9
6.5
5.6
4.9
5.3

NOTE: aIncluding subsidies for school meals, milk and welfare foods.
SOURCES: Estimates based on National Income and Expenditure, HMSO, London, 1970;
Social Trends, No. 1, 1970; PEP, The Cost of the Social Services, 1938-1952, Planning No.
354, June 1953; and information supplied additionally by the Treasury and the Central
Statistical Office. Method of revaluation based on official indices.

enter the sixth forms of schools and colleges and universities. Certainly, compared
with 1938, the functions of the public social services can be said to have diversified
and become more complex. They involve very much more than the protection and
subsidy of the lower income groups.
Some, but only limited information, is available about the distribution by value of
the social services. The Central Statistical Office periodically reviews the relationship between incomes, taxes and social services, using the data from the Family
Expenditure Survey. Table 4.19 summarizes the data for the period 1961-8. These
show first that, as a proportion of original income plus cash benefits, total benefits
gradually increased during the seven years; and second that total benefits form a
much smaller proportion of the incomes of the high-income than of the low-income
groups. On these data, the social services make a big contribution to the equalization
of standards of living. The use of fixed-income groups by the CSO, however, makes
comparison over the years difficult.
There are two major reservations to the figures in Table 4.19. First, a few highincome groups benefit more in absolute money value from the public social services
than do low-income groups, and all of them benefit more from certain services.
Thus, allowing for fluctuations because of sample numbers, Table 4.20 shows that,
for several types of family, the middle- and high-income groups receive broadly as
much in total benefits as low-income groups, sometimes more. An exception is the
one-child family. While cash benefits tend to decline with income, direct benefits
(which include the value of secondary and university education) tend to increase. It
should also be recognized that the estimates of the benefits received by different
families are, for education and health, for example, based on crude averages rather
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Table 4.19. Total social service benefits as a percentage of original incomes plus
cash benefits (1961-8).
Range of
original
income
£per year
260315382460559676816988 1,196
1,448
1,752
2,122
2,566
3,104
Average
all ranges

Two adults and two children

All households

1961

42
32
25
20
17
15
12
12
8

1961
52
40
36
29
23
21
17
14
12
10
8
6
5
3

1965
55
49
51
39
38
27
24
18
15
13
11
10
8
6

1968
72
67
59
48
44
34
29
23
20
16
13
12
10
8

18

17

19

20

31
28
23
19
17
16
12
9

18

1965

41
34
24
18
18
15
15
10

19

1968

SOURCE: Economic Trends, February 1970, p. xxxix.

than upon services actually used. Although low-income groups tend to need more
medical consultations than high-income groups, the latter may use the more
expensive sectors of both the health and education services relatively more heavily
than the former.
Secondly, certain kinds of benefit which are of proportionately greater value to
high-income than to low-income groups are not included in the Central Statistical
Office’s definition of social service benefits. Thus, subsidies to council housing are
counted as indirect benefits in Table 4.20 (defined for each local-authority dwelling
as the excess of the estimated economic rent over the actual rent paid by the tenant).
But subsidies to owner-occupiers, in the form of tax reliefs on mortgage interest,
1
averaging about £42 per annum in 1968, are not counted. Similarly, the value to
families of tax allowances for children is not counted, although the statistical
1

The benefit is, of course, included in total income, after all taxes and benefits, and unlike
council-housing subsidies, is not counted in the value of the social services.
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Table 4.20. Average value in pounds per annum of social services to different types
of household in selected income groups (1968).
Type of family

Range of original incomes
(£ per year)
Benefits

2 adults, 1 child

2 adults, 2 children

2 adults, 3 children

2 adults, 4 children

3 adults, 1 child

3 adults, 2 children

816987

1,4481,751

3,104 and
above

Direct : cash
Direct: in kind
Indirect
(council housing)

80
155

19
140

11
157

15

5

-2

All

250

164

166

Direct : cash
Direct: in kind
Indirect

116
207
7

50
229
7

48
288
-

All

330

286

336

Direct: cash
Direct: in kind
Indirect

107
318
15

85
335
5

80
377
-

All

440

425

457

Direct: cash
Direct: in kind
Indirect

211
455
-1

136
469
20

All

665

625

Direct: cash
Direct: in kind
Indirect

116
240
24

39
468
10

All

380

517

Direct : cash
Direct: in kind
Indirect

86
350
8

189
430
5

All

444

624

SOURCE: Economic Trends, February 1970, pp. xxix and xxx.
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departments of some other countries now treat this as part of social security
1
expenditure. If the value of fiscal welfare were to be included in the total estimated
benefits of the social services, the absolute and relative figures in Tables 4.19 and
2
4.20 for the middle- and high-income groups would be much larger.
Poverty
Throughout this chapter the true living standards of the poorest sections of the
population have remained shadowy. What can in fact be said about trends in the
distribution of incomes at the lowest ranges? Before the Second World War there
were a number of surveys of poverty in particular areas, based on the costs, for
families of different composition, of attaining a defined level of subsistence. Table
4.21 shows the percentage of working-class households found to be in poverty. It
should be noted that, although the operational definition of the ‘poverty line’ which
was applied to household incomes was similar in broad principle in each of the
studies, it differed in detail. The poverty line was fixed at a slightly more generous
level in Seebohm Rowntree’s survey of York in 1936 than in other surveys carried
out in the late 1930s.
Only one survey of a similar kind was carried out after 1945, that by Rowntree
3
and Lavers in York in 1950. This survey was limited in conception and the report
4
left many questions unanswered. The number of people in poverty in York was
found to be 1.7 per cent (or 2.8 per cent of working class) compared with 18 per cent
5
in 1936. A secondary analysis of the Family Expenditure Survey data for 1953-4
produced an estimate of 5.4 per cent of all households in the United Kingdom and
4.1 per cent of people living in poverty in that year, according to the RowntreeLavers standard. Another 4.5 per cent of households (4 per cent of people) had
6
incomes of less than 20 per cent above this standard.
By this standard, poverty seemed to have been reduced between the 1930s and the
early 1950s. But although Rowntree had redefined his poverty line at a higher real
level, in purchasing terms, than in 1936, he had not raised it by as much as increases
7
in earnings. It was inevitable that he should have found a much smaller proportion
of the population in poverty. Moreover, it could be argued in detail that the standard
1

Social Security in the Nordic Countries, Statistical Reports on the Nordic Countries, 16,
Copenhagen, 1970, e.g. pp. 16-17 and 46-7.
2
Some other benefits, such as improvement grants, are also not allocated.
3
Rowntree, B. S., and Lavers, G. R., Poverty and the Welfare State: A Third Social Survey
of York Dealing Only with Economic Questions, Longmans, Green, London, 1951.
4
See PEP, Poverty: Ten Years After Beveridge, Planning, XIX, No. 344,1952.
5
Rowntree, and Lavers, Poverty and the Welfare State, p. 30.
6
Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London, 1965, p. 36.
7
For a family of five, the poverty standard was in 1936 about 69 per cent and in 1950 60 per
cent of average industrial earnings. See ibid., p. 16.
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reflected an out-dated conception of needs in modern society. It tended, in practice,
to be a fixed historical standard which was ludicrously generous from the viewpoint
1
of, say, Britain in the nineteenth century or India in the twentieth century. Or it
could be near destitution from the viewpoint of Britain in the 1970s or of the United
States in the 1950s. The same point has been made at length about the Social
2
Security Administration measures of poverty in the United States.
None the less it can be estimated that, even if Rowntree’s 1950 definition had fully
reflected increases in earnings between 1936 and 1950, he would have found a
diminution of poverty - from 18 per cent to probably between 6 per cent and 10 per
cent. Unemployment had fallen drastically, family allowances and a more
comprehensive social insurance scheme, especially for retirement pensioners, had
been introduced; and welfare foods and subsidies played a much more important
part in buttressing the living standards of the poor, especially families with children.
Society itself had, in practice, adopted a standard of poverty for its social security
schemes. Ironically enough, this had been based on the principles of inquiry used
formerly by Rowntree himself. Beveridge had defined a subsistence standard which
was subsequently used in deciding social insurance benefits (though at a lower level)
3
and national assistance benefits. The basic scales, which were raised from time to
time with movements in prices and earnings, offered a means of tracing changes in
the prevalence of poverty. If the scales were regularly applied in field surveys of
household income, the numbers and types of families in poverty according to
conventional standards could be established. In fact, the data from the Family
Expenditure Survey of 1953-4 and 1960 were adapted for this purpose, and the
results are shown in Table 4.21. A standard of about 40 per cent higher than the
basic scale rates of national assistance (allowing for income which is disregarded as
well as discretionary additions to basic rates) was found broadly to represent the
actual living standards experienced by recipients of national assistance. As can be
seen from the tables, the proportion of the population living below this standard
increased from 7.8 per cent in 1953-4 to 14.2 per cent in 1960. However, these
findings are not directly comparable because one is on an expenditure basis and the
other on an income basis. Allowing for this, the authors conclude cautiously that
about a third of the difference between the two figures may not be real, and therefore
that, to be comparable with the figure for 1953-4, the figure for 1960 would have to

1

Rowntree himself showed that if he had used the standard adopted in his first study in York
in 1899, he would have found only 4 per cent, and not 18 per cent, in poverty in 1936. See
Rowntree, Poverty and Progress.
2
Ornati, O., Poverty and Affluence, The Twentieth Century Fund, New York, 1966, pp. 2733.
3
Social Insurance and Allied Services (The Beveridge Report), Cmd 6404, HMSO, London,
1942, pp. 76-90.
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Table 4.21. Percentages of households and people, and estimated total population
with low levels of living (1953-4 and 1960).
Total expenditure
Percentage of
Percentage of
(1953-4) or income households
persons
(1960) as % of basic
national assistance
scale plus rent/
housing costs
1953-4 1960
1953-4 1960
Under 80
0.5
1.3
0.3
0.9
80-99
1.6
3.4
0.9
2.9
100-109
1.9
4.7
1.4
2.8
110-19
1.7
3.1
1.4
2.4
120-39
4.4
5.5
3.8
5.2
140 and over
89.9 82.1
92.2 85.5
Total
100.0 100.0
100.0 100.0

Estimated population in United
Kingdom (000s)

1953-4
152
455
709
709
1,923
46,663
50,611

1960
471
1,519
1,467
1,257
2,724
44,945
52,383

SOURCE: Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London, 1965,
p. 58.

be reduced to about 12 per cent. A further difference of 2 per cent is attributable to
1
differences in the samples surveyed.
There is therefore evidence of some increase in the prevalence of poverty as
conventionally defined in the 1950s. To a certain extent this is explained by demographic factors. The number of aged and of families with four or more children
2
increased disproportionately. But changes in the distribution and weight of particular forms of income are of probably greater importance. Property income and
gains increased disproportionately to other forms of income, salaries moved faster
than wages, and tax changes (including the extension of tax allowances) improved
the net position of middle- and upper-income groups relative to lower-income
groups. Most important of all, the family allowance for the second child remained at
8s. between 1953 and 1960, and the allowance for third and subsequent children
increased from 8s. to only 10s., or by 25 per cent, in a period when average money
1

On an expenditure basis, the percentage in poverty increased from 8 to 12 per cent and on an
income basis from 9 or 10 to 14 per cent. However, about half the increase is attributable to
improvements in the representation of the aged and national assistance recipients in the sample
surveyed by the government.
2
Between 1953 and 1960, the proportion of the population in the United Kingdom which was
aged 65 and over increased from 11.1 to 11.7 per cent. The number of families with four
dependent children increased by about 20 per cent, five children by 26 per cent and 6 or more
children by 45 per cent. See Abel-Smith and Townsend, The Poor and the Poorest, pp. 60-61.

INEQUALITY AND POVERTY, 1938-68 163
incomes increased by over 50 per cent. This was a crucial factor in contributing to
the widening of the gap in incomes between poor families with children and others.
In 1960, 35 per cent of the people in low-income households were older people
with pensions as their main source of income. Another 23 per cent depended primarily on state social-security benefits other than pensions, but 41 per cent were M
households in which incomes consisted primarily of earnings. The extent of poverty
varied with size of household, as Table 4.22 shows. The highest prevalence of
poverty was, in fact, to be found among women pensioners living alone, fatherless
Table 4.22. Percentages of households of different size with low levels of living
(1953-4 and 1960).
Number of persons
in household
1
2
3
4
5
6+
All sizes

1953-4
1960
(low expenditure) (low income)
38.6
52.1
9.6
18.2
4.9
7.5
4.6
6.4
5.4
10.0
11.5
25.2
10.1
17.9

SOURCE: As for Table 4.21.

families and families with four or more children. Of the 71 million people estimated
to be living in households with low incomes in 1960, about 3 million were over the
minimum pensionable ages and about 21 million were children. Altogether about 2¼
million had incomes of less than the basic national assistance scales, including about
a million of pensionable age and 600,000 children. The million people of
pensionable age and about half the remaining million seemed to have a prima facie
1
entitlement to supplementary national assistance.
During the 1950s and early 1960s, the existence of a large proportion of old
people living in poverty, about one million of whom seemed to be eligible to receive
2
supplementary national assistance, was only gradually established. Well over half
the total of 6 million people aged 65 or more in 1962 had subsistence incomes
1

Abel-Smith and Townsend, The Poor and the Poorest, Chapter 4 passim, and pp. 61-7.
The following three studies all estimated the numbers of the elderly eligible for, but not
receiving, supplementary national assistance at between half a million and a million: Cole
Wedderburn, D., with Utting, J., The Economic Circumstances of Old People, Codicote, Welwyn, 1962; Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Impact of Rates on Households (The
Allen Report), Cmnd 2582, HMSO, London, 1965, p. 117; Townsend, P., and Wedderbum, D.,
The Aged in the Welfare State, Bell, London, 1965, pp. 117-19 and 124-7.
2
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derived wholly from the state or incomes including no more than £1 a week
additional to state benefits. The median income of the retired was about half that of
1
younger adults in the population with no dependants. Some evidence was also
published in the 1950s as well as the 1960s about the poverty of fatherless families,
2
the unemployed and the sick. But it was not until the mid 1960s that poverty was
recognized to be a widespread problem, and one which included a large number of
3
low-paid wage-earners and their families.
The results of the empirical surveys of the old, and of the secondary analyses of
budget data, were subjected to a special kind of government scrutiny - and vindicated. In 1965, a survey of retirement pensioners was carried out by the Ministry of
Pensions and National Insurance. On the basis of the results, up to 750,000 old
people were estimated to be living below national assistance standards. Of all
widowed and unmarried female retirement pensioners, only 19 per cent had a net
available income exceeding needs (as defined by the national assistance scale rates)
by £1 a week or more; there were 34 per cent receiving national assistance, but
another 21 per cent provisionally entitled to it. The corresponding figures for
widowed and unmarried male pensioners are 33, 22 and 13 per cent; and for married
4
pensioners 50, 18 and 11 per cent.
In 1966, the ministry carried out another survey, this time of families with two or
more children. There was no comprehensive register of families with one child, and
they were not included in the survey,
but it is possible to make rough estimates of the number whose resources did not
match their requirements, to supplement the information provided by the enquiry. In
the summer of 1966 there were in all about seven million families with children. Of
these - including those with one child - it seems probable that approaching half a
million families, containing up to 1¼ million children, had incomes from earnings,
contributory benefits, family allowances or other sources (but excluding national
assistance which was paid to a substantial proportion of them) amounting to less
than would now be paid to a family which qualified for supplementary benefit.
About 145,000 of these families were fatherless; 160,000 were those of men who
5
were sick or unemployed; and 140,000 of men in full-time work.
1

Townsend and Wedderburn, The Aged in the Welfare State, p. 137.
For example, Marris, P., Widows and their Families, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London,
1958; Marsden, D., Mothers Alone: Poverty and the Fatherless Family, Allen Lane, London,
1969; Shaw, L. A., and Bowerbank, M., ‘Living on a State-Maintained Income’, I and II, Case
Conference, March and April 1958.
3
See, for example, Land, H., Large Families in London, Bell, London, 1970, and Poverty, the
journal of the Child Poverty Action Group, for 1966-70.
4
Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Financial and Other Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO, London, 1966, p.20.
5
Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, p. iv.
2
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Table 4.23 shows some of the ways in which deprivation increased according to
1
family size in families with a father in full-time work. Although the percentage of
families with five, six or more children who are in poverty is much larger than that
of families with two or three children, it must be remembered that there are many
fewer such families in the population. They account for only 20 per cent of the
families and 36 per cent of the children in poverty, compared with 64 per cent and
2
45 per cent respectively for families with two or three children.
Table 4.23. Percentages of families in the United Kingdom (with fathers in full-time
work) with certain characteristics (1966).
No. of
children

In poverty
(with resources
less than
supplementary
benefit
level)
2
3
3
3
4
7
5
9
6 or more
21
All sizes
4

Working
60 hours
a week or
more

14
19
20
24
25
16

With sav- With de- Overings of
fective crowded
£300 or housing
more

22
18
16
11
6
19

17
19
20
19
33
18

5
11
19
35
62
11

Wife
suffers
ill-health

14
16
16
23
24
15

SOURCE: Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, pp.
11, 38, 40,56, 57 and 145.

During the late 1960s, the government announced that secondary analyses of data
from the Family Expenditure Survey, now based on a much larger annual sample,
would be undertaken to find how many households were living below the official
‘subsistence’ or supplementary benefit standard. A short report on two-parent
families, in which the father was in full-time work or wage-stopped, was published
3
in July 1971. This compared FES data for 1968-71 with the Circumstances of
Families survey data for 1966, but not also with the Family Expenditure Survey of
1

For a detailed account of the particular difficulties of large families, see Land, Large
Families in London.
2
One-child families are not allowed for in these figures. See Circumstances of Families, p.
11.
3
Howe, J. R., Two-Parent Families: A Study of their Resources and Needs in 1968, 1969 and
1970, Department of Health and Social Security, Statistical Report Series No. 14, HMSO,
London, 1971.
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Table 4.24. Number of two-parent families with incomes under the basic SBC scales
plus rent, father in full-time work or wage-stopped (thousands).
In full time work

Year
1960a
1966b
1968c
1969c
1970c

In full-time work and wagestopped
Families People
Families People
(children included)
(children included)
85
370
(200)
95
470
(280)
110
552
(332)
73
334
(188)
102
500
(296)
96
527
(335)
122
677
(433)
74
336
(188)
105
505
(295)

SOURCES: aAbel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London,
1965.
b

Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967.

c

DHSS Statistical Report Series No. 14, Two Parent Families, HMSO, London, 1971 (Tables
2, 10A and 10B). The self-employed below the supplementary benefit level were, in fact, excluded from the tables in the DHSS report for 1968, 1969 and 1970, and an estimate equivalent
to the proportion of the employed below the level substituted. In this table an estimate for the
self-employed has been restored to allow comparisons with the 1960 and 1966 figures. In the
absence of actual information, this estimate for 1968, 1969 and 1970 is based on the number
found in the Circumstances of Families survey (i.e. 11,500 additional families in each case).
For later years, this figure is likely to be an underestimate since it is known that, in the late
1960s, the proportion of employed men who were self-employed increased.
1

1966. A number of questionable adjustments were made to the survey data, and
Table 4.24 does not follow them. Instead it presents figures as close as possible to
the original data in order to bring out the fluctuations attributable to sampling
variation and other possible factors. These data do not suggest any clear rise or fall
in the numbers of such families with incomes below the basic scale rates of the
Supplementary Benefits Commission. In relation to known events, like the increase
in family allowances towards the end of 1968, they are puzzling. However, official
data for this period about the unemployed generally, the sick, disabled, elderly,
fatherless families and households with men who are in paid employment but do not
have dependent children, remain to be produced. Measures of poverty independent
of conventional government definitions of need, as implied by S BC scales, also
remain to be developed.

1

Discussed in full in Townsend, P., ‘Politics and the Statistics of Poverty’, Political
Quarterly, January-March 1972.
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Nutrition
One supplementary indicator of trends in poverty and inequality in living standards
is that provided by nutritional data. The war certainly transformed national food
habits. For example, between the mid 1930s and the end of the war the consumption
per head of milk increased by a third. There were sharp increases in the consumption
of milk solids, potatoes, other vegetables and wheat flour, balanced by decreases in
1
the consumption of meat, fruit and fish. Pre-war studies had called attention to
widespread malnutrition. Wartime studies showed a marked improvement brought
about by a national food policy of which rationing formed a significant part. ‘The
variation in diet between various social groups had been much reduced, and the diet
of nearly all population groups was on average either very close to or above
2
recommended nutrient requirements.’
From the experience of war-time surveys, the National Food Survey was started
on a national basis in 1950. Its results have shown that the narrowing of inequalities
that took place in the war have been broadly maintained. But there has been
surprisingly little further improvement during the 1950s and 1960s. In a careful
review of the results of the food surveys between 1950 and 1960, Royston Lambert
found little or no reduction in inequality. In some respects, there was cause for
anxiety.
Though the intrinsic accuracy of the data may be questioned, the trends revealed by reworking
the published evidence are clear enough: while the dietary levels of some groups, childless
couples and Old Age Pensioners in particular, have improved since 1950, the most vulnerable
groups have shown no overall improvement and in many respects are definitely worse off. In
terms of an analysis by family size, there are now more segments of the population below the
BMA standard and for more nutrients than in 1950. As far as numbers of the population are
concerned, the indications are that at least a quarter and probably a third of the people of
Britain live in households which fail to attain all the desirable levels of dietary intake. And,
contrary to what is so often believed, the numbers in this situation seem to have increased since
the mid fifties.3

A review by the Office of Health Economics registered four concerns. First, the
recommended allowances for protein and calcium were not reached by subgroups
among the population, including households with a man and woman and three or
more children, and households including adolescents and children. Secondly, ‘the
trend over time also demonstrates a slight decline in standards compared with the
period of austerity in 1950’. Families with only one child had a lower nutrient intake
of protein, calcium, and vitamin C than in 1950. Families with four or more children
1

Greaves, J. P., and Hollingsworth, D. F., in World Review of Nutrition and Dietetics, VI,
1966.
2
Malnutrition in the 1960’s?, Office of Health Economics, London, 1967, p. 5.
3
Lambert, R., Nutrition in Britain, 1950-60, Codicote Press, Welwyn, 1964, p. 18.
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had a lower intake for protein, calcium and the vitamins thiamine, riboflavin and
1
vitamin C. Thirdly, results were presented in terms of the nutrients absorbed on
average by sub-groups of the sample. Many families were bound to fall short of the
average, including some in groups which on average minimally achieved an
adequate diet. In seventeen years there had been little improvement in the National
Food Survey ‘in order to assess more realistically individual intake of nutrients’ and
2
collect better evidence ‘on which to assess the nutritional status of the community’.
Those in charge of the National Food Survey have always stressed its limitations.
These arise not only in gaining good information about intakes from a sample of the
population, but also in assessing adequacy. There is room for considerable
disagreement about desirable intakes of nutrients, and the allowances which are
recommended differ sharply in some instances from those recommended in other
countries. Moreover, the National Food Survey Committee has now replaced the
allowances recommended as adequate by the British Medical Association with a
new set of allowances, a number of which represent a lower standard. While certain
groups, such as those quoted above by the Office of Health Economics, are
considered by the British Medical Association to have inadequate intakes of protein
and calcium, they are now considered by the Department of Health and Social
3
Security to have intakes which are (on average) perfectly adequate.
While there may be disagreement over the point at which the line of nutritional
adequacy may be drawn, inequalities in nutritional intakes for different groups can
be shown reliably for lengthy periods. Table 4.25 compares certain low-income
groups with certain high-income groups for 1956-68. Although there are some slight
fluctuations from year to year, there seems to have been a very slight improvement
in the intakes of the low-income families during the period, but not yet to the level
recommended by the British Medical Association. But there has been very little
narrowing of nutritional inequality during this period.
The possibility raised by Lambert and the Office of Health Economics that the
intakes of some minority groups may have deteriorated remains unresolved. Certainly Department of Health panels have tended to produce reassuring reports about
4
children and the elderly. But the National Food Survey data have not been
submitted to further analysis and presented like data on the distribution of personal
incomes. One report of a survey in 1967-8 of pre-school children suggests that
1

Malnutrition in the 1960’s?, pp. 8-11.
ibid., pp. 11-18 and 29.
3
Department of Health and Social Security, Recommended Intakes of Nutrients for the United
Kingdom, Reports on Public Health and Medical Subjects, No. 120, HMSO, London, 1969; and
Household Food Consumption and Expenditure: 1967, HMSO, London, 1969, Chapter 4.
4
For example, Department of Health and Social Security, Interim Report on Vitamin D by the
Panel on Child Nutrition, and First Report by the Panel on Nutrition of the Elderly, Reports on
Public Health and Medical Subjects, No. 123, HMSO, London, 1970.
2
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Table 4.25. Intakes of protein and calcium as a percentage of intakes recommended
by the British Medical Association.
High income
Man and woman
only

Low income
Man and woman and
3 children

protein
1956 128
1957 127
1958 130
1959 133
1960 136
1961 138
1962 139
1963 138
1964 128
1965 136
1966 134
1967 136
1968a (131)

calcium
144
141
145
151
151
155
156
153
145
152
150
147
(142)

protein
87
87
89
90
90
90
93
95
93
95
95
97
(93)

calcium
87
88
90
93
89
92
93
94
92
91
96
97
(95)

4 or more
children
procaltein
cium
85
82
80
79
83
81
78
77
82
80
87
86
84
81
87
83
90
84
86
80
88
85
91
89
(91)
(91)

children and
adolescents
procaltein
cium
81
85
79
85
81
88
79
86
81
88
83
90
85
91
84
87
87
90
82
86
86
88
85
89
(91) (91)

NOTE: aA new standard of nutritional adequacy has been adopted by the DHSS and the
figures given in brackets are estimates.
SOURCES: Annual Reports of the National Food Survey Committee.
1

disturbing findings have not been fully published. In a preface to the report of this
survey (not published until 1975), the Chairman of the Committee on Medical
Aspects of Food Policy, Sir George Godber, flatly stated, ‘the results of the study
produced no evidence that our pre-school children were underfed’. There were no
satisfactory statistical data in the report showing variations in individual intakes
according to income or occupational class. Yet a scatter diagram at the end of the
report clearly showed that a very large number of children had less than 80 per cent
2
of the recommended daily energy intakes. The government’s analyses of food
survey data have remained unsatisfactory throughout the 1960s and early 1970s and
could still be repeated.
1

Department of Health and Social Security, A Nutrition Survey of Pre-School Children, 196768, Report No. 10 on Health and Social Subjects, HMSO, London, 1975.
2
ibid., p. 91.
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Health
Indicators of health and disease in the population represent another important source
of information about poverty and about trends in the distribution of living standards.
Many different indicators might be devised. Among the most familiar are mortality
rates, prevalence or incidence morbidity rates, sickness absence rates and restrictedactivity rates.
One measure which has been commonly used as a guide to a nation’s health is the
infant mortality rate. Since the turn of the century, infant mortality has fallen from
well over 150 per 1,000 live births to under 20. However, the relative disparity
1
between the social classes did not change between 1911 and 1932, and does not
appear to have changed consistently between the 1930s and the 1960s. Thus, writing
in 1959, Morris pointed out for England and Wales that there was ‘no evidence of a
2
narrowing of the gap between the social classes’, and despite the fact that the
Registrar General has not published exactly comparable data for the 1960s, there are
data for combinations of classes (I and II and IV and V) which do not suggest any
3
marked change. Moreover, after a narrowing of the gap between the classes in the
experience of stillbirths and neonatal deaths, compared with pre-war years, the data
for Scotland suggest a reversion in the late 1960s to the same levels of inequality
between social classes I and V as ruled in the late 1940s. It should be remembered
that relativities in mortality rates between the classes tend to fluctuate from year to
year and in the table, following conventions adopted in these matters by the
Registrar General, I have given the means for periods of three years.
One other comment might be made about the trends in infant mortality over this
period of three decades. Throughout, the gap between social classes I and V in their
4
mortality experience has been wider after than during the early weeks of life.
Reduction in infant mortality has been slower in Britain than in some other industrial societies. A recent review of trends between 1948 and 1968 for sixteen
countries showed that England and Wales slipped from seventh to eleventh place in
the ranking (Scotland fell even more sharply in ranking). Whereas the rate fell from
1

Titmuss, R. M., Birth, Poverty and Wealth: A Study of Infant Mortality, Hamish Hamilton
Medical Books, London, 1943, p. 26.
2
Morris, J. N., ‘Health and Social Class’, Lancet, 7 February 1959, p. 303.
3
Hart, J. T., ‘Data on Occupational Mortality, 1959-63’, Lancet, 22 January 1972, p. 192;
Spicer, C. C., and Lipworth, L., Regional and Social Factors in Infant Mortality, GRO Studies,
on Medical and Population Subjects, No. 19, HMSO, London, 1966.
4
Titmuss noted this for the .first third of the century. ‘These statistics epitomize the chances
of death of two infants; one born to well-to-do parents, the other to poor parents; both potential
citizens of Britain. During the first few weeks of life, little separates the two children in their
chances of death, but slowly at first and then with increasing effect, as week succeeds week, the
gulf widens.’ See Titmuss, Birth, Poverty and Wealth, pp. 45-6.
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Table 4.26. Number of stillbirths, neonatal and post-neonatal deaths per 1,000 live
births in Scotland (1939-68).

I
II
III
IV
V
Percentage excess of
social class V over
social class I

1939
341
38.1
44.9
38.3
42.7

Stillbirths
1946-8
18.8
27.6
291
32.6
38.5

1956-8
17.0
20.5
22.1
26.5
28.8

25
105
69
Neonatal deaths (1st month of life)
25.9
16.5
13.4
25.1
20.2
14.7
38.6
27.0
19.0
34.8
29.8
202
39.9
36.5
22.8

1966-8
102
12.5
15.5
15.7
20.0

96

I
9.5
II
11.0
III
13.4
IV
15.2
V
19.5
Percentage excess of
social class V over
social class I
54
121
70
105
Post neonatal deaths (2nd to 12th month of life incl.)
I
7.6
8.1
4.0
31
II
14.8
12.8
5.5
3.9
III
30-2
21.4
8.2
6.7
IV
33.4
27.5
10.9
8.8
V
44.9
38.3
14.8
14.6
Percentage excess of
social class V over
social class I
491
373
270
371
SOURCE: Annual Reports of the Registrar General for Scotland, Part I : Mortality Statistics.

34.5 per 1,000 live births in 1948 to 18.3 in 1968, it fell from 55.9 to 17.0 in France,
from 57.9 to 14.5 in Finland and from 61.7 to 15.3 in Japan. By 1968, the rate was
1
below 14 per 1,000 in the Netherlands, Sweden and Norway. In the early 1960s,
1

Doll, Professor Sir R., ‘Monitoring the National Health Service’, Proceedings of the Royal
Society of Medicine, vol. 66, August 1973, p. 732; Scottish Home and Health Department, Joint
Working Party on the Integration of Medical Work, Towards an Integrated Child Health
Service, HMSO, Edinburgh, 1973, p. 8.
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partly as a consequence of this kind of information, the Department of Health
became concerned about the slow decrease in the death-rate for infants at ages
between a month and a year old and undertook a study in three areas to try to
identify avoidable factors contributing to death. Two paediatric assessors estimated
that there were indeed avoidable factors in 28 per cent of cases - due to social,
parental, general practitioner and hospital factors. The general practitioner factors
included diagnostic delay or failure, slowness in reference to hospital, failure to
realize severity of the situation and delay in visiting. The hospital service factors
included diagnostic failures or delay, hospital-acquired infection and faulty
1
management.
There has been much less improvement in mortality rates during the course of this
century at later ages. One source (the United Nations Statistical Yearbook) shows
that while the expectation of life of males at birth in England and Wales lengthened
by 2 or 3 per cent in the twenty years to 1970, it has lengthened more dramatically in
other industrial nations, some of which have now surpassed, and others almost
attained, the English figure. The ratio of female to male expectation of life in
England and Wales has increased at all ages. The male expectation of life has
increased to only a modest extent in their twenties and thirties, has barely increased
2
at age 45, and has decreased marginally at older ages.
The trends are different for people of different occupational class and need to be
examined carefully. Later in this report, attention is called to the poor conditions of
work in some occupations (Chapter 12). Among men aged 35-44, those in certain
skilled or unskilled manual occupations have two, three or even four times as much
risk of dying as men in certain non-manual occupations. But, in addition to specific
occupational risks, there are general social risks which relate to occupational class
and income.
Between 1949-53 and 1959-63 the risk of adult men of different social class dying
appears, from data published by the Registrar General, to have become more
unequal and, ten years later, there was little or no sign of any narrowing of the gap.
Unfortunately the figures reproduced in Table 4.27 do not represent the real trends
very accurately, because of changes introduced in 1960 in the classification of
occupations, possible changes in the number and extent of discrepancies between the
recording of occupations on death certificates and on census schedules, and the fact
that occupations in the Census of 1961 were based on a 10 per cent sample. I have
1

DHSS, Confidential Enquiry into Postneonatal Deaths, 1964-66, Reports on Public Health
and Medical Subjects, No. 125, London, HMSO, London, 1970, pp. 21-3.
2
DHSS, Health and Personal Social Services Statistics for England (with summary tables for
Great Britain), HMSO, London, 1973, Table 1.6.
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1

discussed these reservations elsewhere and have argued that, because the Registrar
General had already adjusted some figures to allow for changes in classification, it
was possible for him to publish a revised, and more reliable, version of Table 4.27.
2
Others had made the same plea. I estimated from the Registrar General’s
Table 4.27. Standardized mortality ratios by social class: men aged 20-64 (192172).
Social class
1921-3
I
82
II
94
III
95
IV
101
V
125
a

1930-32
90
94
97
102
111

England and Wales
1949-53
1959-63a
86
76
92
81
101
100
104
103
118
143

1970-72ab
77
81
104
113
137

Men aged 15-64.
Provisional data.

b

NOTES:
1. Information about occupations in the 1961 census, with which information from death certificates for 1959-63 was compared, was based on a 10 per cent sample.
2. Occupations in 1961 and 1971 were reclassified on a new basis, with the result that
approximately 26 per cent would have been allocated to a different class if the 1950 basis
of classification had been used. The vast majority of these were reclassified to the next
ascending or descending class in rank order.
3. The standardized mortality ratios in the third column for 1949-53 have been corrected by
the Registrar General and are different from the figures first published.
SOURCE: Table published in Social Trends, No. 6, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 26, and based on
(a) 1921-30 Registrar General’s Decennial Supplements, Occupational Mortality, 1951 and
1961, and (b) 1970-72 Office of Population Censuses and Surveys.

adjustments for different age-groups in social class V that, according to the 1950
classification, the figure of 143 for social class V in the fourth column of the table
3
should read 128. On both original and adjusted figures therefore there is evidence
of greater inequality between adult men of different social class in risk of dying
from 1959 onwards than earlier. Among men, inequality between social classes I
and V is greater at ages 35-44 than at younger or older ages, while for married
4
women it is greatest at ages 15-44 and for single women in the early twenties.
1

Townsend, P., ‘Inequality and the Health Service’, Lancet, 15 June 1974.
Hart, ‘Data on Occupational Mortality’, p. 193.
3
Townsend, ‘Inequality and the Health Service’, p. 1182.
4
Registrar General’s Decennial Supplement, England and Wales 1961: Occupational Mortality Tables, HMSO, London, 1971.
2
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Like mortality rates, both sickness absence rates and measures of ‘chronic’ or
‘limiting long-standing’ illness show the disadvantage of the partly skilled and
unskilled manual classes. Unusual care is needed in interpreting sickness absence
rates. Certain studies have found high correlations between mortality and inception
1
rates of sickness and between mortality and days of sickness. Such findings are
subject to reservations about particular types of diseases and causes of mortality. But
although much work remains to be done to delineate the relationship between
2
3
morbidity and class, different national and overseas studies show that the
inequality between the highest and lowest classes is, in general, at least as wide
according to various measures of morbidity as it is for measures of mortality. For
example, in 1971 in England and Wales nearly two and a half times as many
unskilled as professional men reported absence from work due to illness or injury
during a two-week period, and they lost an average of four and a half times as many
4
days from work in the year.
There are other supplementary indicators of inequalities in state of health. A
review of data from the National Child Development Study showed little if any
change in social class differences between 1953 and the mid 1960s in the height of
children. The actual figures from the two studies in fact show a slight widening of
the gap, but this could be attributable to sampling variation and slight differences in
5
method.
Conclusion
Living standards depend on the total contribution of not one but several systems
distributing resources directly and indirectly to individuals, families, work groups
and communities. To concentrate on cash incomes is to ignore the subtle ways
developed in both modern and traditional societies for conferring and redistributing
benefits. Furthermore, to concentrate on income as the sole criterion of poverty
carries the misleading implication that relatively simple adjustments, as, for
example, through the introduction of a scheme for negative income tax, or tax
credits, will relieve it.
1

For example, mortality ratios are compared with inception ratios of sickness and duration
ratios of sickness by Daw, R. H., Journal of the Institute of Actuaries, 1971.
2
See ibid., and reports of the General Household Survey, including a summary in Social
Trends, No. 4, HMSO, London, 1973, Table 69.
3
Purola, T., Kalimo, E., Sievers, K., and Nyman, K., The Utilization of the Medical Services
and its Relationship to Morbidity, Health Resources and Social Factors, Research Institute for
Social Security, Helsinki, 1968.
4
Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, The General Household Survey, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 304.
5
Goldstein, H., Human Biology, vol. 43, 1971, p. 92; Douglas, J. W. B., and Simpson, H.,
Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly, vol. 42, 1964, p. 20.
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A plural approach is unavoidable. Resources derive from a number of different
systems, each of which distribute and redistribute them according to a body of
socially sanctioned and controlled principles. The problem is to establish the part
that different types of resource play in determining the overall standards of living of
different strata in the population. Five broad categories have been identified: cash
income; capital assets; and the value of employment benefits, public social services
and ‘private’ benefits in kind. The distribution of cash income was considered in
relation to incomes policy and the earnings and occupational structure; and both
cash income and assets in relation to taxation and fiscal welfare. Finally, supporting
evidence about changes that have been taking place in the distribution of living
standards - about poverty, nutrition and health - has also been included. Our means
of combining quantitatively the different types of resource in order to gain some
comprehension of overall inequalities in living standards is still negligible, and the
combination of some types, as in the studies by the Central Statistical Office and the
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, remains primitive - as
these bodies would be the first to agree.
Despite the range of statistical material which has been discussed, information on
some other factors has not been included. Their importance is problematic and they
cannot easily be documented. For example, the price of certain goods tends to vary
for different areas and communities. The distributional structure of cash income,
assets and fringe benefits could remain the same and yet inequalities in living
standards could change. Whether there is any trend of a favourable or unfavourable
kind among certain poor communities is unknown. However, there have been
indicative studies of an illustrative kind. For an area of the United States, Caplovitz
1
has shown the higher costs paid by the poor for some goods. For Britain, Piachaud
2
has discussed the same question. Tipping has shown for the United Kingdom
generally that, at the lowest levels of income, prices increased on average by 4.3 per
cent more between 1955 and 1966 than they did at the highest levels of income 3
mainly because of a disproportionate rise in rents and fuel and light. Between 1964
and 1970, Pond has estimated, the cost of living of the poorest household rose by 1.5
per cent more than that of the richest (and the differential actually grew between
4
1970 and 1974). There may have been different effects on the cost of living in
different areas of, for example, the abandonment of retail price maintenance and the
development of chain stores. One fact about the differential impact of a rise in prices
in the 1950s is, however, known. There were gains to low-income families from the
maintenance of rationing and food subsidies for some years after the war. Food
1

Caplovitz, D., The Poor Pay More, The Free Press, New York, 1963.
Piachaud, D., Do the Poor Pay More?, Child Poverty Action Group, London, 1974.
3
Tipping, D. G., ‘Price Changes and Income Distribution’, Applied Statistics, No. 1, 1970.
4
Pond, C., The Low Pay Bulletin, Nos. 1 and 5, Low Pay Unit, London, 1974 and 1976. As
we have seen, there was a relative increase between the early 1950s and the early 1960s in the
risk of death of adult males in social class V as compared with social class I.
2
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subsidies were worth more absolutely to families with children than to those without
children and represented 27 per cent of the food expenditure of a family with four
1
children, corn-pared with 16 per cent for a married couple.
Information is also needed on the changing value to different sections of the
population and communities of services other than the public social services which
are financed wholly or partly through taxation and local rates. This would cover
public roads and transport, law and order, water, electricity and gas (such as the
effects of changes from time to time in tariffs charged to different types of
consumer) as well as a range of community facilities, such as libraries, playgrounds
and public parks and gardens.
During the three decades under review, there was, first, a marked reduction of
inequality in the distribution of resources during the war, in the sense that the
proportions of the population with relatively high and relatively low resources both
diminished. This structure was maintained in the years immediately following the
war, but, secondly, there was a partial reversion to former inequalities in the mid and
late 1950s. There was a relaxation of certain taxes for the rich, a property boom,
abandonment of food subsidies and the expansion of occupational pension schemes
and other fringe benefits, for example. Part of the problem of generalizing about
changes in distribution over time is due to the changing structure of the population,
occupationally as well as in age and family composition. Compared with the
‘austerity’ of the early 1950s there was some increase in poverty and a considerable
growth, for example, in property incomes, by 1960. Finally, in the 1960s, there was
higher unemployment, more dependency and a continuing shift of the reward system
(and of the overall value of social services) to professional, managerial and higher
supervisory non-manual groups, prompted not only by the unequivocal emphasis of
successive governments upon economic growth, but also by professional
unionization and the preoccupation of such organizations as the National Board for
Prices and Incomes with productivity. The structure tended to be reinforced and
there was a further slight increase in the numbers and proportion of the population in
poverty or on the margins of poverty (as defined by the government), despite the
introduction of new ameliorative measures by successive administrations. One
indicator might, finally, be given. At 31 January 1961, for example, there were
1,844,000 recipients (not including dependants) of national assistance, or 3.6 per
cent of the population, while ten years later, at the end of November 1971, there
2
were 2,909,000 recipients, or 5.4 per cent.

1
2

Domestic Food Consumption, 1950, HMSO, London, 1952, p. 73.
Social Trends, No. 5, HMSO, London, 1974, p. 121.

5
The Concept and Distribution of Resources

In measuring and explaining poverty in a society it is necessary first to describe the
ownership and use made by individuals and by social groups of different types of
resources which govern their standards of living. As already explained, we have
identified five types: cash income; capital assets; value of employment benefits;
value of public social services other than cash, and private income in kind. In this
chapter these resources will be defined and their distribution described.
At the outset it should be recognized that there are risks in adopting the more
elastic conception of resources preferred in this book. There are problems in
measuring certain kinds of resources - particularly small amounts of income, gifts
and occasional services received by only small numbers of the population. There are
practical difficulties in collecting information of an exhaustive kind, and questions
have to be pursued sometimes in rather general terms. We have tried to be watchful
about those types of resources which might make a significant difference to the
structure of inequality and the living standards of the poor in particular. We have
also tried to be receptive to possible growing points and equally ‘shrinking’ points.
The relative value of different types of resources will change over time.
The problem of relating, or weighing, the different types of resources is complicated and subtle. It seems reasonable enough to argue that an owner-occupier who
has completed payments on his house has a higher standard of living than someone
who is still buying his house or is paying rent, and that an imputed rental payment
might be added to his income, or alternatively that housing costs should be deducted
in measuring net income. But there are difficulties in deciding on what principles the
weekly or monthly amount of that payment, or those costs, should be determined.
There are also difficulties in treating other kinds of assets as representing income.
Savings in the bank are regarded very differently by people from, say, a valuable
painting of an ancestor or some engraved silverware received for a silver wedding
anniversary. There are further difficulties in equating services with income, whether
these are public social services paid for from taxation, or private services performed
by relatives and friends. Someone who has spent thirty expensive days and nights in
a teaching hospital may have had over £1,000 ‘spent’ upon him, but he is not, in
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many senses of the term, ‘better off’ in the year than another man who has not had
any need to enter hospital. A neighbour who helps an old woman with shopping and
cleaning for an hour each day can only with reservations be regarded as offering a
service equivalent to a paid home help or domestic servant. There is also the
problem of relating the investment value of a service to its current cash-income
equivalent. The benefits of a university education may be of some approximate
current value to a student and to his parents, but what also has to be remembered is
the additional future value of such education.
These preliminary remarks indicate how hazardous is any attempt to develop a
comprehensive concept of resources. Similar difficulties have been encountered by
economists and sociologists when undertaking cost-benefit analyses and lessons can
be learned from the more absurd examples. The attempt to measure inequality and
compare material resources according to a unitary concept cannot be carried too far.
Inevitably certain limitations have to be placed on the possible amalgamation of
data. This chapter assumes that ‘income’ should be treated for certain purposes as a
much wider concept than it is, say, by the Board of Inland Revenue or the Central
Statistical Office, and even by critics advocating a far more comprehensive and
1
consistent approach, like Professor Kaldor.
The Problem of the Recipient Unit
Resources are allocated to, and used by, countries, regions, communities, extended
families, households, income units and individuals. It would be a mistake to assume
that all resources entering a household are pooled and used equally by its individual
members. An addition of, say, £10 per week may be made to total household
resources through the overtime earnings of the head of a household, the part-time
earnings of the housewife, or the apprenticeship earnings of an adolescent son, but
these cannot be regarded as of comparable ‘household’ value. The net increase in
living standards enjoyed by each member of the household will differ, depending on
1

The board’s definition is criticized in a famous memorandum of dissent by a minority of the
Royal Commission on Taxation. ‘In fact, no concept of income can be really equitable that stops
short of the comprehensive definition which embraces all receipts which increase an individual’s
command over the use of society’s scarce resources - in other words, his “net accretion of
economic power between two points in time.”’ See Report of the Royal Commission on
Taxation, Cmnd 9474, HMSO, London, 1955, p. 8. Kaldor has gone on to point out some of the
difficulties of widening the definition to include capital gains and other casual or non-recurrent
gains and receipts, at least in terms of measuring taxable capacity. For example, he points out
that ‘it is not that capital gains as such provide less spending power than other forms of profit;
there are some kinds of capital gains which represent the same kind of spending power as
conventional income; other kinds which represent none at all; and yet others which are inbetween; these types moreover shade into one another gradually and imperceptibly.’ See Kaldor,
N., An Expenditure Tax, Allen & Unwin, London, 1955, p. 45. See also his discussion of the
concept of income in economic theory in ibid., Appendix to Chapter 1.
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who is the recipient of the additional income. Living standards vary among
household members for all kinds of reasons. Historically the breadwinner was given
precedence in the consumption of food, and this custom is maintained in many
places. Children who have started work are often expected to get meals out, and to
require relatively large sums for clothing and entertainment, including sums to meet
the needs of courting before marriage. Younger dependent children have meals
cheaply or freely at school and there are other public subsidies which are directed
towards certain individuals rather than also to the households to which they belong.
Then there are old people who sometimes comprise a semi-independent unit within
the household.
To point up the implications of taking one definition of the unit which ultimately
receives income rather than another, and to lay the basis for a study of the
distribution and redistribution of income within the household, we have in this
survey made it possible to consider resources as distributed among individuals,
income units and households. The income unit is defined as any person aged 15 or
over, or, if in full-time education, 19 or over, together with husband or wife and any
children aged under 15 (or under 19 if in full-time education). Thus an adult living
alone, a married couple, a married couple with children of school age or under, a
grandparent living with married children, or a single adult living with another adult,
such as a sister, will each comprise a separate income unit.
A household is defined as a single adult living alone or a group of people living
together, having some or all meals together and benefiting from a common
housekeeping. This is not always easy to apply, but has been found to be practicable
for many purposes. Table 5.1 shows that rather less than three quarters of the
households in the sample consisted of a single income unit and that only 8 per cent
Table 5.1. Percentages and numbers of households according to number of income
units.
Number of
income unit
1
2
3
4
5
6
Total

Households
%
71
20
6
2
0
0
100

No
1,453
417
132
33
9
1
2,045

Income units
%.
51
29
14
5
2
0
100

No.
1,453
834
397
132
45
6
2,867
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consisted of more than two income units. On the other hand, nearly half the income
units in the sample shared a household with at least one other income unit.
Cash Income
Gross income is defined as all forms of current cash income, including earnings,
self-employed income, casual income from work and second jobs, sick pay, holiday
pay, pensions, annuities, social security payments, rent and interest from property,
profit on lodgers, income from trusts, income from savings and stocks and shares,
windfalls (but only that part used for living expenses), allowances from relatives,
trade-union benefits, gifts of money, tax repayments, educational maintenance
allowances and studentships. Gross disposable income is gross income less liability
for income tax, surtax and national insurance contributions, and allowances
elsewhere to relatives. Net disposable income is gross disposable income less
expenses in going to work, including clothing or equipment allowed for tax purposes
as well as costs of travel.
This definition is broader in certain respects than is the definition used in the
Family Expenditure Survey, which excludes legacies, payments arising from insurance policies, winnings from gambling, occasional money gifts, profits from
boarders and prizes from premium bonds - whether or not any of these items are
used for everyday living expenses. We took the view that these items should be
treated as income when it was clear that they would not be included in any current
estimate of the value of assets. Information about income was obtained in depth. We
endeavoured to establish income both in the previous week and the previous twelve
months, and there seemed to be a distinct advantage in being able to ask income
recipients systematically about the experience of the previous twelve months,
beginning with employment. As will be shown later, the earnings of over two fifths
of employees fluctuate, and by obtaining information about highest and lowest
earnings, and then asking about ‘average’ earnings, it seemed that a more reliable
indication of ‘usual’ earnings was obtained. Again, profit from lodgers or boarders
1
was estimated less roughly than in some previous surveys. Information was
collected about services supplied to them, such as light, heating, laundry, cleaning
and meals so that income net of expenses could be estimated.
Imputed Rent
There is one further important difference between the definition of gross income and
that adopted in the analysis of the Family Expenditure Survey. In the latter an
1

For example, in the survey by the Oxford University Institute of Statistics, ‘People who let
rooms to lodgers, without supplying food, were asked to give the total income received ; and
two-thirds of this was estimated to be profit’. See Lydall, H. F., British Incomes and Savings,
Blackwell, Oxford, 1955, p. 17.
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imputed value is added to the income of heads of households living in owneroccupied dwellings. ‘Although no money actually passes between the owner and the
occupier of the dwelling when they are the same person, the services of the dwelling
do nevertheless have value equivalent to the net income which could be obtained by
1
letting the building commercially: ’ But the amount used (as also for households
living in rent-free accommodation) is the weekly equivalent of the rateable value,
which for many of the dwellings concerned is an unrealistically low figure in
relation to their potential rental value. For example, in 1970 the average weekly
value was put for dwellings owned outright at £1.81, compared with average weekly
outgoings of £2.66 for council tenants and £4.52 for tenants of furnished, privately
owned accommodation. The weekly average even for owner-occupiers with an
income of £3,000 or more was still only £3.12. The 1963 valuations of property
were still being used. Total imputed rent was estimated in the Family Expenditure
Survey for 1973 to be only 3 per cent of total household income from all sources, or
only 6 per cent of the total income of owner-occupiers alone. In the present survey,
we did not consider that rateable value reflected the real contemporary value of most
owner-occupied housing and sought other means of estimating this value. The
rateable or rental value of owner-occupied property, expressed as a weekly or
monthly sum, and estimated either on the basis of local rateable values or local
market prices, is excluded from the definition of gross income. But the value of the
property is included in the valuation of assets and an equivalent ‘annuity’ value is
included in the definition of total or gross disposable resources, which is discussed
later.
One major criticism of the presentation by the Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth of data on the distribution of incomes is that imputed rent of owner-occupation was excluded from income. Not surprisingly, the
commission had received conflicting evidence about whether the benefit derived
from owner-occupation should be expressed in money terms and counted with
personal income. They took the view that it would be desirable in future to present
alternative distributions, one including and one excluding imputed rents. They
illustrated the effect of including the FES definition of imputed rent, but did not
amend the artificially low estimates used in that survey or include an amended
measure in the data discussed in the main body of the text. Owner-occupation is a
major component of living standards, and its effect on the distribution of income is
2
likely to have changed in recent years.

1

See, for example, Department of Employment and Productivity, Family Expenditure Survey,
Report for 1969, p. 109.
2
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report
on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, July 1975, pp. 7 and 40-43.
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Distribution of Gross Income
Table 5.2 shows the distribution by income last week and last year of all households in
the sample for which information about income was complete. There are a number of
factors which contribute to differences in the distribution. Earnings last week will be
relatively high for some people and relatively low for others. For the employed
population, earnings over the year will tend not to range so far as weekly earnings
towards the extremes of the distribution, and for both the employed and non-employed
the weekly average income for the previous twelve months will tend to be lower than
the income for the previous week, because rates of earnings and, for example, of
pensions have usually been increased during the year. Again, a fairly large proportion
of people who work most weeks of the year will have been sick or unemployed or on
holiday during any particular week and their incomes will be lower in that week than at
other times.
Although some types of income which are paid in instalments less frequently than
monthly or weekly, such as interest on savings and tax repayments, have been divided by
fifty-two and added to weekly income (on grounds that they are regular additions or
adjustments to income), once-and-for-all payments, like redundancy payments, grants
by the Supplementary Benefits Commission of a lump sum, maternity grants and
death grants have not been counted in weekly income but have been counted in annual
income. Death grants are, of course, paid for persons no longer in the household.
Maternity grants cover exceptional expenses which do not form part of ordinary living
expenses. Lump-sum payments by the Supplementary Benefits Commission are
generally made for bedding or clothing and are not often made in successive years.
However, it is important to remember that, as in all surveys of income, certain types
of income could not be allocated to any specific period. This was partly because it was
impractical to pursue inquiries beyond a certain point, but also because informants
engaged in transactions which did not make it easy either for them or the interviewer to
say exactly to what period some parts of their income applied. Thus, a high proportion of
the self-employed told us that their incomes fluctuated during the year, but we could only
attempt to obtain information about their annual income. To estimate their ‘last week’s’
income, the figure for annual income was simply divided by fifty-two. Conventions
such as these have tended to make the concept of last week’s and last year’s income
less distinct than the amounts available to individuals are in reality. The extent to which
income is both regular and secure is extremely important to the individual and to the
household and will be discussed later.
Table 5.2 also shows the distribution according to income of the samples interviewed
in the Family Expenditure Surveys of 1967 and 1968. The distributions are not exactly
comparable with the poverty survey. The Family Expenditure Survey is based
principally on the notion of ‘usual’ income which, for the sick and unemployed,
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Table 5.2. Percentages of households with gross income per week (poverty
survey and FES).
Range of income

Poverty survey
Lastweek

Under £6
£6 but under £8
£8 but under £10
£10 but under £15
£15 but under £20
£20 but under £25
£25 but under £30
£30 but under £35
£35 but under £40
£40 but under £50
£50 or more
Total
Number

4.3
7.4
5.3
9.2
10.0
12.7
13.3
10.0
7.9
9.5
10.5
100
1,808

Average
per week
last year
5.1
7.6
4.7
9..5
12.4
9.4
17.2
9.6
6.8
8.8
8.8
100
1,769

FES current or usual
rate p.w.
1967

1968

3.3
4.4
4..2
9.6
12.1
15-6
13.6
11.1
7..8
9.5
8.8

2.6
5.2
3.8
9.3
10.2
13.4
13.4
11.3
8.8
10.7
11.3

100
7,386

100
7,184

SOURCE: Department of Employment and Productivity, Family Expenditure Survey, Report
for 1967, p. 86; Report for 1968, p. 82. FES figures include weekly rateable value of owneroccupied housing as an addition to income.

includes latest earnings. In the poverty survey, the twelve months to which
information about income refers start in early 1967 for some informants and early
1968 for others, and weekly income covers the period 1968-9. The definition of weekly
income in the Family Expenditure Survey does not include certain forms of income,
like windfalls, gifts of money and legacies, but does include an addition to income for
imputed rent for owner-occupiers. The inclusion of the latter had the effect in 1968 of
raising the income of a proportion of low-income households by an average of about
1
£1.20 per week. It will also tend to have increased the proportions in middle- and
high-income groups, relative to the poverty survey. Another important point in
comparing the figures is that the number of people aged 65 and over in the Family
Expenditure Survey sample is about 14 per cent smaller than it should be if the sample
1

In the 1968 survey, as many as 241 of the 836 households with under £10 weekly income
owned their houses outright or (a tiny majority of them) were in the process of purchasing their
houses. Many of these were retired people. See the Department of Employment and Productivity,
Family Expenditure Survey, Report for 1968, HMSO, London, 1969, pp. 18 and 82.
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were exactly representative of the population, while the number in the poverty survey
was less than 1 per cent short of the representative figure. The number of households
with children in the Family Expenditure Survey sample was correspondingly 10 per
cent too large. Despite the qualifications which I have expressed, the percentages of
net income estimated by the Central Statistical Office (on the FES basis) to have
been received in 1968 by different quantile groups of households corresponded
closely with percentages produced from the poverty survey. (For detail, see
Appendix Eight, Table A.1, p. 991.)
With other kinds of qualifications the data may also be compared with the Inland
Revenue statistics. Table 5.3 compares the distribution by range of gross and net
annual income of income units in the sample with personal incomes after tax as
1
assessed by the Board of Inland Revenue. The board counts a married couple,
whether separately assessed for tax or not, as one ‘person’, though it admits there is
a deficiency in the number of wives with earned incomes reported by their
husbands’ income tax districts. Corrections are made to the data to take account of
this deficiency, but not for wives earning less than the deduction card limit (£5.25 in
1968-9). There are some other well-known problems about the data. For example,
people who have died will have been counted for the whole year though their
income was received during only part of the year; women who have married during
the year will appear twice in the statistics; and children and adults with small
covenants may appear as separate units. Certain kinds of income which are not
taxed, such as disablement pensions, unemployment and sickness insurance benefits
and some windfall income, are not included in the Inland Revenue data, but are
included in the definition of income in the poverty survey. Mortgage interest and
certain allowable expenses have also been deducted from the Inland Revenue figures
for incomes. These differences make comparison hazardous. The Board of Inland
Revenue does not provide an estimate of the number of incomes up to £275, and a
figure equivalent to that found in the poverty survey has been used in order to allow
2
other figures in the Inland Revenue distribution to be compared. But the Inland
Revenue totals at the next to lowest range of income are too low also because of the
well-known shortfall in number of long-term sickness and unemployment
3
beneficiaries, as well as of retirement pensioners. At the highest levels of income,
1

For 1968-9, the board’s income survey was based on a stratified sample of some 120,000 out
of 22,130,000 incomes.
2
The estimate compares well with the estimates included in the National Income Blue Book
about personal income. Thus, for 1967, the government estimates that there were 2,338,000 units
with £50 income but under £250. The poverty survey suggests a figure of rather less than 3
million units with under £275 income. Estimates for the late 1960s were not included in the Blue
Book. See National Income and Expenditure 1969, HMSO, London, 1969, Table 23.
3
The Blue Book totals for personal incomes in these ranges are substantially greater than the
Inland Revenue totals. Thus, for 1967, an estimated 5,906,000 units are in the range £250-£500,
compared with 3,760,000 in the range £275-£500 for 1967-8 in the corresponding Inland
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the fact that allowable expenses, as well as mortgage interest, have been deducted
from the Inland Revenue figures helps to explain why there were more units found
in the poverty survey to have high incomes, though the tendency for different
individuals in rich income units to be shown separately in the Inland Revenue tables
1
should also be remembered. Perhaps all that can safely be concluded from Table
5.3 is that the spread of incomes in the poverty survey was wide and that there was
representation of the uppermost incomes.
Table 5.3. Percentages of income units with gross and net or ‘after tax’ income per
year (poverty survey and Inland Revenue).
Range of income

Poverty survey
Gross
Net

Under £275
2753004005006007008009001,0001,2501,5002,0003,0005,00010,00020,000Total
Number

13.2
2.0
8.4
7.5
5.8
4.4
4.8
5.3
5.5
12.3
10.8
11.7
5.9
1.0
0.6
0.5
0.3
100
2,536

11.2
2.4
10.3
8.5
7.2
6.8
5.9
6.7
6.5
12.7
8.8
7.7
3.7
1.0
0.2
0.4
0.1
100
2,536

Inland Revenue
1967-8
1968-9
Net
Net
11.2a
11.2a
1.3
1.2
6.0
5.5
8.1
7.3
7.3
7.0
7.8
7.2
7.4
7.4
7.4
6.7
7.1
6.6
15.4
15.5
10.6
11.6
7.1
8.9
2.2
2.7
0.9
1.0
0.3

0.3

100
100
24,550,000 24,990,000

NOTE: aNumbers not known, and therefore the number equivalent in proportion to that found
in the poverty survey has been estimated.
SOURCE: For Inland Revenue data: Inland Revenue Statistics, 1971, HMSO, London, Table
57.

Revenue tables in ibid., Table 23.
1
Titmuss, R. M., Income Distribution and Social Change, Allen & Unwin, London, pp. 5053.
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The Make-up of Household Income
Household income is, of course, made up of the combined income of income units,
if there are two or more, in the household. And the income of income units is itself
made up of the combined income of individuals comprising the unit. Any theory
Table 5.4. Percentages of individuals, according to net disposable income for previous week of individuals, income units and households.
Net dispos- Individual income Income unit income Household income
able income
last week
Male Fe- All Male Fe- All
Male FeAll
male
male
male
Under £5
36
65 51
3
6
5
1
1
1
£5 but under
£10
11
23 17
11 18
15
5
10
8
£10 but under
£1250
8
5
7
7
8
7
4
5
4
£12.50 but
under £15
10
3
6
9
7
8
5
5
5
£15 but under
£17.50
10
1
5
12 10
11
9
8
8
£17.50 but
under £20
8
1
4
10
9
9
8
8
8
£20 but under
£22.50
5
1
3
10
9
9
9
10
9
£22.50 but
under £25
4
0
2
8
8
8
9
8
8
£25 but under
£27.50
2
0
1
7
7
7
8
8
8
£27.50 but
under £30
2
0
1
6
5
5
8
7
7
£30 but under
£35
2
0
1
6
5
6
12
10 11
£35 but under
£40
1
0
0
3
3
3
6
6
6
£40 but under
£50
1
0
0
3
3
3
9
8
8
£50 and over 1
0
1
4
3
3
7
5
6
Total
100 100 100 100 100 100
100 100 100
Number 2,725 2,994 5,719 2,637 2,830 5,467
2,569 2,720 5,289
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about distribution must take account of such allocation. Many individuals, chiefly
dependent children and housewives, have no income, or very little, of their own, but
they live with others who do have a regular income. Table 5.4 brings out the fact
that income is more dispersed for individuals than for income units, and for income
units than households. The range is still enormous, even when income net of tax and
work expenses is considered. The fact that fewer women than men have any
individual income, and have smaller incomes even when they do have any, is also
striking. As we shall see, this is true not only of those in employment and of
housewives, but also of disabled and elderly women.
Table 5.5 shows the distribution of annual net disposable income for the different
age-groups. Again the differences in distribution between men and women, even
among the elderly, should be noted. The highest proportion of men with middle and
high incomes are those in their thirties. There is a marked reduction among those in
their late fifties and early sixties, and an even more marked reduction among older
men. Correspondingly, the proportion with low incomes increases quite significantly
among those in late middle age, and very steeply after the age of 65. Among women,
more of those in their thirties than either in their twenties or forties have little or no
income - explained principally by the fact that a very high proportion have two or
more dependent children. In recent years, there has been a steady increase in the
proportion of married women taking up employment again in their forties and fifties.
The difference in income distribution between people aged 65-74 and those aged 75
and over is also fairly marked. This reflects an important difference between people
of the third and fourth surviving generations.
We have seen how total household incomes come to be built up with different
‘blocks’ of individual incomes and those of income units. Individual incomes, and
the household incomes to which they contribute, are, of course, themselves made up
of different elements. The most common and substantial elements are wages and
salaries, which account for 76 per cent of annual gross disposable income (less
income from windfalls); but, for large numbers of households, retirement pensions
and other state benefits are the major form of income. Altogether they account for a
total of 10 per cent of gross disposable income and for two thirds of the income
available to women aged 60 and over living alone. The differences between types of
households, and the contribution of incomes from self-employment, investment,
property, sub-letting and other sources is shown in Table A.2 in Appendix Eight
(page 992). Despite some differences in definition and method, this table also shows
that the poverty survey and the Family Expenditure Survey correspond closely in the
proportions of aggregate household income drawn from different sources. The
proportion for wages and salaries is slightly lower and the proportion for state
benefits other than retirement and widows’ pensions slightly higher in the poverty
survey than in the Family Expenditure Survey. However, this is attributable at least
in part to differences of method. In the Family Expenditure Survey, ‘normal’

Table 5.5. Percentages of individuals of different age, according to individual net disposable income in previous year.
Individual net
disposable
income last
year
Under £300
£300£500£700£1,000£1,400£2,000+
Total
Number

Males aged

Females aged

0-19
92
5
2
1
0
0
0
100
975

0-19
93
5
1
0
0
0
0
100
917

20-29 30-39 40-54 55-64 65-74 75+
5
2
3
4
31
48
10
1
2
7
31
33
20
11
16
23
19
10
39
41
37
39
9
6
22
30
25
17
6
1
2
8
9
7
1
1
2
7
7
3
1
0
100 100 100 100 100 100
363 340 441 302 191
69

20-29 30-39 40-54 55-64 65-74 75+
54
68
59
66
65
58
19
13
20
20
28
37
21
10
11
8
5
2
5
6
5
2
3
1
1
2
3
2
0
0
0
1
2
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
0
1
100 100 100 100 100 100
396 350 551 333 263 165
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earnings are counted instead of social security benefits if the latter have been
received for less than thirteen weeks. Income from other sources is also slightly
higher in the poverty survey. This may be partly due to the fact that ‘income from
other sources’ included a few additional sources of income, such as money gifts and
profits from boarders.
Table 5.6 lists the different sources of income on which information was obtained
for the previous twelve months, and the proportions of households and individuals
receiving income from those sources. The relative aggregate importance of such
income is also conveyed. One per cent of households represent about 185,000
households, and 0.1 per cent about 18,500 households. One per cent of individuals
represent 554,000 persons, and 0.1 per cent represent 54,400. It was not always
possible to obtain the amounts of single payments that had been made in the
preceding twelve months during the interviews, particularly for households which
were large and had experienced a number of changes in composition and source and
rate of income.
Income from self-employment is difficult to establish in surveys. The self-employed are defined as including both persons not employed by any persons or
company, and persons working in their own home for an employer (out-workers).
Included are proprietors of businesses (including members of partnerships), all
parochial clergy, and medical practitioners who are principals in the National Health
Service and in private practice. Many of the self-employed say their income
fluctuates during a year, but because business expenses and income are not recorded
in terms of a weekly or monthly cycle, it is difficult to get information except for a
complete financial year. Sometimes that year may have ended some considerable
time before the date of a particular interview. Thus people interviewed in September
1968 may only offer information about the financial year April 1967 to April 1968.
All income and expenditure surveys suffer from these limitations, and all have to
adopt alternative methods of seeking the same information - that is, gross annual
income for the latest available year after deducting depreciation allowances and
business expenses and net annual income after deducting tax and insurance
1
contributions.
The incomes of the self-employed have not been adjusted for the time-lag, and it
should be remembered that, on average, their incomes should strictly be raised by a
few per cent for comparison with the incomes of the employed. Even so, Table 5.7
makes clear that their incomes are much more widely dispersed than those of the
employed. There are significantly more with relatively low, and relatively high,
incomes, and this fact applies to women as much as men. They range from a tinker
1

See pages 1120-21 for the alternative methods of questioning the self-employed. The
methods were based on those used in the FES. See also Kemsley, W. F. F., Family Expenditure
Survey: Handbook on the Sample, Fieldwork and Coding Procedures, HMSO, London, 1969,
p.115.
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Table 5.6. Gross disposable income for previous year, by source and amount
(including windfalls).
Types of income

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11,
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
36.
27.
28.

Percentage of
households
having income

Wages (weekly paid)
61.5
Salaries (monthly paid)
22.4
Repayment of tax
19.4
Holiday pay
67.9
Sick pay
21.0
Self-employment income
7.9
Casual earnings and second job
6.6
Retirement pensions
24.4
Family allowances
25.6
Widow’s pension
6.5
Sickness benefit
19.2
Unemployment benefit
5.4
Supplementary benefit
14.9
Industrial injury benefit
1.6
Industrial disablement pension
0.6
War disablement pension
1.1
Maternity allowance
1.5
Maternity grant
3.6
Death grant
0.8
Redundancy payment (DEP)
0.5
Single grant (social security)
0.8
Other (social security)
0.6
Pension from employer
8.8
Annuities
2.8
Gratuities
1.6
Trust or covenant
0.9
Court order
1.2
Allowance from relatives
(armed forces)
0.8
29. Other allowances from husbands
0.3
30. Regular cash, relatives or friends
1.1
31. Money gifts
2.6
32. Trade-union benefit
2.0
33. Friendly society
0.7
34. Other benefits
1.7
35. Income from property
5.0
36. Profit on lodgers/boarders
0.6
37. Profit on letting garage
0.7
38. Interest received on savings
56.1
39. Interest and dividends stocks and
Shares
7.4
40. Awards by LEAs
1.9
41. Educational maintenance allowance 0.1
42. Windfalls
5.8
ALL TYPES OF INCOME
100

Percentage of
individuals
having income

34.3
9.2
7.6
35.9
8.4
3.2
2.4
11.9
8.8
2.2
7.4
2.1
5.3
0.6
0.2
0.4
0.5
1.2
0.3
0.2
0.3
0.2
3.1
1.1
0.5
0.4
0.4

Aggregate
amount of
such income
(unadjusted)
£
1,063,692
429,466
7,048
84,635
15,277
155,867
17,058
128,116
23,811
26,070
24,855
9,383
31,916
2,436
1,687
3,428
1,534
1,406
324
1,212
78
1,311
49,104
8,325
7,495
6,666
2,000

Aggregate
amount as
percentage of
total income of
entire sample
47.2
19.1
0.3
3.8
0.7
6.9
0.8
5.7
1.1
1.2
1.1
0.4
1.4
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.1
2.2
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.1

0.2
0.1
0.3
1.1
0.7
0.3
0.7
1.9
0.2
0.3
32.3

3,304
1,041
1,888
15,314
2,050
326
4,957
14,824
583
232
33,839

0.1
0.0
0.1
0.7
0.1
0.0
0.2
0.7
0.0
0.0
1.5

3.2
0.8
0.1
2.2
100

34,281
9,413
74
25,799
2,253,136

1.5
0.4
0.0
1.1
100

NOTE: £1,652 out of £54,374 falling under headings 26-36 inclusive could not be allocated to a specific
heading and has been allocated in the same proportion as the remainder.
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or pedlar earning a few pounds a week to a doctor in private practice earning
£15,000. It is difficult to judge the reliability of income information provided by the
self-employed. We could show we were not from the tax office. On the other hand,
some information on profits was as declared for tax purposes, and the reliability of
1
that information has been questioned.
Table 5.7. Percentages of employed and self-employed, according to individual net
disposable income in previous year.
Individual net disposable income last year

Men
Employed

Under £300
£300£500£700£1,000£1,400£2,000Total
Number

4
8
18
38
22
6
4
100
1,434

Women
SelfEmployed
Employed
8
34
9
34
9
20
24
7
24
3
7
1
17
0
100
100
126
959

Selfemployed
40
24
13
9
7
7
0
100
55

Can the incomes recorded in the survey be aggregated to match aggregate incomes
as estimated nationally by the government? Reference has been made above in some
detail to the results of the Family Expenditure Survey, and also briefly to the data
reported annually by the Board of Inland Revenue. The sample data can also be
grossed up and compared with aggregate figures for certain types of income
published in the national income Blue Books (and also in the annual reports of the
Department of Health and Social Security). With a slight adjustment for a difference
in household definition, the Central Statistical Office figure of about 18½ million
households in the United Kingdom has been used for purposes of estimating national
totals. Table 5.8 gives some of the results. Certain reservations must be made. A
number of deductions have to be made from the figures given in the Blue Books by
the Central Statistical Office for the total of personal disposable income, to arrive at
a figure which would be comparable with one derived from the poverty survey.
Thus, the ‘rent’ of owner-occupied dwellings, income in kind from employers and
national insurance contributions by employers can be deducted. But the resulting
figure is still too high. It includes some ‘income’ represented by depreciation
1

As, for example, in the evidence submitted to the Royal Commission on the Distribution of
Income and Wealth by the Association of Her Majesty’s Inspectors of Taxes in 1975.
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Table 5.8. Estimates of total UK personal income (poverty survey and government
sources).
Type of income
Poverty
survey

Personal disposable incomea
Personal disposable incomeb
Wages and salaries
Self-employment income
Rent, dividend interest
Employers’ pensions
Family allowances
Retirement and widows’ pensions
Sickness benefit
Unemployment benefit
War disability pensions
Maternity benefits
Industrial injury benefit
Other national insurance benefits
Supplementary benefits
Redundancy payments
Scholarships and maintenance allowances
Income tax (excluding dividends deducted
at source)
Employees’ national insurance contributions

23,880
17,363
1,660
1,200
690
250
1,648
300c
120c
40
30
60c
16
390c
13
100

Government
estimates
1967
1968
£m
£m
27,559 29,304
24,265 25,766
(17,295) (18,104)
(1,724) (1,802)
(1,915) (2,003)
(500)
(600)
161
270
1,426
1,623
304
348
127
134
106
115
35
39
88
96
16
19
385
404
48
61
135
148
3,545
3,938

4,400d
861

973

NOTES: The help of the Central Statistical Office was sought in compiling this table, but the
CSO cannot be held responsible for the adjustments made (see also the Annex to this chapter).
Personal disposable income:
a
As defined National Income and Expenditure 1970, p.24.
b
Excluding income in kind, rent of owner-occupied dwellings, an estimate for depreciation for
self-employment income, social security benefits of inmates of institutions, an estimate of pay
of armed forces overseas and in non-private households, employers’ contributions to occupational pensions and grants to universities and other non-profit-making bodies. The items listed
comprise the total under b, but estimates in brackets are necessarily rough and sometimes involve apportionment, e.g. taxes and contributions, between categories.
c
Short-term benefits adjusted for information about weeks of benefit in year.
d
Adjusted for estimate of taxes on dividends, etc., at source.
SOURCES: National Income and Expenditure, 1970, HMSO, London, 1970, Tables 19 and 24, Tables 37
and 40 (family allowances, supplementary benefits, war pensioners, and all national insurance benefits and
other grants) and Table 47 (for breakdown of income tax and national insurance contributions).
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allowances and professional and business expenses. It includes lump-sum payments
under life assurance and superannuation schemes, some of which have been, and
continue to be, regarded by the recipients as ‘savings’, rather than as additions to
income, and others of which, paid to bury the dead, , are not regarded by the
survivors in the household or income unit as part of their disposable income.
Information on such sums is difficult to obtain in household surveys and seems not
to have been obtained in full in the poverty survey (like the FES). Within the figure
of income of life assurance and superannuation funds, which is counted as personal
income by the Central Statistical Office, the income of private non-profit-making
1
bodies and private trusts cannot be separated from the income of households. A
number of adjustments have been made to the government estimates in Table 5.8.
These are explained and set out in the Annex to this chapter (pages 234-6). The
aggregate figure for wages and salaries implied by the poverty survey is a little low
in comparison with Blue Book estimates. The figure for self-employment income is
too low, but is partly explained by the ‘drift’ in financial years for which
information normally exists. The Blue Book estimates include an adjustment
(addition to tax reserves). The figure for income from rents, dividends and interest is
also low. Although it is difficult to specify the components in the national income
accounts, so that precise comparisons might be drawn, the estimate in the poverty
survey is probably low because, as in other such surveys, information about
dividends is difficult to obtain accurately from some prosperous, particularly elderly,
households. With the exception of war disablement pensions and industrial
disablement benefits (which may sometimes have been incorrectly coded in
interviews as retirement pensions, since the aggregate of the latter is slightly higher
than expected) social security benefits of different kinds correspond with the totals
expected from government data about expenditure. For example, the figures derived
for family allowances, sickness benefits, unemployment benefits and supplementary
benefit are close to the expected totals.
Cash Incomes of Different Types of Household
The distribution of gross income varies widely according to household composition,
but also within any single type of household. Table 5.9 helps to show how the
overall distribution is made up. In this table, as in other tables on household
composition in this book, the numbers upon which percentages are based are
unfortunately small in certain categories. We have chosen to present the full range of
household types rather than a selection, partly to show the context within which
certain data are set but also to indicate the kind of distribution which future surveys
may set out to confirm. Percentages based on numbers under fifty are placed in
1

Maurice, R., National Accounts Statistics: Sources and Methods, Central Statistical Office,
HMSO, London, 1968, p. 115.

Table 5.9. Percentages of households of different type with gross income for previous week.
Man
Range of income

Woman

over under over under No
60
60
60
60 others

Man and woman
No. children
1

2

3

3 adults

Others Others
4 with- with All
No with adults out chilothers chilchil- dren
4+
dren
dren

Man and woman
FES (1968)
No 1
2
others child children

3 adults
FES (1968)
No
Chilothers dren

Under £6
(24) 3 30
5
1
0
1
0 (0) 0
0
0
1
0
4
0 0
0
0
0
£6 but under £10
(47) 3 58 28 15
1
1
0 (0) 2
0
0
6
2 13
8 0
0
1
0
£10 but under £12
(8) 0
5
9
8
0
1
1 (4) 2
0
0
3
5
4
£12 but under £14
(3) 12
1
9
5
1
2
0 (4) 3
1
1 12
5
4
£14 but under £16
(5) 12
2 12
4
3
6
2 (0) 2
2
0
5
6
4
31 15
11
7
2
£16 but under £18
(0) 12
1 14
3
6
5
1 (2) 2
1
0
9
0
3
£18 but under £20
(3) 11
1
0
6
9
5
7 (2) 4
3
0
3
2
5
£20 but under £22
(5) 11
0
3
5
9
9
7 (17) 3
4
5
3
1
5
f22 but under £24
(0) 13
0
2
6
9
8 11 (10) 4
2
0
3
3
5
£24 but under £26
(0) 5
0
5
5
9
8
9 (12) 5
7
0
1
2
5
28 43
42 21
23
£26 but under £28
(0) 3
0
5
4 13 13
9 (2) 5
5
5
5
1
5
£28 but under £30
(0) 0
1
0
6
7
6
6 (6) 8
9
1
1
3
5
£30 but under £35
(3) 3
1
3 10 14 11 16 (17) 12 15 11
8
9 10
11 17
17 13
16
£35 but under £40
(0) 5
0
0
9
5 11
5 (2) 16 11 11
3 11
8
8 10
12 16
14
£40 but under £50
(3) 2
1
2
7
7
7 15 (6) 16 22 25
5 21
9
9 8
10 21
24
£50 or more
(0) 5
0
2
5
6
7 10 (15) 17 17 41 32 28 10
6 6
8 21
21
Total
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
100
Number
38 61 190 57 483 137 174 81 48 190 130 65 66 87 1,807 1,936 741 818 674
483
NOTE: As in other tables, any percentages on a base of under 50 have been printed in brackets. The FES definition of gross income includes
imputed income of owner-occupiers, and for purposes of strict comparison with the data produced by the poverty survey, the figures reproduced here will be smaller at the higher ranges of income and larger at the lower ranges.
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brackets. There are a number of features of the table which should be noted.
Incomes of small households do, of course, tend to bunch at the lower ranges, and of
large households, particularly those with three or four adults and those generally
without children, at the higher ranges. But the range is wide, especially among
households consisting of a man and woman and of three adults. The most
homogeneous types of household, so far as income is concerned, are households
consisting of single persons or married couples of pensionable age. As the table
shows, there is a big difference between the under and over 60s living alone. For
selected types of households, which bulk large in the total, the data from the Family
Expenditure Survey are also shown in Table 5.9. Because of differences in definition
and in methods of inquiry, relatively more households in the poverty survey than in
the Family Expenditure Survey, as reported above, were found to be at the lower
ranges of income. The proportions of households found to be at the highest ranges of
income are broadly similar, but, because the FES definition of gross income includes
the imputed rental value of owner-occupied premises, the FES figures in the higher
ranges would need to be reduced for purposes of strict comparison.
The mean gross disposable household income of different types of household is
shown in Table 5.10, together with mean gross income. The substantial proportion
Table 5.10. Mean gross and gross disposable household income for previous week
of different types of household (£).
Type of household

Man over 60
Man under 60
Woman over 60
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All

Gross income
last weeka
10.4
22.8
8.0
18.5
24.8
32.3
30.5
32.7
40.5
38.0
39.8
46.5
39.6
40.1
£28.9

Gross dispos- Number of
able income households
last weeka
9.3
38
18.1
61
7.8
190
11.8
57
20.7
483
24.6
137
25.6
174
27.6
81
35.8
48
30.5
190
33.3
130
38.5
65
33.7
66
34.0
87
£23.9
1,807

NOTE: aAdjusted for slight oversampling in Northern Ireland.
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of income paid in tax and national insurance contributions by single person and two1
person households other than the retired is evident. The corresponding distribution
for income last year is given in Table A.3 in Appendix Eight (page 993), together
with figures drawn from the Family Expenditure Surveys for 1967-8. Despite
differences in survey methodology and response, the FES mean incomes for 1968
are similar to those produced by the poverty survey. The only exception is the mean
annual income of households with four or more children. In the poverty survey, the
absolute number of these households was small, and by chance included three with
very high incomes. In general, however, it would seem that although the poverty and
family expenditure surveys produced remarkably similar average incomes for
different households, the poverty survey seems to have included slightly more of
those with relatively low and relatively high incomes.
The dispersion of income is very great for all major types of household, even after
deductions for tax and work expenses. This is shown in detail in Table 5.11 in which
a technique is adopted of giving the income of selected percentiles, measured from
2
the top of the distribution. Thus p 1 is the income immediately above 99 per cent of
incomes found in households of each type, p 5 is the income immediately above 95
per cent of incomes, p 10 is the income immediately above 90 per cent of incomes,
and so on. The median is p 50, and, as Table 5.11 shows, this is generally smaller
than the mean, because of the skew distribution of incomes. If income is further
expressed as a percentage of the median, then p 1, p 5, p 10 and p 20 indicate the
relative dispersion of the upper tail of the distribution, and p 75, p 85 and p 95
indicate the relative dispersion of the lower tail.
The top incomes are in most instances at least twice, in some instances more than
three times, as large as those of the fifth percentile. The top incomes are in most
instances more than five times as large as the median incomes and more than ten
times as large as the lowest incomes. Even if attention is confined to the fifth
percentile, income at this level is still at least two or three times as large as the
median in most instances. The table does not, of course, bring out inequalities in
distribution between different types of household. Income for households of
different size can be averaged, but this does not allow for the ‘overheads’ of each
independent household, the ‘economies’ attributed to bigger households and the
smaller claims upon income generally of children than of adults. The problem is
discussed later in relation to measures of poverty. Here no elaborate measure is
required because the existence of inequality can be demonstrated by extracting
certain figures from Table 5.11 for comparison. For example, the mean income of
men aged under 60 living as single householders is 32 per cent higher than that of
women of the same age, and is 63 per cent of the mean income of households
1

Tax liability of income groups is shown in Table A.4, Appendix Eight, page 994.
This technique has been developed for employment and household incomes by Lydall, The
Structure of Earnings, pp. 139-41 and passim.
2

Table 5.11. Net disposable income for previous year of different types of household at different percentiles of distribution.
£ per year
Percentiles of
net disposable
household income
last year

p1
p5
p 10
p 20
p 50
p 75
p 85
p 95
Mean income
p1
p5
p 10
p 20
p 50
p 75
p 85
p 95
Number

Man
60+

Man Woman Woman Man
Man and woman
3
3
under 60+
under
and
adults
60
60
woman 1
2
3
4+
child children children children

1,374 3,917 2,775 3,510 10,300
1,208 1,642 823 1,107 1,994
1,037 1,177 542 973 1,695
642 935 443 863 1,450
399 767 338 612
963
308 603 286 416
620
286 567 259 374
505
252 351 230 271
398
486 863 399 654 1,068
344
303
260
161
100
77
72
63
37

511
214
153
122
100
79
74
46
55

821
243
160
131
100
85
77
68
190

574
181
159
141
100
68
61
44
57

1,070
207
176
151
100
64
52
41
472

4
Others Others
adults adults without with
All
and
children children
children

5,186 6,151 3,479 13,537 10,436 8,641
2,034 2,516 2,707 9,403 2,805 3,485
1,795 2,028 2,197 2,893 2,379 2,628
1,446 1,619 1,666 1,672 1,993 2,070
1,135 1,128 1,225 1,042 1,450 1,564
944
943 971
918 1,159 1,203
806
846 925
770
947 1,102
730
695 808
604
666 848
1,254 1,311 1,365 1,728 1,625 1,747
Income as % of median
457
545 284 1,299
720 552
179
223 221
903
193 223
158
180 179
278
164 168
127
143 136
160
137 132
100
100 100
100
100 100
83
84
79
80
80
77
71
75
76
74
65
70
64
62
66
58
46
54
134
172
78
48
186 126

3,010 11,314 3,895 13,537
2,764 3,430 3,384 2,598
2,662 2,913 3,056 2,092
2,330 2,427 2,254 1,675
1,951 1,142 1,674 1,076
1,564
784 1,190
668
1,259
644 780
459
1,076
448 476
308
1,886 1,670 1,689 1,221
154
142
136
119
100
80
65
55
62

990
300
255
213
100
69
56
39
66

242
202
183
135
100
71
47
28
85

1,259
242
195
156
100
62
43
29
1,768
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consisting of a man and woman and three children. Again, the mean income of
households consisting of a man and woman and three children is smaller than of
households consisting of three adults. Yet again, the incomes of half the households
consisting of a man and woman are higher than a quarter of households comprising
man and woman and one child, or two, three, four or more children.
An alternative method of showing inequalities in income distribution is to work
out the proportion of incomes which are relatively high or relatively low. For each
type of household, incomes are distributed according to whether they are high,
middle or low in Table 5.12. In only one instance are there roughly as many highincome as low-income households. In general, about a fifth of households with high
Table 5.12. Percentages of households of different type with relatively high, middle
and low net disposable income for previous year.
Type of household

High
(120%
or more
of mean
for type)
Man aged 60+
(19)
Man under 60
11
Woman aged 60+
13
Woman under 60
23
Man and woman
29
Man, woman, 1 child
17
2 children
20
3 children
20
4+ children (11)
3 adults
21
3 adults, plus children
16
4 adults
25
Others without children
33
Others with children
29
All typesa
22

Middle
(80119 %
of mean)
(19)
49
47
37
30
51
43
42
(15)
42
40
52
12’
37
38

Low
(less
than
80% of
mean)
(62)
40
40
40
41
32
37
37
(74)
37
44
23
54
34
40

Total

Number

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

37
55
190
57
472
134
171
78
47
186
123
61
66
84
1,761

NOTE: aThe aggregation of incomes which are high, middle or low, according to type.

incomes are counter-balanced by about two fifths with low incomes, and,
considering the smallish numbers in some sub-categories of the sample, the
regularity of this phenomenon is surprising. The ratio between high and low
incomes in fact indicates the length of the ‘tail’ of high incomes. The smaller the
proportion of relatively high incomes the longer the tail.
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The Distribution of Assets
More extensive information on assets was collected than in any previous survey. We
agree with the recent Royal Commission that no single definition is ‘ideal in all
circumstances. The concept of personal wealth cannot be reduced to a single
1
definitive statement.’ Our primary interest was in attempting to arrive at some
measure of the effect upon living standards of the ownership of assets. There are at
least four important effects. First, money assets can be realized or property sold to
meet living expenses. Thus, some retired people with a low income draw savings
regularly and substantially. Some men who are temporarily sick or otherwise out of
work also draw upon their savings until they re-enter paid employment. Secondly,
rents which are commonly paid for the use of some types of asset, such as for
housing, or TV sets, or charges for the use of other assets as in fares for passenger
transport, do not have to be paid because houses, TV sets and cars are owned, and
the rental equivalent of these assets can be treated as an ‘addition’ to income.
Thirdly, assets allow security to be offered to creditors and loans to be raised so that
fluctuations in living standards caused by short-term changes in the flow of income
can be smoothed out. Fourthly, assets allow people a wider security to take or accept
risks in allocating income, to spread it over the life-cycle and to make promises to,
or arouse expectations in, others so that immediate help or cooperation can be
secured. Thus, a sense of obligation to an old lady because of the promise of being a
beneficiary under her will may cause someone to give services far greater than may
ordinarily be purchased by any income that they may be currently receiving.
An attempt has been made to produce estimates of the value of each of these. A
broad distinction is drawn between ‘readily’ and ‘less readily realizable assets’. This
accords with the recently expressed view of the Royal Commission ‘that different
approaches to the definition of personal wealth hinge essentially on varying degrees
2
of marketability of assets’. Some assets, which are usually termed ‘liquid’ assets,
have the common characteristic that their values are fixed in terms of money and
they can be, and often are, cashed at short notice. Readily realizable assets are
defined as deposits in savings and other banks, holdings of Savings Certificates,
Defence Bonds and Premium Bonds, and shares and deposits in building societies
and cooperative societies; value of stocks and shares (meaning all marketable
securities whether issued by governments, municipalities, public boards or
companies) and money owed (ignoring sums below £25). Less readily realizable
assets are defined broadly to include the value of any business, farm or
professional practice; owner-occupied houses and other houses, boats and caravans;
cars and other saleable assets (including jewellery, silver and antiques, but excluding

1
2

Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Initial Report, p. 9.
ibid., p. 10.
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Table 5.13. Percentages of individuals, income units and households with assets.
All assets
Amount

None (or in
debt)
Less than £10
£10 but
under £20
£20 but
under £50
£50 but
under £100
£100 but
under £200
£200 but
under £500
£500 but
under £750
£750 but
under £1,000
£1,000 but
under £1,500
£1,500 but
under £2,000
£2,000 but
under £3,000
£3,000 but
under £5,000
Over £5,000
but under
£10,000
Over £10,000
Total
Number

Individuals

Amounts of assets and debts of
households
Income House- Gross Money Less
units holds readily debts readily
realizrealizable
able
assets
assets

Property
debts

37.0
6.5

19.9
3.1

13.5
1.7

20.6
7.2

76.5
3.8

27.9
0.4

74.1
0.0

4.2

1.9

1.2

3.7

3.3

0.3

0.1

6.7

5.1

3.4

7.7

8.1

3.7

0.3

6.3

6.2

4.3

8.0

4.3

3.8

0.6

6.5

6.9

6.0

10.7

1.7

3.3

1.6

8.2

11.0

10.1

16.2

1.0

7.1

3.0

3.1

4.5

5.0

6.8

0.3

1.6

1.7

1.8

2.7

3.2

4.4

0.2

2.6

2.2

2.9

5.0

6.4

3.5

0.2

3.7

3.6

2.2

3.7

4.8

2.1

0.1

3.4

4.0

3.5

6.8

8.5

2.8

0.2

7.7

5.0

4.5

8.6

10.9

2.5

0.1

13.7

3.0

4.4

9.3

12.9

3.9
0.0 20.7
0.7
2.3
5.2
8.0
100 100 100 100 100 100 100
5,370 2,363 1,630 1,772 2,009 1,819 2,033
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household equipment). The method of questioning individuals in the household in
detail is indicated in the Questionnaire (Appendix Ten, pages 1085-1167). Money
debts were deducted from money assets to obtain net readily realizable assets.
These debts were defined as bank overdraft or loan, rent owed, hire-purchase debts
(ignoring sums below £25). Similarly, outstanding property’ debts were deducted
from less readily realizable assets to obtain a net total for these assets. These debts
included mortgages outstanding and money owed on cars. The total figure of assets
less liabilities is termed net assets (and elsewhere is often referred to as net current
worth).
Table 5.13 shows the very wide distribution of assets by value. As many as 13 per
cent of households have no assets at all or are in debt. A further 11 per cent have
less than £100 and another 6 per cent less than £200. Altogether nearly a third of all
households in the country have no assets or under £200. These figures are higher if
readily realizable assets alone are considered. Many people are owners or partowners of the houses they occupy, but otherwise lack assets. As many as 58 per cent
of all households have either no readily realizable assets or assets of under £200.
Ownership of assets varies according to type of asset. Table 5.14 shows the percentage of individuals, income units and households having different kinds of asset.
The chief means by which wealth is diffused among the population is through the
private ownership of dwellings, and, by means of average and aggregate value, the
table shows how important this is in relation to all assets. Over three quarters of the
population also live in households with money savings of some kind, the most
common being in the Post Office Savings Bank and Premium Bonds. Only 4 per
cent of the population, and 9 per cent of households, have stocks and shares, but the
mean value of each holding is considerably in excess of the mean value of owneroccupied housing. It should also be noted that although income units or households
with overdrafts is not much more than a tenth of the number with hire-purchase
debts, the aggregate amount owed is nearly as large.
How do the values obtained in the survey for assets match with other estimates of
national wealth? Table 5.15 compares the survey estimates with other estimates for
savings, stocks and shares, business, farm or professional practices and owneroccupied housing. The two sets of estimates in the table should be regarded as
indirectly rather than as strictly comparable, with the poverty survey giving better
representation of wealth at the lower and middle ranges of ownership of wealth and
the Board of Inland Revenue estimates giving better representation at the highest
ranges. The Inland Revenue estimates are based on estates on which duty was paid
in 1968. The method of estimation assumes that the estates passing on death are a
representative sample both in number and value of the property of individuals.
When multiplied by the reciprocals of the population’s mortality rates for the
various age groups, they yield an estimate of the wealth of all individuals for each
age and sex group of the population. This method has been used by both the Inland
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Table 5.14. Percentages of individuals, income units and households with different
types of asset, and mean and aggregate amounts.
Percentage with assets
Type of assets
(or debts)

Individuals

Bank deposit account
13
Post Office Savings Bank
19
Trustee Savings Bank
10
Co-op savings
3
Any other savings bank
1
Shares or deposits in
building society
8
Savings Certificates
7
Defence Bonds
2
Premium Bonds
20
Other savings
3
Having two or more of
above types
21
All savings
54
Stocks and shares
4
Business, farm or
professional practice
3
Owner-occupied house
16
Other houses, land,
caravans, boats
3
Cars (vans, motor-cycles)
17
Personal possessions
(e.g. jewellery, silver)
14
Other property or savings
0
Owed money by others
2
Overdraft or loan
1
Rent or mortgage arrears
1
Hire-purchase debts
8
Personal debts
1
Total number
4,692

Income
units

Households

Mean
amount
households
with
assetsa
£

Aggregate
amount
all households in
samplea
£

20
26
14
6
2

27
35
18
9
3

424
408
205
53
292

92,432
128,252
36,682
2,086
5,847

11
10
3
26
5

16
13
4
36
7

610
111
173
46
233

54,264
5,660
1,900
9,251
11,404

32
71
7

39
78
9

942
745
4,746

603,970
954,157
702,378

5
33

6
45

8,324
799,103
3,267 2,424,200

5
35

6
43

3,328
311

24
1
4
2
1
17
3
2,213

30
1
5
3
1
23
4
1,633

342,749
220,339

267
130,645
669
6,020
376
32,680
564
25,377
12
231
81
29,709
293
16,985
- 5,539,969

NOTE: aFor each type of saving the mean amount and the aggregate amount refer only to
households with that type of savings and no other. The amount which could not be allocated is
shown in the line ‘having two or more of above types’.
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1

Revenue and independent research workers for many years. But the estimates ‘are
inevitably subject to fairly wide margins of error and are in some respects
incomplete. The figures obtained from estates below the exemption limit for estate
duty (£5,000 in 1968) are less reliable than those from estates paying duty because
2
in general they do not have to be examined so thoroughly.’ The sampling errors for
small numbers of estates among the rich and the young are considerable.
Although an attempt is made in Table 5.15 to give estimates from the two sources
Table 5.15. Estimates of national value of certain types of asset.
Type of asset

Predicted national
aggregate - poverty
survey
£ mil.

Bank deposit
account
Post Office Savings
Bank
Trustee Savings Bank
Co-op Savings
Any other savings
bank
Shares or deposits
in Building Society
Savings Certificates
Premium Bonds
Defence Bonds

Other savings
Sub-total
1

Inland
Revenue
estimates
(1968)
£ mil.

% of
Inland
Revenue
2,700
82
3,306

2,904
3,100

Asset definition
(Inland Revenue)

Cash at the bank on
deposit
Post Office and
Trustee Savings
Bank

107

3,000

46

n.a.
n.a.
6,547

1,200

50

2,404

500

67

744

500
11,000a

69

Shares and deposits
in building societies
National Savings
Certificates and
Premium Bonds
Defence, Development Bonds, Tax
Reserve Certificates

n.a.
15,905

See Inland Revenue Statistics, 1971, HMSO, London, 1971, pp. 227-9. A comprehensive
review of the deficiencies in the estimates will be found in Atkinson, A. B., Unequal Shares:
Wealth in Britain, Allen Lane, London, 1972. See also Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A .J.,
Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain, Cambridge University Press, 1978, Chapter 2.
2
Inland Revenue Statistics, 1971, p. 227.
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Table 5.15 - contd
Type of asset

Stocks and shares

Predicted national Inland
aggregate - poverty Revenue
survey
estimates
(1968)
£ mil.
% of
£ mil.
Inland
Revenue
8,150
44
18,329

Business, farm or
9,265
professional practice
Owner-occupied
28,050
house
Other houses, land,
3,970
caravans, boats
Cars (vans, motor2,534
cycles)
Personal possessions
(e.g. jewellery,
1,512
silver)
Other property or
76
savings
Owed money by
378
others
Total (net of debts)
64,100

2,636

Asset definition
(Inland Revenue)

Total quoted stocks
and shares including
unit trusts
Trade, business and
professional assets

167
22,004

-

n.a.

55

2,896

-

n.a.

94

67,938

Life assurance

10,000

76

13,008

Grand total

74,100

91

80,946

Net landed property

Household goods,
pictures, china, etc.

Adjusted net wealth
less life assurance
Policies of life
assurance
Adjusted net wealth

a

NOTE: All types of savings were aggregated for analysis, and the totals in this table for different types are estimated on the basis of a hand-count of a sub-sample of questionnaires.
SOURCE: Official estimates from Inland Revenue Statistics, 1971, Table 129, pp. 194-7.

which can be broadly compared, qualifications on both sides must be listed. In the
poverty survey, the value of life-assurance policies, although collected, was not
included in the definition of assets, for the reason that in the hands of the living they
are worth only their surrender value, which is usually much less than the sum
assured. Without protracted inquiry it would be difficult to reach reliable estimates
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of market values. Indeed, it is somewhat surprising that the full value of such
policies is included in the Inland Revenue’s estimates of gross and net personal
wealth, especially since the board actually admits that ‘an estimate based on the
value of the life funds will be more realistic as the component of total personal
1
wealth than the one given here’. An estimate of the value of cars, vans and motorcycles, net of debts outstanding, is given in the survey, but not in estate duty
statistics. This was approximately £2,500 million. On the other hand, debts and
income due to the deceased and ‘other’ assets, amounting to £6,871 million in 1968,
are included in the estate-duty statistics and have not been deducted from the total
given in the table. However, I have deducted the value of unquoted shares and
debentures in companies, cash in the house, cash gifts and amounts standing in
current bank accounts, amounting to a total of £7,022 million, from the Inland
Revenue totals, either because no attempt was made to collect such information in
the poverty survey, or because it is arguable whether such amounts should be treated
as part of a definition of ‘wealth’. There are, of course, difficulties about the
components of other items.
The poverty survey’s total for savings is on the low side, and not much better than
2
such totals sought in other surveys. The figure for stocks and shares is certainly
low. This may be partly due to the fact that, during survey interviews, face values
rather than market values are sometimes quoted by informants. Without exhaustive
inquiry into the complicated portfolios of a small minority of rich people, total
holdings will almost certainly be underestimated - especially of elderly men and
women who leave the management of their financial affairs to a bank or solicitor. In
the poverty survey, the value of household goods as such and of personal assets of
under £25 in value were not sought. None the less a figure of nearly £1,600 million
is reached, which suggests that the Inland Revenue total (which includes all
household effects) is an underestimate. The poverty survey also produces an
estimate of the value of property and land (after allowing for debts) which is
considerably in excess of the Inland Revenue estimate.
Assets of Different Types of Household
Inequality of dispersion of net assets is surprisingly similar between one type of
household and another (Table 5.16). Slightly more households with than without
children are in debt, and more single-person than other households have few assets
or none, though the fractions with £200 to £1,000 fluctuate around a fifth, and with
1

Inland Revenue Statistics, 1971, p. 228.
‘The estimates of the total amount of personal capital which can be derived from this survey
appear to represent only two-thirds of the true amount.’ See Lydall, H. F., and Tipping, D. G.,
‘The Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain’, Bulletin of the Oxford University Institute of
Statistics, ‘aid, 1961, p. 85.
2

Table 5.16. Percentage of different types of household, according to the value of all assets.
Type of household

In
debt

No
assets

Under £100
£100 but
under
£200
(14)
(11)
16
9
18
7
9
7
9
5
20
5
10
4
9
5
(18)
(4)
7
5
10
8
10
9

£200
£1,000 £2,000
but
but
but
under under under
£1,000 £2,000 £5,000
(8)
(14)
(11)
19
7
12
18
7
15
22
4
22
19
11
25
16
14
17
22
14
21
16
17
17
(9)
(5)
(9)
16
13
22
19
12
15
21
12
19

£5,000 £10,000 Total No.
but
and
under
over
£10,000
(11)
(8)
100
36
5
7
100
57
9
3
100
175
11
6
100
54
11
9
100
456
10
9
100
118
14
5
100
148
14
11
100
64
(9)
(4)
100
44
17
11
100
167
16
7
100
116
18
5
100
57

Man aged 60 or over
Man under 60
Woman 60 or over
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man, woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Other households without
children
Other households with
children
All households

(0)
3
1
4
3
5
5
9
(30)
4
9
0

(22)
21
23
15
7
3
4
2
(11)
5
4
5

2

5

5

7

20

5

16

26

15

100

61

9
5

12
9

5
11

8
6

20
18

12
11

12
19

14
13

8
8

100
100

76
1,629
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£1,000 to £5,000 between a fifth and a third for all types of households (except the
two with relatively low sample numbers). However, these distributions do not allow
for varying sizes of households and the grouping under certain headings of
combinations of persons who are dissimilar. Thus households consisting of a man
and woman include young couples both in paid employment as well as elderly
retired couples; and households with three adults range from married couples with
an adolescent son or daughter who has left school to couples in late middle age with
an aged widowed parent.
The distribution of assets is very wide for all age groups, and though more of the
middle aged and elderly than of children and young adults live in households with
substantial assets, the pattern varies less with age than might be expected (Table
A.5, Appendix Eight, page 995). Among the oldest age groups, more men than
women have substantial assets.
Table 5.17 brings out certain relationships between mean levels of assets and
mean levels of income for the different types of household. It shows, first, that in
relation to income the value of assets is relatively high, on average, among the
smaller households, particularly those containing older people. This is particularly
noticeable in the case of the three sub-types of household comprising a man and
wife. But values are also relatively high in larger households peopled entirely by
adults. Secondly, readily realizable assets rise and, by and large, less readily
realizable assets fall, with increasing age. Among one- and two-person households,
for example, the two types of assets are very broadly comparable in total value for
people over 60. But for some younger households readily realizable assets shrink to
only a small fraction of the value of property assets. This is explained chiefly by the
fact that many young families invest first in a house and only later in life do they
accumulate money savings to any considerable degree. It is also explained by the
fact that older people who are owner-occupiers tend to live in property that is older
and of smaller estimated value than owner-occupiers with children.
Finally, Table 5.18 shows the extreme variations in the distribution of assets
within each type of household. It will be seen that there were households of two
separate types within the sample which had total assets of over £200,000, and of two
further types with over £100,000. At the fifth percentile, the range of assets per
household lay between £10,000 and £20,000, for nearly all household types. At the
tenth percentile, the range fluctuated by a few thousand pounds above and below
£10,000. But when the median is reached, assets are less than, or only a little more
than, £1,000 for nearly all types of household. The table shows how little wealth is
owned by the poorest half of households of each type. At the ninety-fifth percentile,
most types of household have no assets at all, or only negative assets.
These results can be expressed in different ways to demonstrate relativities. For
each household type, Table 5.18 shows the relationship between the wealthiest
and other households at different percentiles. As a proportion of the wealth of the

Table 5.17. Mean value of all assets of different types of household.
Type of household

Mean net
disposable
income
last year

Gross
readily
realizable
assets

Money
debts

Less
readily
realizable
assets

Property
debts

Mean
net assets

Net assets as
% of net
disposable
income last
year (mean
for all
households)a

£
£
£
£
£
£
Man aged 60 or over
486
1,139
0
1,445
19
2,697
831
Man under 60
863
497
5
1,503
152
1,927
203
Woman aged 60 or over
399
1,027
0
1,294
10
2,231
469
Woman under 60
654
1,095
7
1,454
120
2,449
357
Man and woman
1,068
1,374
29
3,081
359
3,980
315
Man and woman aged 60+
813
2,266
9
2,581
25
4,849
n.a.
Man and woman, one under 60
937
1,346
3
2,894
132
4,025
n.a.
Man and woman, both under 60
1,306
771
56
3,609
757
3,548
n.a.
Man, woman, 1 child
1,254
472
37
3,090
968
2,660
192
2 children
1,311
427
52
3,372
1,032
2,702
194
3 children
1,365
816
53
4,900
891
4,952
312
4+ children
1,728
3,210
98
3,080
862
4,807
112
3 adults
1,625
913
29
3,735
531
3,897
261
3 adults, plus children
1,747
767
72
5,434
528
5,828
340
4 adults
1,886
982
36
4,518
439
5,116
512
Other households without children
1,670
2,612
20
4,158
251
6,685
413
Other households with children
1,689
516
31
4,783
433
5,404
348
All households
1,221
1,062
33
3,277
483
3,823
323
Number
1,769
1,773
2,008
1,821
2,033
1,634b
1,537c
NOTES: aThe mean of the percentage worked out within each household type for each household.
b
The number represents only those households giving complete information on the four preceding components.
c
The number represents households with complete information on net disposable income last year and all components of assets.

Table 5.18. Total assets in £ of different types of household at different percentiles of distribution.
Percentiles
of assets

Man
60+

Man
under
60

p1
p5
p 10
p 20
p 50
p 75
p 85
p 95
Mean assets

17,151
13,350
7,900
6,500
660
12
0
0
2,697

19,393
11,200
7,500
2,481
245
6
0
0
1,927

100
78
46
38
4
0
0
0
36

100
58
39
13
1
0
0
0
57

p1
p5
p 10
p 20
p50
p75
p85
p95
Number

Woman Woman Man
Man,
Man,
Man,
Man,
60+
under
and
woman woman woman woman
60
woman 1 child 2
3
4+
children children children
77,819 17,960 92,200 22,070 15,665 65,887 139,121
7,854 10,860 13,228 13,085 11,793 24,697
17,192
5,400
9,300
9,200
8,390
7,360 13,850
8,535
2,956
4,340
5,050
4,900
4,554
7,712
2,213
300
550
1,500
1,041
1,360
1,299
75
9
60
219
82
226
213
-3
0
0
50
30
50
35
-21
0
0
0
0
-6
-24
-63
2,231
2,449
3,980
2,660
2,702
4,952
4,807
Assets as percentage of top percentile
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
10
60
14
59
75
37
12
7
52
10
38
47
21
6
4
24
5
22
29
12
2
0
3
2
5
9
2
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
175
54
457
118
148
64
45

Three
adults

32,740
13,222
10,655
6,642
2,035
432
75
0
3,897
100
40
32
20
6
0
0
0
167

Three
Four
adults adults
and
children
240,920 109,269
15,600 20,005
8,500
9,365
6,102
5,470
1,150
1,534
130
250
25
124
-27
4
5,828
5,116
100
8
4
3
1
0
0
117

100
18
9
5
1
0
0
0
59

Others Others All
without with
children children
80,106 212,514 212,514
21,540 14,743 13,102
14,152
7,674
8,500
6,900
5,549
5,150
4,170
966
1,065
363
75
112
175
0
8
0
-20
0
6,685
5,404
3,823
100
27
18
9
5
0
0
0
60

100
7
4
3
0
0
0
77

100
62
4.0
2.4
0.5
0.1
0.0
0.0
1,634
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wealthiest, the wealth of other households fails steeply. For all types of household,
even at the fifth percentile households have only 6 per cent of the assets of the
wealthiest. Again, households below the median have a derisory value of assets in
relation to the wealthiest households.
The Relationship between Assets and Income
The ownership of assets tends to reinforce inequalities in cash incomes. One method
of examining the relationship is simply to compare the two. Table 5.19 provides a
consistent correlation. For every type of household in the sample,
Table 5.19. Percentages of high-, middle- and low-income households of different
types with no assets or less than £100.
Type of household

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man, woman,
1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All types

Percentage with no assets All Total No.
or less than £100
levels
of
High Middle Low
income
income income income
(29) (29)
(48)
(40) 100
37
(0) (30)
(59)
38 100
55
(12)
49
38
40 100 190
(15) (24)
(48)
31 100
57
7
18
27
19 100 472
(9)
(3)
(6)
(0)
(5)
(10)
(7)
(4)
(8)
7

21
10
(9)
(14)
9
14
(25)
(12)
(26)
21

(44)
37
(45)
(69)
31
33
(21)
(17)
(41)
36

26
19
21
(53)
16
22
19
12
26
25

100 134
100 171
100
78
100
47
100 186
100 123
100
61
100
66
100
84
100 1,761

NOTE: Definition of high, middle, low income as in Table 5.12.

fewer high- than low-income households lacked assets. Among all high-income
households, only 7 per cent had no assets or less than £100, compared with 36 per
cent of low-income households. The proportion of low-income households with
children who lack assets is particularly striking. The high proportion of middle-
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income as well as low-income women aged 60 or over who live alone and who lack
assets is also striking.
Another method is to examine dissaving and the conversion generally of assets
into income to maintain or enhance living standards. After a series of questions
about assets in the survey, informants were asked a general question, ‘Have you in
fact sold or borrowed anything worth £25 or more, or drawn out £25 or more of
savings during the last 12 months to meet ordinary living expenses? I don’t mean
money to buy a house or other property, like a car, or to put into savings, but money
for rent, housekeeping, food, clothing and leisure.’ Then a series of specific items
were listed: ‘Sold property (including house, caravan, etc.), raised a loan on property
or a life insurance policy, sold personal possessions (e.g. jewellery), sold stocks or
shares, drawn savings, otherwise sold assets or borrowed money’; and amounts were
entered. Altogether 14.8 per cent of households specified one or more items and as
many as 13.1 per cent had drawn on savings to the extent of £25 or more. Over a
third of these had drawn more than £100. The overall effect of dissaving upon the
Table 5.20. Percentages of households of different types dissaving in previous year.

Type of household

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man, woman,
1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Other households
without children
Other households with
children
All households

Amount of dissaving in year
None £25- £50- £100or less 49
99
199
than
£25
(88)
(2)
(5)
(0)
90
5
2
3
87
4
4
3
78
10
7
2
87
3
5
2

£200 %
or
more

Total
No.

(5)
0
1
3
2

100
100
100
100
100

42
62
200
60
543

91
93
88
93
86
87
86

3
3
3
4
3
4
3

2
2
4
0
6
3
6

2
2
1
2
2
4
1

3
0
3
2
3
2
3

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

152
191
90
55
225
155
87

76

5

10

5

5

100

82

85
87

5
4

8
4

2
2

1
2

100 105
100 2,049
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distribution of gross disposable income is small (Table A.6 in Appendix Eight, page
996) but is appreciable for some household types. Thus, more than half of the
households withdrawing £100 or more were one-, two- or three-person households
containing retirement pensioners. But, in relation to those having no savings of any
kind upon which to draw, their numbers remain small. Table 5.20 shows that almost
as many of the elderly households as of households with children do not draw on
savings in the sense explored in this survey of meeting living expenses.
There are other methods of showing the relationship between the distributions of
income and of assets. Current net disposable cash income and current net assets, or
net worth, might be combined in a single measure of income net worth’. Our
justification for using this method is that although traditionally the two have been
treated in economic theory as distinct ‘flow’ and ‘stock’ concepts, in practice they
merge. Some types of income, e.g. windfalls, bear little relationship to any on-going
standard of living. They are treated as available for once-and-for-all expenditure
which may or may not raise the on-going standard of living. Other types, even when
received regularly, are tied specifically to an exceptional type of expenditure and not
to a general’ standard of living. Alternatively, as already pointed out, some types of
assets are drawn upon regularly to support or improve living standards, or they
offset living costs which are met weekly or monthly by many in the population.
They can be combined by converting net assets into an annuity value, which is
then added to net disposable income. This method has been explored in previous
1
studies. The net worth of an individual or income unit could be annuitized over his,
or its, lifetime so that there is nothing left at death. By calculating interest rates for
assets and applying tables showing the average expectation of life for men and
women of different age, an annuity value can be estimated. The method could
2
involve a number of different types of asset, and assumptions would have to be
made in the case of the net worth of an income unit about the transfer of assets after
death. Part of net worth could be treated as being held in trust as an estate for that
purpose. In one study it was assumed that men were five years older than their
wives, and that although the married couple would receive the full annuity while
1

Murray, J., ‘Potential Income from Assets: Findings of the 1963 Survey of the Aged’, Social
Security Bulletin (US Department of Health, Education and Welfare), December 1964;
Projector, D. S., and Weiss, G. S., Survey of Financial Characteristics of Consumers, Washington Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 1966; and Weisbrod, B. A., and Hansen,
W. L., ‘An Income-Net Worth Approach to Measuring Economic Welfare’, American Economic
Review, Vol. LVIII, No. 5, December 1968. British economists are increasingly conscious of the
need to measure assets as well as income in analyses of welfare, but have not developed such
analyses operationally. See, for example, Jackson, D., and Fink, A., ‘Assets, Liabilities and
Poverty’, Social and Economic Administration, 1971.
2
See, for example, Projector and Weiss, Survey of Financial Characteristics of Consumers,
pp. 38-41; and Bridges, B., ‘Net Worth of the Aged’, Research and Statistics Note, US Department of Health, Education and Welfare, September 1967.
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both were alive, the surviving widow would receive two thirds of the annuity for the
1
remainder of her life. To make such calculations meaningful in terms of on-going
living standards, the annuity would have to be linked to an index of prices.
It seemed to us that, although alternative and more complex methods might be
explored, there was a need to produce the simplest possible measure in order to
indicate broad orders of magnitude in the distribution of income net worth’, but also
to arrive at results which would stimulate discussion. We therefore assumed that all
assets produce a rate of interest of 7 per cent (slightly below the building society rate
during the survey) and that the period during which an annuity is to be used is
determined in the case of a single individual by the number of years he expects to
live, and in the case of a married couple, by the number of years the husband expects
to live, plus the years his widow expects to live (or vice versa). Income from assets
is, of course, deducted from net disposable income before an addition is made for
annuitized assets. For the rich, we believe this method tended to provide a very
conservative estimate of the contribution made by wealth to their living standards.
There are two points. One is that, unit for unit, their assets tended to be worth more
than those of people with small amounts of wealth. The other is that a larger
proportion of their wealth earned high rates of interest.
How important is annuitized income in relation to total income net worth? The
mean net disposable income of the sample for the year previous to interview, after
deducting actual income from savings, stocks and shares and other forms of assets,
was £1,176. Mean income net worth, which, of course, includes the annuity
equivalent figure, was £1,515. Although annuitized assets include amounts which
differ in realizability, and are altogether not quite the same as cash income, they
represent 29 per cent of net disposable income less property income. This proportion
varies for households of different types: from about 10 per cent for households
comprising man and woman and one child to about 60 per cent for women over 60
living alone. The difference between means and medians tends to widen. Thus mean
disposable income per household was £1,256 (unadjusted), compared with the
median of £1,076 - a difference of £180. But mean income net worth was £1,515,
compared with the median of £1,260 - a difference of £255. Although
proportionately this difference between these two sets of figures is small, we believe
that once allowance is made for the underrepresentation of assets among the
wealthiest 5 per cent, the difference becomes significantly wider.
The distributions are compared by absolute ranges in Table 5.21. The proportions
of the population at the lowest relative levels are, of course, reduced by comparison
with the distribution of the population according to net disposable income last year.
The proportions at the highest levels are increased. The entire distribution is shifted
upwards, but in the process becomes even more unequal. For example, the
1

Weisbrod and Hansen, ‘An Income-Net Worth Approach to Measuring Economic Welfare’,
p. 1319.
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proportion of households in the lowest three income groups is reduced by a third,
and yet the proportion in the highest three is more than doubled. A large number of
retirement pensioners with low cash incomes own their homes, but the number and
the value of their property is still insufficient to have a marked effect on the
distribution. When assets are converted into annuity value, the relative economic
position of the elderly is improved and that of families with children diminished.
This fact has implications for our understanding of poverty and inequality and will
be examined later.
Table 5.21. Percentages of income units and households according to net disposable
income for previous year and ‘income-net worth’ for previous year.a
Net disposable income Income net worth last year
last year
Range of income Income Households
Income
Households
units
units
Under £300
14.2
4.4
10.9
2.1
£30010.4
7.4
9.1
5.6
£4008.7
5.4
7.0
3.8
£5007.6
4.8
6.9
3.8
£6006.9
4.8
7.2
4.0
£7006.6
6.0
5.5
5.2
£8006.8
6.1
6.5
5.5
£9006.3
6.4
6.0
6.2
£1,0005.8
6.1
5.0
5.3
£1,1005.0
6.7
5.1
6.3
£1,2008.1
11.9
8.4
11.5
£1,4004.3
7.5
5.9
8.3
£1,6003.2
7.1
4.4
7.7
£1,8001.8
3.7
3.3
5.9
£2,0001.9
6.2
3.3
8.1
£2,5000.9
2.5
1.9
4.1
£3,0000.9
1.9
1.8
3.6
£4,0000.2
0.2
0.9
1.4
£5,0000.5
0.8
1.0
1.6
Total
100
100
100
100
Number
2,536
1,769
2,242
1,537
NOTE: aDefined as net disposable income for previous year less income from assets plus dissaving, plus
annuity income from assets.
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The distributions can also be compared relatively. Table 5.22 clearly shows that,
when treated as a form of income, assets have the effect of increasing existing
inequalities in cash incomes. The proportions of the population at the middle and
upper middle ranges are reduced and the proportions at either extreme increased.
Further details about those living at the lowest ranges are given in Chapter 7.
Table 5.22. Percentage of households with high, middle and low incomes, and high,
middle and low income net worth.
Range

Very high (200 % or more of mean)
High (120 to 199 % of mean)
Middle (80 to 119 % of mean)
Low (under 80 % of mean)
Total
Number

Net dispos- Income net
able income worth last
last year
year
4.2
5.4
18.8
15.3
38.3
30.8
38.8
48.5
100
100
1,769
1,537

Increase or
decrease in
percentage
+1-2
-3.5
-7.5
+9.7
-

NOTE: Households are classified according to the relationship of their income (or income net
worth) to the mean for their type and not the mean of the sample as a whole.

Although households containing middle-aged and elderly people depend more
than other households upon assets for the maintenance of living standards, they
depend on them just as unequally. For all types of household, the distribution tends
to become more unequal and the proportion of households having extremely low or
extremely high net income worth is usually higher than the corresponding
proportion having extremely low or extremely high income (see Table A.7,
Appendix Eight, page 997).
The Value of Employer Welfare Benefits
In all industrial societies benefits provided directly or indirectly by employers in
kind or in the form of rights to income in sickness, retirement or termination of
employment contribute substantially to the standards of living that can be commanded during life. In some countries, these benefits serve the function of tying the
employee to his firm, because departure may involve their loss as well as the loss of
current remuneration. In the case of pension rights, considerable sums may be
involved. In some countries, the growth in importance of such benefits reflects the
pressures of taxation and of unions. The employer and the employee may have a
mutual interest in forms of remuneration which are not taxable. Thus, the
introduction of luncheon vouchers made a larger contribution to some workers’
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living standards than the equivalent in wages, since they were not taxed. Again,
fringe benefits which were introduced for higher-paid employees were less likely to
be the subject of expressions of subjective deprivation on the part of wage-earners
than corresponding increases in salary levels. They have tended to be excluded from
wage negotiation. Their function in preserving and perhaps increasing inequalities in
living standards remains to be properly documented.
Previous studies indicated that these benefits have become of substantial value in
the United Kingdom. We therefore sought to measure them, and in the interviews
asked a series of questions designed to place an exact value upon those benefits that
were widely enjoyed. Questions were asked about benefits currently received, such
as meals subsidies and vouchers, subsidized and free travel, the proportion of the use
of a firm’s car which could be said to be for personal purposes, free goods, medical
expenses received or covered, shares or options to purchase shares, life insurance,
educational expenses, free and subsidized accommodation. We asked about rights to
sick pay in addition to any sick pay received in the previous twelve months and
rights to an occupational pension. The numbers and characteristics of employees
receiving or expecting such benefits will be analysed later. We appreciated that,
especially for the high paid, there were benefits and amounts of benefit which could
not be explored with any precision. For example, we would have liked to have
discussed the personal benefit derived from business and entertainment expenses.
In estimating values difficulties were encountered, particularly with sick pay and
pensions. Some employees were hazy about their expectations. Some of them,
indeed, did not have any specific rights or even expectations and pointed out that
they were dependent on gratuitous payments which might or might not be made.
Many did not know how much of any benefit received in sickness would be paid by
an employer and how much in national insurance sickness benefit. Some who could
give exact amounts or proportions of usual earnings or the basic wage did not know
how long payments would be made. We endeavoured to code the total amount
expected, including sickness benefit, and in estimating the employer’s share
subsequently deducted the standard rates for flat-rate national insurance sickness
benefits.
All but about 5 per cent of employees believed they knew whether or not they had
entitlement to pension. Only just over a half expecting a pension could specify its
size, either in cash terms or as a proportion of average or final earnings, but the
proportion was much higher among middle-aged employees. In checking amounts,
we made use of information about contributions from employer and employee, age
at which pension was expected, and we built up a case-file about the commoner
types of occupational scheme.
A mixture of ‘reinforcement’ questions and skilled coding in the office (with the
possibility sometimes of reinterviewing) seems to be an important safeguard in
obtaining information on fringe benefits from surveys. Our questions on the use of
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an employer’s car afford an example. If an informant said he had the use sometimes
of a car or van owned by his employer, we asked whether the employer paid road
tax, insurance, petrol and normal repairs, what was the vehicle’s current value, make
and type, year and miles per gallon, and finally, how many miles the car did in a
year and how many, or what proportion, were covered for personal purposes. In
coding answers which were sometimes incomplete, we consulted lists of secondhand values of cars and followed rules about mileage allowances for different sizes
and makes of cars, depending on what types of cost were met by the employer.
The total value of employer welfare benefits correlates highly with income. A
substantial proportion of low-paid employees had no welfare benefits or benefits of
very small value. Many high-paid employees had benefits of more than £200 a year,
some more than £1,000. Table 5.23 shows that more men than women had benefits
Table 5.23. Percentages of male and female employees, with different gross
earnings for previous year having different values of employer welfare benefits.
Value of
fringe benefits
last year

£0
£1-19
£20-49
£50-99
£100-199
£200+
Total
Number

Under
£600

(66)
(11)
(2)
(4)
(6)
(11)
100
47
Under
£400

£0
£1-19
£20-49
£50-99
£100-199
£200+
Total
Number

44
17
19
6
9
5
100
64

Men with gross earnings last year
£600£800£1,000- £1,200799
999
1,199
1,499

34
17
19
7
10
12
100
108

35
16
19
16
9
4
100
221

26
17
18
12
10
16
100
211

20
10
17
20
17
17
100
193

Women with gross earnings last year
£400£600£800£1,000+
599
799
999

41
32
22
1
2
3
100
120

23
35
30
5
5
1
100
74

(14)
(24)
(31)
(16)
(6)
(8)
100
49

(3)
(5)
(13)
(13)
(30)
(30)
100
39

£1,500+

9
6
9
12
17
48
100
184
All

30
26
23
7
8
7
100
344

All

26
13
16
14
12
19
100
964
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of more than £50 value, and that for both sexes the proportion rises sharply among
those with higher gross earnings. The mean value for men was £128 and for women
£54. Welfare benefits are distributed more unequally than earnings.
The Value of Public Social Services
The differential use of free or subsidized public services can also substantially affect
eventual living standards. Families with identical cash incomes and wealth might
differ considerably in their real living standards because of different benefits derived
from their use of the public services. In principle, such benefits might include
passenger transport subsidies and the use of public libraries and swimming baths,
but in this study the value of public goods and services received in kind by families
has been restricted to those supplied by social services administered by central
departments and local authorities - namely, health, education, welfare and housing
services. Information was collected for each individual in the household about the
use in the previous twelve months of local and central educational services (nursery
schools, primary schools, different types of secondary schools and institutions of
higher education), health and welfare services (period of stay in different types of
hospital, general practitioner consultations at home and in the surgery, services by
district nurses, home helps, health visitors and social workers, dental treatment, the
receipt of hearing aids and spectacles, childbirth at home and in hospital, visits to
welfare clinics, receipt of welfare milk, free school milk, free and subsidized school
meals and subsidized welfare milk) and whether or not families had council or
owner-occupied accommodation subsidized directly or indirectly by the government
and local authorities. The questions which had to be used are listed principally in
Section 7 of the questionnaire printed as Appendix Ten.
The value to families of the goods or services received during the year was then
estimated, using a range of statistical information about the costs of these services
published by the government. The methods of procedure are discussed in Appendix
Four (page 964), and the components of total value are listed in Appendix Five:
Some Definitions’ (page 980).
There have been other attempts to measure the value to families of public social
services, chiefly in order to reach conclusions about the redistributive effects of
social policy. These attempts have been built on very rough assumptions, as, for
1
example, those adopted by Barna and Cartter. It may be wondered whether useful
1

Barna, T., The Redistribution of Income through Public Finance in 1937, Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 1945; Cartter, A. M., The Redistribution of Income in Post War Britain, A Study of the
Effects of the Central Government Fiscal Programme in 1948-49, Yale University Press, 1955,
pp. 47-8 and 221-5. At a very early stage of the operation of the National Health Service, and
with few empirical data available on usage, Cartter assumed, for example, that children under 15
required seven times as much medical attention as the average adult. As an introduction to
overseas studies of a similar kind, see Morgan, J. N., et al., Income and Welfare in the United
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conclusions can be drawn from studies which allocate social service benefits yet
which are unable to depend on even approximate empirical guidance about the use
of some costly social services by different income groups and types of household.
Even the series of studies published by the Central Statistical Office on the basis of
1
the Family Expenditure Survey are far from being conclusive. They have failed in
the last ten years to replace a number of arbitrary assumptions with assumptions
which are better founded empirically. Thus, in a valuable study of the early data, J.
L. Nicholson called attention to the fact that the estimates of the value of benefits
which had been allocated to households ‘would be improved if we had more
information than we possess at present about such matters as the extent to which
different households make use of the various health services [and] the benefits
2
which individual households derive from housing subsidies’ The basis of
allocation, however, has not been much improved, and has been criticized
3
powerfully by economists. The Central Statistical Office’s method of allocating the
imputed value of social services is not sufficiently refined for services as costly as
health, housing and education. Some major differences in the distribution of benefits
between beneficiaries are in practice obscured. Moreover, the Central Statistical
Office’s definition of social services is too narrow and excludes certain major forms
of tax relief which have clear welfare functions. As a result, the role of the
government in redistributing resources to some in the middle and upper income
4
groups has been minimized.
The methods adopted in the present study do not overcome all the objections that
might be raised against previous procedures. A number of improvements could be
made. But in terms of the comments made above, two advances may be claimed.
First, the value to families of social service benefits in kind is related to their actual
use of social services. We were not able to estimate the cost of the specific services
received by individuals, but in obtaining answers to a range of questions, were able
to take account of type and frequency of service. Thus, we enumerated the number
of nights spent by each individual in different types of hospital, and the number of
consultations with GPs in the previous twelve months, and applied average costs to
States, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1962, esp. pp. 300-8.
1
See Economic Trends, November 1962; February 1964; August 1966; February 1968,
1969,1970,1971,1972; November 1972,1973; December 1974; February 1976.
2
Nicholson, J. L., Redistribution of Income in the United Kingdom in 1959,1957, and 1953,
Bowes & Bowes, London, 1965, p. 2. Nicholson, J. L., Redistribution of Income in the United
Kingdom in 1959,1957, and 1953, Bowes & Bowes, London, 1965, p. 2.
3
Peacock, A., and Shannon, R., ‘The Welfare State and the Redistribution of Income’,
Westminster Bank Review, August 1968.
4
See Appendix Four for a discussion of the CSO methods. See also the elaborate account in
Webb, A. L., and Sieve, J. E. B., Income Redistribution and the Welfare State, Bell, London,
1971, esp. Chapters 2 and 5.
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these figures. A similar method was used for the value to families of children’s
attendance of different types of school and college. Secondly, an attempt is made to
measure housing subsidies received by owner-occupiers as well as council tenants,
though the estimates may err on the low side for some home-buyers by not claiming
to take full account of the tax relief and housing improvement grants.
The results described below are therefore believed to be less misleading than
previous estimates of the value of social service benefits in kind, but nevertheless
have to be interpreted with care. Values are expressed as current public expenditure
per beneficiary and not, for example, as the return during a lifetime upon an
1
investment or as the security of non-beneficiaries. Nor has more than a rough
estimate been made of average current costs. Thus medical treatment may be more
protracted or skilled in a particular than in a typical instance, and may be socially
selective. Its value could be expressed in relation to the prolongation of working life
rather than just its current cost. And someone who has never had a day’s illness may
enjoy security against the risk of financial catastrophe which may deserve to be
expressed in the equivalent of money. Again, public legislation affords protection
against certain types of financial loss, and affords indirect subsidies to private
expenditure, which are not easy to document - either because such protection or
subsidy is hidden or is so delicate and indirect as to be unquantifiable. For example,
the benefits which independent schools obtain from their charitable status and
through that proportion of grants made by various educational trusts which is
attributable to tax reliefs might be allocated to parents who send their children to
such schools.
A single valuation will never do entire justice to all these subtleties, and this must
be recognized. All it can achieve is a greater understanding of the major methods of
the allocation and reallocation of resources to different groups in the population.
Even when valuations are given on alternative assumptions, it is difficult to restrict
them in number or decide which is the most appropriate.
In 1969, public expenditure in the United Kingdom on the five social services:
health, education, housing, welfare and social security, amounted to £9,145 million,
of which £1,388 million represented capital expenditure and £4,003 million transfer
2
incomes (mainly social security cash benefits), leaving a total of £3,754 million.
1

Peacock and Shannon successfully criticize the ‘cost-allocation’ method of the CSO without
offering any satisfactory alternative. ‘If we simply take, say, the cost of state education and
allocate it according to some indicator of consumption by households of different composition
and income group, what we are doing is measuring the benefit of education by its cost. What we
should be attempting to do is to find some “surrogate” measure of the value of output rather than
taking it for granted that cost of inputs is an indicator of benefit.’ See Peacock and Shannon,
‘The Welfare State and the Redistribution of Income’, p.40.
2
Townsend, P., ‘The Problems of Social Growth’, The Times, 10 March 1971. However, the
total excludes indirect subsidies enjoyed by home owners.

Table 5.24. Percentages of individuals living in different household income groups having different values of social services
in kind.
Value of
all social
services
in kind
(£)

0
1-24
25-49
50-99
100-149
150-249
250+
Total
Number

Net disposable household income last year
Under £400- £600- £800£1,000- £1,100- £1,200- £1,400- £1,600- £1,800- £2,000£400
599
799
999
1,099
1,199
1,399 1,599
1,799
1,999
2,499

£2,500+
ranges

12
31
6
14
11
12
14
100
247

0
5
1
4
4
10
76
100
367

8
24
11
11
12
15
18
100
305

4
15
8
17
13
14
27
100
434

2
11
7
8
10
23
39
100
649

1
8
2
9
12
20
48
100
342

1
11
2
5
14
18
49
100
367

1
16
2
5
10
17
49
100
652

0
10
1
5
9
14
61
100
456

1
10
5
5
6
20
52
100
446

0
9
4
1
14
21
50
100
226

1
13
2
5
12
15
52
100
381

All

2
13
4
7
10
17
46
100
4,872
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This is the sum which we are seeking to allocate. It represents about 10 per cent of
1
gross disposable personal income, or about 13 per cent of gross disposable personal
income as defined in this survey - that is, excluding income in kind, rent of owneroccupied dwellings, pay of the armed forces and incomes of people in institutions
(see note to Table 5.8, page 192). It is of approximately the same order of magnitude
as total transfer incomes disbursed by the state.
The results are presented in Table 5.24. Contrary to common belief, fewer individuals in households with low than with high incomes received social services in
kind of substantial value. Fifteen per cent of individuals had no benefits or benefits
of less value than £25. Yet 46 per cent had benefits worth £150 per year or more.
The proportion was, however, significantly larger among middle- and high-income
groups than among those in households with under £1,000 a year.
Some households with relatively high absolute incomes do, of course, consist of
several individuals, and some with relatively low incomes consist of single persons.
The relationship between income and value of social services in kind is therefore
blurred. One method of allowing for household size is to express household income
as a percentage of the mean of its type. This is shown in Table 5.25. The broad
conclusion was sustained. More households with relatively high than relatively low
incomes received substantial value in kind through the social services.
Table 5.25. Percentages of people living in households with relatively low and high
incomes who had different values of social services in kind.
Net disposable income as % of mean for each household type
Value of all
Under 50- 70- 90- 100- 110- 120- 140- 200+ All
social services 50
69 89 99
109 119 139 199
ranges
in kind (£)
0
1-24
25-49
50-99
100-149
150-249
250+
Total
Number

5
14
6
13
10
17
35
100
453

2
2
9
16
7
5
10
6
10
11
18
17
44
44
100 100
916 1,148

2
13
2
9
9
21
43
100
511

2
12
3
4
9
17
51
100
408

2
20
3
3
7
12
53
100
342

0
15
5
7
13
11
49
100
427

1
10
1
7
13
20
47
100
478

2
5
4
0
9
15
65
100
188

2
13
4
7
10
17
46
100
4,871

The relationship between income and value of social services in kind varied with
type of service. More households with low than with high incomes had no health or
1

National Income and Expenditure, HMSO, London, 1970, Table 2.
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welfare benefits, but more also had substantial benefits. Fewer had educational
benefits, and fewer who had educational benefits had benefits of substantial value. A
detailed analysis showing the use made of each type of service and comparing the
results of the methods adopted in the poverty survey with those adopted by the CSO
in secondary analyses of FES data will be presented in a subsequent report.
Private Income in Kind
Our conception of resources included ‘private’ as well as employers’ and ‘public’
income in kind. Private income in kind is defined as the ‘profit’ from home production of food, the rental value equivalent of major consumer durables, and the
value of goods and services from people outside the household, including relatives
1
and friends. We decided to ignore the cash value of services carried out by
members of the household for the benefit of the household itself, but not the cash
value of food grown at home or obtained as a cheap or free by-product of one’s own
farm or business.
In many countries, produce grown on land farmed collectively by groups of
people, on plots owned by a landlord or in gardens and small-holdings, is an
important supplement to cash income. In assessing differences in standards of Jiving
between urban and rural areas, some estimate has to be made of its value. The
proportion of the population living in rural areas in the United Kingdom is small, but
a large proportion of the urban population have gardens and this can make a
significant difference to some families’ chances of maintaining their standard of
living in adversity. We therefore felt it was important to make some estimate of the
value of food grown in a garden at home or on an allotment, and we invited
informants to make an estimate of the weekly average saving to them of such
produce (that is, the retail value of the goods consumed less the expenses of
production).
Only a tiny percentage of households estimated the net profit to them of such food
at an average of more than 50p per week throughout the year (£26 in the last year).
But a minority of 15 per cent said they obtained a small regular saving and, as Table
5.26 shows, relatively more of the larger than of the smaller households, and of
households with children than without, drew benefit from such production. But it
turns out that there is very little or no correlation with income. Although many cells
in the table represent small numbers, there is no clear trend among incomes below
80 per cent of the mean for each type, compared with incomes 80 to 119 per cent of
the mean, or 120 per cent and over.

1

See Appendix Five, ‘Some Definitions’, pages 980-85.

Table 5.26. Percentages of different types of household, according to estimated value per week of home-grown food, and
percentages of high-, middle- and low-income households with some value of home-grown food.
Type of household

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man, woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All households

None

87
93
94
93
81
87
82
83
73
78
82
87
88
81
84

Up to 50p Over 50p Total
per week per week

13
7
6
7
18
13
17
15
23
20
16
13
11
19
15

0
0
0
0
1
1
1
1
4
2
2
0
1
0
1

NOTE: Definition of high, middle and low income as in Table 5.12, page 198.

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

No.

38
55
191
57
473
134
172
78
48
186
125
62
66
86
1,771

Percentage with any value home
food
High
Middle
Low
income
income
income
(0)
(0)
(22)
(0)
(11)
(4)
(4)
7
5
(8)
(0)
(13)
15
19
23
(9)
15
(14)
(14)
15
23
(19)
(18)
(14)
(45)
(0)
(30)
(20)
25
19
(18)
(16)
20
(13)
(6)
(28)
(18)
(8)
(6)
(26)
(15)
(18)
15
15
18
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The Interrelationship of Resources
We have traced the value and distribution of five types of resources: net disposable
cash income, the annuity value of assets held, employer welfare benefits in kind,
public social services in kind and private income in kind. We discussed earlier the
interrelationship of the first two of these variables. Finally, we need to show the
relative importance of each of the components of total resources, the effect that each
has on the dispersion of resources and what is the distribution of resources as a
whole. Certain adjustments have to be made to avoid double-counting of a few
components - such as income from investments as well as their imputed annuity
value, and tax reliefs on mortgage interest as well as the inclusion of that income
untaxed in net disposable income.
First, their relative importance. Although net disposable income, less income from
property and investments, is by far the most important component of the resources
on which the population depends for its living standards, other resources are also
important. Net earnings from employment and self-employment account for nearly
half total resources (Table 5.27). These earnings include allowances passed on to
divorced and separated wives and others. They also include holiday pay and sick
pay, bonuses, commissions and repayments of tax.
The income equivalent of assets held, including the value of owner-occupied
housing less any capital repayments outstanding, was more than a fifth of the total,
making a substantial contribution to living standards. In the table we have attempted
to adjust for incomplete data and therefore to base an estimate of annuity values on
the total value of assets held, though, for reasons given earlier, our calculations of
annuity values may be conservative for some types of asset. Employer welfare
benefits in kind, including both current benefits and the value of sick pay and
pension rights, formed about 5 per cent of the total, or 11 per cent of net earnings
from employment. Employers’ pensions and sick pay actually paid in cash in the last
twelve months amounted to over 2 per cent of total resources, and holiday pay to 2.5
per cent. If net earnings exclusive of sick pay, holiday pay and employers’ pension
payments are considered, then employer cash welfare added about 10 per cent and
employer welfare in kind over 11 per cent to their value. Social services in kind
accounted for 11½ per cent of total resources, and cash benefits over 7 per cent.
These results help to justify the conception upon which we embarked, for they
show that resources other than cash incomes are of substantial size in the United
Kingdom. In principle, the conception perhaps prepares the way for a more realistic
comparison of living standards of populations in different societies. For example,
there are societies where private income in kind may represent half rather than 3 per
cent of living standards and where fringe benefits may be an infinitesimal addition
to cash wages instead of 15 per cent. But the conception is not easy to define in
practice or to measure operationally. As already indicated, there are possible
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Table 5.27. Percentages and estimated value for the United Kingdom of different
types of resource received in previous twelve months.
Type of resource

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.

Net disposable cash income less
property income
(i) Net earnings from employment
(ii) Self-employment income
(iii) Employers pension
(iv) Social security cash benefits
(v) Other payments (redundancy,
scholarship, and educational
maintenance allowances)
Sub-total
Imputed income from assets (annuity
value)a
Imputed income last year from employer
welfare benefits in kindb
Imputed value last year of social services
in kind
Imputed value last year of private income
in kind
Total

Percentage
of gross disposable
resources

Estimated
UK total
(£ mil.)

44.5
4.2
1.8
7.3

17,400
1,650
690
2,850

0.3
58.0

120
22,700

22.9

8,950

5.0

1,920

11.6

4,540

2.5
100

980
39,100

NOTES: aWith estimated addition allowing for value of life assurance (excluded from
definition of assets elsewhere in this report). Slight underrepresentation in sample of wealthy,
and understatement of wealth on part of those, particularly the wealthy, who responded.
Readers should note that, in this table, the imputed capital value of owner-occupied housing,
and not its imputed rental value, has been taken as the basis for calculating annuities.
b
Adjusted for incomplete information.

extensions of the sub-items included in each type of resource. The money values of
some sub-items might be defined more accurately, and more comprehensive
information about some collected by methods different from, or additional to, those
adopted in this survey.
Our tentative approach may encourage others to realize that the resource systems
of society are more numerous than they had hitherto believed, and that if they are to
be understood so that they can be controlled in the interest of serving social
objectives, then special efforts have to be made by independent research workers
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and governments. But it is not just their relative scale in aggregate terms, but their
contribution to inequality that is important. We have to ask how widely each type of
resource is distributed in the population and which types of resource are distributed
more unequally than others.
To take a hypothetical example: during a period of years we may be able to show
that the distribution of net disposable cash incomes is less unequal, but if other
resources are distributed more unequally and if their proportion of the aggregate is
actually increasing, the distribution of total resources may not have changed and
living standards among the population remain as unequal as they were before.
One method of presenting the distribution of different types of resource is shown
in Table 5.28. In the first column net non-asset household income (that is, net
disposable income less income from property and investments) is expressed as a
percentage of the mean for their household type. Eight and a half per cent of
households had incomes of less than half the mean and 4 per cent more than twice
the mean. Subsequent columns show the effect on the relative dispersion of adding
each further type of resource. The table shows that imputed income from assets and
employer welfare benefits widen the dispersion, and though the addition of social
service benefits and private income in kind slightly reduce the proportion of
households with resources of less than half the mean, the proportion is still larger
when all resources are measured than when non-asset income alone is measured.
Moreover, the proportion having relatively high resources actually increases, and
there is a slight shift of population away from the mean. The trend for different types
of household does not always conform with this general conclusion, and the
relatively small numbers of certain types within the main sample must be borne in
mind. But for broad groups of households consisting of elderly single people,
married couples and married couples with children, the trend is roughly the same.
Table A.8 (Appendix Eight, page 998) shows the mean resources of different types
of household. The various qualifications expressed in this chapter about the
definition of resources should be borne in mind. The data have been set out
unadjusted, and those giving information on income but not assets have been
excluded from the table. The effect of this is to reduce the inequality of the
dispersion, and understate the resources held by the rich. Some adjusted figures are
given in Chapter 9 on the rich. One of our purposes has been to attempt a crude
valuation of various kinds of resources frequently believed to be held
disproportionately by the poor - private services as well as social service benefits in
kind, for example - and also to measure the value of modest quantities of personal
possessions, including consumer durables.
Another method of studying dispersion is to divide all households irrespective of
type into five ranks according to their net disposable income, and then find how
much is added to the mean income of each rank by each additional type of resource.
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Table 5.28. The cumulative effect of different types of resource on the percentage of
households having resources above and below the mean for their type (individuals
in households).
Percentage

Under 50
50-89
90-109
110-99
200+
Total

1
Net disposable
income less
income
from property and
investments

8.0
39.3
21.2
28.2
3.3
100
4,391

2
Column 1
plus
imputed
income
from assets

3
Columns 1
and 2 plus
imputed
income
from employer welfare benefits in kind

4
Columns 1,
2 and 3 plus
imputed
income
from social
service
benefits in
kind

11.6
44.7
17.3
21.0
5.4
100
4,391

12.1
45.0
17.5
19.4
6.0
100
4,391

10.3
45.5
17.6
20.9
5.7
100
4,391

5
Columns 1,
2, 3 and 4
plus imputed
income from
private
income in
kind

9.7
45.1
18.2
21.7
5.4
100
4,391

NOTE: Those households providing information on income but not assets have been excluded
from this table, since relatively more with an income of 200 per cent or more of the mean did
not provide asset information.

Table 5.29 gives the result, both in absolute amount of income in the previous
twelve months and as a percentage of net disposable income less income from
property and investment. For every type of resource the top 20 per cent received the
highest absolute values (though only marginally for private income in kind). Their
advantage in respect of imputed income from assets and from employer welfare
benefits in kind is striking. The fact that they also received a larger amount through
social service benefits in kind is more surprising. As the lower half of the table
shows, the absolute values received by way of social service benefits in kind, private
income in kind and even imputed income from assets did, however, form a lower
percentage of net disposable income than did the values received by the two lowest
ranks. Employer welfare benefits provide a striking exception.
The values in absolute amounts received by the bottom 20 per cent in employer
welfare benefits, social services and private income in kind were low relative to the
amounts received by other ranks, and did not add substantially to their total
resources. However, though receiving the lowest absolute amounts, they derived
relatively more in imputed income from assets in proportion to their net disposable
incomes. This is because they included disproportionately more elderly households
than other ranks. Nearly half these households had paid off mortgages on owner-
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occupied houses and therefore an imputed rental value on the capital value of the
home (7 per cent) was applied to the full current value. Finally, the overall effect of
adding four types of resource to each income rank was to add proportionately more
to the incomes of the two highest and the two lowest quintiles than the middle
quintile.
Table 5.29. Value for previous year in pounds of different types of resource to
average household in each quintile income group.
Quintile

1
Net disposable
income

2
Net disposable
income
less
income
from
property
and
investments

3
Imputed
income
from
assets

4
Imputed
income
from
employer
welfare
benefits
in kind

5
Imputed
income
from
social
service
benefits
in kind

6
Imputed
income
from
private
income
in kind

7
Total
resources

Top 20%
2,486
2,353
700
330
411
67
3,859
Second 20% 1,420
1,680
333
162
287
66
2,227
Third 20% 1,073
1,052
191
96
225
56
1,620
Fourth 20%
750
725
184
52
156
51
1,168
Bottom 20% 378
359
146
10
105
31
652
As % of net disposable income less income from property and investments
Top 20%
106
100
30
14
17
3
164
Second 20% 103
100
24
12
21
5
161
Third 20%
102
100
18
9
21
5
154
Fourth 20%
103
100
25
7
22
7
161
Bottom 20% 105
100
41
3
29
9
181
NOTE: Column 3 gives the modified definition of imputed income, i.e. including only a low
‘rental’ figure for owner-occupied homes (7 per cent of current estimated capital value).

In discussions of the distribution of income and wealth, certain measures of
concentration, especially the Gini coefficient, are used. Some results of applying this
coefficient are given in Chapter 9 (page 344).
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Conceptual Problems of Income and Wealth
The reader who has patiently followed the attempt in this chapter to set out the
different resources which contribute to living standards will be keenly aware by now
of the complexity of their determination. At each step difficulties in conceptualization, practical definition and measurement or estimation have been
specified. What remains to be stated clearly and unmistakably is that there is no
ideal or pure concept of resources, or, for that matter, income or wealth, ‘out there’,
which if only we could measure it would settle all our disputes about inequality or
about trends in inequality. What we conceptualize depends on why we want to
conceptualize it, and therefore on our purposes or objectives which, in turn, reflect
perceptions and values which may not be unanimously held. We have to try as best
we can to make objectives clear. In the approach adopted here we have shown
interest in all those resources which enable people to obtain material goods and
services and styles of consumption in more or less generous measure than their
fellows. We have therefore selected types of resources which some people get and
others do not; we have included resources which for some are free or subsidized and
for others have to be paid in full. Any attempt to move beyond conventional
conceptions or definitions furnishes a kind of test of those conceptions and helps to
reveal how inadequate they are. Thus the distinction so often made between ‘flow’
and ‘stock’, revenue and capital, or income and wealth, tends to lead society to
underestimate the scale of inequality. The connections and cumulations are
insufficiently examined and presented. While conceding lamely the artificiality of
the distinction, the Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth
decided that it was impracticable to do anything very different and proceeded to
develop separate analyses of the distributions of income and wealth in their first
1
report.
But the distinction made between income and wealth is not the only factor leading
to the underestimation of inequality. Another is the domination of measures of value
by the concept of ‘marketability’. The Royal Commission on the Distribution of
Income and Wealth can again be quoted. In discussing the concept of personal
wealth, the commission said that it could not be reduced to a single definitive
1

‘We recognize that for some purposes it would be useful to include changes in capital values
in the definition of income. However, we believe that for our purpose of describing, separately
and at different points in time, the spread of income and the spread of wealth and the trends
under both headings, it is more appropriate to define income in a way which distinguishes it
clearly from wealth and, correspondingly, to deal with changes in capital value under the
heading of wealth. In any case there are great practical difficulties about estimating changes in
capital values’ - Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Initial Report,
pp. 5-6. See also Report Nos. 4 and 5.
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statement. The commission went on to discuss views put to them about the inclusion
of certain items in the concept and they cast about for an integrating principle.
The key idea is that of marketability, and our study of this question has led us to
form the view that different approaches to the definition of personal wealth hinge
essentially on varying degrees of marketability of assets ... We believe, then, that the
concept of marketability lies at the heart of the debate about the scope and coverage
1
of personal wealth.
Certainly implications for our understanding of inequality can be drawn from the
Royal Commission’s view that it is not appropriate to include non-marketable assets
(of which, as examples, they quoted communal assets, human capital and restricted
assets and company assets) in the measurement of personal wealth. At least we
cannot deny that the inclusion of some of the proposed items would be difficult or
impracticable. But more significant is the commission’s failure to note the inequality
inherent in the concept of ‘marketability’ itself. Rich men’s property is often grossly
undervalued, just as large quantities of goods on the market are priced much lower
than small quantities at unit cost. A glance at any estate agent’s list will demonstrate
the truth of this. In 1975 in south-east England, for example, a property with two
small bedrooms, a small living room and a kitchen and a small garden, was
commonly quoted at a price of around £10,000; yet properties with three or four
times as much internal space and two or three acres of land could be found for less
than £20,000. Market value is in no sense a uniformly continuous variable.
This is not the place for a definitive analysis of the conceptual and philosophical
problems underlying society’s use of the ideas of income and wealth. Fortunately,
and partly because of the increasing influence of the work of sociologists, there is
increasing acknowledgement of the limitations of official approaches to official
statistics, and the categories into which they are fitted are no longer accepted as facts
which are beyond question. The Royal Commission gave one example of this trend,
which virtually amounted to an abdication of responsibility for the conclusions that
could be drawn from their report.
We wish to make clear that what are seen as relevant facts will, in part, reflect the
values of the people using them. In an area like the distribution of income and
wealth there will never be one correct set of statistics. Thus we have followed a
policy of offering alternative approaches and measurements based on different
definitions, so that readers may make their own choice of the most appropriate
2
statistics for the problems they wish to study.
This seems to carry the principle of marketability too far. However, the commission did not put this policy into practice. Alternatives were not really worked out
1
2

Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Initial Report, p. 11.
ibid., p. 132.
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and presented, and the conventional measures developed over many years by the
Central Statistical Office and the Board of Inland Revenue tended to prevail -in
methodology and conclusions.
In the survey reported in this book, efforts have been made to develop the
principles of comprehensiveness and comparability in developing measures of i
resources. All along we believed this would provide an alternative conception of
social and economic conditions in the United Kingdom. But we have become aware
that some elements in our conceptual apparatus reflect the conventional views which
we have tended to question. It is very difficult to communicate an alternative
measure of inequality without retaining some familiar categories and ingredients.
And it is very difficult to conceive an alternative measure without drawing upon
them.
Summary
This chapter shows how the concept of resources was defined in the survey and
traces the five components, cash incomes, imputed as well as actual income from the
ownership of wealth and three types of resources received in kind: employer welfare
benefits, public social services and private income.
The spread of incomes was wide and in comparison with the government’s Family
Expenditure Survey and Inland Revenue data representation of high incomes was
good. In comparison with census estimates of population, the representation of
retirement pensioners, households with children and the long-term sick and
unemployed was better than both the Family Expenditure Survey and Inland
Revenue. It was a primary purpose of the survey to ensure proper representation of
low-income households. When adjustments are made for differences of definition,
mean incomes for different types of household correspond fairly closely with figures
from the Family Expenditure Survey for 1967-8 (the period of twelve months
preceding the survey).
The extent of inequality in distribution of resources is demonstrated. The top net
disposable household incomes for most types of household are at least twice and, for
some types, more than three times as large as those of the fifth percentile. They are,
for most types of household, more than five times as large as the median and ten
times as large as the lowest decile.
Assets are distributed more unequally. Among the wealthiest households were a
number with more than £100,000 and a few more than £200,000. At the fifth
percentile, the range lay, for nearly all types of household, between £10,000 and
£20,000. At the median, the figure ranged below and above £1,000. Half the
population have very little wealth. At the ninety-fifth percentile there are, for nearly
all types of household, no assets at all or households are in debt.
Employer welfare benefits are also distributed extremely unequally. Some highpaid employees had benefits of more than £200 a year, some more than £1,000.
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More men than women had benefits of more than £50 value, and for both sexes the
proportion rises sharply with increases of earnings. These benefits are distributed
more unequally than either gross or net earnings, and a substantial proportion of
low-paid employees had no benefits at all or benefits of very small annual value.
The value of public social services was estimated broadly by applying averages of
known administrative costs to the actual use of a wide range of services, including
education, health, welfare and housing, as established in the survey. Contrary to
common supposition, fewer individuals living in households with low than with
high incomes received social services in kind of substantial absolute value.
Private income in kind includes the net value of home-grown food. Only a small
percentage of households had a value of over 50p a week and there was little or no
correlation with income.
Of the five types of resource, cash incomes less income from property and investment was the largest, forming about three fifths of the grand total. Imputed
income from assets comprised another fifth, and the remaining three resources the
remaining fifth. But, with the exception of private income in kind, each of the other
types of resource make a considerable contribution to living standards. Employer
welfare benefits in kind, including both current benefits and the value of sick pay
and pension rights, formed about 7 per cent of the total, or 15 per cent of net
earnings from employment. Public social services in kind accounted for nearly 10
per cent of total resources, and cash benefits another 8 per cent.
Some sections of the population depended much more than others on certain types
of resource. For every type of resource, the 20 per cent of households with the
highest net disposable incomes received the highest money value of other types of
resource. Their advantage in respect of imputed income from assets and from
employer welfare benefits is striking, though not surprising, but they also had a
higher value of social services in kind. Relative to income, however, the value of
social services and private income in kind received by low-income households was
larger.
Finally, employer welfare benefits, and imputed income from assets, tend to
increase, and social services and private=income in kind slightly to decrease, the
dispersion of resources. But the overall effect of adding the four types of resource to
net disposable incomes is slightly to increase the dispersion.
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Annex to Chapter 5. Adjustment to Major Totals in Table 5.8. National Income and
Expenditure.

1.

Wages and salaries
Wages
Salaries
HM Forces
Income tax
Surtax

Wages and salaries
HM Forces
Wages and salaries

NI contributions
Income in kind
Adjustment for unallocated
taxes, transfers
Adjustment for net pay of
servicemen overseas and
institutions
2.

Self-employment income
Tax
NI contributions
Estimate for depreciation

1967
£m

1968
£m

12,330
8,730
524
21,584a
-2,406b
-46b
-108b
19,024
-861b
18,163
-278d
17,885

13,095
9,410
541
23,046a
-2,816b
-46b
-85b
20,099
-973b
19,126
-277d
18,849

-240
17,645

-375
18,474

-350
17,295
2,812a
-656c
2,156
-82b
2,074
-350
1,724

-370
18,104
2,919a
-674c
2,245
-93b
2,152
-350
1,802
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Annex to Chapter 5 - contd

3.

Rent, dividends and interest
Rent of owner-occupied
dwellings
Tax
Half receipts by life assurance
+ superannuation funds

4.

5.

Employers contributions: Other
less contributions and
compensation
leaving occupational
pensions
National-insurance benefits
and other grants
Grants to universities
Grants to other non-profitmaking bodies
Child care
Other local authority grants
Post-war credits
Other grants
Less benefits in institutions

6.

Income tax
Estimate of dividends deducted
at source

1967
£m
3,984a

1968
£m
4,255a

-857c
3,127
-729
2,398
-483
1,915
1,076a

-933c
3,322
-767
2,555
-552
2,003
1,189a

-576

-639

-500

-600

3,199a
-148e

3,690a
-165e

-37e
-4e
-3f
-17 e
-59e
2,931
-100
2,831
3,945g

-46e
-5e
-4f
-20e
-67e
3,383
-126
3,257
4,388g

-400
3,545

-450
3,938

crude
estimates

SOURCES: As specified under Table 5.8, page 192. The help of the CSO is gratefully acknowledged in completing the estimates for this table (similar problems arise for the CSO in
comparing the results of the FES with national income data). The CSO cannot, of course, be
held responsible for the estimates given here.
NOTES: aNational Income and Expenditure, 1970, Table 19.
b
ibid., Table 47.
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c

Remainder of tax and surtax after allowing for items in (2), i.e.:
1967
1968
£3,945
£4,388
-2,560
-2,947
1,385
1,441
This tax is deducted proportionally from self-employment income and rent, etc.
d
National Income and Expenditure, 1970, Table 24.
e
ibid., Table 37.
f
ibid., Table 41.
g
ibid., Table 47; income tax and surtax on salaries, and wages, pay of HM Forces, rent of land
and buildings and on dividends, interest and trading incomes.

6
Three Measures of Poverty

In Chapter 1, a distinction was made between perceived and actual poverty. This
distinction will now be pursued in more detail. First, the conceptions held by
families in the sample will be discussed. We will go on to consider the conception
institutionalized within Britain and show how that may be used as a ‘social’ measure
of poverty. But that is the state’s definition and it may not be the right one.
Therefore, we go on to consider alternative, more ‘objective’ measures. One is the
‘relative income standard’. The other is the ‘relative deprivation standard’.
Subjective and Social Definitions of Poverty
What conceptions of poverty are held by the population? In the interviews we asked
the chief wage-earner or head of household: ‘There’s been a lot of talk about
poverty. Do you think there’s such a thing as real poverty these days?’ Sixty-two
per cent said there was, 3 per cent that they didn’t know and 35 per cent that there
was not. We went on to ask what they would describe as poverty, and we wrote
down the answers. Some of these were vividly expressed and deeply felt. ‘Not
having any money and not being able to earn any. Hearing the babies cry because
they are hungry or cold - that’s poverty.’ This was a 40-year-old manual worker
with three children.
Such statements reflect some of the principal preoccupations of this book. In this
first example might be noted the emphasis on sheer lack of resources, but also on
denial of access to obtaining them. That is a seminal idea for the understanding of
poverty. There is emphasis too upon the effects of lack of resources, certainly of
hunger or an insufficient diet, but also of other needs. This is the corresponding idea
of deprivation in relation to style of living. We did not put words into people’s
mouths, and inevitably the answers were haphazard. Different people took up
different ideas and after an interview that was already long there was no time to
explore each possible conception systematically. Neither are survey interviews the
best or the only method of identifying popular conceptions and attitudes. These vary
according to social situation and their expression is not felt to be relevant to some
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situations. We had, in any case, given priority to hard data about living conditions
and behaviour.
The answers ranged widely and were not easy to categorize. Tentatively we
classified the following sub-categories:
Minority group poverty
People spoke of sections or groups in the population as if that were a sufficient
description or definition. They tended either to speak of working groups, people
with low wages and/or large families and groups who were not at work, such as old
people, the unemployed, the disabled and the sick, the unemployed and fatherless
families. Thus ‘the working class on low wages, the poor souls must be desperate.
No wonder people go on national assistance if they are better off not working’ (57year-old labourer with wife and adolescent child). ‘Old-age pensioners who are too
proud to ask for anything’ (retired fireman). ‘Old people without any help but the
pension’ (40-year-old coalman with two children). Many simply listed different
minorities, and some referred to gipsies and people who ‘live on the streets’.
Subsistence poverty
People spoke of not having enough to feed children or go to work on; having
nothing to wear or threadbare clothing; and not having the basic necessities of life.
The conception of a necessary minimum income lurked in these accounts, and the
emphasis was principally upon the physical necessities of food, clothing and shelter.
Thus: ‘Living in slum conditions; not enough money for the essentials of life’ (38year-old warehouseman with three children). ‘It’s not having enough food and
clothes and being behind with the rent and not being able to pull up’ (37-year-old
railwayman with three children). ‘I suppose it’s simply being short of the
necessaries of life - living hand to mouth and perhaps going without food and
clothes’ (self-employed window-cleaner of 50). ‘People who have to tighten their
belts because they just haven’t enough to eat - or children who are very poorly
clothed’ (74-year-old married man). ‘When you just manage to live through the day’
(25-year-old student).
Starvation poverty
Some people put extreme emphasis on lack of food, malnutrition or starvation, and a
number of them made specific references to overseas conditions - to Biafra, India
and Morocco, for example. In calling attention to this conception, they usually
denied the existence of poverty in Britain.
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Relative poverty
(a) Compared with others. Some people spoke specifically with reference to conditions in the rest of society. Thus, ‘Lacking the sort of things our society regards as
necessities’ (50-year-old hairdresser). ‘Can’t enjoy life like everyone else’ (45-yearold carpenter with two children).
Relative poverty
(b) Historical. Some people took their standards from the past, either their own or
society’s past. They were drawn from all age groups, and not only the elderly. Many
were people who denied there was real poverty today. Thus: ‘Poverty is what we
used to be like when I was a child’ (23-year-old solderer in TV assembly). ‘I can
remember the days when I used to line up at the soup kitchen. That is why I hate
having things handed down now. And there were days when I had to stop off school
because it was my brother’s turn for the boots’ (56-year-old widow living with
unmarried daughter). ‘Lining up for the soup kitchen like they used to do, but there’s
no dire poverty now’ (35-year-old widow with young daughter). ‘It’s on the
breadline with no assistance, like before the war’ (57-year-old clerk).
Poverty as mismanagement (or Rowntree’s ‘secondary’ poverty)
Some people took the view that poverty was just a reflection of bad management,
neglect or shiftlessness. Thus ‘poverty arises not because of lack of money (or rather
the opportunities to obtain assistance) but because of the bad management and
ignorance of the working class’ (40-year-old self-employed cabinet-maker with one
child). ‘Some people make poverty. They have adequate money if used wisely but
spend it on beer and gambling and the family suffer by going short of food and
clothing’ (68-year-old married pensioner).
There were also a variety of answers that could not easily be categorized: ‘It’s not
enough money’; ‘It’s a condition of mind’; ‘It’s when there are no relatives or
friends to help’.
The numbers giving different descriptions are shown in Table 6.1. There were, of
course, people who had multiple conceptions, and in these instances we simply took
the conception which was given precedence or most emphasis. Nearly a third of
heads of households, the largest fraction, saw poverty as lack of the means of
subsistence. More than a quarter saw it in terms of certain minority groups,
particularly retirement pensioners, but also the low paid and others. Small
percentages, which none the less represented large numbers in the population, took
an extreme view of poverty as starvation, and as a condition principally associated
with mismanagement. A small percentage also conceived of poverty as a state
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Table 6.1. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households with low,
middle and upper middle, and high incomes giving different descriptions of poverty.

Description of poverty
Subsistence
Minority groups (e.g.
pensioners, low paid)
Mismanagement
Relative with past
Relative with others
Starvation
None to describe
Other
Total
Number

Net disposable household income last year as a
% of mean of household type
Under 80 80-199
200+
Alla
31
32
37
31
25
10
7
2
8
9
8
100
728

31
7
5
3
7
8
8
100
795

32
9
0
2
8
5
8
100
246

29
8
5
2
7
8
8
100
1,964

NOTE: aIncluding 198 unclassifiable by income.

of resources which were low relative to the rest of society or low relative to their
own or society’s past.
To what extent did these conceptions vary structurally? Certain trends are worthy
of note. More heads of households with relatively high than with relatively low
incomes thought of poverty in terms of a standard below subsistence. This trend was
rather more marked according to class. More non-manual workers, and particularly
routine non-manual workers, than manual workers regarded poverty as a standard
below subsistence (Table A.9, Appendix Eight, page 999). And slightly more young
and middle-aged than elderly heads of households took the same view. On the other
hand, more of those with relatively low than relatively high incomes conceived of
poverty as a condition belonging to the past; and slightly more of them, and of
manual workers than of non-manual workers, conceived of it as mismanagement.
Finally, although roughly similar proportions of skilled manual and non-manual
workers conceived of poverty as an attribute of minority groups, the proportion of
partly skilled and unskilled workers saying the same was lower.
It is tempting to offer an explanation for this slightly diverse pattern. There are
social pressures which dissuade large numbers of both non-manual and manual
classes from seeing poverty in some ways, for example, as a condition imposed by
governments or employers. After all, both classes are part of a society which explains social position predominantly in terms of individual motivation, individual
qualification and individual skill. In a society which attributes high pay to individual
desert and effort, some of the low paid seem likely to justify their low position, or at
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least reconcile themselves to it, by seeing poverty in relation to the deprivation
experienced by their parents and grandparents years earlier. It is a way of
maintaining self-esteem. Alternatively, self-esteem may be preserved by shifting
attention from observably meagre resources to mismanagement of resources. The
escape from social shame of those with little money is to plead respectable
management of the little they have. By contrast, more of the high paid than low paid
have experienced discontinuities in family geography, occupations and personal
history. They are more likely to have status aspirations and therefore to view social
problems from the perspective of finely graded living standards and thresholds of
minimum accomplishment. More of them, too, are likely to have been introduced to
political or institutional conceptions of poverty like that of Beveridge. More of them
seem likely to identify with the state’s conception of ‘subsistence’ and a ‘national
minimum’.
It is along some such lines that a theory might tentatively be developed. In this
report it would be premature. The correlations found in the survey are not marked
and the conceptions by no means socially distinct. More rigorous questioning might
clarify the conceptions which people hold. What has to be stressed is the wide
diversity among different age groups, income groups and classes.
However, a substantial percentage of the population adopts a conception of
poverty as being a standard below subsistence. Another substantial percentage
identifies certain minority groups which are regarded as having a very low (and
broadly homogeneous) standard of living. The possibility that some individuals in
these groups may be relatively prosperous is ignored. These two sections of the
population reflect official conceptions of subsistence and benefit as of right as
developed, for example, by the Department of Health and Social Security (in the
national insurance and supplementary benefit schemes). This provides a basis for the
social or state standard of poverty which has been used throughout this report and
which is discussed below.
The State’s Standard of Poverty
One standard of poverty which reflects the views of a large section of the population
is the state’s standard of poverty. All societies recognize levels of need among their
populations which, through the policies of various institutions and services, they try
to meet. How well the needs are, in fact, met can be a matter for empirical inquiry.
But all societies also recognize other objectives which they try to pursue, such as
giving adults an incentive to earn a living and be self-reliant, and sometimes these
conflict with the objective of satisfying need. The extent to which different
objectives are defined, pursued, reconciled and achieved can also be a matter for
empirical inquiry.
At a fairly early stage in the evolution of the incomes and social security policies
of most nations, cash payments are made on test of means. These are usually
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restricted to certain narrowly defined groups, such as the aged, or the sick and the
disabled, and only later are they extended to all categories of family not containing
anyone who is in paid employment and even to some categories of family in which
someone is in paid employment. There may be different standards of cash payments
within the same society. Thus, although the federal government in the United States
tries to lay down certain guidelines, there is variation among individual states, not
only in the amounts paid and the numbers receiving payments, but also in the
1
standards used for payment. Within many societies there are local authority
schemes whereby cash payments made through national schemes may be
supplemented. In Britain, local authorities vary in the standards of educational
maintenance allowances, charges for home help and so on. There is therefore scope
for inquiry into many complex administrative arrangements if the standard of
poverty which is actually applied within any particular society is to be correctly
identified.
For most practical purposes, attention can be concentrated on the ordinary scales
according to which payments are made under public assistance schemes to families
of different composition. By comparing the actual incomes of families with their
public-assistance ‘entitlement’, it would be possible to show how many people were
in poverty by the standard accepted by society itself. Income data have been
2
3
analysed along these lines both for Britain and for some other countries.
In the United Kingdom, the household means test was finally abandoned in 1948.
The family unit within it became eligible for assistance in 1941. The income of
people in the household who are not dependants can now be ignored, except for the
purpose of calculating the contribution they can afford to make towards the rent.
Thus an elderly grandmother living with a young family can be considered for
assistance in her own right. Allowances for rents and other housing costs are
normally calculated on the assumption that each income unit in the household
contributes its share.
The basic rates of payment decided for the Supplementary Benefits Commission
in Britain by the government have been changed frequently because prices and
wages have increased. In November 1969, they were increased for the fourteenth

1

Monthly Cost Standards for Basic Needs Used By States for Specified Types of Old Age
Assistance Cases and Families Receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children, January
1965, Department of Health, Education and Welfare Administration, Bureau of Family Services,
Division of Program Statistics and Analysis, August 1965.
2
Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London, 1965; Atkinson, A. B., Poverty in Britain and the Reform of Social Security, Cambridge University Press,
1969, pp. 80-81.
3
See, for example, Taira, K., ‘Consumer Preferences, Poverty Norms and Extent of Poverty’,
Quarterly Review of Economics and Business, 1969.
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Table 6.2. Basic rates of national assistance/supplementary benefit in 1948, 1968
and 1978.
1948
Type of claimant

£

1978a

1968
As %
of
single
householder

Before From As %
7 Oct. 7 Oct. of
£
£
single
householder

£

As %
of
single
householder

Single householder
Married couple
Non-householder
aged
21 and
over

1.20
2.00

100
167

4.30
7.05

4.55
7.45

100
164

1.00

83

3.55

3.70

81

12.45

80

18-20
16-17
Children 13-15

0.87½ 73
0.75
62
0.52½ 44

2.90
2.50
1.85

3.05
2.65
2.05

67
58
45

9.55
7.95

61
51

0.45
37
0.37½ 31

1.85
1.50
1.25

1.95
1.60
1.35

43
35
30

6.55
5.30
4.40

42
34
28

11-12
5-10
Under 5

15.55 100
25.15 162

NOTE: aOrdinary rate.

time since July 1948. After the war the rates adopted by the then National Assistance
Board corresponded broadly with the subsistence standard as defined in the Beveridge
Report of 1942, but they were raised fourteen times in twenty-three years, and
although there have been minor changes from time to time in the relativities of certain
1
rates, no attempt has been made to redefine them. Broadly speaking, they represent
the same definition of ‘need’ as that recommended by Beveridge. The basic rates
applying in 1948, 1968 and 1978 are compared in Table 6.2. Excluding the
allowance for rent, the basic rates payable to a man, wife and three children aged 12,
8 and 4 was 49 per cent of the average industrial earnings of men aged 21 and over in
October 1948, 52.3 per cent in April 1968 and 53.7 per cent in October 1968. During
these twenty years, the ‘real’ value of the allowances for such a family increased by about
70 per cent - as measured by the movement in general price indices.
Some other societies recognize a very different structure of rates of benefit. For
example, the rates for children are much higher in relation to adults in West Germany
2
and some states in the United States than in Britain. In these countries the rates for
1

Bagley, C., The Cost of a Child: Problems in the Relief and Measurement of Poverty, Institute of Psychiatry, London, 1969, pp. 11-15.
2
ibid., pp. 16-24; Wynn, M., Family Policy, Michael Joseph, London, 1970, pp. 53-86.
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adolescent children in particular are much higher and correspond with those for
adults. The social standard of poverty is relatively higher.
The basic rates cannot be used as an indication of actual family incomes without
making a number of qualifications. First, higher rates are paid to the blind (and were
in the past paid to some persons suffering from respiratory tuberculosis or its aftereffects). Secondly, some resources are disregarded by the Supplementary Benefits
Commission. For example, in 1968 up to £2 of the net weekly earnings of an adult
other than a man required to register for work, up to £2 of the total of war and
industrial disablement pensions, workmen’s compensation and certain widows’
benefits, and up to £1 of income including superannuation, sick pay, charitable
payments and annuities, could be disregarded. Up to £300 of capital assets in
addition to an owner-occupied house were wholly disregarded, and above this figure
another £500 could be wholly and a further several hundred pounds partly
disregarded. In that year, 870,000 persons drawing regular weekly payments, or 33
per cent, had income which was disregarded, averaging rather less than £1 per week.
They included 355,000 with actual or assumed income from capital assets of £325 or
more; 227,000 with superannuation; 69,000 with widows’ pensions other than
national insurance widows’ pensions; 77,000 with charitable or voluntary payments;
22,000 with disability pensions; 18,000 with dependants’ war pension; 164,000 with
earnings; 44,000 with maintenance orders; and 34,000 others. As many as
1,178,000, or 45 per cent, had capital assets. However, some of these had only a few
pounds. Altogether 55 per cent had no capital assets, but 7 per cent had £500 or
1
more (the great majority of whom were retirement pensioners). It would seem also
that the commission’s officers overlook modest allowances made by relatives or
friends, such as 50p or £1 a week given to a pensioner by a son or daughter as
itemized above under ‘charitable payments’. They often ignore occasional gifts in
cash or kind. A large number of persons therefore have £1 or £2 or £3 income per
week in addition to the basic rates which are paid to them.
Thirdly, a large number of persons are paid more than the basic rates. Retirement
pensioners other than those in hospital or local-authority residential accommodation
and persons under pensionable age, other than those having to register for work,
who have received supplementary allowances continuously for two years, are
entitled to receive a long-term addition (now developed into the long-term rate). In
1968, this was 50p. Further additions could be made for exceptional expenses, for
fuel, special diet, laundering and domestic help, for example, in excess of the fixed
long-term amount. In November 1968, 527,000 persons, or 20 per cent, received an
average addition of 30p. A single payment to meet some exceptional need, such as
the replacement of bedding or clothing, may be made. In 1968, 470,000 such
payments were made, averaging just over £5. There are also exemptions from, or
reimbursements of, charges for prescriptions, dentures, dental treatment and glasses
1

Annual Report of the Department of Health and Social Security for the Year 1968, Cmnd
4100, HMSO, London, 1969, pp. 328-9.
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supplied through the National Health Service, and supplementary benefit recipients
qualify for free milk and vitamins for expectant and nursing mothers and children
under school age, and free school meals for children at school.
Against these factors, which mean that families living on supplementary benefit
normally have a standard of living higher than the actual basic scale rates, there are
others which reduce families to a standard below the scale rates. Some persons are
given allowances which provide them with an income below the basic rates. They
include persons who refuse a reasonable offer of employment or who have
voluntarily left their employment without just cause. In the late 1960s and early
1970s, the ‘wage-stop’ (since abolished) was applied to about a third of unemployed
men with children. Often the allowance for a man with several children was more
than £3 below, and sometimes more than £6 below, the basic rates payable by the
1
commission. The amount allowed for rent may also be reduced to a figure below
the actual rent if the latter is regarded as ‘unreasonable’. The number of recipients
affected is not known for 1968, but in earlier years was about 1 per cent.
For all these reasons the actual cash income of persons receiving supplementary
benefit can vary widely from the income defined by the basic rates. Usually it will
be rather higher. A secondary analysis of FES data for 1953-4 found that single
people receiving national assistance were living at a standard averaging about 26 per
2
cent above the basic rates plus rent. Evidence from the present survey, which will
be discussed later, shows that the income for the preceding twelve months of those
depending continuously on supplementary benefit, and the income for the preceding
week of those receiving supplementary benefit in that week, was often higher than
the basic rates plus housing costs. For nearly two thirds of those receiving
supplementary benefit, it was, in fact, more than 10 per cent higher, and for over a
quarter, more than 20 per cent higher, including a minority with an income more
than 40 per cent higher. There are difficulties in drawing exact conclusions from the
data, because individual circumstances may change during a short period of time,
and because the contributions made to household income by different income units
may be different from those assumed by the Supplementary Benefits Commission.
But there is no doubt that, in practice, the incomes of the majority of households
dependent on the commission fall within a range rather higher than the basic rates.
In defining the state’s standard of poverty, therefore, it would be wrong to take the
simple rules governing the payment of the basic rates without also paying heed to all
the other rules which allow a higher standard, and sometimes a lower standard, to be
1

Administration of the Wage Stop, Report by the Supplementary Benefits Commission to the
Minister of Social Security, HMSO, London, 1967, p. 4. During 1968, the number of unemployed persons subject to the wage-stop in Britain fluctuated between 20,500 and 32,400.
However, these restricted allowances covered a total of up to 100,000 people in the families of
the unemployed. See Department of Health and Social Security Annual Report for 1969, Cmnd
4462, HMSO, London, p. 336.
2
Abel-Smith and Townsend, The Poor and the Poorest, p. 18.
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applied. In practice, society approves a standard for war pensioners and the blind
which is higher than (in descending rank order) widows and their families,
retirement pensioners, other physically sick or disabled people, the mentally ill and
handicapped, separated wives and unmarried mothers and their families and, finally,
the unemployed. Any conversion of the standards into equivalent amounts of income
would be arbitrary within certain limits. It would be possible, for purposes of
illustration and analysis, to take, say, the income of the 20th percentile, ranked from
the topmost income, in each group - on the grounds that the great majority of those
in each group are ‘allowed’ an income up to this level. However, there are
drawbacks about such a proposal, not the least of which is the lack of information
about the incomes of a sufficient number representing each of these groups. In a
secondary analysis of incomes data, the Department of Health and Social Security
referred to these problems and made two adjustments to the basic scales in
comparing family resources with their needs. First, an average addition of 5p for
families with one child or two children (with 5p for each additional child) was made
to cover exceptional needs grants made in the course of the year by the
Supplementary Benefits Commission. Secondly, a sum of 40p per week in 1968 was
1
added, where appropriate, for travel-to-work expenses. We did not adopt these
adjustments, the first because it seemed wholly arbitrary to average this type of grant
and none of the other grants and allowances; the second because we were able to
deduct actual expenses in travelling to work from gross disposable income.
In this study we have defined two levels of income. The first is the basic supplementary benefit rates plus housing costs for different types of household. This
will usually be lower than the level allowed in practice for families by the Supplementary Benefits Commission. The second is a level 40 per cent higher. Above
this level, only relatively few families in fact prove to be getting help from the
commission, but the majority of families receiving help have total incomes ranging
up to that level. It is also a convenient cutting-off point, since it has been used in
previous research. In assessing income in relation to the basic rates, we do not
disregard any form of cash income, only income in kind. Income from capital is
included, but no adjustment is made for the amount of capital itself.
The cost of housing is the weekly rent, inclusive of rates. For owner-occupied
housing, the weekly equivalent of mortgage interest payments and capital repayments, together with the cost of insurance (and any ground rent, if payable) but not
the cost of repairs, is counted. Although the commission does not itself allow any
capital repayment in calculating individual weekly allowances, such repayments

1

Howe, J. R.. Two-Parent Families: A Study of their Resources and Needs in 1968, 1969 and
1970, HMSO, London, 1971, p. 2.
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have been included in housing costs in three government studies comparing
1
resources with needs.
There would in practice be difficulties in excluding these amounts, whether or not
there were objections in principle. ‘For approximately one-third of owner-occupiers
with a mortgage, information is not available to distinguish the capital and interest
2
components of the mortgage repayment.’ For simplicity we have adopted previous
government research practice.
With reservations, then, the supplementary benefit standard in any year can be
regarded as being the state’s or society’s current definition of a poverty line. It is not
an objectively or scientifically constructed standard, and it would be unwise to treat
it as such. For example, some writers have argued that since its relationship to mean
or median income varies slightly from year to year over even a short span of years, it
3
should be standardized in relation to such income. This would be to convert a social
(or administrative) construct into one which is neither social nor scientific.
The Relative Income Standard of Poverty
Alternatives to the state’s standard of poverty can be devised. One might be called
the ‘relative income standard’. Households can be placed in rank order according to
their income and those with the lowest (or highest) incomes studied. The criterion of
comparison is purely internal. If statements are made in terms of, say, deciles, then
attention can be concentrated on the same quantitative groups in the population at
different points in time or on the same quantitative groups in different populations.
We may find that the poorest 10 per cent in the United Kingdom is very different in
composition from the poorest 10 per cent in France, or that during a decade the
poorest 10 per cent in any country changes significantly in composition. However, it
would be impossible to say from time to time or country to country what changes
were taking place in numbers living in poverty.
An alternative relative measure is to express income (or expenditure) as a per4
centage of the mean. The proportion of two populations having less than 50 per
cent of the mean may be significantly different, or the proportion of one population
5
living at that level of income may change during a decade.
1

Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, p. 3. See
also Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Financial and Other Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO, London, 1966.
2
Howe, Two-Parent Families, p. 2.
3
ibid. , p. 4.
4
Abel-Smith and Townsend, The Poor and the Poorest, p. 37. For an illustration of both
approaches, see Miller, S. M., and Roby, P., The Future of Inequality, Basic Books, New York,
pp. 34-7.
5
An OECD study compared the percentages of the populations of different countries found to
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There are at least two limitations of this method. One is that income varies
according to size and type of household. A distribution can be worked out for each
type of household to meet this difficulty, but beyond a certain point it is difficult to
allow for differentiation among households. There are numerous subtypes, and any
sample of the population will include a few examples of some subtypes. The
definition of ‘types’ is therefore governed to some extent by the number of instances
of a particular kind in a sample (as well as historical knowledge about such types).
And in ranking households within each type, and looking at the distribution in, terms
of percentage of the mean, an implicit assumption is made about the ‘equivalence’
of mean income for each type. Thus married couples without children and married
couples with four children who each have 50 per cent of the mean for their type of
family may, in fact, have a more unequal, standard of living in one society than in
another. In some measure the forces governing the distribution of income within
types of household are independent of those governing the distribution between
types of household.
The other limitation of this method is the arbitrariness of the choice of any particular percentage of the mean. Thus, on what grounds might one choose 50 per cent
of mean income by which to identify relatively ‘low’ income rather than, say, 85 per
cent? Perhaps certain criteria can be produced to justify the choice.
We decided to define the relative income standard in terms, first, of a number of
types of household, and secondly, of levels of 50 per cent (very low) and 80 per cent
(low) of the mean income for each type. The mean seems a more appropriate
measure than the median. It is derived from the aggregate income which is distributed and therefore provides a more stable’ reference point for measuring dispersion
of incomes between countries and between two periods of time. For example, the
income ‘capacity’ of a country might be concealed in cross-national comparisons if
a tiny percentage of the population have exceptionally high incomes. Thus, the
proportion of the population of this country with less income than 50 per cent of the
median might be the same as of another country, and yet the proportion with less
than 50 per cent of the mean might be twice as large.
The Deprivation Standard of Poverty
The third measure is that of relative deprivation. While the first measure produces an
estimate of socially perceived poverty and the second a band of low incomes of
somewhat arbitrary width, the third attempts to provide an estimate of objective
be in poverty, according to a national and a standardized definition. This standardized definition
was admitted to be very arbitrary. Households were counted as poor if their incomes fell below
the following percentages of mean disposable income per head: 1 person, 66.7 per cent; 2
persons, 100 per cent; 3 persons, 125 per cent; 4 persons, 145 per cent; 5 persons, 160 per cent.
See OECD Studies in Resource Allocation, Public Expenditure on Income Maintenance
Programmes, OECD, Paris, July 1976, p. 66.
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poverty on the basis of a level of deprivation disproportionate to resources.
The measure is provisional. As explained in Chapter 1 (page 55), households are
ranked according to income and a criterion of deprivation applied. In descending the
income scale, it is hypothesized that, at a particular point for different types of
family, a significantly large number of families reduce more than proportionately
their participation in the community’s style of living. They drop out or are excluded.
These income points can be identified as a poverty line.
The procedure needs to be formulated. There is no unitary and clear-cut national
‘style of living’. Rather, there are series of overlapping and merging community,
ethnic, organizational and regional styles. By style of living I do not mean particular
things and actions in themselves, but types of consumption and customs which are
expressive of social form. Thus, the influence of national government, trading
systems, education, the mass media, industry and transport systems will tend
towards the establishment of diffuse cultural norms. Pakistanis in Bradford will tend
or will be encouraged to adopt English habits of going away on summer holidays,
patterns of child care, car-driving and travel, and patterns of consumption, even
when they remain distinctive in other respects. Certain practices gradually become
accepted as appropriate modes of behaviour, and even when a group performs
particular rituals of religious observance or engages in particular leisure-time
activity, it shares other customs with many different groups in society. What do need
to be distinguished are the customs practised by a majority of the national
population, and those practised by different minorities and sub-groups. Shared
activities may differ in substance. Christmas may be celebrated by an exchange of
gifts from Woolworth’s, a few glasses of beer and a chicken from a broiler factory;
or by an exchange of gifts in the best tradition of Harrods or Heal’s, together with all
the luxurious trappings of a country-house week-end party: The point at which a
custom is no longer practised is debatable.
A national style of living has to be defined in operational terms. Many component
items, including those specific to age groups, peers and generations, and to large
units, such as regional communities and ethnic groups, have to be identified and
examined and the elements common to, or approved by, the majority of the
population distinguished. The degree of cultural integration of different groups and
communities could then be tentatively assessed and perhaps measured. There are
different spheres of social life - at work or school, in the home, in the immediate
vicinity of the home, and elsewhere in the community, and in all of these spheres the
individual’s diet, health, welfare, occupation and recreation are defined. All this
would represent considerable cultural inquiry.
A list of sixty indicators of the style of living’ of the population was built up. This
covered diet, clothing, fuel and light, home amenities, housing and housing
facilities, the immediate environment of the home, the characteristics, security,
general conditions and welfare benefits of work, family support, recreation,
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Table 6.3. The deprivation index.
Characteristic

Has not had a week’s holiday away
from home in last 12 months
2. Adults only. Has not had a relative
or friend to the home for a meal or
snack in the last 4 weeks
3. Adults only. Has not been out in the
last 4 weeks to a relative or friend
for a meal or snack
4. Children only (under 15). Has not
had a friend to play or to tea in
the last 4 weeks
5. Children only. Did not have
party on last birthday
6. Has not had an afternoon or
evening out for entertainment in
the last two weeks
7. Does not have fresh meat
(including meals out) as many
as four days a week
8. Has gone through one or more
days in the past fortnight
without a cooked meal
9. Has not had a cooked breakfast
most days of the week
10. Household does not have a refrigerator
11. Household does not usually
have a Sunday joint (3 in 4 times)
12. Household does not have sole
use of four amenities indoors
(flush WC; sink or washbasin
and cold-water tap; fixed bath
or shower; and gas or electric
cooker)

% of
population

Correlation
coefficient (Pearson)
(net disposable
household income
last year)

1.

53.6

0.1892

S = 0.001

33.4

0.0493

S = 0.001

45.1

0.0515

S = 0.001

36.3

0.0643

S = 0.020

56.6

0.0660

S = 0.016

47.0

0.1088

S = 0.001

19.3

0.1821

S = 0.001

7.0

0.0684

S = 0.001

67.3
45.1

0.0559
0.2419

S = 0.001
S = 0.001

25.9

0.1734

S = 0.001

21.4

0.1671

S = 0.001
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education, health and social relations. The list is set out in Appendix Thirteen (page
1173). The corresponding parts of the questionnaire will be found in Appendix Ten
(pages 1156-65). Different groups of indicators are discussed at length in Chapters
11, 12, 13, 14 and 20.
In principle, such a list might be developed, as I have suggested, from an
exhaustive analysis of the amenities available to, and the customs or modes of living
of, a majority of the population, in the course of which the representativeness and
independence of different items and their frequency and symbolic as well as material
importance would have to be discussed. In practice, we sought only to ensure that all
the major areas of personal, household and social life were represented in our
questionnaire. At this experimental stage, we wished to examine the relationship
between participation in customary amenities and activities (as measured by
indicators selected on the basis of pilot interviews and knowledge of previous
studies of life-styles and amenities) and the distribution of income and other
resources.
The indicators can be expressed as indicators of deprivation - for example, lacking
that amenity or not participating in that activity (Appendix Thirteen, page 1173). By
applying the indicators to individuals and families, a ‘score’ for different forms of
deprivation can be added up : the higher the score the lower the participation. One
would expect some indicators, like infrequent meat eating or lack of certain
structural facilities in the home, to be correlated with low level of resources. But one
would be less likely to expect others to be so correlated. Prima facie, low income
might not prevent someone having an evening out once a fortnight or more, going to
friends’ or relatives’ houses, having children’s friends in to play or even having a
holiday, though we would expect the occasion to be more austere. In fact, as
Appendix Thirteen shows, the correlation between nearly all these indicators and
different measures of resources is highly significant.
For illustrative purposes, a summary ‘deprivation index’ was compiled to cover
major aspects of dietary, household, familial, recreational and social deprivation.
This is set out in Table 6.3. The full list in Appendix Thirteen includes more items
which could be applied to some sections of the population than to others. Although
the scores for certain items could be reweighted to redress the balance (for example,
on conditions in the home for people who were not in employment), we felt we did
not have sufficient information to show how this might be done. We have therefore
chosen those indicators which apply to the whole population, although with two
components we considered it was appropriate to frame alternative versions for adults
and children. While, in principle, we would have wished each of the indicators to
apply to a minority of the population, three of the twelve in the present research in
fact apply to a small majority.
The mean individual score for the entire sample was 3.5. It was 3.4 for children
and 3.5 for adults; and was 3.6 for housewives. The mean score for younger adults
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(15-44) was however lower (3.0) than for older adults (3.5 for people aged 50-59,
4.1 for people aged 60-69 and 5.1 for people aged 70 and over).
Different items in the index reflect the fact that some customs or activities are
common to the household, but others apply only to individuals within the household.
No single item by itself, or pair of items by themselves, can be regarded as
symptomatic of general deprivation. People are idiosyncratic and will indulge in
certain luxuries and apply certain prohibitions, for religious, moral, educational and
other reasons, whether they are rich or poor. Families in certain situations are not
necessarily deprived if they do not have a week’s holiday; or if they do not have an
afternoon or evening outside the home; or if they do not have a Sunday joint,
because they may have other compensating activities or customs. This is why
deprivation is difficult at the margins to detect. A score of 5 or 6 or more is regarded
as highly suggestive of deprivation. Twenty per cent of households scored an
average of 6 or more.
Figure 6.1 shows the sharp increase in deprivation at the lower levels of net
Table 6.4. Mean scores of deprivation, according to net household income.

Range of
income
Under £300
£300-49
£350-99
£400-99
£500-99
£600-99
£700-99
£800-99
£900-99
£1,000-99
£1,100-99
£1,200-399
£1,400-599
£1,600-799
£1,800-999
£2,000-499
£2,500+
All

Size of households
1
2
3
5.9
5.9
5.4
4.9
4.0
4.1

4

5+

All households
Means No.

5.6

5.8
5.8
5.4
5.0
4.7
4.3
4.4

69
71
72
94
83
85
107

4.7

(4.5)

4.0

5.2
5.0
4.3
4.3

4.7

(4.1)

(3.2)

4.1
3.8

3.9
3.6

3.5
(3.1)

(4.8)

3.9
3.6

107
115

3.6
3.6
2.9
2.6
2.5
(2.2)
(2.7)
(1.7)
3.8

3.1
2.9
3.0
2.9
2.8
(2.8)
2.7
(2.2)
3.2

3.1
3.1
2.8
3.1
2.9
(2.7)
2.5
2.0
3.0

(4.1)
(4.1)
3.5
3.3
3.4
(3.5)
2.7
2.6
3.5

3.3
3.4
3.0
3.0
2.9
2.8
2.6
2.3
3.7

109
117
212
130
126
66
108
98
1,769

(3.4)

5.1

(5.2)

NOTE: In this table no means are given for groups with fewer than 10 households in each
group. Means for 10-19 households are placed in brackets. It should be noted that, for households with two or more persons, scores for each person were combined and averaged.
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Figure 6.1. Deprivation index score for individuals in relation to household income.

Table 6.5. Percentages of people in two-person households deprived of certain activities and amenities.
Net household
income
last year
(£)

Under
400
4005006007008009001,0001,1001,2001,4001,6001,8002,500+
All

No holiday in
last 12
months

78
78
76
59
55
55
45
28
53
36
36
27
28
(18)
50

No relative or
friend to
meal in 4
weeks

62
48
36
40
37
41
29
29
36
27
21
14
23
(9)
33

No afternoon or
evening
out in 2
weeks

51
51
62
57
59
56
30
48
44
29
31
23
36
(27)
44

No fresh
meat as
often as
four days
per week

48
49
45
33
31
21
18
12
8
10
9
16
12
(18)
24

No meal
with relative or
friend in
4 weeks

Usually
no Sunday
joint of
meat

Does not
have sole
use of 4
household
facilities

71
61
61
54
57
53
56
36
47
35
30
18
31
(27)
47

41
34
30
27
23
18
30
18
24
20
13
23
16
(0)
24

24
36
23
21
32
28
32
43
36
20
5
16
0
(9)
24

No
No
refrigera- cooked
tor
meal one
or more
days in
last 2
weeks

52
78
72
53
45
38
46
46
39
27
23
19
19
(9)
43

17
9
14
6
15
8
10
19
6
6
10
6
17
(9)
11

Number
of persons
in households

58
88
102
68
94
78
82
58
66
134
77
62
64
22
1,053
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household income. Table 6.4 further shows that the trend is similar for all sizes of
household. Strictly speaking, according to our hypothesis, the deprivation ‘score’
would be expected to rise with household size for any level of household income (so
providing a measure of what income for households of any particular size would be
‘equivalent’ to the income for households of a different size). Table 6.4 bears this
out only in part. As pointed out above, disability tends to raise the mean score of
some people, particularly single-person households, by up to one. Some income
groups of similar household size include a wide variety of household types. And
because the size of the sample was limited, the numbers of households in some of
the cells is small. For these and other reasons, the pattern presented in the table must
be treated as suggestive only.
What is the contribution made by each item in the index to the total ‘score’? Table
6.5 shows the pattern for two-person households. Some customs are more strongly
correlated with income than others. Thus, there is a strong correlation between
income and holidays, entertainment of relatives or friends to a meal, and
consumption of fresh meat most days of the week. The correlation between income
and sole use of four basic household facilities is evident only at the upper ranges of
income and is indeterminate at the lowest and middle ranges. As we shall see, one
explanation for such fluctuations is the differential ownership of capital assets by
households with the same cash income.
So far we have been able to show the relationship between diminishing income
and increasing deprivation. But is there evidence of the existence of a ‘threshold’ of
income for different types of household, below which people are disproportionately
deprived? The evidence from this survey is inconclusive, but suggests that such a
threshold may exist. Our evidence is strongest for one-person and two-person
income units and households, and the families with one child and with four or more
children. Thus Table 6.6 shows a fairly marked increase in the proportions of people
who may be regarded as ‘deprived’ below certain levels of income, namely £400 per
annum for one-person units, £600 per annum for two-person units, £800 for threeperson units, £900 for four-person units, and £1,100 for five-person units. These cutoffs were checked using other indicators.
The phenomenon can be investigated more closely among particular types of
household. Some results are shown in graph form in Figure 6.2. Except for men
under 60 years of age, the mean score of deprivation for one-person households rises
fairly sharply once income falls below £400 per annum. Among two-person
households, there is a similar increase below £600 per annum. However, there is
evidence of deprivation above this level of income among households consisting of
two people under the age of 60. Among households consisting of a man and woman
and one child, there is a sharp increase in deprivation below £800 per annum; and
among households with man, woman and two children, also below £800. The trends
for all types of household are shown in Table A.10 (Appendix Eight, page 1000).
But it is important to remember that the underlying numbers are not large. Although
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Table 6.6. Percentages of persons in one-person and larger income units with deprivation score of 6 or more, according to income of income unit.
Range of
income
Under
£300
£300£400£500£600£700£800£900£1,000-

Number of persons in income unit
1
2
3
4
5+

36
37
19
15
10
10
6

50
40
43

(29)

(41)
17
13

(4)

6
8

£1,200-

4

£1,400

4
(11)

£1,800
£2,000
£2,500+
Total

41
25
27
15

10
9
7
7

265
219
188
177

15
11

7
7

168
171
161
147

6

(9)

7

5

125

5

8

204

3

4

110

(3)

1

3

81

(0)

(2)
(2)

2
2

45
48

16

6
19

3
100

65
2,531

0

8

357

6
6

(5)

18

14

12
10

(6)
24

35

(24)

2

2

All income units
%
No.

8
5

£1,100-

£1,600

20

All
sizes

8

NOTE: Figures in brackets apply to fewer than 50 but more than 30 units.

there were 471 households in the sample consisting of a man and a woman, these
should be regarded as, properly, falling into different groups according to age. There
were only 213 in which both man and woman were under 60 years of age, and only
165 in which both were 60 years of age or over. Again, there were 133 households
with man and woman and one child, and 171 with two children.
To pursue the investigation of the relationship between income and deprivation it
is necessary to standardize for composition of household. In addition to the
‘thresholds of deprivation’ approach we applied two other approaches: expressing
income as a percentage, first, of the mean for the appropriate household type, and
secondly, of the amount the household would receive in supplementary benefit in
certain contingencies. We applied the former for the following fourteen types: man
over 60 years; man under 60; woman over 60; woman under 60; man and woman;
man, woman and one child, two children, three children, four or more children; three
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Figure 6.2. The relationship between income and deprivation for certain types of
household.
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adults; three adults plus children; four adults; other households without children; and
other households with children. A consistent relationship between income and
deprivation was found (Table 6.7). At the lower levels of income, there was a
marked fall in the proportion of people in households with low scores on the
deprivation index and a marked increase in the proportion with high scores. But
despite this result, there was no evidence (as illustrated in Figure A.1 in Appendix
Eight, page 1004) of a pronounced threshold. In part this may be because some of
the household ‘types’ as we had defined them contained a mixed assortment of subtypes, and therefore income may not have been standardized very effectively. The
method also assumes that the means for different types can be treated in some
respects as equivalent. All that might be said is that for the more exactly defined
categories, the increase in the proportion of households with high scores was
particularly marked once income had fallen to a level of 60 to 69 per cent of the
mean. This suggested that if a poverty line were to be drawn, it would seem justified
to draw the line within this band.
Table 6.7. Percentages of individuals in households with net disposable incomes in
previous year at different levels in relation to the mean, according to their deprivation scores.
Net disposable household income 0 1
last year as
% of mean
for household type
250 or more 16 27
200-49
6 21
180-99
18 35
160-79
7 19
140-59
6 23
120-39
6 20
110-19
3 12
100-9
3 17
90-99
5 15
80-89
2 12
70-79
3 11
60-69
2
7
50-59
1
3
40-49
0
5
Under 40
1
3
All incomes 4 13

Score on deprivation index
Total No.
2

3

4

5

6

7

8

25
34
17
34
23
24
26
19
17
16
18
19
11
8
12
19

12
19
16
19
21
20
22
22
22
19
19
21
13
16
6
17

11
6
9
13
12
14
22
17
17
20
19
17
20
15
16
17

3
9
3
2
9
11
9
11
13
16
13
12
12
21
13
12

3
3
0
3
4
3
5
6
5
8
11
9
16
15
21
8

3
2
1
3
2
1
1
3
4
5
4
7
15
13
16
5

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
2
2
3
6
9
7
12
3

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

110
105
98
134
258
433
351
418
517
580
533
508
366
242
199
4,852
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Figure 6.3. The percentage at three levels of income with different deprivation
scores.
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An alternative method of standardizing for household composition, using supplementary benefit scales, is shown in Table A.11 in Appendix Eight (page 1001).
Since this method standardizes income better for certain sub-categories of household, and also allows for different needs of children of different age, it produces a
better correlation between declining income and deprivation, especially at relatively
low levels of income. But in spite of the derived correlation, the ‘spread’ of scores at
different relative levels of income remains wide, as illustrated for three levels in
Figure 6.3. The reader should bear in mind the relative crudity with which ‘income’
(like ‘deprivation’ and ‘household’) has to be defined for operational purposes. Thus
the distributions in Figure 6.3 are not symmetrical and some of the people
distributed at the extremes are unusually placed in relation to other resources. This is
brought out very clearly if we examine Table 6.8. Households with £50 or more of
assets were less deprived than those with no assets or less than £50. If the annuity
value of assets is added to their income there is a shift towards greater symmetry.
Appendix Thirteen (page 1173) provides evidence of higher correlations with
deprivation once ‘income’ is broadened to include other types of resource.
For such reasons the mode is a more useful indicator of the typical level of
deprivation than the mean. By estimating the mode from these and other similar
graphs, and plotting against the log of income, we obtain Figure 6.4. As income
Table 6.8. Deprivation of two-person and four-person households according to
income in previous year and ownership of assets.

Range of income
£
Under

500
500-99
600-999
1,000+

All ranges
Under

All ranges

800
800-1,199
1,200+

Deprivation index score No. of households
No assets
£50 or more No assets
£50 or more
or less than assets
or less than assets
£50
£50
2-person households
5.5
4.7
29
79
5.5
4.5
22
33
5.4
3.8
31
151
3.8
2.7
20
241
5.1
3.5
102
504
4-person households
4.3
3.4
20
32
4.4
2.8
19
85
4.0
2.6
21
171
4.2
2.8
62
288
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Figure 6.4. Modal deprivation by logarithm of income as a percentage of supplementary benefit scale rates.
diminishes from the highest levels, so deprivation steadily increases, but below 150
per cent of the supplementary benefit standard, deprivation begins to increase
swiftly. Above and below this point the graph falls into distinct sections. Remembering that, for socio-structural or idiosyncratic, though socially permitted or
encouraged reasons, some individuals do not adopt some of the values included in
the index, the graph may none the less represent the expansion of social and not only
material possibilities opened by increasing income. On the other hand, the swift
increase in range of social activities at the higher levels of income may correspond
with some diminution in the frequency or intensity of participation in different
activities. The graph has been included tentatively for the following reasons. The
sample size did not allow us to examine incomes more extreme than those plotted on
the graph, and its shape would have been more certain if we had been able to plot
points in a range of about 1.6 to 3.3 on the log scale. The relative coarseness of the
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index also made the estimation of the mode from graphs difficult (as in Figure 6.3,
page 259) due to the small number of points to the left of the mode for the higher
income groups.
As pointed out earlier, there is a tendency for disabled people to have higher
deprivation scores at all levels of income. Although numbers in some categories are
small, it does seem that, in descending the income scale, deprivation increases
sharply for the disabled at a rather higher level than for the non-disabled (see Table
A.13, Appendix Eight, page 1002). Again, the data are suggestive only. However,
they are consistent with the view that disabled people require higher incomes than
the non-disabled to enable them to participate in the activities and customs of
society.
The Problem of Equivalence
We have attempted to standardize incomes at an approximate ‘threshold’ of
deprivation. The problem of standardizing incomes for households of different size
and composition is, in fact, a well-recognized problem which will be briefly
reviewed here. It is also referred to as the problem of constructing ‘income equivalence scales’. In a range of studies made chiefly by economists of family consumption, the impact of price changes, demand analysis, income distribution,
poverty and patterns of fertility, attempts have been made to take household
1
circumstances into account.
First, what is the problem? It is one of finding criteria for estimating the incomes
for widely different types of household which reflect the same standard of living - a
rather broader purpose than estimating the equivalent ‘needs’ of different types of
1

Nicholson, J. L., ‘Variations in Working Class Family Expenditure’, Journal of the Royal
Statistical Society (Series A), vol. 112, 1949; Prais, S. J., ‘The Estimation of Equivalent Adult
Scales from Family Budgets’, Economic Journal, 63, December 1953; Prest, A. R., and Stark,
T., ‘Some Aspects of Income Distribution in the UK since World War II’, Manchester School,
vol. 35, 1967; Bagley, C., The Cost of a Child, Institute of Psychiatry, London, 1969; AbelSmith, B., and Bagley, C., ‘The Problem of Establishing Equivalent Standards of Living for
Families of Different Composition’, in Townsend, P. (ed.), The Concept of Poverty, Heinemann,
London, 1970; Wynn, M., Family Policy, Michael Joseph, London, 1970, esp. Chapters 2 and 3;
Prais, S. J., and Houthakker, H. S., The Analysis of Family Budgets, Department of Applied
Economics, Monograph 4, Cambridge University Press, 1955; Barten, A. P., ‘Family
Composition, Prices and Expenditure Patterns’, in Hart, P., and Mills, G. (eds.), Econometric
Analysis for National Economic Planning, Butterworth, London, 1964; Stark, T., The Distribution of Personal Income in the United Kingdom 1949-1963, Cambridge University Press, 1972;
Singh, R., ‘On the Determination of Economies of Scale in Household Composition’, International Economic Review, June 1972; Seneca, J. H., and Taussig, M. K., ‘Family Equivalence
Scales and Personal Income Tax Exemptions for Children’, Review of Economics and Statistics,
August 1971; Blandy, R., ‘The Welfare Analysis of Fertility Reduction’, Economic Journal,
March 1974; Leibenstein, H., An Interpretation of the Economic Theory of Fertility: Promising
Path or Blind Alley ?’, Journal of the Economics of Literature, June 1974.
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household. Economists see one practical task in explaining and predicting shifts of
demand, and another is to construct fair social security scales. The public assistance,
national insurance and tax allowance rates for different dependants and types of
family in different countries and at different points in the history of the United
Kingdom can be compared. For example, in October 1968, the rate of benefit
(including family allowances) for each dependent child of those who qualified for
national insurance unemployment or sickness payments was 19.2 per cent of the rate
for a married couple. But the rate for a child under 16 receiving supplementary
benefit varied (according to age) from 18.1 per cent to 27.5 per cent (though, unlike
national insurance, these rates do not embody an allowance for rent); and the tax
allowance for a child from 33.8 per cent (for a child under 11) to 41.2 per cent (for a
child aged 11-15) of the combined personal tax allowance of man and wife. Here are
examples of inconsistency in treatment of families of different composition.
Without special regard to poverty or subsistence, some writers have sought to
define equivalence by means of food expenditure. Engels, for example, observed in
1857 an inverse relationship between income and the percentage of total expenditure
1
accounted for by food. For Britain, Nicholson has calculated an equivalent adult
scale by comparing the levels of income at which different types of family spent the
2
same proportion of net household income on food. The principle is illustrated in
Figure 6.5. After plotting the expenditure on food of particular types of family with
varying income on a graph, the points at which different types of family spend the
same percentage can be compared. The horizontal dotted line joins two such points,
and income A is treated as equivalent to income B. The lower part of the figure
gives an illustration based on data drawn from the report of the Family Expenditure
Survey for 1968. For every level of income, larger households committed a higher
proportion of their incomes, on average, than smaller households to the purchase of
food. At the lower levels of income, the percentage committed to food increased
more and more sharply. If a line is drawn horizontally across the graph at the 20 per
cent level, and the distance between the curves measured, then an equivalent adult
scale can be represented as follows (households of man and woman being assumed
to provide the standard):

1

See the account in Hobsbawm, E. J., ‘Poverty’, New International Encyclopaedia of the
Social Sciences. In an 1885 paper Engels’s near namesake, Engel, pioneered the development of
equivalence scales. See Engel, E., ‘Die Lebenskosten belgischer Arbeiter-Familien früher und
jetzt’, International Statistical Bulletin, No. 9, 1885.
2
Nicholson, J. L., Redistribution of Income in the United Kingdom in 1959, 1957 and 1953,
Bowes & Bowes, Cambridge, 1965. For later reviews of equivalence scales, see Nicholson, J. L.,
‘Appraisal of Different Methods of Estimating Equivalence Scales and their Results’, Review of
Income and Wealth, 1976; and Muellbauer, J., ‘Testing the Barten Model of Household
Composition Effects and the Cost of Children’, Economic Journal, September 1977.
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single adult
1.13
man and woman
2.00
with 1 child 2.39
with 2 children
with 3 children

(1.38)
(2.00)
(2.37)
2.87 (2.72)
3.53 (3.08)

In brackets the approximate supplementary benefit scales (averaging for both rents
and different rates for children of different age) have been given for purposes of
comparison. The curves for each type of household, at least in this illustration, are
remarkably equidistant. None the less it is evident that at different horizontal levels
on the graph they do not maintain exactly the same proportionate relationship. And,
as others have pointed out, the patterns produced by survey data are not stable from
1
year to year.
The early advocates of subsistence standards for poverty had either laid down
arbitrary definitions of the needs of different types of families or had relied on crude
estimates of minimum nutrition, translated into minimum market costs rather than
2
the costs actually incurred by families. A proposal that ‘equivalence’ could be
established by finding what is the lowest household income at which a substantial
3
minority or a majority of families actually secure minimally adequate nutrition has
not been put to detailed empirical test. The data collected in the national food survey
are not analysed and presented in the form of distributions which would allow this
approach to be scrutinized and more fully developed. Moreover, those in charge of
any new empirical inquiry would have huge problems: the inquiry would have to be
based on a very large sample, in order to include enough families of each type at
each level of income; it would have to take account of differing, and also very
broad, definitions of nutritional adequacy; and, finally, there would be the very real
difficulties of measuring the actual content of people’s diet partly, but not only,
through their sometimes problematical accounts of food expenditure.
Neither nutritional level nor percentage of total income committed to the purchase
of food can be regarded as a sufficient criterion of the satisfaction of all forms of
need. One form of deprivation may often correspond with another, but we cannot
take this for granted. The relationship has to be investigated and demonstrated.
Without denying its importance, nutritional level has attracted disproportionate
attention in the history of the study of poverty and privation throughout the world. In
this study we have sought to lay stress symbolically on the style of consumption of
1

Bagley, The Cost of a Child, p. 10. See Table A.12, page 1001, for an example from the
National Food Survey.
2
See the discussion above of the work by Rowntree and Orshansky on pages 33-9.
3
Townsend, P., ‘The Meaning of Poverty’, British Journal of Sociology, June 1954, pp. 1345; see also Clark, R. M., ‘Some Reflections on Economic Security for the Aged in Canada’, in
Clark, R. M., Canadian Issues: Essays in Honour of Henry F. Angus, University of Toronto
Press, 1962, pp. 356-60.
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Figure 6.5. The establishment of equivalent income.
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food because, as a guide to deprivation, it is as important as nutritional content.
Other socially determined forms of consumption must also be recognized. Just as
there are forms of consumption at work, at home, in travel and in leisure pursuits, so
there are forms of deprivation which do not involve diet.
Studies in the 1970s have sought to produce better estimates of ‘equivalent’
incomes by examining different categories of goods and services in the budget, in1
cluding housing, clothing, fuel, transport and durables as well as food. The equivalent additional income required for each additional type of person in the
household was worked out on the basis of a weighted percentage of income spent on
all items and not just on food. One study, using FES data, found that a married
couple required an additional 9 per cent of income for an infant child, 21 per cent for
2
a child aged 5-7 and 36 per cent for a child aged 16-18. But two comments might
be made. The more sophisticated estimates were found not to differ very much from
those produced solely by examining expenditure on food’. The results were also
remarkably similar to the ratios obtained by comparing the supplementary benefit
scales for certain types of individual with the scale for a married couple. A study of
FES data by Garganas gave further evidence that children’s needs rose with age and
that there were economies of scale with increasing number of children (though this
was neither marked nor true of commodities such as food and clothing). He also
found that the percentage of additional income ‘required’ for a child rose with
3
income.
There are problems of establishing equivalence through the methods adopted in
4
these studies. It is by no means obvious that different types of households spending
the same proportion of their income on food, or any other commodity or group of
commodities, tend to have the same standard of living. Certain types of household
may need to commit slightly different percentages of income, depending on their
constitution, to share the same standard. The same point might be made in terms of
the life cycle of the household. A husband and wife may not ‘need’ to maintain their
proportionate commitment of income to food and to various other commodities once
they have borne a child. Not only may the distribution of the budget be changed on
account of the individual needs of the child, but also on account of the changed
expectations, tastes or needs of each of the adults, as a consequence of the social
unit itself changing.
1

See, for example, Van Slooten, R., and Coverdale, A. G., ‘The Characteristics of Low Income Households’, Social Trends, No. 8, HMSO, London, 1977.
2
McClements, L. D., Equivalence Scales for Children’, Department of Health and Social
Security, July 1975 (unpublished).
3
In Fiegehen, G. C., Lansley, P. S., and Smith, A. D., Poverty and Progress in Britain 195373, Occasional Paper No. XXIX of the National Institute of Economic and Social Research,
Cambridge University Press, 1977, pp. 102-9.
4
For a critical review, see Atkinson, A. B., The Economics of Inequality, Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 1975, pp. 42-5.
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Again, adjustments may need to be made in deriving the scales not merely for the
number of children, but also for the ages of both children and adults and the sex of
children. For example, the distribution of the budget, and its scale, may need to be
different for the retired and disabled than for non-disabled younger adults. This is
already accepted conventionally through the institution of a retail price index for
pensioners.
‘Equivalence’ seems also to vary proportionately at different levels of income.
One study showed that ‘richer’ families find children relatively more costly than
1
‘poorer’ families. This seems to pose a major problem. Just as the actual expenditure of poor families, for example, on clothing, cannot be averaged to derive the
amount they need to spend (as Rowntree once did), so the actual difference in the
percentage of income devoted to food (and other commodities) by poor couples with
children and poor couples without children cannot be used to define what incomes
are needed by couples with and without children to have the same standard of living.
In the NIESR study, a child was treated as representing 21 per cent of the costs of an
adult couple, but, for example, among couples with one child who had an income of
over £29 per week a child’s costs represented 51 per cent of the costs of an adult
2
3
couple. The figure of 21 per cent is a crude average reflection of convention
(derived from poor as well as rich households) and not of need. It reflects the
distribution of income as it is rather than as it should be.
Cash Income and a Poverty Line
To find whether there is a threshold of deprivation in relation to level of income for
different types of household is therefore difficult. I would wish to make two major
reservations to the alternative definition of a poverty line in these pages. First, the
summary deprivation index could be, as argued earlier, more ‘representative’ - more
comprehensively and systematically built up than proved possible in the research.
None the less, the range of indicators which we used was broad (see Appendix
Thirteen and Chapters 11 to 14), and combinations of indicators other than those
included in the summary index also produced ‘thresholds’ of deprivation at similar
cut-offs of income. In fact we were able to demonstrate a closer correlation between
different indicators of deprivation and income as converted according to our
standard of relative deprivation than according to the state’s supplementary benefit
standard.
Secondly, deprivation has been examined in relation to incomes rather than
resources. Strictly, deprivation is correlated more highly with broader concepts of
resources than with income (Appendix Thirteen). But at this stage it may be
1

Fiegehen, Lansley and Smith, Poverty and Progress in Britain, pp. 104-5.
ibid., pp. 105 and 142.
3
Also, 21 per cent seems low in relation to other figures quoted. See ibid., p. 103.
2
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premature to insist on further refinements to the alternative poverty line which the
concept of relative deprivation already makes possible, when the income equivalents
of assets and employer and state welfare are necessarily such rough approximations.
The summary data presented in this chapter thus allow only a tentative definition of
a poverty line for different types of household.
The level of income for different types of household below which deprivation
increased disproportionately seemed from the evidence to be as follows:
1. For single-person households: at two thirds of that for households consisting of a
man and woman, or rather higher than the proportion allowed in the UK social
security system. (This conclusion is also reached by the more restricted method
of deriving adult equivalence scales from the analysis of food expenditures, as
discussed above, page 262.)
2. For households containing an employed adult: rather higher (10 to 20 per cent)
than for households containing a retired adult.
3. For households containing a disabled person: rather higher than for households
not containing such a person.
4. For households containing man, woman and child: up to about two fifths higher
than the level for an elderly (non-disabled) man and woman, and about one fifth
higher than for a man and woman under 60.
5. For households containing man, woman and three or more children under the
age of 15: up to about double the level for an elderly (non-disabled) couple, and
just under double the level for a younger couple.
Accordingly, an income standard might be constructed. The cash incomes per
annum (and per week) required both to surmount the threshold of deprivation and to
establish a rough equivalence between different types of households might be made
up as follows (in terms of a baseline in 1968-9):
1.
2.
3.
4.

£156 (or £3 per week) for a household of any size.
£182 (or £3.50 per week) for each non-employed adult.
£286 (or £5.50 per week) for the chief wage-earner in the household, if any.
£221 (or £4.25 per week) for any supplementary earner (with employed or selfemployed status of any kind).
5. £104 (or £2 per week) for a child under 10 years of age and £156 (or £3 per
week) for a child under 15.
6. £104 (or £2 per week) extra for each person with appreciable, £208 (or £4 per
week) with severe and £312 (or £6 per week), with very severe disablement
(disablement defined as in Chapter 20).
Table 6.9 sets out the resulting scales, with the corresponding Supplementary
Benefits Commission (SBC) scales. The deprivation standard is considerably below
the mean gross disposable income for each type of household. It varies from about
equivalent to nearly a third higher than the supplementary benefit ‘standard’ (and
higher still for some households in which there are disabled people). However,

Table 6.9. The relative deprivation standard of poverty in £ per annum, compared with the supplementary benefit basic scale
rates, and mean household income.
Type of household

Man 60+
Man under 60
Woman 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman, both
over 60
Man and woman, one
under 60
Man and woman, neither
over 60
Man, woman,

1 child
2 children
3 children
4 children

SBC basic scale rates

Mean
housing
costs

SBC rates plus Deprivahousing costs tion
(cols. 1 + 3)
standard

Col. 5
as
of col.
4

5
338
442
400
442

Mean
gross disposable
income
last year
6
490
889
103
674

Before 7 October
1968

After 7 October
1968

1
250a
224
250a
224

2
263a
237
263a
237

3
82
113
77
111

4
332
337
327
335

429’

439’

72

501

520

843

104

367

387

112

479

624

967

130

170

537
‘young’b ‘olderc
627
658
701
750
754
834
841
939

624

1,336

116

728-80
832-936
936-1,092
1,040-248

1,292
1,358
1,404
1,769

116-19
119-25
124-31
124-33

367
‘young’b
432
510
575
653

387
‘older’c ‘young’b
463
458
559
540
655
610
751
693

‘older’c
494
595
697
804

195
191
179
188

338

7
102
131
132

NOTES: aIncluding the long-term additional allowance.
b
’ Young’ family: 1 child = under 5; 2 children = one under 5, one 5-10; 3 children = two under 5, one 5-10; 4 children = two
under 5, two 5-10.
c
‘Older’ family: 1 child = 13-15; 2 children = one 11-12, one 13-15; 3 children = two 11-12, one 13-15; 4 children = two 1112, two 13-15.
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the difference between the deprivation and SBC standards is less marked than the
figures suggest. Some allowance should strictly be added to the SBC rates for the
expenses of work. In fact, these expenses averaged £35 per annum for all
households in the sample, and about £50 for households with one or more persons in
1
paid employment. There is the further point that, in practice, certain types of
income are disregarded by the commission’s officers and certain households are
awarded additional grants for exceptional needs. Later we will show that a
substantial proportion of families who were currently receiving supplementary
benefits had incomes higher than the deprivation standard.
Finally, attention must be called again to the fact that our measures of income unit,
deprivation (through style of living) and income are all approximate. We have
concentrated in this chapter upon the household, for example, rather than the income
units comprising it. However, 71 per cent of households consisted of only one unit,
and among households with only two income units the correspondence of
deprivation, according to the index of deprivation, was fairly high. Thus at low,
middle and high levels of household incomes, 86, 75 and 73 per cent respectively of
the pairs of income units had the same score or a score which differed by only one.
But the index itself is crude and requires further examination in relation both to
multiple forms of deprivation and the combinations of individuals in households.
Summary and Conclusion
Conceptions of poverty are held by individuals and groups and institutionalized by
the state. A substantial percentage of the sample saw poverty as a standard of living
below a minimally defined (or subsistence) level, and so aligned themselves with the
view broadly, if rather ambiguously, put into effect by the state, principally through
the supplementary benefits scheme. Another substantial percentage saw poverty
more as a generalized condition applying to particular social minorities, such as
pensioners, the unemployed, the disabled and the low paid. In some respects, this
view corresponded with the state’s definition of social categories entitled under
national insurance to flat-rate benefits (and the Wages Council or Trades Union
Congress definitions of a minimum wage). Only a tiny percentage of the sample saw
poverty as a condition relative to standards which were or were becoming
widespread in contemporary society.
Three measures of poverty are outlined:
(a) The state’s (or the social) standard (based on the rates paid by the
Supplementary Benefits Commission).
(b) The relative income standard (a standard which allows a fixed percentage of the
population with the lowest incomes to be selected, or which is at a point fixed
at a low level in relation to the mean income).
(c) The deprivation standard (a standard of income below which people experience
deprivation disproportionately to income).
1

Allowances are made for work expenses in government reports which compare incomes
with supplementary benefit scales. See Howe, Two-Parent Families, p. 2.
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Deprivation is defined relatively to the community’s current style of living as established in the survey. Indicators of different forms of deprivation are listed and a
summary index used in analysis.
With qualifications both about measurement and sample size, the evidence
suggested that there existed a threshold of deprivation for certain types of household
at low levels of income, that is, a point in descending the income scale below which
deprivation increased disproportionately to the fall in income. This threshold was at
levels higher than the prevailing supplementary benefit standard, especially for
households with children and households with disabled people.
There are four measurement problems in undertaking further work on the relationship between income and deprivation which we have speculatively explored:
1. The problem of defining the income unit (as well as the consumption unit).
Individual members of the household vary in the extent to which they pool and
retain incomes for common or individual use.
2. The problem of defining the unit of deprivation. Correspondingly, individuals
may suffer alone or together. Individual members of the household vary in the
extent to which they lead separate lives and experience deprivation.
3. The problem of measuring level (including type) of resources. Some individuals
or families live very differently from what their net disposable incomes would
appear to denote - because their command over other types of resource, whether
assets, or employer welfare, social service or private benefits in kind, is
exceptional. For considerable sections of the population resources other than
cash incomes form a significant part of living standards. The problem lies not
merely in identifying such resources but in translating them into equivalent
values.
4. The problem of measuring level (including type) of deprivation. A similar
problem arises over style of living. While social surveys can help to establish
what are modal activities, facilities and customs in society few individuals can
be said to reflect the full list in their own lives. Their own pattern of activities
may be representative only of part of the national list. Some may draw both from
a national list and from a list of activities, facilities and customs which are
observed or shared exclusively by some social minority. Again, styles of living
divide into styles at work, at home, in travel and in leisure-time activities.
Deprivation can arise in one of these spheres and not all. Deprivation can arise in
income-producing and not just income-consuming situations, for example.
Theoretically, even a provisional consideration of these problems quite apart from
the data adduced in this chapter, suggests how unlikely it is that we will establish any
simple or consistently direct relationship between income and deprivation. The
population is not divided cleanly into the deprived and non-deprived. Many people are
deprived in some respects but not in others. Many are deprived for part but not all of
their lives. Some also have limited access to the resources they hold, or cannot convert
them into the alternative forms of resources they require to escape deprivation.

7
The Incidence of Poverty

The three measures of poverty discussed in Chapter 6 will now be applied to the
data collected from the sample of households. This chapter will describe the extent
of poverty among the households and population of the United Kingdom and its
constituent regions in 1968-9. It will outline the relationship between short-term and
long-term poverty and portray the general ‘structure’ of poverty among the
population.
As judged by the state’s or government standard, 7 per cent of the households in
the sample were in poverty. By the deprivation standard, the number was 25 per
cent. However, the difference between these two results is greater than it would be if
the ‘real’ rather than the ‘basic’ government standard were to be used. If the
government standard were to be treated not just as equivalent to the basic scale rates
of supplementary benefit but were also to include the regular discretionary payments
which are often added to these rates, as well as the income and assets which are
ordinarily disregarded in determining eligibility, the figure of 7 per cent would be
considerably higher. The ‘real’ standard could be applied only by making
complicated adjustments for each family’s circumstances. Instead, a margin of
income up to 40 per cent above the ‘basic’ standard has been taken to show the
numbers in the population who may also be in poverty or on the boundaries of
1
poverty as defined by society. Further evidence on the real levels of income of
recipients of supplementary benefit and the numbers who are eligible to receive such
benefit will be given later. In addition to the 7 per cent of households in poverty
according to the basic government standard, there were another 24 per cent on the
margins of this standard, as Table 7.1 shows. That is, these households had an
annual net disposable income of only up to 40 per cent above the standard.
By the state’s standard, the percentage of the people in the sample in poverty and
1

The choice of 40 per cent was made for reasons given in previous research - that, in practice,
the state observes a higher standard than the basic rates by disregarding (through the
Supplementary Benefits Commission) certain minor amounts of income of claimants and by
adding, for certain claimants, small amounts to the basic benefits. See Abel-Smith, B., and
Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London, 1965, p. 18.
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Table 7.1. Percentages in poverty and on the margins of poverty according to three
standards.
Poverty standard

Percentage Percentage Estimated number (UK)
of houseof populaholds
tion
Households Noninstitutionalized
population

State’s standard (SB):*
in poverty
7.1
on margins of poverty
23.8
Relative income standard:†
in poverty
10.6
on margins of poverty
29.5
Deprivation standard: ‡
in poverty
25.2
Total (UK)
100

6.1
21.8

1.34 mil. 3.32 mil.
4.50 mil. 11.86 mil.

9.2
29.6

2.00 mil. 5.0 mil.
5.58 mil. 16.10 mil.

22.9
100

4.76 mil. 12.46 mil.
18.90 mil.a 54.4 mil.b

DEFINITIONS:
* Net disposable household income last year of less than 100 per cent (in poverty) or 100 to
139 per cent (on margins of poverty) of supplementary benefit scale rates plus housing costs.
† Net disposable household income last year less than 50 per cent (in poverty) or 50 to 79 per
cent (on margins of poverty) of mean household income for type.
‡ Net disposable household income last year of less than a level below which deprivation tends
to increase disproportionately as income diminishes.
NOTES:
a
According to the 1971 Census, there were approximately 18,800,000 households in the United
Kingdom. Our definition of ‘household’ (like that of the FES) was not identical with that used
in the census, and we estimated that there were 18,900,000 according to that definition in
1968-9.
b
See Appendix Two, page 955, for an explanation of estimated non-institutionalized population.

on the margins of poverty was rather smaller than of households, being 6 per cent
and nearly 22 per cent respectively. These figures represent 3.3 million and 11.9
million people, or a total of 152 million in nearly 6 million households in the noninstitutionalized population of 54.4 million.
The relative income standard of poverty applies to those households with annual
incomes below 50 per cent of the mean for their type. Over 10 per cent of
households and 9 per cent of population were below this standard, representing 5
million people. Another 30 per cent had an annual income of less than 80 per cent of
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the mean income for their type. These two measures do not exactly overlap. About
two thirds of those with incomes below the state’s standard have less than 50 per
cent of the mean income for their household type, but (mainly because the actual
housing cost which is allowed can be relatively high) the rest are at higher levels.
Altogether, about 86 per cent of those who have incomes below or less than 40 per
cent above the state’s standard have incomes of less than 80 per cent of the mean for
their type. Again, there is substantial overlapping, but the distributions are not quite
coincident.
The deprivation standard was defined on the basis of the evidence in Chapter 6 of
a correlation between annual net disposable household income and deprivation, as
measured by an index of deprivation. The standard was fixed at £338 for a person
aged 60 and over, and £442 for a younger person living alone; £520 for a couple
aged 60 and over, and £624 for a younger couple; and amounts ranging according to
age of children from £728 to £780 for a man and wife and one child, £832 to £936
for a man and wife and two children, and £936 to £1,092 for a man and wife and
three children. Altogether, 25 per cent of households and 23 per cent of individuals
in the sample were living on incomes below the standard. They represented 4.8
million households and 12.5 million persons.
Certain adjustments should properly be made to figures for the numbers living in
or on the margins of poverty, particularly to those arising from the use of the
government or state standard. First, because we wanted to make general statements
about the region, households were over-sampled in Northern Ireland. Since
relatively more households in that region than elsewhere in the country had low
incomes, a minor adjustment needed to be made to all major results concerned with
levels of living. But it was hardly ever more than two or three decimal percentage
1
points, and sometimes only one decimal point. Secondly, among 2,050 households
providing information in the survey, 14 per cent did not provide complete
information on their cash incomes during the whole of the preceding twelve months.
Since other information about them was reasonably full and some were households
comprising two or more income units (where information was often complete for
one unit but not the other) an adjustment could also be made to the sample findings.
Thirdly, the increase of about 6 per cent in the rates of supplementary benefit during
the survey made another adjustment necessary for households interviewed in late
1968 or early 1969. An account of these adjustments is set out in Appendix Seven:
‘Note on the Adjustment of Sample Findings’ (pages 989-90). The results (for the
week preceding the interview as well as for the year as a whole) are given in Table
7.2.
The adjustments have the effect of slightly increasing the numbers found to be in
2
poverty, but slightly reducing the numbers on its margins. The final column of
1

See Appendix Seven, pages 989-90.
Unadjusted data are used elsewhere in the analysis because there is no means of distributing
the adjustments for many variables.
2
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Table 7.2. Percentages and number in poverty by the state’s standard.
Percentage of
households
Period: relationship
unto state standard
adjusted
Last year:
in poverty
7.1
on margins of poverty 23.8
Last week:
in poverty
6.7
on margins of poverty 23.7

adjusted

Percentage of
population
unadjusted

Estimated
population
(UK)
adjusted adjusted

7.3
23.3

6.1
21.8

6.4
21.5

3.48 mil.
11.70 mil.

7.1
23.1

6.0
20.8

6.3
20.6

3.43 mil.
11.21 mil.

Table 7.2 provides revised estimates for the population as a whole. Three and a half
million people were in poverty, with another 114 to 12 million on the margins of
poverty, making over 15 million altogether, or more than a quarter of the population.
The estimates vary only slightly whether we consider net household income in the
week preceding the interview or in the year as a whole, though these two
populations are not exactly coincident, as we shall see.
The figure of 6.4 per cent of the population below the supplementary benefit
standard is higher than figures estimated from the Family Expenditure Survey for
1
the late 1960s. This is to be expected, since relatively too few households in certain
2
minority groups with low incomes have been represented in the FES samples and
1

See, for example, an estimate of 3.4 per cent of households below the supplementary benefit
standard (on certain rough assumptions) for 1969 by Atkinson, A. B., Poverty, Inequality and
Class Structure, Cambridge University Press, 1974, p. 58 ; and an estimate of 5.8 per cent of
households and 5.3 per cent of people for 1967 by Lansley, P. S., ‘Post War Changes in the
Extent of Poverty’, in Fiegehen, G. C., Lansley, P. S. and Smith, A. D., Poverty and Progress in
Britain, 1953-73, Cambridge University Press, 1977, p. 29.
2
We have already noted that the number of people aged 65 and over included in the FES for
1968 was about 14 per cent too small and the number of children about 10 per cent too large (see
above, Chapter 5, page 183). This imbalance of children and old people persisted in the FES for
both 1973 and 1974. Thus, in 1974, 7.7 per cent of the persons included in the FES, but 8.7 per
cent in the population at large, were aged 70 and over. Twenty-eight per cent were children
under the age of 16, compared with 25 per cent. And only 34 per cent aged 16 or over were
economically inactive, compared with 39 per cent in the population, according to the 1971
Census. The Department of Employment has not provided enough information of a social
character about the sample to enable a clearer view to be taken about its representation of the
poor. According to a paper prepared by the DHSS Statistics and Research Branch in October
1977 (‘The Take-Up of Supplementary Benefits’), the representation of sickness and invalidity
beneficiaries in 1975 was only about three quarters of the totals expected from administrative
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response is almost certainly reduced by the invitation to record expenditure for two
weeks.
Short-term and Long-term Poverty
In any week of the year, some incomes will be much lower and others much larger
than usual. Often this is because a wage-earner is sick or unemployed, or is working
varying hours of overtime. Sometimes it is due to a change of job or the loss or
addition of a member of the household. Ideally we would have wished to establish
income levels in relation to household membership for all periods of change during
at least the previous twelve months. This was impracticable. We attempted only to
find the total annual income and preceding week’s income. But occasional income,
like tax refunds, bonuses and windfalls, had to be assumed to be spread out over the
year rather than spent in any particular period. This method of averaging income is
used in all surveys and tends to smooth out the variations that exist. Our measures of
the number of households and individuals who fell below the standard of income did
not cover all of those who did so for certain but not all periods of the year.
Table 7.3 shows that 5 per cent of households were below the state’s standard
during the previous week and on average throughout the year. A further 22 per cent
were on the margins of poverty or fluctuated only between poverty and the margins
of poverty. Yet there was a third group experiencing poverty. Some households fell
below or were on the margins of the standard during the previous week, but not on
average throughout the year, and vice versa. They included families who were
temporarily sick or unemployed and households in which a wage-earner was now
back at work after a long spell of unemployment or sickness or had obtained an
increase in pay. Either they were just emerging from poverty or just descending into
it. For some, this was a once-and-for-all movement, though for others it was a
recurring experience. The significance of these figures is in showing that over a third
of the households and nearly a third of the population fall into one of these three
groups and have recent if not present experience of poverty. Table A.14 in Appendix
1
Eight (page 1002) gives further detail.

records. ‘It does seem that those sick are less likely than others to cooperate in the FES.’ The
same paper quotes a Central Statistical Office estimate for 1964-6 which showed a tendency for
those at the highest and lowest ranges of household rateable values not to cooperate in the
surveys.
1
It should be noted that tables correlating data for household income last year with that for
income last week are drawn from a smaller number in the sample than tables describing each of
them independently. Some households giving full information, but not information complete in
all respects for income and assets, were included in the final sample made available for analysis.
This accounts for slight discrepancies between different tables in the proportions in poverty or
on the margins of poverty.
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Table 7.3. Percentages of households of different size in poverty and on the margins
of poverty.

Whether net disposable
income below, or less than
40% above, SB scales plus
housing cost, last week and
last year
In poverty last week and
last year
In margins of poverty last
week and last year
In poverty or on margins of
poverty last week and last
year
In poverty or on margins
of poverty only last week
In poverty or on margins
of poverty only on average
last year
Not in poverty or on
margins of poverty either
last week or last year
Total
Number

1

Size of household
2
3
4

10.0

5.3

2.4

2.2

4.9

5.1

38.6

16.3

10.5

12.7

16.9

19.2

3.7

3.5

2.7

2.2

4.1

3.3

4.0

3.9

4.4

5.6

4.9

4.5

2.8

2.2

3.4

6.4

6.6

3.9

40.8 68.7 76.6 70.8
100 100 100 100
321 508 295 267

62.6
100
243

64.1
100
1,634

5+

All
sizes

Size of Household
Table 7.3 also shows the relationship between size of household and the state’s
standard of poverty. The highest incidence of poverty is found among one-person
households, and the lowest among three- and four-person households. The incidence
rises again among households with five or more persons. Only 41 per cent of oneperson households but between 63 per cent and 77 per cent of other households were
not in poverty or on the margins of poverty either in the preceding week or on
average during the year. Further details are given in Table A.15a in Appendix Eight
(page 1003) by the separate criteria of income in the preceding week and year. The
proportion in poverty and on the margins of poverty was highest for one-person
households, and next for households of five or more persons. The proportion was
lowest among three-person households.
The smallest households were not so liable to experience variations in living
standards. More of the households with four, five or more persons than the smaller
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households were in poverty or on the margins of poverty in the week previous to
interview, but not on average during the year, and vice versa. The large households
often contained two, three or more income units and their income was therefore
more likely to vary. But the presence of two or more income units did not
necessarily raise households out of poverty. Although more households consisting of
a single income unit than of two or more units were found to be in poverty, a
relatively large proportion of the latter remained in poverty or on its margins.
Indeed, more households with four or more income units than with two or three
units were found to be in poverty (Table A.15b, Appendix Eight, page 1003).
The State’s Standard
The results of applying each of the three measures will be elaborated. Table 7.4
shows how the incomes of the sample compared with the state’s standard of poverty.
According to the separate criteria of last week’s and last year’s income, 6 to 7 per
cent of households and individuals were living on incomes below the standard. Most
of them were under 90 per cent of the standard, some of them being under 80 per
cent. The latter represented more than a million people. In addition to the estimate of
Table 7.4. Percentages of households and persons, according to net disposable
household income in preceding week and preceding year, expressed as a percentage
of the supplementary benefit scales plus housing costs.
Net disposable household income
Last week
Last year
Percentage of
HousePersons House- Persons Estimated
supplementary
holds
holds
no. of
benefit scales
persons in
plus housing cost
pop. (000s)
300+
11.0
10.1
10.8
10.4
5,658
200-99
28.6
29.5
28.8
28.4
15,450
140-99
29.9
33.6
29.5
33.3
18,115
120-39
10.8
11.4
11.8
12.9
7,018
110-19
6.8
5.1
5.9
4.5
2,448
100-9
6.1
4.3
6.1
4.4
2,394
90-99
2.9
2.7
2.9
2.2
1,197
80-89
1.4
1.1
2.3
2.2
1,197
under 80
2.4
2.2
1.9
1.7
925
Total
100
100
100
100
54,400
Number
1,803
5,271
1,764
5,146
-
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three million people who were, on the basis of the sample, below the standard,
another five million were up to 20 per cent and a further 7 million between 20 per
cent and up to 40 per cent above the standard.
The great majority of the population were, however, far above the supplementary
benefit standard, nearly two thirds being above 160 per cent and two fifths above
200 per cent of the standard. The average household commanded an income more
than twice that of the supplementary benefit scale rates plus the average cost of
housing in the United Kingdom.
The interviewing was organized in each area in four quarterly stages, as described
in Chapter 3, and the sample was divided, in effect, into four separate random subsamples. The results obtained for each quarter are given in Table 7.5. The intentions
in dividing the sample into four sub-samples seem to have been broadly fulfilled.
The spread of incomes was wide at all four stages and, bearing in mind variation due
to sampling, broadly consistent. The percentage below the state’s standard in each
quarter: 5.6, 8.2, 7.5 and 5.5, and the percentage no more than 40 per cent higher
Table 7.5. Percentages of households interviewed at different periods, according to
their net disposable income in preceding week, expressed as a percentage of supplementary benefit scales.
% of supplementary First
benefit scales plus
quarter
housing cost
1968

Second
quarter
1968

Third
quarter
1968

300+
200-99
140-99
130-39
120-29
110-19
100-9
90-99
80-89
Under 80
Total
Number

9.9
29.4
27.1
7.8
3.3
7.8
6.6
4.0
2.1
2.1
100
425

12.0
25.7
27.7
5.0
6.7
7.5
8.0
3.0
1.0
3.5
100
401

12.1
28.9
31.1
4.9
6.4
5.2
5.7
2.2
1.2
2.2
100
405

Fourth
quarter
1968 and
part of
first
quarter
1969
10.5
29.9
32.7
5.2
4.4
6.8
4.7
2.6
1.2
1.9
100
572
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than that standard: 22.2, 25.5, 27.2 and 214, are also broadly consistent with certain
historical events. For example, in October 1968 family allowances were
substantially increased.
The Relative Income Standard
The incomes of the households in the sample, expressed as a percentage of the mean
of each of fourteen household types to which they were allocated, is shown in Table
7.6. The dispersion is wide, with around 10 per cent having incomes below 50 per
cent and 4 per cent more than 200 per cent of the mean (1.5 per cent, in fact, more
than 300 per cent of the mean).
Table 7.6. Percentages of households and persons, according to net disposable
household income expressed as a percentage of the mean for each household type.

Net income as
of mean

Households

200+
140-99
120-39
110-19
100-9
90-99
80-89
70-79
50-69
Under 50
Total
Number

3.7
11.6
7.5
7.0
8.9
10.4
12.3
11.2
17.5
9.9
100
1,801

Last week
Persons

3.6
11.9
8.2
7.4
9.1
11.2
12.0
11.0
16.8
8.7
100
5,269

Last year
HousePersons
holds

4.0
9.5
8.6
7.0
7.9
10.1
12.7
11.3
18.2
10.6
100
1,763

4.3
9.8
8.8
7.2
8.2
10.6
12.3
11.1
18.5
9.2
100
5,145

Number of
persons in
the population
(millions)
2.3
5.3
4.8
3.9
4.5
5.8
6.7
6.0
10.1
5.0
54.4
-

Estimates are also given in the table, on the basis of the sample results of the
numbers in the population living at different levels in relation to the mean. In
addition to 5 million living in households on incomes of less than 50 per cent of the
mean for their type, another 16 million were living under 80 per cent of the mean. At
the other extreme, 2.3 million were living in households with incomes of more than
200 per cent of the mean, 800,000 of them more than 300 per cent.
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The Relative Deprivation Standard
The proportions of households and of population surmounting and falling below the
deprivation standard are shown in Table 7.7. A substantial proportion had incomes
Table 7.7. Percentages of households and persons, according to gross disposable
household income expressed as a percentage of the deprivation standard.

% of deprivation standard

Last week
HousePersons
holds

250+
200-49
180-99
160-79
140-59
120-39
110-19
100-9
90-99
80-89
Under 80
Total
Number

7.9
9.2
6.4
9.8
10.8
14.5
7.2
6.7
7.1
5.4
15.0
100
1,799

7.6
8.5
6.7
10.3
11.4
15.7
8.2
6.7
7.9
5.0
12.1
100
5,261

Last year
HousePersons
holds
persons

10.0
10.5
7.3
8.9
11.8
13.9
5.8
6.6
6.4
5.9
12.9
100
1,761

9.8
10.1
7.5
9.1
12.6
14.9
6.1
6.9
7.0
6.0
9.9
100
5,138

Number of
in the
population
(millions)
5.3
5.5
4.1
5.0
6.9
8.1
3.3
3.8
3.8
3.3
5.4
54.4
1

considerably below the standard, whether judged by weekly or annual income. As
many as 10 per cent of the population were in households with gross disposable
income of less than 80 per cent of the deprivation standard. A substantial section of
the population were again found to have income two or three times higher than the
standard.

1

Income is measured in terms of gross rather than net household disposable income, because
account is already taken in the deprivation standard of the needs of work and travelling to work.
This differs from the measurement of income according to the government’s supplementary
benefit standard, which legally applies to those not in full-time paid employment. The actual
cost of working (which, according to a limited definition, averaged about £1 per week per fulltime worker), have not been deducted from income instead, because this would be tantamount to
treating expenditure as equivalent to needs and thereby assuming unjustifiably that the poor are
not obliged to accept low-paid local work.
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Definitions of the Domestic Unit and of Resources
We have shown how the proportions of the population found to be living in poverty
vary, depending on whether the state’s conception of poverty or an alternative,
perhaps more objective, conception like that of relative deprivation described in
Chapter 6 and illustrated here, is adopted as the standard. This is not the only source
of variation. Much depends on whether the household or the income unit is regarded
as the appropriate domestic unit receiving income and consuming goods and
services, and whether resources other than cash incomes, especially assets, affect
and should be regarded as affecting the results. Later chapters, on types of
deprivation and different groups in the population, go into these matters in some
detail. Here attention is called only to the effect of varying the definitions of both the
domestic unit and resources.
Table 7.8 shows that, using the same supplementary benefit scales, more people
were in units than households with incomes below those scales - 9.1 per cent compared with 6.1 per cent - and more had incomes on the margins of those scales -232
per cent compared with 21.8 per cent.
According to the state’s standard, the survey produces the following estimates of
total population in poverty:

Number in poverty
Number on margins

Households
3.3 mil.
11.9 mil.
15.2 mil.

Income units
5.0 mil.
12.6 mil.
17.6 mil.

Some households in poverty had small assets which, when converted to an annuity
value and added to net disposable income, lifted them above the poverty line. For
example, a man of 40 with savings and possessions estimated to be worth £500
would be assumed to be receiving an annuity of about £39 per annum. A man of 65
with the same amount of savings or possessions, would be assumed to be receiving
£50 per annum, or nearly £1 a week, but the table shows that even if assets were, or
could be, converted into income in this way, it would still leave the majority of those
in poverty or on its margins in the same position. Consider the figures in the final
three columns of Table 7.8. The two percentages 9.1 and 23.2 represent 5 million
and 12.6 million people respectively, or 17.6 million altogether, and the two
comparable percentages of 6.8 and 16.8 represent 3.7 million and 9.1 million, or
12.8 million altogether. Thus, nearly three quarters of those in poverty or on its
margins could not escape that condition even if they used, or were able to use, all
their assets to buy an annuity. And, it must be added, though some of the assets
included in our list - for example, most types of money savings - might be regarded
as realizable in periods of hardship, others - for example, property like a car or
personal jewellery - might not be so regarded. Alternatively, it might be pointed out
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that owner-occupied homes and certain kinds of assets are disregarded by the
Supplementary Benefits Commission, and any proposal to add a value for assets to
income should be matched by the addition of the disregarded equivalent to the scales
used for the purpose of measuring ‘social’ poverty.
Table 7.8 also shows the distribution for people in households of total resources.
Again this is presented for heuristic purposes only. To non-asset income is added not
only the annuity value of assets, but the value of employer welfare benefits and
private services and gifts in kind, and even the value of social services in kind,
including the costs of medical consultation, stays in hospital, school and college
attendance, and subsidies to council housing and owner-occupied property. It might
Table 7.8. Percentages of people in income units or households above and below the
state’s standard of poverty according to definition of resources.
Households
Percentage of
supplementary
benefit
scales
plus
housing
cost

Net disposable
income
last year

Income
net worth

300+
10.4
21.6
200-99
28.4
30.5
140-99
33.3
28.2
100-39
21.8
15.6
Under
100
6.1
4.0
Total
100
100
Number 5,146
4,391

Income units
Total
resources

Net disposable
income
last year

Income
net worth

Total
resources

34.2
34.4
22.8
7.2

12.6
26.5
28.5
23.2

22.6
29.4
24.4
16.8

37.4
33.5
19.4
6.7

1.3
9.1
100
100
3,725
5,339

6.8
100
4,601

3.2
100
4,313

very reasonably be argued that it would be wrong to count the costs of many such
items as a form of ‘income’ because they cannot be regarded as defraying living
expenses even in the eyes of the Supplementary Benefits Commission. None the
less, it is not without interest that, even counting all such benefits and subsidies as
income, there remains 8.5 per cent of the population representing 4.6 million in
poverty or on its margins.
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Regional Poverty
The proportion in poverty varied among the different regions, but not so widely as
sometimes supposed. By the state’s standard, the poorest region was Northern
Ireland, followed by the North-West of England, the South-West and Wales, and
Scotland (Table 7.9). The least poor region was Greater London, which also had
much the highest proportion of people living at more than twice the standard. If the
alternative of the income unit and not household is used to examine poverty in the
Table 7.9. Percentages of population in different regions, according to net
disposable household income in preceding year (in rank order of prevalence of
poverty).
Region

Northern Ireland
North-West
South-West and
Wales
Scotland
Northern Yorks
and Humberside
West Midlands
Anglia and East
Midlands
South-East
Greater London
All regions

Household income as % of
supplementary benefit scales
Under
140-99 Over 200
140 (in
poverty or
on margins
of poverty)

All

Number
of people
in sample

44.3
33.9

29.3
31.6

26.4
34.6

100
100

239
612

29.2
29.1

38.2
31.2

32.7
39.7

100
100

536
526

28.5
25.4

35.6
33.6

35.9
41.1

100
100

568
682

24.9
24.2
23.1
27.8

33.6
36.8
28.3
33.4

41.5
39.1
48.7
38.8

100
100
100
100

497
797
697
5,154

regions, the rank order remains virtually the same (with Scotland moving to second
place and the North-West and South-West and Wales moving down a place).
Poverty was widely dispersed among the nine regions. In the South-West and Wales
there were estimated to be 440,000 people in income units below the state’s
standard, in Northern Ireland 460,000, in the South-East 490,000 and in Scotland
490,000. The remaining five regions all had more than 500,000; North-West
570,000; Greater London 570,000; Northern Yorks and Humberside 585,000;
Anglia and East Midlands 585,000; and West Midlands 595,000. (Table A.16,
Appendix Eight, page 1004.)
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Population and Poverty
There were proportionately more elderly than young people, and more children than
young and middle-aged adults who were poor. Table 7.10 shows the distribution by
sex and age of those living below, and on the margins of, the state’s standard,
together with the proportions of each age group who were below or on the margins
of the standard. More than half the poor were women and girls, and nearly two
thirds of the poor were under 15 or over 65. Women were at a disadvantage at most,
but not all ages. The proportion of women in poverty was higher than of men at all
ages except under 15; and on the margins of poverty, higher at all ages except 30-44.
The chances of living in households in poverty decreased sharply in adulthood. For
both sexes, the chances did not vary much until the mid sixties, when they increased
very sharply. As many as 51.6 per cent of men and 59.7 per cent of women aged 65
and over were living in households in poverty or on the margins of poverty. But, in
Table 7.10. Percentages of people in households in poverty and on the margins of
poverty according to age and sex, and percentages of males and females of different
age who were in such households.
People in households
with incomes according
to the state’s standard:
Sex

Male

Age

in poverty

0-14
15-29
30-44
45-64
65+

17.9
3.8
5.1
5.1
10.9
42.8
13.4
6.7
5.8
10.2
21.1
57.2
100
313

All ages
Female 0-14
15-29
30-44
45-64
65+
All ages
Total
Number

Percentage of each sex/
age-group who are:

on the
in poverty
margins of
poverty

on the
margins of
poverty

15.3
5.9
8.6
5.6
8.1
43.5
16.5
7.7
8.4
9.0
15.0
56.5
100
1,121

24.8
12.5
20.6
11.0
36.8
19.5
28.7
16.2
19.8
16.4
42.9
23.8
21.7
1,121

8.1
2.3
3.4
2.8
13.8
5.4
6.5
4.0
3.8
5.2
16.8
6.7
6.1
313

Figure 7.1. The life-cycle of poverty: people of different age in income units with incomes in previous year above and below
state standard.
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terms of popular suppositions, it should be noted that only 32 per cent of those in
poverty by the standard of society itself were aged 65 and over, whereas an almost
equal number, 31 per cent, were under 15. If those on the margins of poverty are
added children become the largest single group.
The proportions of people of different age in income units, as distinct from
households, who were in poverty or on the margins of poverty, are shown in Figure
7.1. The disadvantages of childhood and of old age are again evident, but the low
incomes of (mainly manual and lower-non-manual) young people in their teens
becomes an additional feature. During adult life, the proportions with incomes
substantially above the state’s standard reaches a peak in the forties, remaining high
in the fifties and then declining sharply in the sixties. There is a sharp increase in the
percentage of those with relatively low, and a decrease in the percentage with
relatively high, incomes between the sixties and eighties.
By the alternative deprivation standard, more people were found to be in poverty,
as already noted. This applied to each of the different age groups, but especially to
children. While the supplementary benefit standard was lower than the deprivation
standard for all types of household and income units, it was disproportionately low
for households and units with children, especially adolescent children. By the
alternative standard, more children are consequently found to be living in poverty.
Prosperity and poverty clearly change with age. This is a consequence, as we shall
see, not just of the chances in middle life, for example, of earning more and having
fewer dependants than in young adulthood, but also of accumulating or inheriting
wealth by that stage. It is also a consequence of economic growth benefiting some
age groups more than other age groups. Figure 7.2 provides in summary form a
striking illustration of the fluctuating fortunes of the life-cycle. To the mean net
disposable income of income units is added the annuity value of wealth. The
resultant ‘income’ is expressed as a percentage of the supplementary benefit
standard. The graph allows for direct taxes and expenses of going to work as well as
dependency. By this measure, the poorest people were children under 5 and adults
over 80.
The small numbers in some of the categories should be remembered. Households
consisting of a man and woman have been divided into three groups according to
their respective ages. The proportion of younger couples with incomes below or just
above the standard was much smaller than of older couples. The two miscellaneous
categories, one without and the other with children, also had fairly representative
proportions with incomes below or just above the standard. The former included, for
example, an elderly woman with a single adult daughter and two elderly sisters, or
brother and sister. About a fifth of the latter were one-parent families; the rest
included couples with two ‘adult’ children as well as younger children.
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Figure 7.2. Mean net disposable income plus the income equivalent of wealth as a
percentage of the state’s poverty standard.
Families with Children
The proportion in poverty or on the margins of poverty increases with increasing
size of family. There were 21 per cent of men and women with one child, 30 per
cent with two children, 31 per cent with three and 69 per cent with four or more who
had a net disposable income in the previous year of less than the standard or up to 40
per cent higher. By the criterion of the preceding week’s income, the figures were 20
1
per cent, 28 per cent, 31 per cent and 52 per cent respectively. The relationship
between the two criteria of last week’s and last year’s income is shown in Table
A.17 (Appendix Eight, page 1005). This brings out the fact that elderly households
tend to have stable incomes while those in which there are children are much more
liable to have fluctuating incomes. Thus, 37 per cent of two-child families were in
poverty, or on the margins of poverty, in the previous year as a whole, although only
28 per cent had such experience in the previous week.
1

Although the measures are not by any means identical, the roughly similar approach of the
DHSS confirms this trend. As at December 1970, the number of families with less than 50 per
cent more income than the ‘augmented supplementary benefit level’ was 10 per cent for families
with one child, 14 per cent for families with two children, 22 per cent for families with three
children and 35 per cent for families with four or more children. See DHSS, Two-Parent
Families: A Study of Their Resources and Needs in 1968, 1969 and 1970, Statistical Report
Series No. 14, HMSO, London, 1971, p. 8.
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Marital status affected the chances of being in poverty. The poorest were those
married but separated, whether legally or informally (women being poorer than
men). Fourteen per cent had incomes below the state’s standard, and another 22 per
cent were on the margins. However, none of the small number of divorced people in
the sample were in poverty and only a few were on the margins. Twelve per cent of
the widowed were in poverty and another 38 per cent were on the margins. This
high proportion was swelled by the number of elderly widows living on very low
Table 7.11. Percentages of households of different type with incomes in preceding
week and preceding year of less than the supplementary benefit scales plus housing
cost or up to 40 per cent higher.

Type of household

In
poverty

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman
over 60
Man and woman
one over 60
Man and woman
both under 60
Man, woman,
1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus
children
4 adults
Others without
children
Others with
children
All types

(10.5)
4.9
16.3
8.9
5.8

Last week
On
Total
margins no.
of
100%
poverty
(50.1)
38
9.9
61
60.0
190
26.3
57
21.1
480

Last year
In
On
poverty margins
of
poverty
(8.1)
(51.3)
7.2
3.6
20.0
57.9
8.8
21.1
7.2
19.3

Total
no. =100%
37
55
190
57
470

8.4

39.3

168

9.4

33.1

166

3.7

31.6

54

7.6

28.9

52

3.3

6.4

217

1.9

7.1

213

4.4
4.0
2.4
(14.6)
4.2

16.1
23.6
28.4
(37.5)
12.6

137
174
81
48
188

0.7
2.3
2.6
(18.8)
2.7

20.1
27.9
28.2
(50.0)
11.8

134
172
78
48
184

2.3
1.5

15.4
4.6

130
65

1.6
1.6

12.8
6.5

126
62

9.0

10.6

66

7.5

15.1

66

10.3
6.7

18.3
23.7

87
1,803

11.8
7.1

18.9
23.8

85
1,764
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incomes. On the other hand, the number of married and unmarried people living on
incomes below the standard was slightly lower than average. Five per cent of the
married were below the standard and another 19 per cent on the margins.
Type of Household
The differences between households of different type are therefore considerable.
The poorest were those in which there were elderly men or women living alone and
households with man, wife and four or more children. The least poor were those in
which there were three or four adults and households consisting of men under 60
years of age who lived alone and married couples under the same age. The
proportions having incomes in the previous week or year which were below or just
above the state’s standard are set out in Table 7.11. (The corresponding findings in
relation to the deprivation standard are given in Table A.18, Appendix Eight, page
1006.)
The distribution is not so uneven between the different types of household
according to the relative income standard. There were at least 25 per cent of

Table 7.12. Percentages of persons in different types of households with gross disposable income below the deprivation standard.
Percentage
of persons
in each type
of household
in poverty
Single person aged under 60
17.1
over 60
64.8
Man and woman both over 60
45.7
one over 60
23.1
both under 60
9.4
Man, woman, 1 child
52
2 children
16.3
3 children
25.7
4+ children
60.8
3 adults
12.5
3 adults plus children
19.0
4 adults
6.5
Others without children
13.9
Others with children
29.7
All types
22.9
Type of household

Total no.
= 100%

111
227
332
104
510
402
687
389
309
554
603
245
183
476
5,137

Percentage
of persons
in poverty

1.6
12.5
12.9
2.0
4.1
1.8
9.5
8.5
16.0
5.9
9.8
1.4
2.2
12.0
100
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households in each type who were below 80 per cent of the mean annual income for
their type, but the figure is over 40 per cent for households consisting of three adults
and children, man and wife and four children, older married couples and women
under 60 who are living alone. (See Table A.19, Appendix Eight, page 1007.)
Because relatively higher allowances are adopted for dependent children, poverty
is found to be more extensive when measured by the relative deprivation standard.
Table 7.12 shows that among one-child families with two parents present there are 5
per cent in poverty, but the figure rises for families with two, three and four or more
children respectively to 16 per cent, 26 per cent and 61 per cent. The percentages of
elderly people living alone and in couples who are in poverty are extremely high.
However, as the table shows, they account for rather less than a fifth of the people in
poverty by this standard. Families with children under 15 account for well over half
(that is, 58 per cent).
Birthplace and Colour
The national sample was not large enough for reliable information to be obtained
about a variety of immigrant and ethnic minorities. There were 70 born in the Irish
Republic, 57 in other parts of Europe, 101 in India, Pakistan, Africa and the West
Indies, and 32 born elsewhere, about whom we gathered complete information on
income, though, of course, there were some children of such groups born in the
United Kingdom. Slightly more of those in the sample who were born in India,
Pakistan, Africa and the West Indies than of those born in the United Kingdom were
in poverty or on the margins of poverty, and a related analysis of people who were
coloured showed the same trend. Fewer had relatively high incomes (see Table
7.13). (A fuller discussion will be found in Chapter 16.)
Employment Status and Occupational Class
There were much larger differences according to employment status. The first two
columns of Table 7.13 show the household incomes as a percentage of the state’s
standard of all persons employed and self-employed during the year. The incomes of
the self-employed are more dispersed. Not only are a larger proportion liable to have
high incomes, but a much larger proportion are liable to have incomes below the
state’s standard. It should be remembered that the self-employed include
smallholders as well as wealthy farmers, and those who keep tiny corner shops or
stalls in the market as well as those who own prosperous stores. They also include
general practitioners, parochial clergy and outworkers. Children and housewives are
more liable than the employed to be in poverty, and the proportion of retired people
both in poverty and on the margins of poverty is markedly larger than of any other
major section of the population.
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Table 7.13. Percentages of people with selected characteristics living in households
below and above the supplementary benefit standard.

Characteristic

Birthplace
United Kingdom
Irish Republic
Elsewhere in
Europe
India, West Indies,
Africa and
Pakistan
Colour
White
Non-white
Employment statusa
Employed
Self-employed
Not employed =
children
Not employed =
housewives
Not employed =
retired
Occupational status
Professional
Managerial
Higher supervisory
Lower supervisory
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled
manual
Unskilled manual

Net disposable income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost
Under 100-39 140-99 200-99 300+ Total
100

Number

6
4

22
19

33
37

29
36

10
4

100
100

4,895
50

4

18

44

16

18

100

57

6

27

44

17

6

100

101

6
8

22
23

33
51

29
14

11
4

100
100

5,020
137

2
10

12
14

33
23

40
31

13
22

100
100

2,242
148

7

26

40

20

7

100

1,447

7

25

33

26

10

100

1,027

16

42

24

14

5

100

507

3
1
4
7
1
6

6
9
10
18
22
25

15
24
33
35
35
37

32
43
36
31
33
24

44
24
16
9
9
7

100
100
100
100
100
100

296
258
508
644
388
1,644

5
15

29
32

34
32

28
18

4
2

100
100

819
503

NOTE: aSome people are counted twice because they changed status in the year, e.g. from employed to
retired, housewife to employed, and vice versa. Students, the long-term sick and disabled and the
unemployed are excluded.
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Finally, as to occupational class, there is a very marked correlation between
occupational class and poverty. The population was divided into eight classes, by
means of a revised version of an occupational classification developed by CarrSaunders and Caradog Jones and amended in recent years by Professor Glass and
1
others. Table 7.13 shows that nearly half of the people whose occupations or, in the
case of housewives and dependent children, whose husbands’ or fathers’
occupations, were manual unskilled were below or on the margins of the state’s
standard of poverty. The figure reduces to about a third of other manual occupations,
a quarter of lower-grade supervisory and routine non-manual occupations and a
tenth of professional, higher administrative and managerial occupations. The
corresponding increase in the proportion having incomes of more than three times
the standard is also noteworthy. It should, of course, be remembered that the
classification includes retired people as well as those who are the dependants of
people in employment. The correlation between occupational class and poverty is
more striking if the retired are excluded.
Figure 7.3 provides a summary of the differences between the non-manual and
manual classes in the proportions of different age groups experiencing poverty. In
the graph, the incomes of income units rather than of households have been
compared with the supplementary benefit scales. The overlap of the two lines in the
late teens needs to be explained. The percentage of those aged 15-19 of non-manual
occupational status who are poor is almost the same as of those of manual status.
Partly this is because daughters of manual workers take junior office jobs, which are
classified as non-manual, and because such jobs tend to be relatively low paid. For
this age group more than for most age groups the separation of the unit’s (usually
individual’s) income from that of the household as a whole can also be misleading.
But, with this qualification, and without denying the existence of serious economic
disadvantage for a substantial proportion of young teenagers, the difference between
people of non-manual and manual status is substantial, at all ages, and in childhood
is very marked indeed. This is one of the most important findings of the entire
survey and will be explored in detail in subsequent chapters. The gap is even wider
when owner-occupied homes and other assets are brought into the picture, as we
shall see (especially in Chapters 9 and 10).
The graph has other features. In the twenties the proportion of people of manual
status who are poor is relatively low, partly because many manual workers quickly
reach a peak of earnings and partly because many of their families are not yet
1

The eight-fold classification by sociologists was developed from a seven-fold classification
used by Professor Glass in Glass, D. V. (ed.), Social Class and Mobility, Routledge & Kegan
Paul, London, 1954. This was compared with the occupational classification used by the Registrar General and with the information collected in pilot work and the first stage of the main
survey. The coding of 121 occupations (slightly under a tenth of the list finally used in coding)
was amended. The classification is discussed in Chapter 10 and Appendix Six.
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complete. The proportion rises in the thirties, when the number of dependants tends
to be largest, and falls in the forties and fifties, when children leave school, enter
paid work and leave home. Already by the early sixties, before men reach the usual
pensionable age, the proportion is rising quickly. By the late sixties the number of
people of manual status who are poor approaches 70 per cent, and the figure
continues even to increase into extreme old age.
By contrast, relatively few young children of non-manual status are poor, nor is
the same peak as for people of manual status reached in the thirties. This is

Figure 7.3. Percentages in income units with net disposable income in previous
year below or just above the state’s poverty standard.
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because fewer (particularly among the non-manual workers of lower status) have
large families and more are continuously employed and earn increments in middle
life. Like people of manual status, the numbers who are poor rise in later life, but not
sharply until the late sixties, and actually begin to diminish in the eighties.
Assets
There was a strong inverse relationship between the ownership of assets and
poverty. Considerably over half those with no assets at all or negative assets were in
poverty or on the margins of poverty, as Table 7.14 shows. On the other hand,
nearly half those with more than £10,000 assets had an income of at least three times
the social or government standard. The inclusion of owner-occupied housing in the
valuation of assets accounts in large part for the fact that the proportion of people in
households having more than £500 but less than £5,000 total assets who were poor
or marginally poor is only a little below average. A number of these were people
who were retired.
About a third of the poor and marginally poor had assets worth more than £1,000.
On the other hand, about a quarter of those just beyond the margins of poverty had
no assets at all, negative assets or only up to £100. Some were young people or
families with above average earnings, but others included middle-aged couples
living in council housing or other rented property whose children had grown up and
left home and whose earnings were small. Such people had ‘emerged’ from poverty
in the sense discussed earlier.
The relationship between other resources, especially assets or wealth, and cash
incomes represents a major theme of this report. The problem of poverty might even
be said to be perceptibly more pronounced when assets, for example, are brought
into the picture. Earlier we showed how many were in poverty by the relative
income standard - that is, had incomes of less than half the mean for their household
type. Table 7.15 shows that if the annuity value of assets is added to income the
dispersion of incomes becomes wider. There were 9 per cent of households having
incomes, compared with 15 per cent having income net worth, of less than 50 per
cent of the mean; and, at the other extreme, 4 per cent having incomes, compared
with 5 per cent having income net worth, of 200 per cent or more of the mean. These
tendencies apply to most types of household, as the table shows. By the criterion of
having fewer than half the resources of households of the same type, then the
inclusion of assets in the definition increases the proportion of the population in
poverty.
Figure 7.4 takes the exercise one stage further, and can be compared with Figure
7.3. The annuity value of assets of each income unit has been added to non-asset
income, and the resultant ‘income’ then expressed as a percentage of the
supplementary benefit scales. Since more non-manual than manual families

Table 7.14. Percentages of people having different amounts of assets who were below or above the state’s standard of
poverty. Household assets
Net disposable household income last year
as % of supplementary
benefit scales plus
housing cost
300+
200-99
140-99
100-39
under 100
Total
Number

More
More
than
than
£10,000 £5,000
but less
than
£10,000
46
16
29
40
20
29
4
9
1
5
100
100
332
611

More
than
£2,000
but less
than
£5,000
9
34
31
22
3
100
789

More
than
£1,000
but less
than
£2,000
7
28
39
21
5
100
510

More
than
£500
but less
than
£1,000
4
30
39
25
2
100
374

More
than
£200
but less
than
£500
3
31
45
17
4
100
428

More
than
£0 but
less than
£200

Zero

In debt

3
22
38
30
7
100
723

2
12
28
45
13
100
305

3
11
31
37
18
100
294

NOTE: The total number of people in the sample in households giving full information on assets as well as income was 4,366.
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Figure 7.4. Percentages in income units who are below or just above the state’s
poverty standard after the income equivalent of their wealth is added to non-asset
income in previous year.
held assets of more than negligible value, the difference between the two categories
became wider for nearly all age groups, though the overlap in the late teens remained. The percentage of non-manual children remaining in poverty or on its
margins was halved, whereas the percentage of manual children was only reduced
by about a sixth. In old age the number of people of manual status who were poor
fell more sharply, but still by less proportionately than that of people of non-manual
status. This theme will be examined more fully in later chapters (especially Chapters
9, 10, 12, 17 and 18). When other types of resources as well as incomes are
assessed, it becomes evident that poverty is a problem which predominantly affects
the population of manual status.
Home-grown food was of only small importance to a minority of the poor. As
many as 81 per cent of people with household incomes below or just above the
state’s standard said they had no benefit at all from home-grown food, and most of
the rest put the value at less than 50p per week. Only 1 per cent of them said the
value of such food was £1 or more per week.
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Table 7.15. Percentages of households of different type according to net income
worth as percentage of mean.

Household type

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged
60+
Woman under
60
Man and woman
Man, woman,
1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus
children
4 adults
Others without
children
Others with
children
All types

Net income worth as %of mean
Under 50
5080120- 200+ (with Total No.
(with % in- 79
119 99
%increase
crease or
or decrease
decrease
compared
compared
with net diswith net disposable
posable
income as
income as %
of mean)
of mean)
33 (+17)
27
12
15
12 (+2)
100
33
10 (+1)
43
31
12
4 (0)
100
51
30 (+29)

37

11

15

7 (+2)

100

173

21 (+8)
17 (-1)

19
30

38
30

17
17

6 (+2)
5 (+2)

100
100

53
427

2 (+1)
7 (+3)
3 (+1)
23 (+5)
10 (-2)

31
37
46
54
31

46
35
33
9
36

18
15
10
9
19

4 (+1)
6 (+1)
8 (+4)
5 (-3)
4 (+1)

100
100
100
100
100

112
142
61
43
157

10 (+5)
4 (+2)

41
35

35
48

10
11

4 (-1)
2 (+2)

100
100

106
52

25 (+2)

29

25

14

7 (+1)

100

56

20 (+9)
15 (+6)

23
39
13
33 (+3)31 (-7) 15 (-4)

6 (+1)
5 (+1)

100
71
100 1,537

NOTE: Selected increases or decreases in the percentages, compared with the corresponding
distribution according to income, are shown in brackets.

Housing Cost and Poverty
One major weakness of the state’s measure of poverty is that it includes the actual
cost of housing. Three families of the same type might have identical incomes after
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paying rent and, if they had a net income below the supplementary benefit standard,
would each be regarded as being in poverty, and yet the first might have been paying
£1.50 rent a week for a rent-controlled slum flat, the second £3 for a small pre-war
council flat and the third £8 a week as a mortgage repayment on a spacious owneroccupied house. The same point might be made in relation to statistical trends from
year to year. If rents rise more sharply than the costs of other necessities, poverty
would also tend to increase more sharply even if there were a disproportionate
improvement at the same time in the quality of housing occupied by the population.
For example, we found that the income to which 81 per cent of one-person
households were ‘entitled’ varied between £4 and £7 a week, and for most of the
remaining households ranged up to £11 a week. The income to which 81 per cent of
three-person households were ‘entitled’ varied between £10 and £16 but ranged
down to £8 for some of the remaining households and up to and over £20 for others.
The fact that the Supplementary Benefits Commission generally meets rents and
the interest element of mortgage repayments in full, while allowing only basic
allowances for other needs, reflects the values approved by society through
government. This form of expenditure is considered to be inescapable and also
rather virtuous, without regard to any reduction of the general welfare which it
might represent. Housing costs tend to vary more than costs such as food and, unlike
some other costs, people living on supplementary benefits are not expected to be
able to reduce them. By contrast, expenditure on social obligations and relationships,
including entertainment of family and friends, for example, is considered as a
conventional indulgence if not an extravagance. One difference between the relative
deprivation and state standards of poverty is that the former does not single out
housing expenditure from other forms of ‘necessary’ expenditure for preferment.
In fact there is wide variation in the cost of housing. In 1968-9 a fifth of all
households in the sample were paying under £1 per week, but another fifth £4 or
more. The dispersion was wide for all types of household (Table A.20, Appendix
Eight, page 1008). Substantial minorities of households consisting of man, wife and
one or more children were paying £300 a year or more. The mean housing cost was
£182 in the year. This includes all payments of rent, ground rent, rates, water rates
and insurance on the dwelling, and mortgage interest payments and capital
repayments, less the receipt of any rent and rate rebates. The costs of repairs and
decoration are also included. For purposes of comparison, the average costs of
housing for each of the principal tenure groups are given in Table 7.16 both for the
sample and for the corresponding samples interviewed in 1967 and 1968 in the
course of the Family Expenditure Survey. Though there are slight differences in the
definition of housing costs for owner-occupiers, the mean costs for each of the
tenure groups are broadly similar. The proportions of households in each tenure
group are also similar.
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The dispersion of expenditure on housing, when expressed as a percentage of net
disposable household income, was also very wide within each type of household.
Although, for example, different groups of households comprising a man, wife and
one child, man, wife and two children, and so on, spent on average between 14 per
cent and 16 per cent on their accommodation, this figure varied from under 5 per
cent (for nearly one family in every ten) to over 20 per cent (for a third of one-child
families and a fifth of four child families). Nearly a half of all women in the sample
who were living alone spent 20 per cent or more of their net disposable income on
housing. Altogether a fifth of all households in the sample spent under 5 per cent but
a quarter 20 per cent or more of their income on housing (Table A.21, Appendix
Eight, page 1009).
Table 7.16. Percentages of households according to tenure and average expenditure
on housing.
Type of tenure

Percentage of all households

Mean housing in £ p.a.

Poverty
Survey

Poverty
Survey

Renting council
28
Renting, privately
unfurnished
17
Renting, privately
furnished
5
Living rent-free
(mainly employer)
3
Owner-occupied
(in purchase)
24
Owner-occupied
(owned outright)
24
Total
100
Number
2,050

Family Expenditure
Survey
1967
1968 1975

Family Expenditure
Survey
1967
1968

30

30

32

135

119

130

18

18

11

107

106

115

4

3

4

192

185

207

1

3

3

4

10

7

26

26

29

259

452a

305a

20
100
7,386

20
100
7,161

21
100
7,203

55
182b
-

44a
209b
-

42a
180b
-

NOTES: aThe imputed amount of rent which had been included in the housing expenditure of
owner-occupiers in the FES reports has been deducted and expenditure on ‘Mortgage and other
payments for purchase or alteration of dwellings’ (shown in the reports under ‘other payments
recorded’) has been included solely in the ‘in purchase’ category. In fact, part of this figure is
attributable to other tenures, especially outright owners, but information allowing
apportionment is not published. The FES figure for 1967 is out of line with that produced for
subsequent as well as previous years and is probably due to a few exceptionally large payments
for housing among the households sampled.
b
This figure includes tenants’ and owner-occupiers’ expenditure on repairs, maintenance and
decoration. These costs are not apportioned between different tenure groups in FES reports.
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These big variations were not confined to the more prosperous sections of the
population. Table 7.17 shows that although the housing costs of people in households living on incomes below or just above the supplementary benefit standard
tended to be lower than of other groups, nearly a fifth were paying £200 or more a
year. Large numbers of those with high incomes spent comparatively little on
housing. Indeed, disproportionately more of them spent nothing at all on housing.
These were people who, because of employer subsidies, lived free of rent, rates and
the cost of repairs, or regained any costs they incurred by subletting.
Table 7.17. Percentages of people in households with a net disposable income
below and above the supplementary benefit standard, according to housing cost.

Annual
housing
cost (£)

0
Under 25
26-50
51-100
101-50
151-200
201+
Total
Number

Net disposable income as % of supplementary benefit scales +
housing cost
Under
100-39
140-99 200-99
300+
All
100

3
7
17
30
25
7
12
100
313

1
6
10
21
20
19
23
100
1,122

4
4
6
16
22
20
28
100
1,721

5
2
10
20
18
16
29
100
1,464

10
3
11
30
18
10
18
100
537

4
4
9
20
20
17
25
100
5,157

Summary
Three measures of poverty were applied to the sample. By the state’s standard (the
basic supplementary benefit scales plus housing costs), 7 per cent of households
were found to be in poverty and 24 per cent on the margins of poverty. The corresponding proportions of people were 6 per cent and nearly 22 per cent, representing 3,320,000 and 11,860,000 people respectively.
By the relative income standard (households having an income of less than 50 per
cent of the mean for their type), 10.5 per cent of the households and 9 per cent of the
people, representing 5 million, were in poverty.
By the deprivation standard (households having an income of less than a level
below which deprivation tends to increase disproportionately as income diminishes),
25 per cent of households and 23 per cent of people in the sample, representing
12,460,000, were in poverty.
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The proportion of people in the sample with experience in the year of short-term
or long-term poverty, or marginal poverty, was even higher. There were 28 per cent
who were below or just above the state’s standard on average during the year, but
the figure increases to 36 per cent if people who dropped to these levels for at least a
short period in the year are added.
The numbers found to be living in poverty depend not only on the standard of
measurement but also on the definition of the domestic unit. For many purposes, an
assessment of the resources of income units, rather than of households, is to be
preferred. It conforms with the administrative procedures of the Supplementary
Benefits Commission, for example. Seventy-one per cent of households consist of
only a single income unit. The number of people found to be living in poverty
(according to the state’s standard) is 6.1 per cent (or 3,320,000) when the
‘household’ is the unit of measurement, but 9.1 per cent, (or 4,950,000), when the
‘income unit’ is adopted for measurement.
The numbers found to be in poverty also depend on the definition of the resources
which are to be measured. For their standards of living, many people depend partly,
if not wholly, on resources other than cash incomes. The possession of assets
(including homes) is highly correlated with income, and even when the annuity
value of assets is added to income in estimating the numbers living below the social
standard of poverty, the figure quoted above, for example, of 9.1 per cent (or nearly
5 million) is reduced only to 6.8 per cent (or 3.7 million). The majority of people
living in poverty or on the margins of poverty have very few other resources.
Indeed, their deprivation becomes more sharply exposed once such resources are
brought into the reckoning.
The incidence of poverty was highest in one-person households, then households
with five or more persons, and lowest among three- and four-person households. It
was highest in Northern Ireland, followed by the North-West, Wales and the SouthWest and Scotland, and lowest in Greater London. Children were more likely to be
in poverty than adults under the pensionable ages, women more likely than men, the
separated and widowed more than the married and unmarried, the self-employed
than the employed, and dependants also than the employed. Poverty was also closely
correlated with social class, much the highest incidence being found among
unskilled manual workers and their dependants.
Poverty was more common among elderly people living alone or in couples and
among families with three or more children. These are the two most serious problems revealed by this analysis. More than half the retired were in households living
in poverty or on the margins of poverty by the social or government standard.
Because relatively higher allowances are adopted for dependent children, poverty
is found to be more extensive among families with dependent children by the
relative deprivation standard than by the supplementary benefit standard. The figure
rises from 5 per cent for families with one child to 16 per cent for families with two

THE INCIDENCE OF POVERTY 303
children, 26 per cent for families with three and 61 per cent for families with four or
more children. Families with children under 15 account for well over half the
population in poverty, and the elderly for most of the remainder.
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8
The Impact of Poverty

How does poverty affect individual families? Just as the previous chapter attempted
to give a statistical summary of poverty in the United Kingdom, so this chapter will
give a descriptive summary of the kind of conditions in which individual poor
families lived. Such an outline is necessary because poverty is not universally
recognized. People dispute its definition, and even when they agree on what it
means in abstract terms, they often fail to see how that may apply to people around
them. Some people who themselves live in poverty also fail to recognize or admit it.
The questionnaires used were extensive and allow a rounded, if unvarnished,
account of a family’s circumstances at the time of the interview and for the year
preceding the interview to be written up. Interviewers were encouraged to add
descriptions of informants and illustrations of what they said or did, and in nearly
half the questionnaires notes and quotations were added, occasionally at length. The
serial numbers of households living below or on the margins of the state poverty line
were listed according to membership of minorities’ (long-term unemployed, sick,
disabled and so forth). A few of the completed questionnaires under each heading
were selected at random. Summaries extracted from the questionnaires are
reproduced below. Surnames and sometimes places of residence and age, but not
other details, have been changed in order to protect the confidentiality in which
information was offered.
I have tried to let the facts as reported by the respondents speak for themselves,
rather than present them in the harshest possible light, or according to any single set
of values. Of course, this does not escape subjective selection and ordering of
certain material, but it does at least acknowledge the complications and inconsistencies of individual and social life. Thus some people have known poverty
and emerged from it in a single year. Some manage their resources with dexterity
over a limited range of social activities. Others are destitute and extravagant by turns
or live and dress badly and eat well. They are moved by different social forces and
constraints. The low income of some is unrelieved by any obvious compensation,
while others have an owner-occupied house, a garden in which vegetables can be
grown, or relatives who offer goods and money in support. All this forces the social
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scientist to generalize with care about the conditions in which people live and points
to the broad concept of resources for which this book has argued.
What follows is not the calculated assembly of the worst instances of poverty in
the entire survey. It is an account of a cross-section of the households in poverty
(together with a few on the margins of poverty) according to the state’s definition.
The reader might like to remember that all these instances were among the 2,000
households selected entirely at random from the 17 million in the country as a
whole. Because the survey was not intended to provide detailed personal histories
but aimed principally at getting hard data about incomes, assets and working and
other activities, the account is not comprehensive. Its purpose is just to convey the
kind of people living in poverty in the United Kingdom, the problems with which
they have to grapple and some of the opinions they have.
1. In poverty: Young family, with disabled man and woman and handicapped
child
This is a family interviewed several times in 1968-9, and again in 1972. First, 1968.
Mr and Mrs Nelson, 35 and 32, live with their three sons of 13, 9 and 6 in a fourroomed council flat in a poor district of Oldham, overlooked by a rubber factory
belching smoke all day long and near a canal. They believe the flat is a danger to
their health. ‘One bedroom is so damp that it stripped itself.’ The living room has a
fire but they can only afford a one-bar electric fire to heat the bedrooms because
they are terribly damp. The fire is taken from one room to the next. At Christmas the
bedroom window was smashed by a brick. Because the family cannot afford new
glass, the room gets too cold and the boys sleep in one bedroom. The family had
been moved out of a house which was also very damp and had been demolished in a
clearance scheme two years before. They have no garden or yard, and though there
is a playground attached to the flats, Mrs Nelson thinks the slides and swings are
dangerous and too near to an adjoining busy main road. The flat is poorly furnished
with linoleum and no carpets, no washing machine or refrigerator and just battered
settees and chairs.
Mr Nelson is an epileptic. His fits began eleven years ago. He also has blood clots
which keep touching the brain, and bad hearing. He can go out for a walk, but if he
goes far he must have somebody with him. (Score on disability index, 11.) He tends
to be in bed a week in every four, from the after-effects of fits and the blood clots on
his brain. His nerves are bad, and, for example, he is afraid of holding scissors to cut
his nails, in case he has a fit. His wife says that the doctor told her that not much
could be done for him. He had not worked for six and a half years, when he had
been a driver earning a wage well above average (then £25-£30 p.w.), for a
decorating firm. He had, in fact, served a six years apprenticeship in painting and
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decorating. Five years ago he had been sent to a government retraining centre, where
he entered an engineering section. After three days he had an epileptic fit and the
doctor said that the work, and travelling six miles each way, was too risky. Now he
goes once a month to his doctor for prescriptions and a sickness certificate, and once
in every four months to hospital for a check-up.
Mrs Nelson had given up her work as an office cleaner twelve months earlier to
look after him. Formerly she had been a spinner in a cotton mill. She suffers badly
from bronchitis and rheumatism and has pain in her chest, following a spell in
hospital with fluid on the lungs two years earlier. (Score on disability index, 3.) Her
health varies seasonally, and from week to week, and she feels tired all the time. She
goes to the doctor three times a month for a prescription for tablets.
Their second son Jonathan, aged 9, is very thin and delicate and has intermittent
deafness. He is very susceptible to colds and has had several spells in bed this year.
He has been to hospital to see a specialist three times about his hearing. For much of
the year he has had nasal catarrh and wakes up in the middle of the night shouting, ‘I
can’t breathe. I can’t breathe.’
The eldest son is in reasonably good health but has a so-called ‘lazy eye’, of which
he is self-conscious. He goes to a special school. He is not mentally backward but
was slow to begin to read and was considered to need such schooling. He is
collected daily by school bus. The youngest child is also in fairly good health and,
like the second son, goes to a neighbouring primary school. They wear plimsolls to
go to school because they cannot afford shoes.
The family have little social life, partly, they say, because they moved into the
district less than two years ago. Mrs Nelson sees a number of her relatives once or
more a week, including a sister, her step-mother and father and her husband’s
mother, but there is little exchange of help. They can depend on a neighbour for
emergency help, but Mrs Nelson’s family seem to be keeping their distance, perhaps
out of fear from the husband’s epilepsy. Or perhaps the Nelsons themselves feel the
need of protection from barbed gossip and want to hide in privacy. ‘We keep
ourselves to ourselves,’ as Mr Nelson said. They have not had a summer holiday,
but twice in the year Mrs Nelson has saved up and taken the children by train, just
for the day, to her sister in Yorkshire. ‘It gives them a good day out. Good air. It is
the only holiday they are likely to get.’ They have not had a meal or snack with any
relative or friend in the last fortnight and have not been out any evening. Similarly
they have not entertained anyone in the home. None of the children has had a
birthday party and none of their friends has come in to play. They are Church of
England but have not been to church in the last year.
At the time of interview (March 1968) they had £10.25 a week in sickness benefit,
and £1.05 supplementary benefit, as well as 90p family allowances. Their rent of
£2.60 was paid directly by the Supplementary Benefits Commission because they
had got into arrears and had agreed for the council to be paid direct. Their total
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income appeared to be marginally below the state poverty line, and if they had been
judged to be entitled (because of the poor health of three of the family) to an
additional allowance, would have been more than a pound below. In the week
following the interview, family allowances were to be increased by 70p, but sickness
benefit and supplementary benefit reduced by the same amount. ‘It is scandalous,
and the government say they are trying to alleviate poverty.’ They had received two
single grants from the commission in the last year of £4.50 for shoes and £1.62 for
glasses. The grant for shoes was supposed to cover the cost of boys’ shoes. An
application for clothing was refused. Once, when Mr Nelson had recovered from a
particularly bad fit and had spent a fortnight in bed, he asked for a visitor to judge an
application for a grant for shoes. No visit was paid for six weeks. He said he was not
embarrassed to receive supplementary benefit. ‘It is a case of necessity. We cannot
live without it.’ They have no savings or other assets. ‘There’s nothing we own
which would fetch a decent price.’
Wednesday is benefit day, and Mr and Mrs Nelson do not have a cooked meal on
Tuesdays (and sometimes Mondays) because they have no money left. They rarely
have fresh meat, but their children have free meals at school (and also free milk).
The family has a pint of milk a day, which is watered down to eke it out. If
Christmas so falls that the household gets two weeks’ benefit, they spend it on
‘giving the children a good time and starve the second week’. They have also depended a bit on a Baptist Mission which caters for the poor and needy. When Mr
Nelson is well, he organizes games for poor children at the Mission on a Sunday
afternoon for three hours. He is not paid for this, but at Christmas receives a big
food parcel and a toy for each of the children. They cannot afford a hundredweight
of coal at once and only buy it in 28-pound bags as and when they can afford them.
The children receive 21p pocket money apiece. Mr Nelson hands over his benefits to
his wife, and when he is well, receives back £2, with which he buys cigarettes and
has an occasional drink in the pub. They feel worse off than family or friends and
feel they have never been worse off in their lives. When asked to describe poverty,
Mr Nelson said, ‘The circumstances we are experiencing now. Poverty is when you
are living from hand to mouth and you have no security.’ They had not voted at the
last election and laid responsibility for poverty with the government. What could be
done about it? ‘Increase benefits above the subsistence level,’ was Mr Nelson’s
reply.
*
After this interview, the family allowed the research team to take up the question of
rate of benefit on their behalf. The allowance was agreed by the Supplementary
Benefits Commission to be wrong and the weekly payment was increased by 35p.
An exceptional needs grant of nearly £30 was also paid for clothes and bedding.
In 1972, the family was visited again. Mr Nelson is very frail. He now has sixteen
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or seventeen epileptic fits each day during severe episodes of epilepsy which seem
to come every eight weeks or so. He was assessed for an attendance allowance but
was turned down. He had been visited in the course of a disabled register survey.
Mrs Nelson said, ‘I asked them about a holiday for him.’ As for supplementary
benefit: ‘After you were here last time they put everything right, but we haven’t
heard anything since, only when we ask them to come.’ After having an exceptional
needs grant in 1968, they had not received another until a grant for £12.20 was paid
this year. Mrs Nelson pointed out that when her husband had fits he pulled and tore
the bedding. The officer told her, ‘You’ve had enough grants from us.’ ‘We need
new beds. They are all falling to pieces. They were all second-hand when we got
them. I’ve asked the WVS if they can find us any … The only visits we get are from
the Mental Health, but the visitor has left and I don’t know if we shall get another.
She was nice. She tried to fix my husband up with a holiday. But it was going to
cost £17 for him to go to an epileptic home for two weeks. I couldn’t afford that.’
Their eldest son, Arthur, is now 17 and he took a job as a labourer with a cardboard-box firm a year ago. ‘He just loves it. He’s never late.’ For a forty-hour week
he gets a gross wage of £8.80 a week, and takes home £7.94. They were delighted
because in Christmas week he got a bonus of 50p. The family’s rent has increased
by 45 per cent from £2.60 to £3.76. Invalidity benefit is now £15.70. To this a
family allowance of 90p and supplementary benefit of £1.35 is added. Even
allowing for Arthur’s share of the rent, his parents’ total income seems to be about
30p below the basic scales of the Supplementary Benefits Commission (including
50p long-term addition). No additional allowance is made for Mr Nelson’s special
needs. There has therefore been an improvement in their situation only to the extent
that the eldest son now earns a small wage. About supplementary benefit and
sickness benefit, Mrs Nelson commented, ‘You get fed up always having to ask for
everything. I hate going down. If I have to go down because the book hasn’t come
they say I’ve just got to wait until it does come.’ Subsequently the income from the
commission was investigated. Not only was the allowance confirmed to be an
underpayment. The extra amount agreed to be necessary in 1968 for Mr Nelson’s
diet was no longer being paid. The underpayment was put right and the dietary
allowance restored. A further exceptional needs grant was paid.
The evidence of deprivation is as strong, and in some respects stronger, than in
1968. They go to bed early to save fuel. Mrs Nelson buys second-hand clothing at
jumble sales. For breakfast, she cooks porridge for the children but she and her
husband have nothing. They are used to days without any cooked meal, ‘... especially Mondays and Tuesdays. We give it to the kids. We get the money on
Wednesday and it doesn’t last long.’ They have little fresh meat. ‘We have a few
chops if cheap enough, perhaps once a fortnight. Arthur’s that good. I like to give
him a nice lamb chop as a treat sometimes.’ She has no shoes for rainy weather,
‘Just these boots, which are three times too big.’ At Christmas, ‘I got a lovely piece
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of lean bacon and boiled it and roasted it. It cost £1 but it was worth it. Anyway, it
was a long holiday, wasn’t it? My husband’s sister bought a Christmas present and
Arthur bought sweets for the kids and we got some second-hand toys from the
welfare.’ The two younger children get pocket money ‘now that Arthur is working.
He gives them 5p each a week.’ She said that they did not go out in the evenings.
‘Mr Nelson walks down to his mother’s most evenings if he’s feeling well enough.
Sometimes she gives him money for half a pint. It does him good.’ When the coal
strike was on, Mrs Nelson was seriously ill at home with pneumonia. At the same
time, Mr Nelson was having severe fits through the night. ‘That was the worst time I
have ever had.’
The problem of doing right by her children obsessed her. Her second son Jonathan
is at a secondary modern school which insists on uniforms. ‘The school moans at the
lad because he goes in jeans, but a blue shirt alone costs £2; and the trousers are
£3.15. Then there is a grey pullover and a blazer. I can’t possibly afford it. There’s
PE equipment and swimming. I haven’t any decent towels and the school complains.
The headmaster keeps complaining. That’s when I went to the council about a grant,
and they turned me down. I bought some shoes last week for both of them, £3.25 a
pair. I got the money from the TV rebate. Jonathan can’t read very well and the
school don’t do special reading. He doesn’t bother to try now and has only had one
special lesson since January although the Child Guidance people said he had to have
them. He still gets stomach pains. They fade and come back. The games teacher
made him do games even though I sent a letter.’ When asked how she described
poverty, she answered, ‘Not being able to buy anything for the kids ... I’m hoping
things will be better for my kiddies in time to come. I never thought life would be
like this.’
There is not much change in the furnishings. One dresser which had been rather
chipped and discoloured had been repainted. The living room has been papered with
some wallpaper given to them by Mr Nelson’s sister. A single cup and saucer stands
proudly on the dresser, a memento of a relative’s holiday. The interviewer was
allowed to look at it, though Mrs Nelson kept a firm hold on it with one hand
stretched underneath for fear it fell. ‘Everything in here, except the TV, which we
rent, has been given to us.’ The TV is on a meter and every three months is emptied
by the company. The difference between the rent and the money in the box is
refunded. ‘In another couple of years the TV will be mine. Then they can’t take it
away. I can’t wait for that day.’
She has a slipped disc and has been having prolonged investigations in hospital for
ulcers and gall-bladder trouble. She had just learned that very morning, however,
that she is pregnant and the baby is due in eight weeks. This news had stunned her.
She was bewildered by the fact that although she had had a number of X-rays as
well as examinations at the hospital in the past months, no one had said anything
about a baby. She had been handed a diet sheet. ‘As if I can afford steak.’ She had
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nothing for the baby and had gone that afternoon to the welfare to ask for an old
pram, but was told they had none.
Mrs Nelson was as sharply critical of the government as her husband had been in
1968. The government was responsible for poverty. ‘Put governments in a bag and
shake them up. It doesn’t matter which one you get. Each one is just as bad as the
other ... They promise everything. They’re going to give you this and give you that.
The only thing they do give you is the transport to vote for them.’
The interviewer, a skilled and sensitive woman with long experience of fieldwork,
herself the mother of three children, described Mrs Nelson as quite the bravest
person I have ever met. This house is full of respect for everyone else, and
affection.’ Perhaps an answer to a question about holidays was most telling of all.
Had the family had a summer holiday recently? ‘Oh yes,’ said Mrs Nelson immediately, we saved and saved for weeks. We put the money in that pot up there.
Mind you, we had to take it out sometimes, but we managed to put it back. Then the
time came, and we really did go together to see The Sound of Music. Oh, it was
lovely - that opening scene when she was dancing on the mountains and all free. The
children each had an ice-cream, and when we left we walked up the High Street and
you know that wallpaper shop, well, we saw that picture, there, above our fireplace.
We counted up our money. If we walked home we would just have enough for it. So
next morning I walked down and bought it, and there it’s been ever since. When
you’re fed up you can look at it and it reminds you of The Sound of Music.’
Mr Nelson died in 1976. He was 43.
2. In poverty: Retirement pensioner living alone
Mrs Hooton is a married woman of 65 who was separated from her husband four
years ago and is living alone in a council flat in an old Victorian house in Edinburgh. She is a cheerful, plump person who was very diffident about the interview,
which was twice interrupted by neighbours (both elderly) dropping in on their way
home. The house is sandwiched between a car park created after the demolition of
adjoining property and a busy road. She had been moved out of a private flat
because of slum clearance and is now in two rooms without indoors WC or bath.
There are several other elderly neighbours. There is only one electric power-point in
the flat, which is sparsely furnished, with no television set but a radio. She retired
from being a cloakroom attendant in a department store for nearly twenty years. Her
husband had been a labourer in a paper mill.
Her pension is at a reduced rate because she elected to pay reduced contributions
as a married woman. She receives only £2.80 a week, together with a payment from
her husband of £1.25, making a total of £4.05. Her rent is 40p a week. She has no
savings or assets of any kind. She lent a friend £7 eighteen months ago and does not
expect it back. Rheumatism in her hips restricts her mobility, but she has not seen
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her doctor this year and is able to do most jobs in her home. (Score on the disability
index, 2.)
She has one married daughter, who lives in the United States. Two married
brothers are in Edinburgh. She has not seen either of them for two years. A neighbour helps her with shopping, and ‘one Indian gentleman gives me curried chicken
occasionally’. She feels she could count on these friends in an emergency, and
sometimes gives one or other a meal. She did not have a summer holiday and seldom goes out. She has not had an evening out in the past fortnight. She has one
cooked meal each day - mince or a piece of meat not more than three times a week and she is fond of tripe. She has half a pint of milk each day. At Christmas she spent
nothing on presents. ‘I would have liked to, but everything was too dear.’ In the
winter she goes to bed at 8.30 p.m. While she thinks her situation has become worse
in recent years, and is worse than it has ever been, she still considers she is as well
off as others in the neighbourhood, and is ‘never’ poor.
She is eligible to receive supplementary benefit and the interviewer persuaded her
to fill in a form and post it that day. The interviewer was subsequently able to
establish that she was in fact entitled to a total allowance of £5.15 and was receiving
only £4.05. On the state’s definition of what was minimally adequate, her income
seemed to have been more than 20 per cent deficient for four years.
3. In poverty: Chronically sick and disabled man living with elderly mother
Mrs Waterlow, a widow of 68, lives in a semi-detached council house with five
rooms and a substantial garden (rent £2.65 per week) in Gloucester with her unmarried son of 49. There is no telephone or refrigerator. Mrs Waterlow lost her
husband, a gardener, forty years previously, when her youngest child was five. She
took in washing and cleaned and cooked ‘at the big house’ as a domestic help to
keep them. Her son was a bricklayer, having initially served a five years’
apprenticeship, but he has not been at work for fourteen months. He had a stroke,
was in hospital for months, and is paralysed on one side. He goes by ambulance to
an occupational-therapy centre for two hours a week, and for physiotherapy three
hours a week. He is usually confined to bed or a chair and needs help to get into a
chair. Normally he gets up each morning with help at 11 a.m. He cannot walk about
or even use his hands and arms effectively. He can, only with difficulty, wash
himself down. (Score on disability index, 17, out of a possible 18.) Astonishingly,
when asked how he would describe his health, he said it was fair for his age.
His mother looks after him indefatigably, and she gets considerable support from
her daughter-in-law and two married sons, who live near by and help to dress and
undress her son. Her daughter-in-law comes all day on Mondays, and other days at
certain hours. A married son comes in each day at weekends. She gets help with the
laundry, cleaning and shopping as well. The number of working hours of support
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was estimated after cross-questioning at just under thirty a week. A married son
gave her £25 towards an Aga cooker, and she has a steady income in kind from her
family. One son gets a chicken every other week. Another brings a dozen eggs,
flowers and sweets. A brother ‘gives us a bottle of brandy occasionally. It lasts us
six weeks.’ They receive family and friends at home and do not go out. He enjoys
filling in a football-pool coupon each week.
They differ in their views about living standards, she believing that her standard is
about the same as ever, though she feels better off than her neighbours and about as
well off as her relatives, he believing that his standard is worse than ever, and
feeling much worse off than family or neighbours. She defined poverty as ‘being
short of food and fire and having no family to fall back on. Widows with young
children are the saddest thing.’ She is very conscious of the distinction between
living in town and country. When asked what could be done about poverty, she said,
‘It depends on the work. Then again some will work and some won’t, I’ve never
lived in a town so I don’t really know. If you’ve a bit of land to grow food and a
roof over your head you never really can say you’re poor.’
After receiving earnings-related benefit of £6.50 for six months after his stroke,
Mr Waterlow was reduced to flat-rate sickness benefit of £4.50, which is now his
sole income. He keeps 50p (usually spent on the football-pool coupon). He said he
should have received a tax rebate for the previous financial year. ‘I’m still waiting
for it to come through.’ He accepted the interviewer’s offer to write a reminder to
the local Inspector of Taxes. Mrs Waterlow has a £4.50 retirement pension. Neither
of them have any other form of income, except the vegetables and fruit they grow in
the garden. Mrs Waterlow spent some time calculating the value of this and counted
off potatoes, carrots, tomatoes, turnips, cabbage, Brussels sprouts, beans, marrow,
peas, onions, radishes, lettuce, rhubarb, raspberries and strawberries. She reckoned
that, on average, she would have to pay 75p a week for the vegetables and fruit they
consumed in the year. She has £55 in savings and he has £12. They have no other
assets. She hopes she has been left a cottage by a distant relative who died the
previous week and who had promised it to her. There is a possibility it may be
shared with a brother. Her share might be worth as much as £500, she believed.
The interviewer asked whether she had thought of applying for supplementary
benefit, especially to cover her rent. She was appalled at the idea, and even refused
to be sent some leaflets so as to think it over at her leisure. When the interviewer
suggested that supplementary benefit was hers by right, she said then, if that was so,
‘they would give it to me. I’ve always managed to keep my head above water and I
always will. I don’t want anything I haven’t earned. Anyway, we don’t need it. We
manage nicely with the stuff from the garden and my married sons, and their wives
couldn’t be better.’ By our calculations they could have qualified at that time
(January 1969) for an extra allowance of at least £3.50 per week from the
Supplementary Benefits Commission.
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4. In poverty: Young fatherless family
Mrs Peel is 19 and lives with her boy of 18 months and her daughter of 7 months in
two rooms in a smoky, industrial area of Glasgow. Her husband is serving a sixmonth prison sentence and will be released soon. There is no WC indoors and no
bath. Both sink and kitchen have to be shared, as also the small back yard with the
husband’s grandfather, who rents this small house. She feels the need for at least two
extra rooms. The flat is in a deplorable structural condition, with damp walls. Mrs
Peel acknowledges that the place is a danger to the children’s health. Her husband is
a window cleaner and his wife said his earnings fluctuated a lot because of the
weather. He averaged about £12 a week before going to prison. Before the birth of
her children, she had been a clerical worker for a bread company. Her father had
been a corporation cleaner. When her husband leaves prison in the next week they
will ‘have to find a new home’. She appears to be reconciled to starting afresh
somewhere else. His grandfather has allowed her to stay on there only until her
husband leaves prison. He does not charge her any rent.
At present she receives 6p a week (from his earnings) from her husband and she
has £5.15 supplementary benefit plus 75p family allowance (June 1968). When her
baby was born last year she received a £22 maternity grant, but has not received any
other form of income. She has no savings or other assets and the home is very bare
except for a television set. She is not embarrassed to be receiving supplementary
benefits; has visited the welfare clinic and obtained welfare foods and gets welfare
milk for the children at the cheap rate.
Mrs Peel sees her mother, sisters and other relatives daily, shops for them and
prepares meals and in return is able to leave the children with them when necessary.
She has not had a summer holiday, but has had meals with her family, has given
them meals, and has been to the cinema and a pub in the last fortnight. She smokes
about ten cigarettes a day, and at Christmas spent £20 extra. She is a Jehovah’s
Witness, but has not attended meetings lately. She feels desperately poor and says
she is much worse off than her relatives and people of her age locally. In the winter
she had gone to bed early because she couldn’t afford a fire. The main action needed
to remedy poverty, she thought, was ‘more work for the people’. On our
calculations, her supplementary benefit allowance was at least 75p too low.
5. In poverty: Long-term unemployed man with wife and six children (two lowpaid)
Mr and Mrs Mulligan, 35 and 34, live with their six sons and daughters, 18, 15, 13,
10, 8 and 6, in a terraced house owned by the council in an industrial area of Salford.
They bought the house for £400 (£50 deposit and £1 a week for seven years) in
1955, soon after they had come from Ireland. Late in 1968, the council acquired the
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house under a clearance scheme and said they would give them compensation and
maintain it. During the previous four months (by November 1968), the family had
heard nothing. The rent is 87p per week. The house was the worst the interviewer
had ever seen in his life. It consists of four small rooms and a tiny kitchen. There is a
WC in the yard outside, no bath and no cooker. There is a cold tap but no washbasin
or sink. It has every structural problem imaginable. Even with a coal fire in the back
room, it is cold. The roof leaks, there is loose brickwork and plaster and decaying
floorboards. The doors fit badly, the plaster is cracked. When the back door is
closed, the vibration causes other doors to open. The larder is of rough stone, which
is black and cold. There are said to be rats, mice, bugs and cockroaches. The rat
catcher came a few weeks ago when, after demolition started near by, the number of
vermin increased, but said he could not put poison down, because of the dangers to
the children. Upstairs, both bedrooms are cold and damp. The wallpaper is peeling.
The ceiling is giving way and they have stuck paper over it to delay a fall. Beds have
to be covered with plastic sheets to keep the damp off them. In one bedroom,
husband and wife sleep with the two youngest daughters. In the other, two sons
sleep in one double bed, and two older daughters in another. The carpets downstairs
have to be kept rolled up because of the damp. Mr and Mrs Mulligan are fearful of
the house literally blowing down in a gale. The whole environment is dismal. The
house next door is empty and in an advanced state of dilapidation. Tramps sleep
there. The air in the neighbourhood is so smoky, ‘it looks as if a big fire is always
burning’. The children have nowhere to play indoors and nowhere safe near by.
Mr Mulligan has been unemployed for thirty-six weeks. His last job was as a
building labourer. He goes round building sites repeatedly, ‘but there’s nothing
doing’. His earnings used to vary between £9 and £24, and last earnings were
£14.50. His daughter Winifred, 18, is a machinist in a clothing firm and earned
£7.60 net last week. His son, Peter, 15, left school only a few months previously and
is an apprentice painter. He earned only £3.20 last week. It costs him 60p per week
to travel to and from work. Mr Mulligan gets £7.15 unemployment benefit. He had
worked on sub-contractors’ sites, ‘where they don’t bother much about national
insurance cards, therefore I have lost benefit through not having enough stamps’. He
also receives £3.20 supplementary benefit for himself, his wife and the four children
not at work. He says he is not embarrassed to receive help in this way, and that the
original application was his idea. His wife draws £2.90 family allowances
(November 1968). His total income is over £1 below the basic supplementary
benefit level - presumably because, as a labourer, he is wage-stopped. However, if
household income is treated as all pooled, then for the older children at work as well
as the dependent family, the standard of living is above the basic supplementary
benefit rate. In fact, as in most working-class families, it is not pooled. Winifred
gives £2.50 and Peter £2 to Mrs Mulligan for board (Mr Mulligan hands over £10 to
his wife of the £10.35 he gets). Two weeks ago they received a ‘shoe grant’ of £15

THE IMPACT OF POVERTY 315
from the Education Department to buy shoes for the four younger children. All four
at school get free school meals. Last year they had a uniform grant for about £35
from the education committee - covering skirt and jacket, three shirts, socks,
trousers, duffle coat, pullover. They were paying off a hire-purchase debt at the rate
of £2 a week.
Mrs Mulligan has nervous trouble and gets very depressed. She says she is seeing
her doctor for treatment. Peter has a mucous discharge from his ears and has a
hacking cough. All the children had spent periods in bed recently with flu or colds,
and had been seen by their doctor. They say they have no relatives living locally and
neither receive nor give help, although they could count on a neighbour for
emergency help if it was necessary. This may have been due to what happened in
their families when they left Ireland thirteen years earlier. They had clearly lived in
desperate straits in one of the worst city slum areas while they were building their
family. They go regularly to church and are visited by a priest, but have no evenings
out (because they cannot afford to), do not have meals out with friends or relatives,
frequently go to bed early to save coal, have never given birthday parties for the
children, and had no summer holiday. None of the children receive pocket money.
They say they belong to the ‘poor’, are worse off than ever in their lives, and worse
off than people living around them. They feel poor, ‘all the time and everywhere’.
6. In poverty: Single woman supporting severely incapacitated mother
Miss Harris, 47, lives with her widowed mother, 87, in a two-roomed council flat
with good facilities on the first floor of a block in West London. The lift is not
working at present. They have radio and television, and armchairs and carpet, but no
telephone, or vacuum cleaner. Miss Harris gave up her work four years earlier as a
clerk in a newspaper office to stay at home to care for her mother. The mother is
mentally confused, and cannot join in ordinary conversation. While she can do some
personal tasks, like washing, and can climb and descend stairs, she cannot
coordinate brain and fingers or hands and is unable to cook a meal, do the
housework or go shopping. (Total score on disability index, 11 out of possible 18.)
She is thus severely incapacitated. Her condition varies quite a lot and sometimes
she becomes very agitated. She cannot be left alone in the flat. The doctor visited
three times, and a social worker twice, in the previous twelve months.
Miss Harris says that relatives come every week (there are no other sons or
daughters), but she does not get any help. She leads a life which is tied to the home,
not having had an evening out in the last fortnight, no meals out, no summer
holiday, no visit to her church and no trips to stay with relatives. She reads the
newspapers and fills in football-pool coupons and watches television. She feels
worse off than ever she has been in her life, and worse off than her relatives and
neighbours. She described poverty thus: ‘Low-paid people with lots of children are
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the poor people.’ She thought poverty was mainly the fault of poor education. ‘If
people can’t afford to have children, they shouldn’t. Workers should look for betterpaid jobs.’ She has depended on supplementary benefit for the last four years
(initially advised by the Employment Exchange) and now receives £4.50 (March
1968). She has an arrangement with the Supplementary Benefits Commission
whereby all but 25p of her rent of £2.80 is paid direct by the commission. Her
mother gets a non-contributory old-age pension and a supplementary benefit
amounting to £4.50. Miss Harris said she had saved £600 up to the point when she
had to stop working, and has been obliged to spend ‘£300 for odd bits and pieces’.
(Later she said about £75 had been drawn in the previous twelve months.) She sees
no way of increasing her income, although she would love to go back to work. She
does not feel she can leave her mother at all, and there seems to be no one who can
or does come and ‘sit in’, even for the occasional afternoon. The £300 left in her
savings (Post Office), plus a single £1 Premium Bond, represent her and her
mother’s entire assets. She gave a detailed account of her weekly budget on her
income of £9. She found it difficult to isolate her expenditure on the final £2 or so
because it was more irregular.
Insurance stamp
Papers
Insurance policies
Rent
Television
Electricity
Gas
Milk
Hardware
Food
Travel, clothing, washing
and miscellaneous
Total

65p
20p
37½p
25p
25p
£1.25p
25p
60p
50p
£2.00p
£2.67½p
£9.00

According to our calculations, her supplementary benefit allowance was too low by
about 50p, even if an allowance is not added for her ‘exceptional circumstances’.
7. On the margins of poverty: Low-paid man with young family
Mr and Mrs Quick, 39 and 37, live in a privately rented four-roomed terraced house
in a Lincolnshire village with their two children, aged 5 and 1. His first wife had
died. The W C is outdoors. The house is reasonably well furnished with carpets and
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armchairs, for example, but no washing machine or refrigerator. Mr Quick is a
packer in a cotton mill, and worked fifty weeks last year, with two weeks’ paid
holiday. His normal working week is of forty-two hours. He is not entitled to sick
pay or an occupational pension, and can be sacked at a week’s notice. Mrs Quick
gave up her work warping in the same mill just before the second child was born.
His pay varies between £12.50 and £13.50 per week, and last week his gross wage
was £13.98 and take-home wage £12.90. There is a family allowance (March 1968)
of 40p per week, but no other form of income, except that indirectly they appear to
be subsidized by his employer, who owns the house and charges a rent of 90p per
week. Mr Quick believed that the rent would normally be another £1 per week in
that area. The family would have to leave the house if his job ended. They have a
total of £21 in savings banks and two life-insurance policies, but otherwise no
assets. This year Mr Quick had obtained a surrender value on one policy of £35. The
family income is about £2 a week above the state poverty line.
They lead a very spare existence, and have not had an evening out in the last
fortnight or gone on a summer holiday because they couldn’t afford to. But they had
given a party on the eldest child’s birthday, and had paid into a Christmas club,
spending about £35 extra. They are keen churchgoers, and there is a family service
to which you can take babies’. Mrs Quick paid about 50p into a clothing club and
found she missed payments occasionally. She gets three pints of milk each day. Mr
Quick smokes about fifteen cigarettes a day. They believe they are worse off than
the average worker and worse off than their relatives. They felt poor sometimes, at
holiday times. We can’t go away even for day trips.’ Poverty was not having enough
to eat and not enough clothes’. But if people were in poverty, it was mainly their
own fault, thought Mr Quick. ‘It’s up to people to pull their weight’, to get out of it.
8. In poverty: Complex household including three disabled adults,
a handicapped child, fatherless family, low-paid and long-term unemployed
This is perhaps the most complex household in the survey. Mr and Mrs James, 54
and 52, live in a five-roomed council house in Glasgow, with one married daughter
and her husband (18 and 23), three unmarried children (aged 29, 23 and 15 respectively) and five grandchildren (all the children of the unmarried daughter of 29 aged
from 8 to 2). The estate is a mixture of pre-war low-standard council housing, new
high flats and blocks of four or six storeys. It is a district of tallymen, overflowing
dustbins, neglected gardens and an occasional broken or boarded-up window. The
house is grossly overcrowded, and by contemporary standards they should have an
additional four or five bedrooms. There are, in fact, four bedrooms, one living room
and a tiny kitchen. The floors are of stone and walls are very damp. In the living
room the wallpaper is peeling off the walls and ceiling. There are two battered
rexine chairs, one small broken settee, three wooden chairs, a camp bed (on which
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Mrs James sleeps), a table covered by oilcloth, a television set placed on a small
dresser, torn linoleum on the floor, an unkempt rug in front of the fireplace, and
tattered curtains. There is a budgerigar in a colourful cage. The bedroom occupied
by the married daughter Joan and her husband is 9 feet by 7 feet 6 inches and
contains a three-quarter sized bed, a cot, pram and chest of drawers. The rent is
£2.55 per week. They are in arrears (over £10), and have been threatened with
eviction. A final warning has been served. They had been evicted previously from
council property five years earlier and had moved into two rooms of a house owned
by Mrs James’s cousin. Mr James had to go to a model lodging house. At that time
one son had to go into the army, where he has remained, and another went to a
children’s home until last year, when he reached the school-leaving age, and
rejoined the family. Finally, they were allowed to move into this house two years
earlier.
Mr James is about 5 feet 3 inches and very thin and very diffident. He is on the
disablement register and cannot do heavy manual work. He lost the index finger on
one hand working on the trawlers. He has anaemia, frequent migraines, severe
bladder trouble, and nervous trouble. (Disability score, 6.) He admits to extreme
depression and suicidal tendencies, and is being treated by his doctor, whom he has
seen sixteen times in the last twelve months. He was in hospital for a week in the
winter, and has also spent a fortnight in bed with flu. He is now unemployed and has
had thirty-four weeks’ unemployment in the last fifty-two. He worked the previous
Monday, but was asked to lift heavy tyres. Because he is disabled and cannot do
this, he was sacked. Before that job, he had been a floor sweeper in a government
rehabilitation centre and earlier a hospital porter. His earnings varied between £8
and £9.50. Several times he had worked as a night-watchman. He had taken one
such job that year with a building firm, but after one week the firm brought in
‘security men with dogs’ and he lost the work. He says he has no confidence in
himself now, and feels everyone is against him. If he goes up for a job with three
other men, he automatically shrinks back. He feels humiliated by events, and does
not consider that he can talk things over easily, for example, with his doctor. ‘I’ve
no courage. I should push myself forward more.’
Mrs James is a grey-faced woman and, like her daughters, bears all the marks of
poverty, malnutrition and overcrowding. She weighs 6 stones 8 pounds. She had
tuberculosis eight years earlier, and was in hospital. Her chest is said now to be
clear, but she gets colds and flu easily and is breathless after any exertion. (Disability score 7.) In the previous twelve months she has had a total of thirty days’
illness in bed. She is also hard of hearing and has suffered extremely from ‘nerves’
since hospitalization. She has sleeping tablets to help her sleep. Her spectacles are
broken and repaired with Sellotape. Neither she nor any other member of the
household has visited the optician. She finds she is desperately short of money. A
fortnight earlier, the electricity meter in the coal cellar was burgled and about £30
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taken. She has not, yet received the electricity account for the last quarter, and says
she just lives from day to day. Last week the coalman would not deliver any coal
because she could not pay for it. During the winter they had commonly gone to bed
early because they could not burn a fire. ‘We only have one real meal a day.’ The
household has three pints of milk a day, including free milk. They do not have a
cooked breakfast, and Mrs James says the midday meal is poorer in the week than at
the weekend. On a Friday or a Saturday she will buy four pounds of stewing steak or
mince for the family. She is paying off debts for linoleum, refrigerator and washing
machine at the rate of £3.60 per week, and for clothing and bedding about £4 a
week, spending about half this latter on a Prudential club and the rest to four
separate agents or tallymen. She said she took out a ‘Pru. cheque at Christmas for
£15 or I would have had nothing for anyone’. Some of Mr James’s clothes are in the
pawnshop.
Mr Fraser, the son-in-law, is gaunt and emaciated, and has no appetite. He is also
on the Disablement Register and has had a peptic ulcer for seven years. (Disability
score 3.) He was sick for the first forty-four weeks of the last fifty-two and has been
unemployed for the last eight weeks. He had been in hospital twice for a few days
on each occasion. His last job was as a railway porter. He is seriously looking for
work, and this week replied in writing to one advertisement and had been to an
interview for another job. His wife Joan is about to have their first child, but is
ineligible for the full maternity grant because they both have an incomplete
contributions record. She has not worked in the last twelve months, and her last job
was as a machinist in a clothing factory (making police uniforms). Ann, 29, has not
worked for about nine years and devotes her time to her five children. She is very
passive but maternal, never goes out and gives her entire social security and family
allowances to her mother. All her children have separate fathers. She wants to have
nothing to do with them, receives no money from them and says it is because she
wants to keep the children. Two go to a primary school a hundred yards away, and
one who is aged 6 is highly strung and cries a lot. Ann feels he needs to see the
doctor. Her 4-year-old is also a difficult and nervous child and sleeps badly. The
health visitor has been about four times to visit the family in the last twelve months.
Mary was in the army, as a postal operator, for thirty-one weeks in the previous
year, and since leaving had cared for a sick aunt in London for nineteen weeks, for
which she received free board and lodging. Since returning home two weeks ago,
she has been unemployed, but has been for an interview. Although pale, she is better
dressed and more articulate than the other women in the house.
Richard has had four jobs since leaving school ten months ago, and has already
been unemployed for twenty-four weeks. He was a slater, messenger boy, carwasher and apprentice blacksmith. Apparently he walked out of three of these jobs.
His highest pay was £6.50 and lowest £3.80. He is said to have been very clever at
school, has been ‘in trouble’ and is now supervised by a probation officer, who has

320 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
been to visit him at home four times lately.
Their income is meagre, and depending on who is at home or in work, fluctuates
from week to week. None of the family has any assets. Indeed, they are in debt over
hire-purchase and rent arrears. Last week, Mr and Mrs James had £7.30
unemployment benefit and 25p supplementary benefit together with £2, which is an
allowance paid by the son in the army. If the 15-year-old son Richard is treated as a
dependant of this income unit’, then their income (totalling £9.55) was about 10p
less than a supplementary benefit entitlement (even assuming they paid no more
than their numerical’ share of the rent or had no need for an exceptional
circumstances’ addition). It is, of course, important to note that although the schoolleaving age was 15 in the late 1960s, a person could not qualify for supplementary
benefit in his own right until he was 16. The young married pair in the household
had unemployment benefit of £7.30 last week, but were not receiving supplementary
benefit (they seem to be eligible for about 30p). Ann receives £3.30 family
allowances and £8 supplementary benefit, which again appears to be lower (by
about 70p) than her strict entitlement. Moreover, no claim has been made at all for
Mary since her return to the household a fortnight previously. Accordingly, the
household is living at present at least £5 per week below the state poverty line, even
assuming no extra allowances would be payable for disability and to cover part of
the hire-purchase of necessary items of clothing and household equipment. They had
received one exceptional-needs grant for £9 in the year.
There is a lot of family support and interchange, though little contact with
neighbours. Mrs James’s father visits them frequently (her mother is dead), as does
Mr James’s brother. Mrs James visits the cousin who gave them two rooms when
they were evicted earlier. ‘I live for Saturdays when I go shopping and have a pint
with my cousin.’ At present she sees a great deal of her daughter Mary’s fiancé and
his mother, who are in and out every day. Mary has meals with them on some days.
She is the only one in the household who had a summer holiday (for one week). In
the last fortnight, Mr James has been twice to a pub and the married couple and the
15-year-old have been to a cinema. But Mrs James and her 29-year-old daughter
Ann have not been out any evening. None of the household attend church. None of
them smoke, except Mrs James, who has ten cigarettes a day. Mr James occasionally
has a small bet on the horses. None of the grandchildren has ever had a birthday
party or had a friend in to play. The three older children (aged 4 to 8) do not get any
pocket money.
They feel much worse off than ever in life and than their relatives and friends. Mr
James thinks that poverty is ‘when you’ve no money and can’t afford to buy
nothing. It feels rotten I can tell you. I’d like to do more for the wife. I get so fed up
that, especially with this house worry, I feel like walking down to the pier and
jumping off.’ He hates being dependent on supplementary benefit, and when asked
at a later point in the interview whether he feels poor now, said, ‘All the time,
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especially when I have to go to Seaport House [the local Supplementary Benefits
Commission office].’ He was adamant about poverty being the government’s
responsibility. ‘I wouldn’t vote for Wilson again, I’ll tell you that.’ He thought that
the government should do something for the working class, more work for Scotland,
for your own good’.
*
The interviewer subsequently acted with the permission of the family in contacting
the local manager of the Ministry of Social Security, social workers and the manager
of the Employment Exchange. She accompanied Mr James to court, and the
proposed eviction was abandoned, provided arrears could be paid off at the rate of
£1 a week through a social worker. Social security payments were substantially
increased (by over £6) as a result of a review undertaken by the local manager of the
Ministry of Social Security. In fairness, it seems that Mr James had signed a form
only one week earlier to the effect that his daughters Mary and Joan were no longer
living at home. But that too is understandable, since like many councils, the council
does not permit overcrowding and such information could easily be regarded as
undermining a tenant’s security. During the following months, the interviewer kept
in touch with the family and helped, by insistent pressure, to maintain the
involvement of local social workers. What struck her throughout was ‘the lack of
real communication between this family and authority’. They seemed to be totally
different in their reactions to her from the way they were in the relationships with
officials and social workers.
9. In poverty: Single woman supporting elderly father (immigrants)
Miss McHale, aged 24, lives in a privately rented flat in Coventry with her father of
62, who was widowed two years previously. The flat consists of three very small
rooms; there is no WC indoors and both bath and sink have to be shared. He had
come from Eire only the previous year, but she had been in England for several
years. She worked forty-five hours last week as a bus conductress, for a wage of
£12.50 net, or £18.70 gross (income tax £5.25, national insurance contribution 78p
and sick fund and club contributions 17p). Her pay fluctuates a lot, depending on the
total number of hours and whether she works Sundays, for which she is paid doubletime. The previous week she had worked sixty hours. Her take-home pay fluctuated
during the previous twelve months between £11 and £16.50. She was sick for four
weeks in the year, and then received £8.50 per week from her employers, i.e.
sickness benefit deducted.
Mr McHale had scratched a living from the soil for many years as a farmer,
running a ‘farm’ of only five acres. He had left school at the age of 12. He spoke
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feelingly of poverty. In his fifties, before losing his wife, he had had a job in a
quarry breaking stones to line roads, and he thought it was the best job of his life. ‘It
was the security. It meant a wage coming in each week.’ He had left the farm to his
son and he had had no income whatsoever since entering the country the previous
August.
Miss McHale pays a rent of £5 per week for the (partly) furnished flat. When this
is deducted from her pay, they have to struggle to balance their budget. The landlord
empties the meters. ‘We seem to be always putting money in.’ Legally, Mr McHale
is still the owner of the farm cottage and five acres of land in Eire, but his son is
living there and expects to inherit the property. Otherwise, neither he nor his
daughter have any assets. They have no relatives living locally, but can count on
help in emergencies from a neighbour. Mr McHale sometimes looks after a
neighbour’s children, but he does not go out in the evenings. Both attend church
regularly. Miss McHale goes out fairly often with her boyfriend. They seem to
manage their resources carefully, and although they do not have fresh meat
frequently or eat a cooked breakfast, they seem to have sufficient food and clothing.
Miss McHale said that cigarettes seemed to be all that her father needed, so far as
money was concerned. He smokes twenty and she ten each day. Their income was
usually below the state poverty line, and Miss McHale could claim tax allowance for
her dependent father and, if the Supplementary Benefits Commission accepted that
he had no income from the farm in Eire, he could qualify for a supplementary
benefit allowance of at least £3.55. They were advised to take up these matters and,
also because of the high rent, seek advice about an appeal against the rent or apply
for council accommodation.
10. On the margins of poverty: Motherless family (disabled adult)
Mr Stewart, a man aged 52, lives with his four young children, aged 8, 6, 5, and 3, in
a five-roomed council house in Nottingham. His wife died eighteen months
previously and he gave up his work as a cabinet-maker two years before her death in
order to care for her and the children. This meant a drop in income from around £25
to £27 (in 1966) to £11. Rather than allow them to be admitted to a children’s home,
he has stayed at home to look after them on his own.
He gets £11.50 from the Supplementary Benefits Commission, and £1.65 family
allowances (April 1968), totalling £13.15. His rent is £2.95 a week. He is very
embarrassed to receive supplementary benefit and commented on his treatment by
some of the officials. Only one exceptional-needs grant had been made to the family
- for £4.75 for shoes. He tries to avoid money-lenders. In a weak moment some time
ago, he borrowed £20 to buy the children some clothes, and found that he had to pay
£27.50 back during the next few months. He has no savings or assets.
Mr Stewart describes his health only as fair, and is having treatment from his
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doctor for a slipped disc and nerves’. (Score on the disability index, 5.) He has bad
sight, sleeps badly and finds it difficult to concentrate. He is angry with his doctor,
because she told me to remarry’. During the year he has been visited a few times by
both a health visitor and a social worker. Three of his children go to a primary
school, and they receive free school meals. ‘A priest visited us and promised some
clothes from the Catholic Needlework Guild. But nothing came.’ He is spending £3
a week through a clothing club at present. But he felt that none of the children had
adequate footwear for bad weather. A niece lives near by and sees the family every
day. She often lends him money, but he stresses his independence and ability to
stand unaided.
The family did not have a summer holiday and he could spend nothing on presents
at Christmas. The family do not have a cooked breakfast and do not have fresh meat
most days of the week. He gets two pints of milk a day, one of which is free. He said
there were days in the last two weeks when neither he nor the children had had a
cooked meal. Days, too, when they had gone to bed early through lack of coal. He
gives each of the children 4p per week pocket money and cannot give up twenty
cigarettes a day himself. The supplementary benefits allowance has no margin at all
for any exceptional circumstances, and an allowance might have been made for his
disability or need for home help.
11. On the margins of poverty: Disabled retirement pensioner, living alone
Mrs Tillson, 72, has lived in a one-roomed council flat on the ground floor of a
block of flats in Leicester for the last two years. The flat does not have a yard or
garden, but has good facilities (though it is not centrally heated). Until she was in
her mid sixties, she worked as a cleaner in a launderette. Her husband, a lorry driver,
died fourteen years ago. She is hard of hearing (but has no aid), and has severe
arthritis and therefore difficulty in moving about. She can only mount stairs with
great difficulty, and cannot carry a heavy shopping basket, for example. Most other
personal and household tasks she can undertake only with difficulty. (Disability
score 11, out of 18 - therefore severely’ incapacitated.)
Her two daughters live near by and help her with shopping. They bring her food,
which helps her budget, though she estimates the value at only about 25p a week.
She has had meals with them in the past month, and has also had one or other to a
meal in her flat. She has attended an old people’s club and goes regularly to church
(Church of England). She said she had been out four evenings in the previous two
weeks. On most days of the week she affords meat, and has half a pint of milk each
day. She smokes ten cigarettes a week.
Mrs Tillson finds it difficult to manage on her income and feels worse off than her
relatives and worse off than previously in life. During the winter she had gone to bed
early because she could not afford to burn electricity. ‘I just manage to pay for the
food, the TV rental and the coins for the electric fire. I’ve no money left for anything
new for the home.’ Poverty, for her, is ‘having to count every penny all the time’.

324 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Action to remedy poverty ‘should allow people to help themselves. I decided to
move to a bed-sitter because I’d be taxed if I let two rooms.’ She receives a widow’s
pension of £4.50 and supplementary benefit of £2.65. (She did not get the latter,
which was her idea to apply for, until twelve months earlier, and still feels very
embarrassed about it.) She has no savings or other assets. Her rent is £2.02½. Her
supplementary allowance includes long-term addition, but no provision for an
exceptional circumstances addition, for which, as a disabled pensioner living alone,
she might be considered to qualify.
12. In poverty: Long-term unemployed man and wife and four children (gipsy
family)
Mr and Mrs Smith, 28 and 23, are living with their four children, 6, 4, 3 and 1, in a
prefabricated council bungalow of four rooms in Hampshire. They have reasonable
indoor amenities and a substantial garden, but the bungalow is near a foul-smelling
bog. They have a television set and arm-chairs, but no refrigerator or washing
machine. He is a labourer who turns his hand to gardening, tree-felling and farm
work of most kinds. He worked a short week of about thirty hours last week, but has
been employed for only about twenty-six weeks in the last fifty-two. He gets
different jobs in the locality, mostly piecework. The gipsy families seem to prefer
working in groups of three or four. They are given a set price, say £25, for digging a
field of potatoes, or clearing trees, and then divide the money between them.
Mr Smith had also worked for three weeks recently as a labourer laying cables for
the Electricity Board. He said he gave it up because he didn’t get paid overtime rates
for working Saturdays and Sundays, and because he was only paid £12 per week for
working from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. His wife joins the working groups at certain times of
the year, and sometimes the women work on their own, picking peas or potatoes.
Neither he nor his wife can read or write, and they had had less than four years’
schooling. They had been moving about in a van throughout the year. Mr Smith had
a flexible attitude to work and to periods of hardship. Sometimes I get a job,
sometimes I don’t. If I’m hard up I borrow from one of my brothers or cousins.’ The
families help each other out in this way.
There is a small settlement of gipsies in a group of sixteen prefabricated bungalows - mostly large families, and most of them related. Their mother, three married
sisters and many cousins live there and see them daily. They all mind each other’s
children at any time of day or night. Mrs Smith’s sister fetches the eldest boy of six
from primary school every day, for example. He also attends a Church of England
Sunday school. The settlement started as a county project about four years earlier to
get the gipsies off the road. There is a resident warden in one prefab whose job is to
help them settle down. He sorts out legal, tax and insurance problems, and helps
them read their letters. He finds employment, tries to settle disputes and collects
rent. He seemed inclined to take responsibility for matters which elsewhere would
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be treated as interference in private life. Mr Smith said he had hated being in a house
after being in the open. It was ‘like wearing a hat when you are not used to it’. He
believed they were never ill when they lived in the open, but since living there they
were always getting colds and the two youngest children had chest trouble. Certainly
this checked with information he gave about the children spending periods in bed,
including fourteen days each as hospital inpatients that year. He had sinus trouble
from an old ‘punch-up’, and his doctor had advised an operation. He also said his
doctor had diagnosed stomach ulcers because he found it so difficult to swallow
food, particularly in the mornings. He said that he had gone to the surgery about
eight times in twelve months and the doctor had called on him five times. They had
also had fairly frequent contacts with a clinic and social workers. The doctor holds a
clinic in the settlement once a week. A welfare officer has visited them about five
times in the last year.
The warden of the settlement happened to catch the interviewer and commented
on the family. According to his account, the wife’s sister had formerly occupied the
prefab and had kept it in good condition, but this family had turned it into a slum. It
was filthy and in a bad state of repair.’ But it is difficult to determine responsibility.
Three weeks earlier all their windows had been broken. The house was broken into,
a family allowance book stolen and the electricity meter robbed. As a result, their
supplementary benefit appeared to be held, pending some attempt to establish the
cause.
Up to that point they had been receiving, when Mr Smith was unemployed, £8.60
per week (£4.60 of which was in the form of food vouchers), plus £2.90 family
allowance (December 1968). Their rent is £1.50 per week. They cannot grow food,
although they had tried two years earlier. The ground is heathland and very stony.
But by collecting wood they save a lot in fuel.
The family tend to live hand to mouth. They do not have fresh meat most days,
and buy only a pint of milk a day (though they also use powdered milk). Although
the social life of the settlement is fairly self-contained, they also have outside
contacts and influences. Mr and Mrs Smith have not had a summer holiday. They do
not give their children a birthday party. They do not go to the cinema. But they
sometimes go to bingo. They spent about £20 extra at Christmas. They pay 50p into
a clothing club, and always have a Sunday joint. Interestingly, they showed
absolutely no class-consciousness, and although the interviewer persisted for two or
three minutes, could not understand what was meant when they were asked to say
what social class they belonged to. They believed their living standards were about
the same as ever, and the same as their relatives and friends around them. Their
income is hard to calculate. Mr Smith estimated that he earned between £10 and £12
per week when he was able to work. This seems to be an overestimate, but even if
correct, means that by government standards the family live in poverty. During
periods of unemployment the family appear to be wage-stopped over £3. That is,
their supplementary allowance after adding family allowances is about £3 below the
basic scale rates plus rent.
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13. In poverty: Low-paid man and wife and three children (also long-term
unemployed)
Mr and Mrs O’Reilly, 32 and 33, live in a privately rented flat of two rooms and tiny
kitchen in a Fermanagh village, with a daughter of 10, a son of 7 and a daughter of
2. They are badly overcrowded and have no bath and no WC indoors. There is a tiny
yard which is too small to sit outside. The house has damp walls and they have little
furniture, and no washing machine or refrigerator, although there is a living-room
carpet and a TV set. There is not enough space for the children to play indoors. Mr
O’Reilly works a forty-four hour week on a nightshift as a labourer in a foundry. He
had been unemployed for twenty-four of the last fifty-two weeks. Three years
earlier, he had been a porter on a liner, and on losing that job, in which he earned
£25 a week, his wage was more than halved. His wife had been a packer in a
tobacco factory until three years earlier. Just when their children were growing up
rapidly, and needing more food and clothes, they had experienced a serious fall in
income.
Last week Mr O’Reilly earned £12.55 gross and just £10 net. It costs him about
35p to travel to and from work each week. They have family allowances (June 1968)
of £1.60 in addition, but no other source of income. They pay a rent of 40p per week
and have a total income about 50p below the state poverty line. During his
unemployment, Mr O’Reilly had been wage-stopped. They have no savings but have
a second-hand car believed to be worth £250. The two children of school age come
home for dinners, because ‘we can’t afford school meals’. They were not aware of
their eligibility for free meals.
They live near a married sister of Mrs O’Reilly and see that family every day.
They can depend on each other in emergencies, but do not have meals in each
other’s homes. They have not had an evening out in the last fortnight, because they
haven’t enough money, are Nonconformists but do not attend church, do not have
birthday parties for the children and have not been on a summer holiday. Mrs
O’Reilly gets four pints of milk each day, and fresh meat most days of the week. She
often buys second-hand clothes and also spends £1 a week on a clothing club. She
admits that sometimes she misses payments. At Christmas the family spent an
additional £25. She smokes about five and her husband about ten cigarettes a day.
They find it hard to manage on their income and say they are worse off than their
relatives and neighbours, than the national average and than at any previous time in
their lives. Mr O’Reilly gives his wife £9 of his £10 take-home pay for the
housekeeping. He thinks that poverty is ‘when you are so short of money you are not
able to manage on your wages’. He believes that industry is responsible for not
providing the right jobs, and that the way to alleviate poverty is to provide ‘better
jobs for the people’.
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14. In poverty: Large fatherless family, including handicapped child
Mrs Merton, a divorced woman of 32, lives with her seven children, aged from 13 to
2, in a six-roomed council flat in a block in Leeds. The flat has good facilities, but
the bedrooms are small and the skirtings are rising away from the floor. The
underfloor heating system is believed by the council to have encouraged dry rot. The
family had been moved into the flat two years earlier after being grossly overcrowded in a privately rented flat in a slum-clearance area. Mrs Merton says none of
the children have a safe place to play near by, and the air in that area is always very
dirty and smoky.
It is now six years since her husband, an office cleaner, left her, and after five
years of proceedings she recently obtained a divorce. Her youngest child, aged 2,
was conceived by another man. He has a court order to pay £2.50 per week, and this
has been paid for the last three months. But during the last two weeks she received
this sum from the Supplementary Benefits Commission because the father was out
of work. She had to sign a form saying that if the father pays this money she will
return it to the commission. Apparently the commission had prompted the
application for legal aid to obtain the maintenance order.
She depends on an income of £12.75 supplementary benefit and £3.90 family
allowances (April 1968). Two weeks ago, she had received one exceptional-needs
grant of £9.90. She said she had been applying for a clothing grant for the last two
years and had been refused on two occasions. Mrs Merton said she would prefer to
go out and earn the money herself than receive it from the commission. It
embarrassed her greatly to have the money. But with all her children that was
impossible. Her rent is £3.40, and she spent about £20 on paint and repairs last year.
She has placed sums of up to £5 in a trustee savings bank for each of the children,
but apart from these sums the family has no assets whatsoever. She borrowed £58
for furniture three years previously, paid £4.50 deposit and is paying 50p weekly.
She has twenty weekly repayments still to make and will have repaid £84 altogether.
Her 7-year-old daughter has a bad chest complaint, which makes her breathless and
prevents her playing games like other children. Her mother has to treat her as a
delicate child and has to watch her constantly. Four of the children at school get free
school meals, but the eldest two don’t like them and come home for meals. Last
year, a clothing grant from the education department allowed her to get one boy a
pair of trousers and a school blazer and another boy just a pair of trousers. The
school uniform was a headache, and although the blazer was quickly knocked about
and outgrown, it had to last two years. She had been able to afford £1 for one boy’s
school outing this year. Another ‘would have to wait until next year. He had his turn
last year.’
She does not have any relatives living locally, but looks after, and gives meals to,
a friend’s children sometimes in the week. In return, her friend looks after her
children when she goes to a cinema. She attends church weekly, and the children go
to Sunday school (Church of England). None of the family had a summer holiday.
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She supplements five pints of milk a day with both tinned and powdered milk. They
always have a Sunday joint of meat, and, except for herself and her eldest son of 13,
all the children have a cooked breakfast. She felt that this son did not have a pair of
shoes that were good enough for wet weather, but the rest did. The two eldest sons
get 25p pocket money each, and younger children 5p or 7p. At Christmas, she had
spent about £40 extra. But she could not afford to give any of the children a birthday
party.
She felt her standard of living was about the same as ever, though she was worse
off than others around her of her age. Her pride is strongly expressed. She defined
poverty as ‘people who won’t work to help themselves. You see some people going
around dirty and run down and there’s no need for it.’ Her flat was exceptionally
clean and orderly for one which contained such a large number of children, and she
gave the interviewer the impression of being extremely fond of the children and
relaxed with them, and did not appear to have a ‘chip on her shoulder’. As for action
to relieve poverty: ‘I think the prices of council houses should be lowered. And the
shops shouldn’t be allowed to put up their own prices on food and clothing like the
little local shops around here.’
According to our calculations, her income was 30p a week below the basic scale
rate that should have been allowed, or 75p if, as it seemed, she was eligible for the
long-term addition. This may have been because of a failure to adjust entitlements as
the children reached an age justifying a higher allowance. It would also seem that,
because of the handicapped child, she might have justified an ‘exceptional
circumstances addition’, or at least rather more generous, or frequent, exceptionalneeds grants.
15. In poverty: Elderly disabled couple
Mr and Mrs Ellman, 81 and 70, have lived in a four-roomed cottage which they own
in a village in Worcestershire, for forty-five years. It is very old and does not have
mains sanitation. They have an outside WC with a cesspit which is emptied
regularly. There is no bath, but they have regular ‘wash-downs’. They have a big
range in the kitchen, and because Mr Ellman gets concessionary coal, he has never
sought to have an electric or gas stove. They do not have a television set, refrigerator
or washing machine, but do have a radio.
Mr Ellman had been a mining power-house attendant and had retired, at the age of
64, seventeen years previously. His wife had never worked. Both consider their
health good for their age. Neither was ill in bed in the last twelve months. He suffers
from diabetes, pain in his back and is blind in one eye. His hearing is poor and he
does not have an aid. He has difficulty in moving freely and using his hands, but
can, even if with difficulty, do most activities of a light nature. (Disability score, 8.)
His wife has bad rheumatism in her joints and has difficulty in doing the housework.
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(Disability score, 4.) She goes to the doctor’s surgery regularly every month for a
prescription for her husband.
She said they were ‘completely independent’, had no relatives to help or to see.
But later it emerged that nieces and nephews came with their parents for an evening
or a midday meal at least once a month. They give the children money and sweets.
Moreover, they went to stay with their only married son for a fortnight in the year,
and he has visited them with his wife for a period of ten days.
They have not had a summer holiday and do not go out in the evening. ‘We’re too
old and in any case there is nowhere to go.’ They are Methodists and go
occasionally to church in the year, but not weekly. They have cereal and toast for
breakfast and one and a half pints of milk a day. Mr Ellman smokes two ounces of
tobacco a week. They find it hard to manage on their income. Their retirement
pensions amount to £7.30 and a colliery pension another £1.10. This is a noncontributory pension related to length of service. The cottage is worth £1,500,
according to Mr Ellman. This is the sum for which it is insured and, compared with
neighbouring cottages, it is probably worth rather more. They say their housing costs
last year, including rates and insurance, were only £10. This excludes a rate rebate
of £1.65p. In the garden they grow fruit and vegetables and reckon they save at least
40p a week throughout the year. They depend on concessionary coal at 50p a
hundredweight, and use about three hundredweight a week. Their joint savings
amount to £215 (in Post Office Savings, Defence Bonds and Premium Bonds), and
in answer to a range of other questions about assets, believed that two or three good
pieces of furniture would be worth a total of £75. However, they feel worse off than
previously in their lives, because they have been ‘gradually eroding’ their savings.
‘Our income does not cover the cost of living and we have to delve into our
savings.’ Mrs Ellman thought they were worse off than the rest of her family, but
not than their neighbours. She draws the pensions and pays all the bills. He receives
about 50p for tobacco. She will occasionally buy him clothes, but not often. ‘He is a
bit old for Carnaby Street.’ They do not feel poor and believe that poverty described
‘the conditions that existed before the Welfare State came’. They believed that
poverty was people’s own fault, and that the right action to remedy it was to educate
people so that they are aware of the allowances they are entitled to and also teach
them how to manage their affairs’. None the less, they have an income below the
state poverty line, and are too independent to apply for supplementary benefit.
16. In poverty: Low-paid man and wife and five children (formerly long-term
unemployed)
Mr and Mrs Fisher, aged 38 and 28, live with their five children, ranging in age from
8 to 2, in two privately rented rooms in a smoky industrial area of Aberdeen. The
kitchen is used as dining room and bedroom and the family is grossly overcrowded,
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having lived there for eight years. They have been on a council list throughout this
period, and have not yet been offered a flat or house. Only one room can be heated
in winter. They share the WC in the house and have no bath. The walls are very
damp; the roof leaks in heavy rain and windows and doors are ill-fitting. There is no
garden for the children and no safe place for the young children to play.
Mr Fisher is a bread-van salesman and longs for security of employment. He was
sick for five weeks nearly twelve months earlier and was then unemployed for
sixteen weeks. ‘I was off sick in March and April and then my firm sent me my
books.’ When eventually he found his present job, it was for only £16, compared
with the £25 he had earned before as a machine setter in a light engineering firm. He
had in fact served a five years’ apprenticeship. In the previous week he had worked
sixty-eight hours. His take-home pay was £13 (deductions £2.75), but he could
expect a bonus every four weeks of about £12. Family allowances amount to £3.30
(May 1968).
When unemployed, Mr Fisher had received unemployment benefit amounting to
£11.55 a week, but though eligible for supplementary benefit, had not claimed any
during that period. However, they got behind with the rent (90p per week) and ‘were
being put out’, so he had obtained a single grant of £6 to tide them over. They were
also paying off a big hire-purchase debt on some furniture. The two children, who
go to a local primary school, have free milk there but come home for meals,
‘because it is cheaper’. In fact, they qualify tor free school meals, though this was
not pointed out to them either during Mr Fisher’s spell of unemployment or
afterwards by the health visitor or social worker who has visited the home four times
in the last twelve months.
The chief support for the family comes from the wife’s mother, sister and brother,
and the husband’s brother, all of whom live locally. The mother helps look after the
children when Mrs Fisher wants to go shopping. In fact, they give more help to
others in the family than they receive. Mrs Fisher’s sister-in-law ‘is always short of
money’ and has borrowed money or received gifts of food worth more than £1 a
week lately.
None of the family had had a summer holiday, and only the husband had had an
evening out in the past fortnight (at a pub). They eat sparingly, but except for Mrs
Fisher, they have a cooked breakfast and she ensures that the children have
sufficient milk. She gets five pints each day. Except for the youngest, the children
each get 15p pocket money. At Christmas she spent £30. For her, the husband’s fall
in earnings has compensations. In some ways she feels better off because ‘he has
less money to spend on drink and has to stay at home more’. She values the
increased family allowance and uses it all for the housekeeping. They feel poor
sometimes, especially in mid week, and on occasions such as Christmas. They
defined poverty as ‘not enough money to buy food and having no place to live and
no heating’. They were clear about the chief responsibility being the government’s.
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‘If people can’t help themselves someone has to. I think there should be more help
given to people in need from the government.’
17. In poverty: Chronically sick and disabled man living with elderly mother
Mrs Davis, a widow of 64, lives with a chronically sick son of 42, in an industrial
area of Manchester. She suffers from bronchitis, bad nerves, poor sight and attacks
of dysentery, and says she sleeps badly. Her bronchitis began twelve years
previously. She had retired from domestic cleaning in a school six years previously.
Her son had been a crane driver, but had been obliged to give up work nine years
previously because of both a serious heart complaint and bronchitis. Now he can
only walk a few yards without stopping. (His disability score on the index is 10.) He
rarely goes out, though when he was seen in early April he said his condition tended
to become easier in the summer. ‘My doctor has told me I can never work again.’
They live in a five-roomed council maisonette on the second and third floor, into
which they had been moved from a slum-clearance area a few years earlier. It had
good facilities, was very clean and orderly, though simply furnished. They had
fallen into poverty. She had owned a small grocery shop in the 1950s but had
become bankrupt. In the late fifties, after earning very high wages, he had bronchitis
and had to take a lighter, less well-paid job. He had a 50 per cent fall in earnings.
Then, in 1962, he had heart trouble as well, and had to stop work entirely. Mrs
Davis’s husband had been disabled himself when a labourer in a local steel works
and had died the previous year. About ten years ago the three of them had lived on a
total income of nearly £20, which at that time was a comfortable working-class
income.
She now receives a widow’s pension of £4.50, and her son receives the same
amount in sickness benefit. They pay a rent of £2.90 and their savings have now
been reduced to under £50. ‘We had less than 50p in interest last year.’ He said he
had withdrawn his savings gradually from a bank deposit account, and now had only
£15 left. He said he had withdrawn £40 the previous year. She is paying premium
for a life policy on which she expects to realize £60. She had started it upon the
son’s birth forty-two years ago, first at a penny a week and now at nearly 10p. She
owes about £40 to a clothing club and is paying it back at the rate of 35p a week.
Her family provide some help, though she appears to be giving more in return. At
present she is preparing lunch every day for a married daughter’s husband and their
daughter, because her daughter ‘is carrying. She loses the urge to work when she is
carrying.’ Normally this daughter helps her mother with cleaning, one of the
granddaughters helps with the shopping and a married son fetches messages and
takes them out in a car to the doctor when necessary or sometimes on an afternoon’s
outing. Mrs Davis also gives lunch to a married son who works locally. She minds
some of the grandchildren, and even has one or other of them to stay a few nights
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from time to time, ‘to take them off their parents’ hands’.
She likes going regularly to bingo and for a drink with her family to a pub, but her
son at home has not been out for weeks and neither went on holiday last year. She
bought a winter coat at a jumble sale last November, and both she and her son spent
Christmas with her married daughter and her family. She feels they are worse off
than most people around them, and are worse off than they have ever been. For
example, ten years previously the household consisted not only of her son and
herself, but her husband and two other working sons, and the household income was
well above average, totalling £27.50 (which includes only board contributions and
not total earnings of her unmarried sons). But she made a distinction between their
condition and ‘real’ poverty, which was ‘the conditions that some people used to
live in during the ’thirties. Then you had no job, no proper clothing and no adequate
food. There is nothing like the poverty there used to be. Nobody should be in real
poverty if they are only prepared to use the Welfare State.’ But when asked what
could be done about poverty, she said, ‘The government should make people more
aware of the benefits that they can receive. If only they were prepared to go out and
find poor people the Ministry of Social Security would be doing its job.’ In fact she
is eligible to receive supplementary benefit (chiefly to cover the rent), but has not
applied. The interviewer tried hard to persuade her to apply, ‘but she did not seem
convinced. Obviously this household is living from hand to mouth but this is not
reflected in the state of the home, which is neat and tidy, nor in their meals, which
are nourishing and substantial.’
18. In poverty: Chronically sick man and wife and three children
Mr and Mrs Agnew are both in their forties and live with a daughter of 21, a son of
13, and a daughter of 3 in a three-roomed council house in Halifax, with WC in a
small back yard, into which they had moved from a slum house three months
previously. Mr Agnew was a comber in a textile mill and had been sick for nine
months, suffering from bronchial asthma and severe depression. He had not been
eligible for sick pay and it was no longer possible for him to return. He has repeated
pain in his chest, sleeps badly and is so depressed he stays indoors most of the time
and cannot face his friends. He had been a prisoner-of-war and said his condition
dated from 1945 when he was released. His wife has suffered, she says, from her
‘nerves’ for the last ten years, and feels continuously tired, as well as getting in a
rage sometimes with others. She has an NHS deaf aid. Both see their doctor
regularly. Neither had been out for the evening in the previous fortnight because,
they said, they had no money.
His wage had been £15 a week and their income, including sickness benefit (0.50),
family allowance (40p) and supplementary benefit (£3.05), amounts to £10.95. They
have no savings or other assets of any kind. The rent is £1.50. Their 21-year-old
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daughter earns £12 per week gross and pays £3 a week for her board. She is saving
for her marriage. He says he feels poor now - at weekends and Christmas especially,
and at times ‘when the children need things, like football boots, and can’t have
them’. Mr Agnew had asked for a supplementary grant for shoes for Mrs Agnew,
and was told that the weekly allowance was supposed to cover that. ‘We got a slip
for £5 for a blazer and trousers for our boy at school, but that would hardly run to a
shirt. And those clothes have to last nine months as well. It’s a good school he goes
to [a secondary modern school]. I’m not having him shabby. If the wife doesn’t get
some shoes soon she won’t be able to go out. What will happen to the little one
then? There was a lady from the NSPCC who helped us when we were in a fix.
These people are lovely. They really help you. Look how we have to manage. We
drew £7.50 today. There was £6.10 for food at the shop and from the rest we can get
one bag of coal. We can’t get two bags.’ They buy all their clothing through clothing
clubs, and have been missing payments lately. Mrs Agnew has not had a new winter
coat in the last three years. The supplementary benefit allowance seems to be
slightly below the basic entitlement, even allowing for a contribution to the rent by
the daughter, and ignoring a possible additional allowance because of Mr Agnew’s
sickness.
19. On the margins of poverty: Elderly retirement pensioners
Mr Morgan, aged 76, lives with his wife of 60 in a six-roomed terraced house in
Swansea which he owns freehold. It was bought five years previously after they had
lived in it as tenants for thirty years, and is now worth about £1,500. They spent
about £45 in rates and insurance last year, and about £25 on repairs. There is a tiny
back yard in which it is not very pleasant to sit. Depending on the direction of the
wind, there is a foul smell sometimes from a neighbouring oil works.
Mr Morgan had been a foreman in a firm building luxury coaches (earning about
£15.50 in his mid sixties) and had been retired only four years. For the first twenty
years of his adult life he had been a miner, but after an accident could not continue.
He said bitterly that he received no compensation or pension, and not even free or
cheap coal. His wife works a few hours cleaning in a local chapel, for which she
1
receives £2.50. They have a retirement pension of £8.25 per week. Since he worked
until he was 72, he gets an extra 95p per week. Mrs Morgan has £50 in savings
certificates, and Mr Morgan about £200 in his current bank account. Apart from the
house, they have no other assets. Their debts amount to £27, the balance of
repayments on a cooker and washing machine.
Mr Morgan is spry for his age, but cannot move about energetically. His wife
suffers from bronchitis and rarely goes out in winter. A married son and daughter
1

The Supplementary Benefits Commission could disregard up to £2 earnings in calculating
entitlement to an allowance.
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live near by and are seen daily. Often they have meals together. Neither has
otherwise had an evening out in the last fortnight, not because they could not afford
to but because they had not wanted to. They did not have a summer holiday but went
away for a long weekend to stay with a relative. Unusually, she has a cooked
breakfast but he does not. Mr Morgan thinks his wife eats too much. He spends
money regularly on football pools in winter but does not smoke. They spent about
£10 extra at Christmas.
All their income is pooled and they do not find it difficult to manage. They consider their standard of living to be about the same as it had been before and about the
same as that of their family and others around them of their age. They believe that
poverty is being ‘down and out’, but do not believe there is any in their area. They
have not applied for supplementary benefit, and though their total income seems to
correspond almost exactly with their theoretical entitlement, it is possible that
housing costs or extra needs might be assessed at a rate which would secure a small
allowance.
20. In poverty: Three disabled adults
Mr Bassett, aged 65, lives with his wife, aged 52, and their son of 32 in a dilapidated
terraced house in South Shields, said to be worth £1,000. There is no indoors W C or
bath, and the building has numerous defects - damp walls, broken floorboards and
badly fitting doors. Both mother and son are grossly overweight. She has bad legs
and can scarcely walk. She can get to the bottom of the yard to go to the lavatory,
but that is all. Four years previously, she had had an unsuccessful operation for a
prolapse and she lives in considerable discomfort. Her son has epilepsy and has
fairly frequent fits. He is physically very disabled and wears surgical boots. He had
never been in employment and had not even been able to attend school regularly
when young. His mother said both of them were affected by depression. He attends a
training centre for the mentally handicapped and may be going on the doctor’s
advice to a ‘holiday centre’ in the summer. In early life, Mr Bassett had been a
professional footballer and then a barrow salesman, selling fruit, but he had not
worked for ten years. He has very bad arthritis in his legs and hips. Their doctor
visits the family about once a month.
The family depend on supplementary benefit, the couple receiving £7.95 and the
son £4.50, amounting altogether to £12.45. There seemed to be grounds for
appealing against both assessments, for example, that the allowance of 60p per week
for rates did not allow for repairs, all three seemed to be eligible for the long-term
addition, and there were medical grounds for discretionary additions.
Apart from the five-roomed house which they occupy, they have no other assets
whatsoever. Mrs Bassett claimed they had spent nothing at Christmas because they
had nothing to spend. They have no relatives living locally and do not look to any
neighbours or friends for support. Persistent questioning failed to reveal any social
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activities on the part of mother or son. None of the family had been on holiday for
years. No friends came to the house for a snack or meal. Only the husband went out
regularly. Mrs Bassett said, ‘I keep £1 a week for the rates and the fuel. I give him
something every day. He goes out, spends the day [i.e. 12 a.m. to 3 p.m.] in the pub
and the betting shop and comes home in the afternoon with some food for the main
meal. He does the cooking (and, apparently, all shopping and cleaning). I get all my
son’s book. He has nothing for himself. I have nothing for myself.’ She said she
feels poor all the time, and that poverty was not having enough to go round like us,
trying to manage when you haven’t any chance to make the money go round’.
21. On the margins of poverty: Fatherless family (also immigrant)
Mrs Mullen is a widow of 58 living with her two sons aged 16 and 15 in a privately
rented flat (£2.10 per week) in Salford. Her husband died when her children were
small. There are four rooms and they need another bedroom. The WC is at the end
of the yard, and there is no bath. In substitution they use a zinc tub, which is placed
in front of the fire. They have just installed a gas stove, found in a junk yard.
Previously they had cooked on the fire. ‘I had to get a stove because the food cooked
on the fire upset their stomachs.’ She said she could only afford to heat one room
during the winter. None of the windows can be opened, and they have been painted
over. The bedrooms and hallway are very damp, but it is paradise compared with our
previous house’. The family has moved three times in the last two years, and has
very little furniture - no carpets, armchairs, radio, refrigerator or washing machine,
for example - and only a television set. ‘It costs 55p, but I have to have it. It keeps
the boys in. I can’t really afford it and it may have to go back.’ Mrs Mullen said she
does not feel well enough to work and has anaemia. She said she had bronchitis and
easily became breathless. Her hearing was also poor. She said she was also not at
work because of sickness. It is now unlikely that she will either be able, or want, to
go back to work. She had been a domestic cleaner until eighteen months previously.
‘I have to get the boys out in the morning. Arthur [the 15-year-old who is about to
leave school] comes home for dinner.’ Her elder son is an apprentice with an
upholstery firm and worked fifty-one weeks of the previous year. He worked forty
hours the previous week for a gross wage of £5.70, or £4.90 net. It costs him about
65p to travel to and from work each week. He gives his mother £2.50 for his board.
Mrs Mullen had been widowed twice, and she said that because her second
husband had worked a lot in Ireland he had not obtained enough stamps for her to
qualify for a widow’s pension. Instead she received a pension from the Irish
Republic amounting to £3.60 a week. She also received £3.65 supplementary
benefit, which she said she was a little embarrassed to receive. This seems to be a
shade low (about 50p) in terms of the income for which she would be strictly
eligible. Total disposable income therefore amounts to £11.50 per week. They have
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no savings or any other assets. ‘Only my wedding ring. The boys have nothing, not
even a watch.’ Mrs Mullen is paying 90p per week to pay off purchases of bedding,
pots and pans and a little furniture. ‘I can’t afford to get behind with the rent or we
should soon be evicted.’ Her younger son had not obtained free school meals,
although eligible, and although healthy, was educationally backward and ‘wild’.
‘We have moved backwards and forwards between Ireland and England and his
education has suffered. Last year the school inspector came to say he had had fortytwo days off for playing truant. He stayed off on Fridays because he did not like the
lessons that day.’ Apparently a child-care officer had also called.
Mrs Mullen lives near a married son by her first marriage, and she spends a
substantial part of each week minding the grandchildren, giving them meals at
midday and shopping and washing. Each weekend a small grandson stays with her.
‘He brings his own food.’ She gets some help from her daughter-in-law in return, for
example, meals. She also stayed there throughout Christmas. Mrs Mullen said she
had not had a holiday since she was married forty-one years ago, and none of them
had a summer holiday last year. She had not had an evening out for twelve weeks,
but her sons had been out at the cinema, or a football match or a youth club, six or
seven evenings in the last fortnight. She went every week to church, but the boys
went less frequently.
Mrs Mullen said there were days in the last two weeks when she had no cooked
meal. She had not had a new winter coat for at least three years. The house was,
according to the interviewer, ‘absolutely frozen’ during the early evening when he
was there for nearly three hours. Mrs Mullen thought her situation was worse off
than ever, and that she was worse off than either her neighbours or her family. When
asked how she would describe real poverty, she said, ‘The state that we are living in
now.’

9
The Rich

To comprehend and explain poverty is also to comprehend and explain riches. One
of the major purposes of sociologists is to describe systems of stratification in
different societies and explain how those systems arose, what keeps them in being
and whether they are an inevitable and necessary feature of society. Through the
seizure and differential inheritance or acquisition of land or wealth and political
power; through the ownership, or lack of ownership, of the means of production;
through the division of labour in economic and social life; and through the development of selective welfare systems as well as the restriction of the surplus
benefits of production dominant groups emerge. The composition of these dominant
groups varies from one society to another. In some societies, royal families rule
through succession; in others, priests or military elites exercise autocratic rule, even
if on behalf of an economic class; in still others, the most dominant groups are
landowners, merchants or industrialists. In most instances these groups own, or
control, disproportionately large, and sometimes huge, personal resources. In many
societies, power may be difficult to describe with any precision, partly because it
may appear to be shared between separate if related groups and partly because it
may appear to depend as much upon the attitudes taken by people towards wealth or
positions held in that society as upon any independently measurable characteristic of
such wealth or position. None the less, power stems from wealth, and wealth usually
from power and our understanding of poverty can only be deepened by any attempt
to delineate wealth and its ownership.
Even to adopt the term ‘the rich’ as a category of social analysis is significant. It
suggests that the elucidation of economic and financial factors is fundamental to the
explanation of the power and position of those in the upmost stratum of society, and
that access to and control over economic resources is the central theme of any
account of stratification. But the term is used ambiguously, and our purpose will be
to demonstrate some of the consequences of adopting alternative definitions and
then to examine the sources of wealth since these will also indicate the sources of
poverty.
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Concepts and Definitions of Riches
Categorizing the rich depends on having regard to income or wealth or both income
and wealth, composition of the household or income unit, and length of tenure of
such income or wealth. The distribution of wealth is conventionally supposed to
refer to the distribution of the ownership of physical and financial assets, and the
distribution of income to the receipts accruing from the ownership of assets as well
as earnings and social security benefits and allowances. The trouble is that
assumptions are made both about the scope of income and wealth as well as the use
to which they are put. Cash may be put under the mattress or income heavily
mortgaged to pay for debts. The ownership of a house means that a substantial part
of income is not paid in rent and so, if there is no mortgage, is released for other
forms of consumption. Wealth and income cannot easily be distinguished and the
‘confusion’ sometimes attributed to classical writers like Adam Smith who tended to
treat the terms synonymously may have been meritorious.
The lack of clarity can be traced first of all to poor information, not all of which is
undeliberate. The information is poor because it is issued by agencies with specific
and rather limited responsibilities. And such limitation is attributable to the
separation of public and private sectors of economic, social and political
administration; to the isolation, within each sector, of particular groups of
departments, corporations and financial institutions; and, at least in part, to British
values denying trespass of private property and invasion of privacy. Neither the
Inland Revenue’s Survey of Personal Incomes nor the Family Expenditure Survey
‘is conducted specifically to collect comprehensive information on the distribution
of personal income, and it is understandable therefore that they are in some respects
1
inadequate for the purpose’. The former omits incomes below the effective taxexemption limit - the level at which a single person starts to pay tax if his income is
wholly earned. It sometimes separates and sometimes combines the incomes of
married couples. It excludes mortgage interest, and the imputed rental value of
owner-occupied housing, thus underestimating the share of income going to the top
half of the distribution. It understates investment income, fringe benefits from
employers and some other forms of income. These are among the commonly agreed
2
weaknesses. The Family Expenditure Survey, on the other hand, while including
low incomes, may, because of the problems of non-response, understate certain
3
types of income, as we have found. Because of the nature of the survey, it probably
fails adequately to represent forms of income received once or occasionally during
the year. The Department of Employment admits that self-employment and
investment income are understated.
1

Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report
on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, July 1975, p. 34.
2
ibid., p. 40.
3
See Chapter 5 above, pages 183 and 193.
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The statistics on the distribution of wealth are open to greater criticisms. To
illustrate this, the methods on which they are based may be summarized. First is the
estate duty method - used by the Inland Revenue for official statistics of distribution
from 1960. Estimates of the wealth owned by different proportions of the population
are based on information about estate duty paid to the Inland Revenue after death.
The value of estates of people dying at certain ages is multiplied by the reciprocal of
the mortality rates for those ages. Among the chief drawbacks to this method are (a)
duty is not paid on estates of low value; (b) certain kinds of wealth, like pension
rights and annuities, are excluded from wealth statistics based on estate duty; (c)
valuation of estates at their market value understates the real value of, for example,
company shares; and (d) because wealth can be transmitted before death, the real
values held by a cross-section of the population at any particular moment of time are
not adequately represented in the estimates. Some social scientists have taken great
2
trouble to try to improve and adjust these figures.
Second is the investment income method. This takes figures of investment income
and multiplies them according to the rate of income presumed to obtain from the
3
asset. If a 10 per cent rate of income were to be assumed in a particular case, then
the value of that asset would be the income multiplied ten times. The advantages of
this approach are that, unlike the estate duty method, it can be applied to tax units
rather than individuals and, potentially, can be linked with data about incomes. The
trouble is that some forms of asset carry no income in the form of cash, others attract
capital gains rather than recurrent income, and there is too little information about
the ‘portfolios’ of people at different levels of wealth to estimate accurately what
aggregate value of assets corresponds with their investment income.
Third is the sample survey method, as illustrated by the poverty survey and by a
national sample survey of wealth carried out in 1953-4 by the Oxford Institute of
4
Statistics, through interviews with households chosen at random throughout the
country. Perhaps the only other national sample survey carried out since the war was
5
the Economists Advisory Group business research study in 1974. Information can
1

For a clear exposition, see Atkinson, A. B., The Economics of Inequality, Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 1975, esp. Chapter 7.
2
Revell, J., Changes in the Social Distribution of Property in Britain During the Twentieth
Century’, Actes du Troisième Congrès International d’Histoire Économique, 1965, pp. 367- 84 ;
Meade, J. E., Efficiency, Equality and the Ownership of Property, Allen & Unwin, London,
1964 (also quoting figures produced by J. Revell); Atkinson, A. B., Unequal Shares: Wealth in
Britain, Allen Lane, London, 1972; and Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A. J., Distribution of
Personal Wealth in Britain, Cambridge University Press, 1978.
3
Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A. J., ‘Wealth Distribution and Investment Income in
Britain’, Review of Income and Wealth, June 1974.
4
Lydall, H. F., British Incomes and Savings, Blackwell, Oxford, 1955.
5
Morgan, E. V., Personal Savings and Wealth in Britain, an EA G Business Research Study,
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be collected on individual, income unit and household or family bases, and can be
linked to income. The trouble is that the distortions introduced by non-response and
doubtful accuracy of information from households with complex holdings of wealth
are difficult to control. A fairly elaborate questionnaire is in any event required.
Because of the disadvantages of the other two methods, the Royal Commission on
the Distribution of Income and Wealth did acknowledge the value of the sample
1
survey approach at least as a supplement to them. Ideally, information from rich
households might be checked, providing permission is granted, with Inland Revenue
data.
A brief outline of these methods shows how tricky it is to decide (a) the social unit
owning, commanding or using the resources; (b) the items which are included in
total resources; (c) the criteria by which different items are turned into common
units of value so that they can be added together and households, families or income
units ranked one above another; and (d) the length of time during which resources
are received or commanded. If the resources of the rich are held disproportionately
by the extended family, and can be drawn upon through trusts and settlements at
later stages of life, are depersonalized in part through the company share system, are
spread among a large number of resource systems, and have artificially low current
market value, then the significance of restricted definitions of riches becomes clear.
By restricting the size of the social unit, the range of items to be counted, the
currency of convertibility and the time in which measurement is to take place,
inequality is understated.
The Royal Commission upheld the principle, for example, that wealth should be
defined in terms of ‘marketability’. It also upheld the distinction conventionally
2
made between income and wealth. Yet, as argued in Chapter 5 above, the
commission did not discuss the extent to which inequality might as a consequence
be understated and society fail to keep track of changes in living standards. As
Atkinson has shown, a distinction has to be made between ‘realization’ value of
assets on the market, and ‘going concern’ value. Furniture, for example, could be
valued according to the amount a dealer might pay for it second hand, or at its cost
to replace. ‘The difference between the two approaches is that the value as a going
concern is likely in many cases to be higher than the realization value: for example,
shares in a family business may be worth much more than the price obtainable on
3
the market.’
In this chapter, through illustrations from the poverty survey, I shall show why
links between income and wealth in official statistics are desirable, and how the rich
might be more clearly defined.
Financial Times, London, 1975.
1
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Initial Report on the Standing
Reference, pp. 74-8.
2
See pages 230-32.
3
Atkinson, The Economics of Inequality, p. 122.
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Top Incomes and Top Wealth-holdings
An outline of the components of net disposable income last year, and of assets as
1
defined in the survey, has been given above. Despite some differences in definition
and method, we found a close correspondence in income distribution with results
from the government’s Family Expenditure Survey. The top incomes were, for most
types of household, at least twice, in some instances more than three times, as large
as those of the 5th percentile. The top incomes for most types of household were
more than five times as large as the median incomes, and more than ten times as
large as the lowest incomes. Even if the top incomes are ignored, incomes at about
the 5th percentile were still two or three times larger than the median (see Table
5.11, page 197 above). Table 9.1 shows how the distribution of net disposable
income for different quantile groups compares with government estimates. Although
the latter are stated to be on a tax unit basis, they are not very different from the
2
distributions (for ten percentile groups) expressed on a household basis. I have
chosen to set out the government figures on a tax unit rather than a household basis
only because the latter do not appear to be available for the top 1 per cent and next 4
per cent. It should be borne in mind that distributions presented on a tax unit instead
of a household basis tend to be more unequal than those presented on a household
basis. The top 1 per cent of households were estimated in the poverty survey to
receive a rather higher proportion of aggregate income than estimated officially. The
top 1 per cent received 6.2 per cent of income after tax and after allowing for work
expenses and travel to work. If employer fringe benefits were to be added to income,
the proportion received by the top 1 per cent would be slightly higher still. It can be
seen that the next 4 per cent received nearly 10 per cent of net disposable income,
and the next 5 per cent as much as 9.4 per cent. The bottom 80 per cent received 59
per cent, or a little less than estimated by the Central Statistical Office (both on a tax
unit and a household basis). Finally, the bottom 5 per cent received only 1 per cent
of income.
Assets were more unequally distributed than income. Two households had more
than £200,000 and five others (including three giving incomplete information) more
than £100,000. But the median household had only £1,065, and at the 85th
percentile only £8 (Table 5.18, page 209 above). As a proportion of top wealthholdings, the wealth of households only a little below the top was modest. Thus the
households at the 5th percentile held only 6 per cent of the assets of the wealthiest
household. Table 9.1 sets out the distribution in the same form as for income. The
unadjusted figures are derived from those households in the sample giving full
information about assets. The unadjusted information is discussed and analysed in
1

See Chapter 5, pages 180-93 and 199-205.
Compare Table 15 with Table G.13 in Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and
Wealth, Initial Report on the Standing Reference, pp. 45 and 213.
2

342 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Table 9.1. Percentage shares of income and wealth received or held by quantile
groups of households or tax units, comparing government estimates with the poverty
survey.

Quantile
group

Top 1%
2-5%
6-10%
11-20%
21-100%

Poverty survey
Net assets of
households
Net disunadjusteda
posable
adjusted
income
last year
of households
6.2
24.3
(26)
10.0
20.5
(25)
9.4
13.9
(13)
15.0
17.2
(15)
59.4
24.2
(21)

Official estimates
Net income Personal
of tax unitb wealthc
1967
1972-3 1972

4.9
9.9
9.5
15.2
60.5

4.4
9.8
9.4
15.8
60.7

28.1
25.8
13.4
15.1
17.6

NOTES: aAdjusting first for underrepresentation of those with high incomes also giving data
on assets, and second for understatement of assets, especially stocks and shares, but also
certain types of savings. (See Table 5.15, page 203 above). The value of occupational pension
rights is not included here (but is included in employer welfare benefits described in Chapter 5
and later in this chapter). In adjusting Inland Revenue aggregates to balance-sheet totals, we
have broadly followed the methods adopted first for the UK in 1969 by Revell, J., and
Tomkins, C., Personal Wealth and Finance in Wales, Welsh Council, 1974, and second by the
Royal Commission (Appendix K).
b
No figures available from the Central Statistical Office for 1968-9.
c
Estate duty figures adjusted by Royal Commission to conform with balance-sheet asset totals
between-included and excluded populations, assuming that 42 per cent of the increase is allocated to the population excluded from liability to estate duty.
SOURCE: Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial
Report on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, July 1975, pp. 45 and 87.

various parts of this book. In the table, alternative estimates are also shown. The
data have been adjusted in two respects: first, to allow for the fact that, in the
responding sample, slightly more people with high than low incomes did not provide
full information about assets (sometimes being one tax unit in a household with two
or more units in which the other units had provided full information); and secondly,
to carry out the same kind of exercise as first Professor Atkinson and then the Royal
Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth did to allocate any difference
between balance-sheet totals and totals compiled by multiplying sample survey data.
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Even without any adjustment, inequality is evidently marked. The top 5 per cent
owned 44.8 per cent of net assets, and the bottom 80 per cent only 24.2 per cent.
With adjustment, the top 5 per cent owned 51 per cent or over half of net assets, and
the bottom 80 per cent 21 per cent. It is hazardous to compare these distributions
with government estimates. In the table I have given one illustrative set from the
Royal Commission’s adjusted estimates for 1972. Adjustments were not made in
respect of the 1960s, and Inland Revenue data suggest that though there may have
been a small decline in the holding of the top 1 per cent between 1968 and 1972, the
change among other ranks was very small indeed. Moreover, the figures are stated to
be for the total population aged 18 and over (though whether units are, in practice, a
mixture of individuals, tax units and households remains at issue), while the poverty
survey data apply to households. Again, as discussed above, valuation of the wealth
holdings of the wealthiest may be understated by taking market values. Deduction of
debts and measurement of net assets may also contribute to understatement of the
command over resources of the rich, since substantial credit can sometimes buttress
extravagant living standards for lengthy periods.
With such qualifications, the survey data can be said to furnish empirical substantiation of the vast disparities in wealth-holding suggested both by official and
independent estimates. Far from the wealth of the top 5 per cent being overstated
because of the failure in official estimates to take account of the value of modest
holdings of assets, it may have been understated in certain critical respects. Despite
taking a deliberately broad definition of wealth, the top 5 per cent own over half of
the nation’s wealth - even including owner-occupied housing and personal
possessions. This is a major finding. The bottom 5 per cent own little or nothing.
Table 9.2 illustrates the effect on the distribution of adding different types of
resource. Each component is discussed in Chapter 5 above. Information of a detailed
nature could not be obtained on every type of resource from all households in the
sample, and the table sets out unadjusted figures only for those giving complete
information on assets. This means that the percentages held by the top groups are
slightly understated. The value of both public social services and private services in
kind have been included, as has the value of standard types of consumer durables
and home-grown food. These items are commonly believed to be more equally
distributed than either wealth or income, and even, for example, public and private
welfare services, of disproportionate value to the poor. The table shows that, despite
their inclusion, they do no more than moderate to a small extent the inequality in the
dispersion. In discussions of the distribution of income or wealth, it is common to
use a summary measure of concentration. The most popular measure is the Gini
1
coefficient. The results of applying it to our data are shown at the foot of Table 9.2.
1

The limitations of the measure are now recognized. See, for example, Atkinson, The
Economics of Inequality, pp. 45-9.

344 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Table 9.2. Absolute mean amount in pounds and percentage share of income and
other resources received or held by quantile groups of households.
Quantile

Non-asset income
and annuitized value of assets
and employer fringe benefits
and value of social services in kind
and private income in kind

Top 1 %
2-5 %
6-10%
11-20%
21-30%
31-40%
41-50 %
51-60%
61-70%
71-80%
81-90%
91-95 %
96-100%

6,053
2,714
2,103
1,706
1,421
1,216
1,058
909
760
578
387
287
184

Top 1%
2-5%
6-10%
11-20%
21-30%
31-40%
41-50%
51-60%
61-70%
71-80%
81-90%
91-95%
96-100%
Total
Gini
coefficient

5.4
10.1
9.4
15.5
12.9
11.0
9.6
8.4
6.8
5.3
3.5
1.3
0.8
100
0.34

11,246
3,937
2,710
2,085
1,683
1,436
1,221
1,064
898
730
511
356
253

11,517
12,062
4,217
4,837
2,888
3,434
2,184
2,643
1,752
2,137
1,497
1,778
1,262
1,521
1,091
1,290
925
1,071
746
851
519
611
359
405
254
282
Percentage shares
8.5
8.3
7.4
11.1
11.4
11.3
9.7
9.8
9.9
14.9
15.1
15.3
12.0
12.0
12.6
10.1
10.1
10.1
8.8
8.6
8.8
7.5
7.5
7.5
6.4
6.3
6.1
5.1
5.1
5.0
3.7
3.6
3.6
1.2
1.2
1.2
0.9
0.9
0.8
100
100
100
0.37

0.37

0.37

12,331
5,012
3,550
2,756
2,233
1,904
1,626
1,393
1,180
951
691
480
323
6.7
11.1
9.7
15.1
12.3
10.5
9.0
7.6
6.5
5.1
3.8
1.3
0.9
100
0.36

NOTE: Households giving information on income but not assets have been excluded. An
imputed rental income for owner-occupied homes has been included (see page 347).
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Other components could be added to our definition of resources. For example, we
included occupational pension rights but not state pension rights, on grounds that for
many of those expecting substantial occupational pensions, the pension rights were
treated as a form of deferred pay (often to escape tax), could sometimes be
converted into a lump sum upon change of job (or during receipt of pension),
frequently incorporated a lump sum upon retirement, could sometimes be used to
obtain credit, and were not available to a very substantial section of the population.
In these respects, they differ from state pension rights, and it is surprising that these
differences attracted no commentary from the Royal Commission. The commission
believed that both sets of accrued rights needed to be estimated and the effects of
their inclusion in the distribution of wealth assessed, even though they ‘differ in
1
certain important respects from the more conventional forms of wealth’. They took
the implicit view that state pension rights should be treated in the same way as
occupational pension rights. There are two objections. The Royal Commission use a
‘going concern’ rather than ‘realization’ base, and their method of valuing those
rights is also not very realistic. They suggest, for example, that the total value of the
accrued rights of the flat-rate retirement pension to a woman of 55-9 was £8,577 in
2
1975. This would be news indeed to middle-aged working-class women. Unlike
women with £8,577 of jewellery or savings or stocks and shares, they have no
means of capitalizing on this ‘asset’.
Combining Income and Wealth
Although there is an expected correlation between incomes and assets, households
with the highest incomes were by no means always the households with the largest
wealth. Table 9.3 shows that only just over a third of persons in households in the
top 5 per cent of incomes were also in the top 5 per cent of assets; moreover, that
two fifths in the top 5 per cent of assets were not even in the top 20 per cent of
incomes. Nearly a quarter of persons in households in the top 5 per cent of incomes
did not fall into the top 20 per cent of assets.
The households in the top 5 per cent of assets had at least £13,102, in the top 15
per cent £6,450, and in the top 25 per cent £4,200. The households in the top 5 per
cent of incomes had at least £2,598 in the last year, in the top 15 per cent £1,795,
and in the top 25 per cent £1,502.
When we come to consider the size and characteristics of households, we find that
each of these distributions can be misleading. Thus, among top incomes there may
be households containing, say, three or more persons with modest earnings who,
because their net earnings are aggregated, are then categorized as rich. Among
bottom incomes may be retired couples with modest state and occupational pensions
1

Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Initial Report on the Standing
Reference, p. 88.
2
ibid., p. 92.
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who own homes of substantial size and high value of stocks and shares and other
assets. Their low incomes would not be at all indicative of their lifetime or current
standard of living (though their incomes, together with the income equivalent to
their holdings of assets, would be so indicative). Again, among bottom assets may
be young couples from rich families just setting up home who have lived their
childhood in affluent households and have expectations of wealth being passed on to
them as well as positions in family firms and business, or in the professions, which
normally carry high expectations of wealth accumulation.
Table 9.3. Percentages of persons in households in ranked categories of net disposable income in previous year and net assets.

Assets
Top 5 %
6-10%
11-20%
Bottom 80 %
All ranks

Households ranked by net disposable income
Top 5%
6-10%
11-20%
Bottom
80%
20
0.6
0.6
1.9
0.9
0.8
1.2
1.9
1.2
1.6
1.4
7.0
1.4
4.0
9.2
64.3
5.5
7.0
12.4
75.1

All ranks
5.1
4.8
11.2
78.9
100.0

The survey provided illustrations of these divergencies. There were, in fact, two
individuals in the lowest 5 per cent of net disposable incomes who were included in
the top 5 per cent of assets. One per cent of the entire sample could be found among
the bottom 5 per cent of net disposable incomes and among the top 60 per cent of
assets. There were, however, few examples of a reverse kind. There were three, but
only three, households among the top 5 per cent of net disposable incomes who were
also among the bottom 40 per cent of assets. Seventy-four per cent of those among
the top 5 per cent of incomes were among the top 30 per cent of assets (and 36 per
cent among the top 10 per cent).
Taken separately, then, neither of the conventional measures is satisfactory for
purposes of showing inequality in standards of living. At least two refinements are
necessary. One is to take account of household size and composition. We contemplated a choice between two options. We had developed a measure of the
different resources of the household expressed as percentages of the mean for its
type. We had also developed measures expressed as a percentage of the state’s
poverty standard. The disadvantage of the latter was that the incomes of different
types of household which were to be treated as equivalent depended on conventions
established by the government, and not by independent criteria. This disadvantage
also applied to the level of the state’s poverty standard for every type of household.
The disadvantage of the former was that diverse sub-types of household tended to be
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lumped together. This applied in part also to variations of age: for example, in the
case of couples with one child the child might be an infant of a few weeks or a girl
of 14. Another disadvantage was that inequalities between household types were
ignored and the means were assumed to represent the same standard of living. Either
approach would represent an improvement on conventional methods, and after
experimenting with each we decided to adopt the latter.
The other necessary refinement is to combine income and wealth in one measure.
The method adopted is discussed in Chapter 5 (pages 210-15). Alternatives might, of
course, be proposed and developed, but it is evident that any method requires careful
handling, so that the different uses made of different types of income and wealth,
together with attitudes taken publicly towards these types, are called to attention
when the results are described and analysed.
A Definition of the Rich
Accordingly, to non-asset income of households in the previous year was added the
annuity value of their assets. Some types of asset do not augment living standards in
the same way or to the same extent as others, and in choosing a rate of interest of 7
per cent and applying it to all types of asset, we were aware that we might be
criticized both for underrepresenting and overrepresenting the value of assets to
living standards. The rate of 7 per cent was a conservative choice. The rich tend to
obtain relatively high and the poor relatively poor rates of return on their loans or
investments. Some forms of capital appreciate rapidly. A complex formula would be
difficult to justify, and a single rate simpler to comprehend. The rate is marginally
above the rate of interest paid in 1968 by building societies, but below other rates,
including returns on stocks and shares, and in relation to the capital gains element in
inflation represents in practice a low rate. Thus a wholly-owned house valued at
£3,000 in 1968-9 would be treated as equivalent to paying a rent of £210 a year, or
£4 a week. For young or middle-aged owner-occupiers, the corresponding annuity
value remained small, though for elderly people with only a short expectation of life,
it could be much larger. We therefore calculated annuity values of all assets on two
bases, one including the annuity value of owner-occupied housing and the other
including only the imputed interest on the capital value of such housing. Except
when noted, the former measure has been adopted in this book. In comparing
households at different points in the dispersion of resources, however, we have
preferred the latter measure. While understating the value of owner-occupied homes,
some may feel it does not misplace some elderly households in the rankings.
The resulting annual ‘income’ was then expressed as a percentage of the state’s
poverty standard - the basic supplementary benefit rates plus housing cost. The
percentage shares of total relative income net worth, or ‘asset-linked income’ as it
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Table 9.4. Asset-linked income (or income net worth) expressed as a percentage of
the state’s poverty standard, and percentage share of quantile groups of households.
Quantile group

Mean% of each group

Top 1 %
2-5 %
6-10%
11-20%
21-30 %
31-40 %
41-50%
51-60 %
61-70 %
71-80 %
81-90%
91-95 %

1,664
696
440
334
280
245
217
191
168
146
125
109

96-100%
Total

84
248

Percentage share of the
aggregate supplementary benefit
equivalent of asset-linked
income of all households in the
sample
7.5
11.1
27.5
8.9
13.4
11.3
9.9
8.8
7.6
6.7
5.8
5.1
2.2
3.8
1.6
100

NOTE: The imputed interest (assumed to be a rate of 7 per cent p.a.) on the capital value of
owner-occupied housing and not the annuitized value of this asset has been included.
1

might be called, of different quantile groups are shown in Table 9.4. All of the top 1
per cent had asset-linked income of more than 1,000 per cent of the poverty
standard: their mean was 1,664 per cent. The mean of the bottom 5 per cent was 84
per cent, compared with the overall mean of 248 per cent. The income net worth of
each quantile group, so standardized for household composition, can also be
expressed as a percentage of the aggregate. This aggregate is the value not just in
pounds of income and annuitized income combined, but that value expressed for
each income unit as a percentage of the state’s poverty or subsistence standard for
such a unit. The top 10 per cent, in fact, had 27.5 per cent, and the bottom 10 per
cent only 3.8 per cent of the aggregate. This gives a ratio of nearly seven to one. The
ratio between the top 5 per cent and bottom 5 per cent was twelve to one. The
1

Table A.22 in Appendix Eight, page 1010, sets out the absolute mean values of income,
assets and income net worth held by different quantile groups, when the groups are ranked
according to each of these criteria, but also when they are ranked according to the ‘poverty
criterion’ of net income worth expressed as a percentage of supplementary benefit.

THE RICH 349
ranking which we adopted had the advantage of corresponding closely with rankings
according to each of net disposable household income and net assets, after allowing
for household size and composition and was also reasonably all-inclusive of
resources. A comparative summary will be found in Table A.22 (Appendix Eight,
page 1010).
When households are more carefully ranked according to these criteria,
households who are not popularly counted as ‘rich’ are included among the rich. The
number of members of a household, and especially of dependants, can be crucial in
affecting the ranking. Thus, a pensioner living alone with assets regarded by many
as of only moderate dimensions might easily be found in the top 5 per cent. Again,
the same might be true of a household of three people (say a couple in their early
forties and an unmarried son in his early twenties) with very little wealth but each of
them being in full-time employment, earning a good wage or salary. The combined
income, the relatively low housing costs per person and the absence of dependants,
can combine to place them in the top 5 per cent. The fact that this relative affluence
may not represent previous or future years must also be remembered. The value of
household assets is a more stable indicator of riches over the life-cycle as a whole
than either current annual income or even income net worth adjusted for household
composition.
Who were the richest 1 per cent? I have listed the top sixteen households. They
comprised fifty-four people, fifteen being under 15, eleven being 15-39, fifteen
being 40 to 59, and thirteen being 60 years of age or older. All were born in the
United Kingdom. Only nine of the fifty-four had any trace of disablement. All but
one of the households owned the homes in which they lived, and all had gardens,
more than two thirds of them large gardens. The great majority entertained friends
and/or relatives frequently in their homes, and also were guests of others. Most were
living in the South-East, Midlands, Scotland and East Anglia. None lived in the
North, the North-West or Northern Ireland. Nearly all adults had been educated to
above the minimum school-leaving age. Most employed adults were of a
professional status, and they included a bank manager, a chartered accountant, a
doctor and teachers. A third of the gainfully occupied were self-employed. None of
the householders was of manual status, but three young adults in the household had
jobs of manual status. None counted themselves as belonging to the upper class. Ten
adults said they belonged to the upper middle class, and most others said middle or
lower middle class. But as many as six adults said they belonged to the upper
working class and one to the working class. More than half the households owned
property and businesses and nearly half had stocks and shares. A few had bank
overdrafts and several were using cars owned by their firms. Inheritance seemed to
have played a considerable part in explaining the assets held, and it was of some
note that all except one couple saw relatives frequently and often stayed with them
and vice versa.
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The richest households in the sample (all except No. 12 owner-occupiers)
1. Woman of 77, retired teacher, income net worth £13,032 (assets include shares
of £67,315 and twenty properties, producing a rental income of a little under
£1,000 per annum).
2. Couple aged 62 and 60, professional class, retired bank manager, income net
worth £18,042. Total assets of just under £100,000.
3. Couple each aged 53 with 19-year-old son and 14-year-old daughter, lower
supervisory class, income net worth £20,607. (Assets £204,920.)
4. Man of 67 with wife of 36 and son and daughter aged 17 and 15, a farmer, income net worth £15,042. (Assets £109,269.)
5. Couple aged 57 and 55, professional class, income net worth £10,737 (stocks
and shares of £20,000 included in assets of £70,000).
6. Elderly couple aged 83 and 66 living with resident maid. Stocks and shares
amount to £60,000, and the house, other houses and savings are valued at
£30,000 at least. In addition to unearned income of over £3,000, he has an army
pension. (Total assets at least £90,000, but probably substantially more than
£100,000.)
7. Couple in their early forties with five children ranging in age from 17 to 8. They
live in a big farmhouse in 200 acres of land, and he is a company director
owning a string of shops. Assets are considerably in excess of £100,000, and include valuable paintings and antiques.
8. Couple in their mid seventies with house and fourteen acres of land with an
unearned income of £3,000 from ownership of butcher’s business, estimated to
be worth more than £20,000. Savings and other property amount to another
£20,000.
9. Couple each aged 48 with six children aged from 22 to a few months, a farmer
and also company director, three in family earning, income net worth £19,606.
(Assets amount altogether to £212,514.)
10. Couple in early forties with child of 7, managing director of a building firm,
which the husband owns and which is valued at £40,000, producing an income
for him of £8,000. He also receives rents from other properties which are owned.
(Total assets of at least £70,000.)
11. Woman of 77, professional class, income net worth £4,504. (Stocks and shares
£4,500 in assets of £26,000.)
12. Couple aged 37 and 34, with four children aged from 7 to 2, professional class,
fishing-boat owner and captain, income net worth of £10,735, privately
unfurnished tenants.
13. Couple aged 80 and 68, he a former chartered accountant, owning and renting
flats and houses, many valuable antiques and books, income net worth of £9,800.
14. Couple aged 53 and 51 with daughters aged 19 and 13. Managing director of
clothing firm owning large house and large amount of land. (Total assets of at
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least £120,000.)
15. Couple aged 65 and 45 with sons of 28 and 10, dairy farmers, owning several
cottages, income net worth of £11,000. (Assets at least £65,000.)
16. Couple aged 61 and 58, a farmer with a net income of £2,000 from a farm worth
£26,000 which he owns (but which his son now manages). With property owned
by his wife and savings, stocks and shares, their joint assets amount to at least
£60,000.
The following illustrations are drawn from the wealthiest sixty households
(representing rather more than the highest-ranking 3 per cent) and are arranged in
order of age. At late 1970s prices, all values would be trebled.
1. After their marriage a few months previously, Mr and Mrs Pollenghast, aged 29
and 21, had moved into a five-bedroomed house in Surrey, which he estimates to be
worth £13,500. He is a company director of a horticultural and agricultural
machinery firm, and presently his wife is working for a private library. The firm
belongs to his father and his shares are estimated to be worth £55,000. They said
they had received gifts at their wedding worth over £2,000, and that in the house
they had other saleable items such as guns, cutlery and jewellery worth £1,750. He
has other land worth £2,500, and has £500 in a bank deposit account. He has four
policies on his life, which are estimated to value £25,000. Both have cars, she a Mini
and he a Ford Zephyr Estate. He draws a salary of nearly £4,000 per annum, and
received £200 from a trust fund. Her salary is nearly £600. His overdraft (after the
recent wedding and move into the house) is £3,000, and he also has a private debt of
£500. They have daily contacts with his family and entertain and visit these and
other relatives. Mr Pollenghast describes poverty as ‘idleness, and also people living
in bad conditions and unable to make ends meet’. He felt that poverty was due
mainly to ‘a lack of initiative in people’, and said that the answer was to ‘make
people work harder, and raise the whole social level of the country in general’.
Ranked 52
2. Mr MacFraser, 32, has lived in a luxury flat in Scotland since leaving his parents’
home two years previously. The flat, worth an estimated £5,500, faces south across
extensive private gardens, a stone’s-throw from his parents’ house and a flat
occupied by a brother. He is a chartered accountant, with a law degree, and has a
salary of £3,500. He owns £10,000 in stocks and shares, £1,500 in savings and his
life is assured for over £6,000. Recently he borrowed £710 from his bank to pay for
a new car. He had an inheritance of £350 in the last year, and the possessions in his
flat include antiques worth several hundred pounds. His parents paid £500 for some
of his furniture and a dishwasher. He says he is upper middle class. His father is a
hospital consultant. He belongs to an exclusive golf club, which provides his chief
pastime at weekends. He took a four weeks’ cruise in the Mediterranean last year,
and also had a holiday in Ireland. He goes to a gaming club occasionally, and has
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won several large sums in the previous year.
Ranked 59
3. Mr and Mrs Margood, both aged 35, live with two daughters and two sons aged
from 3 to 11 near a small town in Kent. The house has eight bedrooms, is in several
acres of ground, and is estimated to be worth nearly £30,000. His father had been a
highly skilled manual worker and he met his wife at university. Both took degrees in
economics. Her father was a barrister. She taught for a time in a private school. He
is now an economist in an insurance company, earning £3,500 per annum. This
attracts holiday entitlement of six weeks a year in addition to bank holidays and a
pension at 60 of two thirds final earnings. Through the company he pays a lower rate
of interest on his house (3.5 per cent). He and his wife have £6,000 in a bank deposit
account. He has shares worth £15,000, and she £100,000 in a family trust. They
have an income from these sources before tax of over £10,000. Both have cars worth
£2,000, and pictures and silver worth an estimated £3,000. He has overdraft facilities
running to £500. He paid over £2,000 direct to the tax authorities in the previous
year (showing the interviewer copies of the forms). Each of his children has £500
per annum from a family trust, and savings of over £100 in addition. Each attends a
private nursery or preparatory school, two of them boarding schools; to which
£1,000 in fees are paid. They are in close touch with the husband’s mother and
father, who live locally and are seen every day, or nearly every day. He makes his
father an allowance of £350 per annum. Relatives and friends frequently stay at the
house and they both entertain and visit others frequently. They recognized they were
well off, and said they were better off than ever. Mr Margood gives his wife £10 a
week towards her housekeeping, and she estimated she drew another £23 a week to
cover food, electricity, oil and cleaning.
Ranked 58
4. Mr and Mrs Dibshoss, aged 45 and 42, live with their children aged 17, 15, 12, 10
and 8 in a big farmhouse set among 200 acres in Lincolnshire. The house has been
renovated and has rooms varying from ultra-modern with abstract designs and steel
sculptures to sixteenth- and seventeenth-century antiques and pictures. Mr Dibshoss
is a company director. He owns a string of grocers’ shops and betting shops, and
though he lives on his farm and manages it, he regarded himself principally as a
bookie. He admitted to clearing £10,000 net per annum (which is probably an
underestimate), and said he paid £5,000 tax in addition. He estimated the farm and
farmhouse as worth £50,000, and jewellery and silver at £3,000. While he refused to
give individual estimates of the value of his other property (shops, savings, stocks
and shares), he said they would amount to, say, £75,000. The minimum value of
assets is therefore in the region of £130,000. He owns a racehorse and four ponies,
has a Land Rover and a Rover. All the children are at private schools. He said that it
was ‘impossible to live in poverty today. You are given enough for food and rent.
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What makes people poor is buying fags and booze. It’s their own doing. There’s no
such thing as poverty.’
Ranked 7
5. A chartered surveyor and senior partner of a firm of architects aged 50 lives with
his wife aged 46 and children aged 14, 12, 8, 6 and 5 in a substantial house, valued
at £6,500, in two acres of land outside Birmingham. His company has a staff of
sixty, and handles substantial property contracts. He has a net income of £6,000,
quite apart from a stake in the firm thought to be worth at least £50,000. He and
members of his family also have stocks and shares and savings worth a further
£30,000, and receive rent from a number of houses he inherited from his father and
which he is selling as the opportunity arises. He is a member of a top-hat pension
scheme and, independent of its provisions, pays nearly £1,000 into a life assurance
scheme, which assures a lump sum of £20,000 plus profits. His wife’s jewellery is
insured for £2,000, and in addition to a company car his wife has a small car. She is
a qualified doctor, but because the children are young works just one session a week
at a near-by clinic, earning about £500 a year which she keeps for clothes and other
personal expenses. The eldest child is at a private boarding school (for which fees of
£500 per annum are paid), and the younger children will follow in their turn. Until
very recently they had had a succession of au pair girls, and the wife still has paid
domestic help most weekdays. In the previous summer they had rented a house in
France for five weeks, taking the au pair with the family. Both husband and wife
had spent short additional holidays overseas during the year. His father had been a
shopkeeper and hers a school headmaster. They regard themselves as lower middle
class despite a very high standard of living. When asked, ‘If there is poverty what do
you think can be done about it?’ the husband answered, ‘If I knew that I’d try
politics, but I say this sincerely, not because I pay a lot of tax myself. I don’t think
taxing people to the limit is any use. There must be some incentives for working
hard. People basically are concerned with their own lives and families, and by
improving their lot, they improve everybody’s, but I know from young men who
work for me that they are more and more resentful of endless fiddles by the
government to get a bit more money out of all of us. The attitude now is, “I’ve paid
for it, I’ll have all I can get,” and they do get all they can. No idea of doing anything
for the country. The country is grabbing all it can. I don’t know how it will end, but
if I were younger and my business were not so involved, I’d be off to Australia or
New Zealand. There is no incentive here. If you do well, make some money for your
family, you are persecuted for it. It’s no use thinking people are any more or any less
what they’ve always been. They are not a collection of saints. I know “no man is an
island”, but basically it’s your own children you work for.’
Ranked 33
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6. Mr and Mrs Chakebone are in their early fifties and have two teenage children.
He is a director of a garment-manufacturing firm, said to have made a loss in the
previous year, and he has a net salary of over £2,000 per annum. His share of the
business is estimated to be worth £100,000, and he and his family have other assets,
mainly savings and stocks and shares worth nearly another £20,000. The house is
insured for £10,000, but is estimated to be worth £14,000. It is fully owned and is
set in two acres of ground in Warwickshire. Mr Chakebone has been ill with a heart
complaint for the last thirty weeks and has received sickness benefit through private
insurance of another £48 per month in addition. He pointed out that because of his
job he had access to a wide range of goods at wholesale and less than wholesale
prices, and estimated that this was worth £1,000 a year to him. He and his wife
regarded themselves as upper middle class. His father had been a managing director
of a food firm and her father had run a drapery business. They were in daily contact
with the surviving parents and a married daughter, all of whom lived near by. One
child was still at private school. The other had recently left and had spent several
months on holiday overseas. Mrs Chakebone described poverty as ‘having no home
of your own and not enough food or clothing’. She added that the poor should be
educated ‘to work and make the most of their ability’.
Ranked 14
7, Mr and Mrs Raynor-Blue, aged 56 and 55, live in a magnificent four-bedroomed
house in Shropshire. He is company director of a carpet manufacturing firm and
draws a salary of £5,000. With a short break during the war, he had worked for the
firm throughout his life and has been director for sixteen years. His father had been a
master butcher. His wife had owned a profitable drapery business, which she had
inherited from her father. This had been sold fifteen years earlier. They owned
£20,000 in stocks and shares, £15,000 in savings in various banks, building societies
and defence bonds and antiques, pictures and jewellery worth at least £15,000. The
house was estimated to be worth £19,000. His life is assured for £15,000. His
overdraft facility is for £1,000. He has a Rover 2000 TC paid for by the firm, and
she a new Renault. The house is at the end of a long drive with huge lawns, tended
by a full-time gardener. The entrance hall has a minstrel gallery and is spaciously
laid out, with valuable antique furniture, paintings and silverware. They have an
only son, recently married and now on his honeymoon. An elderly aunt is staying for
a month and they entertain and visit relatives occasionally. Mrs Raynor-Blue is out
nearly every evening and plays a big role in local voluntary agencies - the choir, the
Women’s Institute, Keep Fit, village suppers and church functions. Mr Raynor-Blue
believed that class was determined by one’s family of birth, and both he and his wife
said they were middle class. Mr Raynor-Blue does not believe in keeping money in
the bank. ‘The bigger the overdraft you can get, the better. It is better to play about
with money today.’ They believed poverty existed, but ‘if they are not disabled or
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ill, then it is their own fault ... There are not enough questions asked before paying
out social security benefits.’
Ranked 5
8. Mr and Mrs Avis-Brown, 62 and 60, live in a detached house with a large garden
in Surrey estimated to be worth £14,000, to which they moved on Mr Avis-Brown’s
retirement as a bank manager two years previously. His final salary was over
£14,000, since he was also a director of the bank. He receives a pension of £8,000
per annum. They estimate that their stocks and shares are worth approximately
£75,000. They said they had received £2,800 in dividends and interest last year. In
the house they have articles such as silver, jewellery and pictures worth at least
£2,000. He estimated the value of his car at £1,200. His father was a commercial
traveller for a textile manufacturer, and both considered themselves to be upper
middle class. They went out to dinner two or three times a week, but did not have
frequent contacts with relatives, though they stayed from time to time during the
year. He pays an allowance of £500 per annum to a sister. When asked whether
there was real poverty these days, he said not. ‘There isn’t any because there’s the
national assistance. It’s all relative. What would be poverty to me would be a lot
different to the poverty of other people. If you are really down and your living
standards come from the national assistance - they give the amount necessary to live,
don’t they? ... If there is any poverty, it’s up to the NA - if it’s genuine - to see that
they get help. It’s a personal matter. There’s plenty of work to be got if they want it.’
Ranked 2
9. Mr Prenger, aged 67 and his wife, 36, live with their children, aged 17 and 15, in
a large farmhouse with six bedrooms. The farm and farmhouse, with an acreage of
several hundred acres, is estimated to be worth £220,000 (confirmed by accountant).
The farm was inherited by Mrs Prenger and she felt herself to be middle class
though her husband, who said his father was working class, said he was lower
middle class. As a farmer, he claimed that the last financial year for which he could
give information was a very poor year because an investment allowance was brought
to an end and bad weather caused poor crops. Including an allowance for
depreciation, farm expenses which were allowed amounted to over £2,750 and his
net income in that year was said to be only £350. He employs one farm hand round
the year. His wife keeps a kennels and divides her time between the farm and the job
of boarding dogs and cats, which earns her, she estimated, an average of £250 per
annum net of expenses. Mr Prenger owns two cottages worth about £6,000 on the
farm land, one of which is at present empty and the other rented for approximately
£100 per annum. He has a small number of shares and about £1,000 of savings in a
building society. They entertain a great deal and said their children have ‘two or
three friends to stay every weekend’. Both children keep horses and often go riding.
Ranked 4
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10. Miss Wythenhurst, aged 77, lives in a three-bedroomed bungalow in Stirlingshire. Although others in the sample had greater wealth in absolute money value,
and had larger incomes, they had dependants, whereas she had not. Her combined
income and wealth was estimated to be equivalent to a figure more than forty times
the supplementary benefit standard for someone living alone. She has just dispensed
with the services of one housekeeper, but is about to employ another. She estimates
the value of the bungalow at £6,500. Her stocks and shares of more than £65,000
yield an income of just under £3,000 per annum, and she owns about twenty houses,
worth £13,650, producing a rental income after tax of £800 per annum. Other
property amounts in value to £2,500, and she has jewellery and silver worth about
£500. (The informant allowed the interviewer to take down extracts from her
solicitor’s account.) For many years she had been a teacher in a training college,
having obtained an MA, but had given that up in the 1930s to nurse her mother,
from whom she had inherited most of her property. Her father had owned a big store
in Edinburgh. She had loaned £1,000 to a nephew to start a farm, but is paid no
interest and does not give the impression of expecting to see it again. Miss
Wythenhurst remains a keen churchgoer, and frequently visits the cinema and
theatre. She also stays frequently with relatives and friends. She believes she is of
the lower middle class. She gave an informed reply to a question about the kind of
people in poverty, referring to large families, the unemployed, the families of men in
prison and old people whose savings had been used up. ‘I fear that the poor will
always be with us, but education could still help mismanagement. Teach the young
adults to look after their money and use it to the best of their abilities. That will
help.’
Ranked 1
11. Colonel and Mrs Baglie are aged 83 and 66 respectively, and they live in a fourbedroomed detached house in spacious grounds near Bournemouth. His father had
been the managing director of a shipping firm, and her family were ‘Scottish landed
gentry’. They considered they belonged to the upper middle class. They estimated
that, between them, their stocks and shares were worth £60,000, and that savings
(mainly invested with building societies), house and other property amounted to at
least another £30,000. They still own land and houses in Scotland, from which rents
are drawn. Unearned income is estimated at £3,500, in addition to the army pension.
They have no children and, unusually for wealthy people, little or no contact with
other relatives, seeing most of the resident maid, a non-resident gardener and a
former servant, who stays with them frequently in the year. He said that, ‘No healthy
person need be poor. Poverty means thinking of every penny you spend, even on
food and heat ... I think the Welfare State has done an awful lot of harm by leading
the population to expect the government to do everything for them. It has
undermined the feeling of responsibility that a man owes to his family. But we
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cannot go back to pre-Welfare State days. The country needs a good leader. [The
government] should not exaggerate class consciousness.’
Ranked 6
The Rich and the Poor
One method of highlighting the characteristics of the rich is to compare them with
the poor. A range of criteria were applied and are illustrated in Table 9.5. We chose
to compare the top 5 per cent of households with the bottom 5 per cent. Note that
our method was to rank households after combining non-asset income in the
previous year with annuitized income, and after expressing the result as a percentage
of the household’s supplementary benefit standard. Both groups of households were
smaller, on average, than other households, and each contained rather fewer than 5
per cent of the sample population. Most of the differences were of a kind that would
be expected. Nearly nine tenths of the poor were of manual occupational status, and
three quarters said they were working class. Nine tenths of the rich were of nonmanual occupational status, and four fifths said they were middle class. Only a few
of the poor owned their homes, and only a few of the rich did not. By a number of
measures, far more of the poor than of the rich experienced deprivation; indeed, on
the basis of selected social customs and activities, possession of household facilities
and certain common consumer durables, a very high proportion, ranging from nearly
half to two thirds, were deprived. Only a quarter of the poorest 5 per cent were
principally dependent for an income upon earnings, compared with over two thirds.
Over a third of the poor depended on supplementary benefits, and another fifth were
eligible to receive supplementary benefit. A higher proportion of the poor than of the
rich were aged 65 and over, and more households contained children. As the table
1
shows, the middle-aged were disproportionately represented among the rich. As
would be expected among a group with a larger proportion of old people, a higher
proportion also had some trace of disablement, but even when standardized for age,
the proportion of disabled in poor households is still higher. The table also brings
out the big difference in resources between the two. As the first three lines of the
table show, if the mean assets, income and income net worth of these two groups of
households are compared, the rich have 909 times, seven times and twelve times as
much, respectively, as the poor.

1

The age-distribution of different groups among the richest 10 per cent is shown in Table
A.23, Appendix Eight, page 1011.
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Table 9.5. Richest and poorest households compared.
Characteristic
Household resources
1. Mean value of assets,
2. Mean net disposable income
3. Mean income net worth
4. Principally dependent for income on earnings
5. Overdraft facilities
Household characteristics
6. Owner-occupiers
7. Council tenants
8. Sometimes or often short of fuel
9. No garden or too small to sit in
10. Large garden
11. Not got sole use of four household facilities
12. Fewer than 6 of 10 selected consumer durables
13. Head of manual status
14. Either chief wage-earner or housewife or
both say they are working class
15. Either chief wage-earner or housewife or
both say they are middle class
16. Have dependent children
17. Have one-parent families

Richest
5 %a

Poorest
5 %a

£28,185
£31
£2,934
£420
£4,976
£423
69 %
27 %
17 %
0%
Percentage of households
87
7
0
45
0
22
12
37
56
5
5
39
7
64
12
88
19

72

81
20
3

28
26
14

Both groups consisted of a wide variety of types of household. Rather more of
the poor than of the rich lived in single-person households, households with several
children and one-parent households, and fewer lived in households consisting of
three or four adults. (Table A.24, Appendix Eight, page 1011.)
The Configuration of Wealth and Class
The presentation of both distributions and case-studies show how embedded among
the rich are households of professional class. Company directors and farmers are, of
course, represented among those with greatest wealth (and sometimes the latter are
misclassified as of lower non-manual status when they own high values of land and
farm buildings and machinery). Those owning vast tracts of industry and other
property are the richest people in the population, but among the top 5 per cent they
are relatively few in number. The striking fact is the large representation of
chartered accountants, doctors, teachers, senior administrative civil servants and
others with professional qualifications. Some are themselves landowners or farmers,
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Table 9.5- contd
Individual characteristics
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Under 15
40-59
65 or more
Not born in United Kingdom
Non-white
Scoring 1 or more on disability index
Adults of 25 or over with more than 10 years
education
Unemployed one or more weeks in year
(among those available for employment)
Employed or self-employed
Receiving supplementary benefit
Eligible for supplementary benefit but not
receiving
Feels poor sometimes or always (among chief
wage-earners and housewives only)
Little or no support routinely or in
emergencies from family
Severe social deprivation (scores of 6 or
more on social deprivation index)
Member of one or more types of social
minority
Not had holiday away

Percentage of individuals
in such households
20
38
34
10
16
25
7
5
3
6
22
37
56

5

2
52
0

16
20
35

1b

22

4

59

34

24

10

58

39
29

70
79

NOTES: aHouseholds ranked on criteria of non-asset income last year, plus annuitized value of
assets expressed as a percentage of the government poverty standard.
b
Two pensioners in otherwise prosperous households.

or have transferred ownership of a farm to a company in which they hold a
controlling interest and from which they receive a salary. A large number who have
been upwardly mobile appear to have obtained their education and their high income
and status partly upon the base of parental holdings of property and middle-class
living standards. Where they have manual backgrounds, there is usually a nonmanual wife or other relative in the offing.
More people of non-manual than of manual status are numbered among those with
top-ranking incomes, but even more among those with top-ranking assets. Nonmanual groups are more distinguishable from manual groups in the wealth that they
own than in the incomes they receive, and their superior living standards derive in
large measure from that fact. Table 9.6 shows the higher percentages of non-manual
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Table 9.6. Percentages of persons of different class in top 20 per cent of households,
ranked respectively according to income, assets and income net worth as a
percentage of the state’s poverty standard.

Class of head or
chief wage-earner

Professional or
managerial
Other non-manual
Manual
All classes

Percentage in top 20 % of households
(1)
(2)
(3)
Net disposNet value of Income net
able househousehold
worth as
hold income
assets
of state’s
last year
poverty
standard
64
27
18
25

67
32
7
21

53
24
9
18

Number

410-16
1,259-77
2,327-569
4,002-256

than manual groups finding their way into the affluent ranks of society - as
determined by different criteria of riches.
As indirect illustration of the close relationship between high occupational class
and riches, Table 9.7 shows the striking difference in mean value of assets between
income units of professional class, and other income units. Trends suggested by the
presentation of means can sometimes be unrepresentative. The table therefore also
shows the proportion of people in households with non-asset income last year plus
annuitized assets of 300 per cent or more of the state poverty standard. This
therefore takes account of variations in composition of households and presence of
two or more income units in some households. Again, the advantages of people of
professional class, and to a lesser extent of managerial class, is striking.
The advantage of professional groups over other groups was pronounced in the
case of earned incomes, but was more pronounced when other resources were taken
into the reckoning. Households of professional status had a mean non-asset income
of 252 per cent of that of households of unskilled manual status, but the percentage
rose to 369 when the annuitized value of assets was added and to 382 when the
value of employer welfare benefits in kind was further added (Table 9.8). The value
of private and public social services in kind reduced only slightly this differential.
Readers should note that household composition is not standardized in making these
comparisons. If such composition was standardized, the differential would tend to be
wider. There was, as noted above, both a slight underrepresentation of high-income
households among those giving further information on assets and employer fringe
benefits, and some understatement of
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Table 9.7. Mean value of total net assets of income units of different occupational
class.
Occupational
class of income
unit

Professional
Managerial
Higher supervisory
Lower supervisory
Routine nonmanual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled
manual
Unskilled manual

Mean assets
£

People in units
No.

%

Income net
worth 300% or
more of state’s
poverty
standard
67
43
36
30

16,516
6,326
6,786
6,588

244
187
442
556

5
4
10
12

1,159
1,420

367
1,516

8
33

20
12

877
442

778
449

17
10

11
8

the value of assets on the part of the wealthiest households. I have therefore included
‘adjusted’ estimates .n the table. These are, of course, approximate only, but suggest
that the ratio of advantage was really around four to one rather than around three and
a half to one.
People of manual class who had reached the top ranks of income or of wealth
more often came from non-manual origins than those who remained in the bottom
ranks. Among heads of households or chief wage-earners of manual class who were
in the top 10 per cent of households (ranked as in Table 9.5 above), nearly half had
non-manual fathers; but in the bottom 10 per cent, only one in six did so. The
possession of a father in a non-manual job not only gives any children chances of
better schooling, a better-paid job and a home at the stage of building a family
themselves in their twenties or thirties. They have chances of inheriting wealth much
later in life too. This point has been made by Harbury, who has shown that
inheritance, or at least the capacity of families to maintain and augment their wealth,
remains of great importance, though the distinction between the accumulation and
1
the inheritance of wealth is not easy to draw.
How resources come to be related differentially to both the occupational class of
the individual and the rather more complex social class of the income unit or the
1

‘There was no very marked change in the creation of the personal fortunes of the top wealthleavers of the generations of the mid-twenties and the mid-fifties of this century’ - Harbury, C.
D., ‘Inheritance and the Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain’, Economic Journal,
December 1962, pp. 866-7.
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Table 9.8. The cumulative effect on the mean value in the last year of the resources
of households in different occupational classes.
Social class
of head of
households

Professional
Managerial
Higher
supervisory
Lower
supervisory
Routine nonmanual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled
manual
Unskilled
manual
Professional
Professional
(adjusted
estimate)
Unskilled
Professional
Unskilled

Non-asset income

Minimum
number

2,157
1,585

and annuitized value of assets
and employer fringe
benefits
and value social
services in kind
and
private
income
in kind
3,329
3,498
3,824
3,894
2,072
2,197
2,483
2,544

1,464

2,022

2,152

2,463

2,525

145

1,133

1,607

1,702

1,933

2,016

186

1,008
1,092

1,216
1,220

1,287
1,249

1,477
1,440

1,533
1,509

103
497

1,025

1,089

1,106

1,276

1,349

244

903
916
1,067
Professional as a % of unskilled
252
369
382
358

1,110

154

351

79

[390]
100

79
154

181
130

79
154

855

[252]
[415]
[425]
[400]
100
100
100
100
Resources as a % of non-asset income
100
154
162
177
100
106
107
125

79
61

NOTE: Instead of the annuitized value, a rental value of owner-occupied housing (7 per cent of
the capital value) has been included in the second and subsequent columns.
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household to which the individual belongs must therefore be a major strand of the
inquiry. The subject will be explored in Chapter 10 and succeeding chapters.
Separate Elites or Ruling Class?
The survey provided data, admittedly incomplete, which are relevant to the question
of whether the rich consist of a power elite or a ruling class. The influential study of
1
C. Wright Mills suggested there were separate institutional areas of society, in the
economy, in politics and the military, each commanded by an elite which was
closely associated and integrated with the elites commanding other areas. The
separateness of these elites as social entities is hard to sustain. Examination of our
household questionnaires suggested less separation of areas and more
homogeneously structured living patterns, social associations and attitudes than
would be warranted by such a plural approach. Thus people of high occupational
status but different occupations shared similar types of advantage - for example, in
fringe benefits at work, or accoutrements of the home - and though there were
instances of some moving into the same occupations (and businesses and farms) as
their fathers, there were many more instances where they moved into different
occupations, albeit of similar occupational status. Through family and local
networks, and in particular through styles of living, command of, or at least high
position in, some institutional spheres was converted into allegiance to a general
class. It was clear that the flying start afforded by parents, and especially if
reinforced by marriage to someone of similarly high status, had allowed people to
maintain their position of advantage. Far more had had long years of education, and
far more now owned houses and other assets of greater value than their
contemporaries. Inheritance of wealth must not be interpreted just as a ‘passive’
factor in life chances. It provides advantage in securing admission to top private
schools, supplementing education, offering the surroundings and leisure to meet
well-endowed individuals of the opposite sex, secure credit and launch new businesses, offset risks and secure disproportionate representation in political bodies.
But neither must inheritance of wealth be examined just as a kind of social and
political springboard. There are continual threats to remove it, and the continuous
actions which are taken to defend and extend it form a major part of any development of theory. Here the competitive threats of individuals or groups have to
be distinguished from the threats of society. Men can become bankrupt and
penniless without the system of capital or property being in any way impaired. So
we have to examine both the processes of economic and social mobility and the
processes by which the institutional infrastructure of capital or property is
1
Mills, C. W., The Power Elite, Oxford University Press, 1959. For a recent commentary, see
Stanworth, P., and Giddens, A., Elites and Power in British Society, Cambridge University
Press, 1974, esp. chapters by Giddens and Rex.
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established and maintained - through parliamentary legislation, government
regulation and administration and the formation and dissemination of cultural
values.
This could, of course, take us far beyond the scope of this particular survey, but
certain consequential steps may be suggested. The sociologist can examine how
wealth is unequally distributed not merely by examining, as we have tried to do, the
meanings of wealth and the units of ownership and the social and other
characteristics of wealth-holders. He can proceed also by examining the sources of
wealth, or the flows over the life-cycle; and the institutional structure of wealth.
The Sources of Wealth
Even without a specially directed series of questions, our interviews with the richest
1 per cent and 5 per cent of the sample draw attention to the considerable
importance of inheritance of land and property, for example, on the death of a
spouse or a parent, and also upon marriage or the establishment by a young adult of
a bachelor home, in explaining substantial assets. This is in conformity with studies
1
using other approaches, and suggests that those arguing for the precedence of
accumulation over inheritance, and therefore that differences in age explain a lot of
2
inequality in the distribution of wealth, are placing the emphasis wrongly.
Moreover, when household assets and incomes are studied in survey conditions, the
influence of family upon educational career and occupational choice and status
would be hard to contravert. In various ways, people with high incomes as well as
large assets have ‘inherited’ much from parents and family. The usual distinction
between ‘accumulation’ and ‘inheritance’ is not easy to draw. It is assumed that
wealth derived from invention, commerce, exploitation of land and other property,
and a combination of thrift and high incomes, is attributable to individual skill,
judgement and hard work. In some instances, this may be so; in most instances, skill
or salary is enhanced by pledges of wealth in the first place. Our analysis shows the
value of tracing riches through the life-cycle. A central question would be: from
what different sources, and at what times in a man’s life, did his wealth come? We
would want to examine social conventions about gifts, such as upon a 21st birthday,
weddings, the birth of a child; inheritance of position in a family firm; loans to start
a family business or otherwise to assist employment; lump sums and golden
1

Harbury, ‘Inheritance and the Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain’; Harbury, C., and
McMahon, P., ‘Inheritance and the Characteristics of Top Wealth Leavers in Britain’, Economic
Journal, September 1973; Todd, J. E., and Jones, L. M., Matrimonial Property, for the OP CS,
HMSO, London, 1972. The thesis has also attracted powerful support for the United States. See,
for example, Lundberg, F., The Rich and the Super-Rich, Nelson, 1969.
2
For example, Polanyi, G., and Wood, J. B., How Much Inequality?, Institute of Economic
Affairs, London, 1974.
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handshakes after long occupational service; maintenance of interests in companies
after leading roles are relinquished upon retirement; rights to property by virtue of
type of employment; free or preferential issue of shares to share-holders and
employees; sudden booms in the stock market or property market; and windfalls due
to fluctuations in the economy or changes in the fortunes of tradition. We would
expect class of origin, transmission between the generations and the accrual value of
holdings obtained early in life to be major variables in the analysis of distribution but only by grace of the institutional structure of wealth.
The Institutional Structure of Wealth
Riches are not only inherited or made: to be riches they have to be unavailable to the
vast majority of the population. A theory of riches depends not only on theories of
acquisition - how much wealth is inherited, accumulated by entrepreneurial effort or
earned by the exercise of scarce skills. It depends also on theories of denial of access
to wealth - through selective succession, testamentary concentration, limitation of
entry to the professions, monopolization of capital and property or at least severe
restriction on the opportunity to acquire land and property. The law and the values
and norms of society have to be examined, and also the part played by different
institutions and agencies distributing wealth or controlling access to wealth. Each of
them, like the building societies, the insurance companies-and the banks, operate
social rules by which access to the asset is controlled. If we are to understand how
wealth arises and is unequally distributed, we have to explain their constitution,
1
rules of operation and membership. Over time, we can examine their relative
growth and decline, and make estimates both of their share of aggregate wealth and
the extent to which they contribute to the concentration of wealth among the
population. The survey merely produced illustrations of their operation, and showed
their combined effect on the distribution.
Some people showed us statements describing portfolios of stocks and shares and
confessed how dependent they were on bank investment specialists, solicitors and
brokers. Others revealed the extent of their dependence on overdraft facilities
provided by a bank. Still others called our attention to different rates of interest on
savings and deposits. In Chapter 13, we discuss how the most costly homes were
being paid for more cheaply through endowment policies than were the least costly
homes through mortgages from building societies. In investigating the institutional
structure of wealth, then, we have to show not only why some people cannot become
clients or customers, but why the richest customers and clients enjoy
disproportionately favourable terms. It is only by explaining both phenomena that
1

An honourable attempt to explain the relationship of insurance companies to the structure of
inequality will be found, for example, in Your Money and Your Life: Insurance Companies and
Pension Funds, Counter Information Services, London, 1974.
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the persistence of vast wealth can be explained. Otherwise the spread of
shareholding and owner-occupation might have been expected to lead quickly to
equality in the course of this century.
In practice, far from squeezing the rich, the tax system aids and abets them, in
spite of concessions made to people with small amounts of savings and other forms
of wealth. Until 1974, estate duty, for example, could be avoided or reduced by
passing on wealth more than seven years before death, buying agricultural land,
taking out insurance, or establishing trusts, and the richest people could generally
employ the most astute advice. In 1974, capital transfer tax was introduced to
1
replace estate duty. Although special relief for agricultural land, business assets and
woodlands has been withdrawn, and although tax is levied at progressive rates on
the cumulative total of gifts made during a person’s lifetime, it has so far been a
mild measure and is already subject to avoidance. As with death duties, there was no
tax on the first £15,000 in the mid 1970s, and for higher values the rates of tax were
lower than in the case of estate duty. Capital passing between husband and wife is
exempt. Its longer-term effects remain to be seen, but seem unlikely to be more
2
radical for the distribution of wealth than estate duty. When first announced, the
3
proposed wealth tax was not to be levied on amounts under £100,000. In 1976, the
Chancellor of the Exchequer announced deferment of the measure. There are other
examples of taxes and tax allowances which are, in practice, found to be not
unfavourable to the rich. Tax relief increases with the amount of interest payable on
a mortgage, for example. In the case of government securities which are free of tax,
the rate of interest may be low, but through such securities the tax liabilities of really
4
wealthy people can be reduced. The rich have complex types of resource which can
be interchanged defensively. They have the means to employ skilled accountants
and tax consultants. And, less directly, they exercise power to influence the form of
the rules which are applied to them through legislation and administrative
regulation.
The Proselytization of Life-styles
I have stressed the active defence and promotion by the rich of their resources and
interests. This affords part, but only part, of the explanation of inequality and hence
of poverty. It helps to show how some groups in society secure a disproportionately
large share of available resources, thus diminishing the share available to others. Of
1

Capital Transfer Tax, Cmnd 5705, HMSO, London, 1974. Gifts of up to £1,000 a year were
exempted, and a nil rate of tax was applied to the first £15,000 of total transfers in a lifetime.
2
For a discussion of avoidance, see Field, F., Meacher, M., and Pond, C., To Him Who Hath,
Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1977, pp. 157-61.
3
Wealth Tax, Cmnd 5704, HMSO, London, 1974.
4
See the discussion in Atkinson, The Economics of Inequality, Chapter 8.
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course, this happens less from any qualities which they as individuals possess, or
from any actions which they as individuals or in groups take, than from the
institutionalized structure erected by society, part of which they inhabit.
There is another part of the explanation, which is the second theme of this book the creation of a style of living. The rich are not only favoured by the system, and
exploit it. They actively shape its standards or values. They set fashions which
become the styles sought after by the mass of the population. Over a period of time,
luxuries which they enjoy become the necessities of society (though of course they
are in the interim replaced by new luxuries). They foster the values which preserve
their own status and induce deference. These values are values which condone, if
not positively uphold, degrees of inequality and poverty.
More precisely, the rich play a very active part (especially today through ‘professional’ position) in redefining standards of deprivation and poverty as the years
pass. They influence public attitudes to what is accepted as deprivation’ or poverty’
or ‘adequate living standards’ or ‘a civilized minimum standard’. They do so
increasingly through the authority yielded to them by society by virtue of their
professional qualifications and status. This is a second, distinctive, aspect of their
power. In some ways they are encouraging a redefinition of poverty. They are
schooling public perceptions about both the conditions which should be regarded as
unacceptable and the minimum standards of life which should be conceded in
deciding desert. Weber developed the idea that status groups could impose their way
1
of life on society through domination of the educational system. He did not
sufficiently acknowledge the dependence of these groups on the generalized class to
which they are affiliated, and perhaps the educational system must be interpreted
broadly, to include certain aspects of the mass media.
Summary
The poverty survey demonstrates wide inequalities of incomes, assets and other
resources. The top 1 per cent of households were found to have received 6 per cent
of aggregate net disposable income in the twelve months previous to interview, with
the next 4 per cent taking 10 per cent and the next 5 per cent over 9 per cent. Thus
the top 10 per cent took 26 per cent of aggregate income, and the bottom 80 per cent
only 59 per cent.
Assets were distributed more unequally, with the top 5 per cent owning 45 per
cent of assets (i.e. net assets) and the bottom 80 per cent only 24 per cent, despite a
wide definition of assets which included owner-occupied housing. These are
unadjusted figures, and adjusted figures show that they understate the inequality in
the shares of wealth which exists. We went on to demonstrate that, when multiple
types of resources are examined, the unequal share of the rich remains very large,
1

Weber, M., Economy and Society, vol. 2, New York, 1968, esp. Chapter 9.
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even when other types of resource are brought into the picture and measured including employer welfare, social services and private services in kind.
In developing knowledge about the rich, it is clear that some method of combining
the value of income and assets, reflected in living standards, and also some method
of controlling statements about the rich according to the varying composition of
their living units or households have to be found. Both are attempted in the chapter.
The results are striking. Put most baldly, they show that the top 10 per cent have an
advantage which is nearly ten times that of the poorest 10 per cent. The reader
should note that the 1968-9 values quoted in this chapter more than trebled by the
late 1970s.
When analysing the characteristics of the rich, the sources of wealth, the flows
over the life-cycle and the institutional structure of wealth, we identified some of the
connections between class and riches - through inheritance via families, denial of
access to, as well as promotion of, riches via the agencies of wealth transmission,
and encouragement by the wealthy of the public values underpinning the social
system of rewards which has maintained, or resulted in, their own highly privileged
position. Perhaps one of the surprises of the study is to reveal the considerable
wealth of the professional class. Necessarily, other methods than those adopted in
the survey need to be employed to develop any explanation of the structure of the
riches.
There is one further concluding comment which needs to be made. This chapter
has sought to demonstrate the ambiguity with which riches and the rich are
commonly discussed and officially presented, and to show how these terms might be
treated more consistently and clearly. This implies, of course, the formulation of
theory. Broadly speaking, the rich are conventionally discussed in terms of quantiles
- the top 1 or 5 per cent, for example, of either incomes or wealth, but not of both.
Yet this is to conceal the manipulation and conversion from one to the other, and
also depersonalizes the concept of the rich. It is almost as if wealth were being
claimed to be independent of class. Some common denominator has to be found to
illustrate both the flexibility of command over resources and the need for consistent
measurement of scale of resources. On the basis of differences in property and
market relationships, social classes come to be established and the mode of life
thereby created becomes something to be defended and strengthened partly by the
further exploitation of economic advantage but also through direct and indirect
political action. Studies of the rich have to move beyond the processes of mobility
and recruitment to the use of wealth and income for self-interested protection and
aggrandizement. This raises not merely questions of the relationship of class to
resources and to the resource allocation institutions of society - discussed in the next
chapter - but questions of the relationship of classes to the formulation and
administration of social policy, through law, government and local government
administration and the public dissemination of views about values.

10
Social Class and Styles of Living

The concept of social class is crucial to the analysis of society and human behaviour
and therefore to any explanation of the existence and scale of poverty. Historically,
the concept has played a prominent part in political and sociological theory. In
cruder senses, it also plays a prominent part in public discussion of political and
social events. It is recognized to be a more complex stratifying factor than, say, age
or sex, and emphasis is variously given in its definition and exposition to economic
position, power, social status or prestige and culture. In the survey reported in this
book, we tried to obtain both objective and subjective indicators of class
membership in analysing the distribution of resources. This chapter gives some
account of these indicators and the results of using ‘class’ in different senses, as an
analytic variable. We developed a number of operational classifications, which are
discussed below. They are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Individual unprompted self-assignation.
Individual prompted self-assignation.
The Registrar General’s five-fold occupational classification.
A sociological eight-fold classification.
The combined occupational class of husband and wife.
The combined occupational class of husband, wife, husband’s father and wife’s
father.

The Problem of Measurement
The state’s acknowledgement of the existence of ‘social class’ might be said to date
from the Census of 1911, when the Registrar General sought to grade occupations
according to ‘social position’ into eight classes. These were reduced from 1921 to
1
five classes. The criteria were arbitrary, and the classification has been frequently
criticized. In particular, manual and non-manual occupations were not distinguished,
1

T. H. C. Stevenson worked out the classification. His special interest was the influence of
wealth and culture on mortality and morbidity. See Stevenson, T. H. C., ‘The Vital Statistics of
Wealth and Poverty’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, vol. 91,1928.
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until recently, within classes II, III and IV of the five-fold scale. But the
classification was adopted in numerous official and independent studies and, despite
its crudity, was found to correlate significantly with many other measures of the
human condition - such as housing tenure and amenities, type of education,
mortality and morbidity. After the Second World War, sociologists wanted a
classification more firmly based on social perceptions of occupational prestige. The
Hall-Jones scale (consisting of seven ranked categories) was adopted in a pioneering
1
study of social mobility, and modified subsequently (identifying eight ranked
categories). The eight-fold classification adopted in this report is essentially a further
modification, as described in Appendix Six, of the scale used in these studies.
Although the eight-fold classification is the one most frequently used in this book,
the five-fold classification (with a division between manual and non-manual
occupations within class III) has been retained to provide ready means of
comparison with other work.
Strictly, both the Registrar General’s and the ‘sociological’ scales are nonobjective. They incorporate arbitrary as well as normative elements. First, occupational status is not the same as class. Social classes may be said to be segments of
the population sharing broadly similar types and levels of resources, with broadly
similar styles of living and some perception of their collective condition. In addition
to occupation, other factors play a part in determining class - income, wealth, type of
tenure of housing, education, style of consumption, mode of behaviour, social
origins and family and local connections. These factors are, of course, interrelated,
but none of them, taken singly, is a sufficient indicator of class. Occupation was
selected historically, perhaps because it happened to be the most convenient about
which to collect information. That selection has therefore exercised disproportionate
influence upon both social analysis and the conditioning of social perceptions and
attitudes. To put the matter baldly, by restricting investigation of the inequalities of
class to the inequalities of occupational prestige (as presumed on the basis of smallscale investigations applied to the whole range of present occupations) research
workers, if unconsciously, condition society to interpret, and therefore accept,
inequality as one involving differences in the present distribution of occupations. As
a ‘consequence, certain differences between people which are avoidable come -to be
regarded as unavoidable. Similarly, aspirations for social equality are interpreted
only as aspirations for upward occupational mobility. As a consequence, certain
demands for structural change come to be regarded as demands only for improved
opportunity and mobility.
Secondly, the ranking of occupations according to their prestige, while intended to
reflect, and indeed in some measure actually reflecting, widely held perceptions,
includes a number of arbitrary steps. Indeed, some critics have questioned whether
2
‘prestige’ has been treated consistently as the criterion. It is impractical to invite
1
2

Glass, D. V. (ed.), Social Mobility in Britain, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1954.
Goldthorpe, J. H., and Hope, K., ‘Occupational Grading and Occupational Prestige’, in
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samples of the population to rank the 20,000 or more occupations of the employed
population; the social scientist usually confines himself to asking individuals about a
small number of occupations, say thirty, which are believed to be representative, or
at least common. Inferences are then made about the ranking of the remaining
occupations. The identification of numbers of ranks and the criteria for
differentiating between ranks are not very clear. The whole procedure is therefore a
mixture of presupposition and the partial representation of social perceptions. In the
Oxford studies in social mobility, Goldthorpe and Hope have now shown how the
ranking of twenty occupations can be related to the ranking of 860 by asking subsamples of informants to rank two groups of twenty occupations, one of them being
1
the basic twenty and the other being a variable set of the same number. Some social
scientists in the United States have tried to avoid the hazards of a ‘status’ approach
to the ranking of occupations by ranking them according to the combined criteria of
2
median income and median years of schooling. In Britain, Goldthorpe and Hope
and their colleagues have sought to persuade pilot samples of the population to rate
occupations in four separate dimensions: (a) standard of living, (b) prestige in the
3
community, (c) power and influence over other people, and (d) value to society.
However, while each of these approaches achieves more consistent grading of
occupations, it does so at the cost first of diverting attention from broader study of
inequalities of class, and secondly of distinguishing a large, and inevitably
4
cumbersome, number of grades.
Images of Class
The conceptual and measurement problems can be illustrated by starting with the
images held by individuals of social class. Towards the end of our interviews,
following many questions about work, income and wealth, chief wage earners or
heads of households and housewives were each asked: ‘You hear of people talking
about social class. If you were asked what social class you belong to what would
you say?’
Hope, K. (ed.), The Analysis of Social Mobility: Methods and Approaches, Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 1972. In a later work, the authors argue at length ‘against taking the results of “occupational prestige” studies at face value - i.e. as tapping some underlying structure of social
relations of deference, acceptance and derogation - and in favour of an alternative interpretation of these data in terms of the “general desirability” of occupations, understood as a synthetic, emergent judgement from a specific population’ - Goldthorpe, J. H., and Hope, K., The
Social Grading of Occupations, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1974, p. 132.
1
ibid., pp. 48-50.
2
Occupations were assigned scores on the basis of their education and income distributions.
See Blau, P. M., and Duncan, O. D., The American Occupational Structure, John Wiley, New
York, 1967, esp. pp. 26-7 and 118-24.
3
Goldthorpe and Hope, The Social Grading of Occupations, pp. 27-33.
4
In the alternative grading of occupations, Goldthorpe and Hope produced a scale with 124
categories, though for some users they reduced the scale to 36 categories.

372 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
The interviewer was instructed at this stage to avoid putting names of classes into
people’s minds. When informants asked what the question meant, the interviewer
was instructed only to repeat the question or to say, ‘It’s what you think,’ or ‘It’s
what you say. Everyone has their own view. What would be the name of the class
you belong or are nearest to ?’
This approach is not ideal. An alternative would have been to spend long periods
of time with informants, noting down illustrations of their own spontaneous use of
concepts of class in conversation or behaviour. But participant observation of this
kind is difficult to regulate in a way which is consistent with representative
measurement of a population. Some people are reticent or unobtrusive compared
with others. Some who hold strong conceptions of class consciously or unconsciously avoid the use of direct terms.
The answers to the question were noted down and coded subsequently. They are
set out in Table 10.1. Over four fifths of the sample assigned themselves sponTable 10.1. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of household and housewives, according to self-rating by class (unprompted).
Class
Men
Upper
0.1
Upper middle
1.6
Middle
32.3
Lower middle
5.0
Upper working
1.6
Working
50.3
Poor
1.2
Ordinary
1.1
Lower, lowest
2.0
Classless
3.5
No conception of class
1.3
Total
100
Number
1,414

Women
0.1
1.4
39.4
3.8
1.4
42.7
1.2
2.3
1.8
4.2
1.6
100
1,665

Men and women
0.1
1.5
36.1
4.4
1.5
46.2
1.2
1.8
1.9
3.9
1.5
100
3,079

taneously either to the ‘middle’ or ‘working class’, with rather fewer women than
men assigning themselves to the working, and more to the middle class. Most of the
replies were similarly worded and could be grouped without difficulty. Different
sections of the population have different images of the class structure which are
expressed in conventional terms. Strictly, we might have invited people to describe
the class system before identifying their own class position. But the remarks made in
the context of the interviews showed there was a difference. One section held a
three-valued or multi-valued status model of the system, seeing the population
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arranged in at least three ranks of upper, middle and lower class, or a finer
succession of ranks of upper, upper middle, lower middle class and so on. The other
section held a two-valued power model of the system, of the working class and the
employer class, or the rich or prosperous, or a view frequently illustrated by
statements of a ‘them and us’ variety. ‘There are only two classes,’ as one builder’s
labourer put it to us, ‘the rich and the working class.’ These conceptions have been
1
discussed elsewhere in studies of small samples of the population.
Both sets of images tend to be combined crudely into a single scale in public and
even scientific discussion, promoting the belief that social perceptions about class
are shared more widely than they in fact are. The public conception is a clumsy
amalgamation of two logically distinct perceptions - as implied by the inconsistent
but accepted terms ‘middle’ and ‘working’ class. How might we begin to understand
the readiness with which the mass of the population apply one of these two terms to
themselves? Broadly speaking, people identifying themselves as ‘middle’ class
imply first of all that the class system consists of at least three grades, with at least
one higher and one lower class. This further implies their rejection of society
dichotomously divided into rulers and ruled, rich and poor, or some similar division.
The acceptance of at least three ranks also fits better with assumptions or beliefs
about differences of skill and opportunities for upward mobility. And by placing
themselves in the middle rank, they are stating, in effect, that they hold a position of
superiority or advantage in society over at least one other major section; that they
make no claim to the highest superiority or advantage; and that this position of
modest superiority is ‘central’ to the membership of society - perhaps implying they
are at the heart or core of society, joining the two extremes, holding an intermediate
and perhaps therefore ‘fair’ and ‘reasonable’ social and political position. They are
not superior and their advantages not excessive.
A similar kind of analysis is needed of the adoption of the term ‘working’ class.
People who hold a position of disadvantage resist acknowledgement of their
2
inferiority and refuse to designate themselves as of ‘low’ or ‘lowest’ class. The
1

Most pertinently in Britain, by Bott, E., Family Network and Social Class, Tavistock,
London, 1957, Chapter 6; Goldthorpe, J. H., Lockwood, D., Bechhofer, F., and Platt, J., The
Affluent Worker in the Class Structure, Cambridge University Press, 1969, esp. pp. 146-56.
Goldthorpe and his colleagues found among a group of Luton manual workers that a substantial
number adopted a two- or three-valued ‘money’ model of the class structure. There were signs
of this in our survey, for example, among both those identifying themselves as ‘poor’ and
middle’ class - and there was a substantial minority declaring that money was the most
important determinant of class. This ‘money’ image cuts across the two principal images, and
may to some extent underlie both of them. A recent pilot study in Melbourne, Australia, found
income or money to be by far the most important perceived determinant of class. See Hiller, P.,
‘Variations in Everyday Conceptual Components of Class’, Sociology, May 1975.
2
This has been noted in numerous studies. See, for example, Centers, R., The Psychology of
Social Classes, Princeton University Press, 1949.
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term ‘working’ class is in many ways a euphemism to enable them to escape
acknowledgement of inferiority. It carries the imputation that other classes are nonworking, and non-productive, and therefore in some deeper sense inferior classes,
and also glosses over inner differences and divisions in order to represent mass
solidarity and power.
No one who considers the results of this exercise can doubt the subjective distortion of reality by the illogical combination in terminology of the two typologies.
On the one hand, we can note how few people unreservedly believe they belong to
the upper’ class. While the great bulk of the population adopts class imagery which
assumes the existence of an upper, or a ruling class, practically no one claims to
belong to such a class. In our entire sample, only four people said they were in the
upper class. On the other hand, we can note how few people say they are in the
‘lower’ or ‘lowest’ class. Some of these described themselves as being ‘the bottom
dogs’, ‘the lowest dynasty’ and ‘the bottom end of the stick’.
There remain two minorities of great interest. Four per cent (representing, it
should be remembered, well over a million adults) rejected grading. ‘Snobbery, that
is.’ ‘I don’t believe in it.’ ‘We’re all the same.’ ‘I’m not struck on social classes.’
Some did acknowledge under further questioning that there were in practice classes
in society and that they belonged to a particular class. Yet, initially in the interview,
they attempted to oppose the idea, and some even in their ordinary lives to act on the
1
presumption that society was classless.
There were also those who either held a very vague idea of class, symbolized by
the rating of themselves as ‘ordinary’, ‘average’, ‘we pay our way’, or they held no
idea at all. The latter said, ‘I’ve never thought about it,’ That’s something for other
people,’ or even, ‘I don’t belong to any clubs like that.’
We next asked people to say: ‘What decides what class you’re in? Is it mainly job,
education, the family you’re born into, your way of life, money, anything else?’
The replies are set out in Table 10.2. Interviewers were instructed to establish
what individuals believed to be the most important factor determining class.
Occupation did not play such a prominent part among the replies as it plays in
official and scientific assessment. The most favoured factor was way of life, named
by 31 per cent of respondents. Eighteen per cent thought that the family into which
people were born, compared with 17 per cent specifying occupation, was the most
important factor determining class. More women than men referred to way of life or
family. More men than women referred to occupation. There was surprisingly small
variation by age. Slightly more younger than older adults called attention to money
1

There are references to such individuals in accounts of working-class, religious and other
communities, and in autobiographies. For example, Barbara Wootton wrote of her husband
George that many found ‘he behaved as if the classless society already existed; and what is
more, he did this in a way which caused others to do likewise’ - Wootton, B., In a World I Never
Made, Allen & Unwin, London, 1967, p. 140.
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as the determinant of class, and slightly fewer to style of life. Broadly similar
proportions of young, middle-aged and elderly specified education, family and
occupation.
Among men, more of those with relatively few years of education mentioned
money and job, and fewer education and life-style, as the principal determinant of
class. More women with relatively little education mentioned money and fewer job.
(Table A.25, Appendix Eight, page 1012.) Overall, what seems notable is the
absence of marked variation in the proportions of people with different amounts of
education naming different determinants of class.
The pattern of answers which we secured gives, it is appreciated, only a provisional or summary representation of what people think about the determinants of
class. But in view of the stress that is laid in public discussion and scientific papers
on current occupation as a dominant indicator, the fact that nearly half the adults
asked in the survey selected ‘way of life’ or family’ as the principal factor testifies
to public consciousness of what are the underlying and long-term or lifelong
determinants. The difference of emphasis leads, of course, to different structures of
explanation and different views about whether and how inequalities might be
reduced.
Table 10.2. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of household and housewives, according to principal factor believed to determine social class.
Principal factor believed
Men
to determine class
Job
22
Education
10
Family
15
Way of life
29
Money
17
Other
4
Don’t know
3
Total
100
Number
1,486

Women
12
11
21
33
16
4
2
100
1,738

Men and women
17
10
18
31
17
4
3
100
3,224

Finally, we showed people a card with names or classes listed and asked them to
pick out the class to which they felt they belonged. In drawing up this list, we had
tacitly assumed (admittedly after extensive piloting) two of the points already
demonstrated by the unprompted self-rating of class: that few people would in
practice assign themselves to an ‘upper’ or a ‘lower’ class, and that in ranking
themselves people were familiar with the fusion of the two perspectives of ‘working’ and ‘non-working’ class with ‘upper’, ‘middle’ and ‘lower’ classes. But by
offering the alternative choices of ‘upper middle’ ‘middle’ and ‘lower middle’,
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Table 10.3. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of household and housewives, according to prompted and unprompted class self-rating.

Self-rating of class
(prompted)
Upper middle
Middle
Lower middle
Upper working
Working
Poor
None
All

Self-rating of class (unprompted)
Upper
Upper
Middle
middle
middle
working
0.1
1.0
1.5
0.1
0.4
20.2
0.0
0.0
8.2
0.0
0.0
3.1
0.0
0.1
2.8
0.0
0.0
0.3
0.0
0.0
0.1
04
1.5
36.1

Lower
0.0
0.2
3.3
0.6
0.3
0.0
0.0
4.4

Upper
0.0
0.0
0.1
1.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5

and those of ‘upper working’, ‘working’ and ‘poor’, we believed that more people
would be prepared than by the unprompted approach to specify their own position
with respect to the bulk of either the ‘middle’ or the ‘working’ class. Table 10.3
shows that there was a close correspondence between the unprompted and prompted
self-assignments.
When presented with a list of the titles of social classes, nearly three fifths of the
sample did not change the title of the class they had named initially. Most of the rest
divided into a large and a small group. More than another fifth accepted the
possibility of being more specific within the same class. Thus, some people initially
saying they were middle class, now assigned themselves to the ‘upper’ or ‘lower’
middle class, and some who said they were working class now assigned themselves
to the ‘upper working class’. (Following other research, we had offered the term
‘poor’ rather than ‘lower working class’.) We will examine later whether these
subjective distinctions, within the two principal classes, corresponded with objective
circumstances or different attitudes.
A smaller group in the sample, however, now changed their minds and assigned
themselves to an entirely different class. Nearly 6 per cent of the entire sample,
having first assigned themselves to the middle class, now assigned themselves to the
working class (more than half of them the upper working class). A smaller number,
2 per cent, made the opposite switch from working to middle class. These figures
applied equally to each sex.
Those switching from middle to working class tended to have lower incomes than
the people who continued to say they were middle class, and they were distributed
among broad income groups much as were those continuing to say they were
working class. In other respects, they resembled those who had named themselves
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Self-rating of class (unprompted) - contd
Working
Poor
Ordinary
Lower,
lowest
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.8
0.0
0.3
0.0
1.1
0.0
0.1
0.1
11.9
0.0
0.3
0.3
31.2
0.5
0.9
1.1
1.0
0.6
0.0
0.3
0.1
0.0
0.1
0.0
46.2
1.2
1.8
1.9

Classless

No class

Total

0.0
0.7
0.4
0.6
0.6
0.1
1.4
3.9

0.0
0.5
0.0
0.1
0.6
0.2
0.1
1.5

2.6
23.3
13.4
18.2
38.1
2.5
1.8
100

all along as working class - they included a similar proportion of council tenants,
nearly as many belonging to unions and nearly as few with a relatively long period
of education.
Those changing from working to middle class, on the other hand, could not be said
to resemble so closely other members of the class of their final choice. Fewer owned
their homes; more were council tenants; fewer had substantial assets; fewer
belonged to professional associations and more to unions; fewer had been educated
for a relatively large number of years. They could be differentiated from the working
class (to which they had originally said they were affiliated) only by the larger
proportion who had experienced eleven or more years of education and who owned
their homes.
Self-rated Class and Economic Circumstances
Can we give any explanation of how images of class come to be formed? The difference in the proportions of men and women assigning themselves to the middle and
working classes provides a starting-point. Significantly more women than men (43
per cent compared with 35 per cent) said they were middle class, and significantly
fewer (52 per cent compared with 61 per cent) said they were working class. This
result is substantially, though not wholly, attributable to wives giving the title of a
class different from that given by their husbands. In part this is explained by more
women having, or having had, non-manual jobs (Table 10.7). But it is also a
difference in the emphasis given to matters other than the job. This is suggested if
we refer back to Table 10.2. More women than men said that family and way of life,
and fewer occupation, determined social class. Women are therefore more likely
than men to say they are middle class if they have had non-manual parents or if their
style of life is ‘respectable’ in the sense that they own, or are paying for, their own
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homes, have a wide range of consumer durables, attend church locally, and live in a
more desirable part of town (measured by garden space, children’s play space and
1
absence of air pollution), even when their husbands, and they themselves, have
manual occupations and relatively low income. Men are more likely than women to
say they are working class because more take their class from the nature and amount
and type of remuneration of their job, even when they have had non-manual parents.
Our evidence showed all these tendencies to be significant. (Table A.26, Appendix
Eight, page 1013.)
However, this might be said to be only a contributory explanation. Most husbands
and wives assigned themselves to the same class, and the principal question must be
the basis on which people assign themselves to the middle instead of the working
class.
What differences in objective reality are there between those allocating themselves
to different classes? We found a strong correlation between self-rated class and level
of income and assets. Far more men and women with relatively high than relative
low earnings said they were middle class (Table 10.4). In the top band of earnings
Table 10.4. Percentages of chief wage-earners or employed heads of households,
and wives in employment, saying they were middle or working class, a according to
gross earnings per week.
Men
Average gross
Middleb
Workingc
earnings per week
(last year) as %
of mean
Under 60
6
10
60-79
17
34
80-99
24
29
100-19
18
17
120-99
26
10
200+
9
1
Total
100
100
Number
363
683

Women
Middleb Workingc

10
15
19
15
28
13
100
155

20
28
21
13
16
1
100
195

NOTES: aOnly 5 per cent of men and 6 per cent of women in the appropriate categories gave
other answers (e.g. ‘poor’ or ‘no class’).
b
All assigning themselves to ‘upper middle’, ‘middle’ or ‘lower middle’ class.
c
All those assigning themselves to the ‘upper working’ or ‘working’ class.

1

See the indices of environment in Chapter 14, pages 532-5.
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(twice or more than twice as much as the mean), only 11 per cent said they were
working class. In the lowest band (under 60 per cent of the mean), 74 per cent said
they were working class. Yet even these figures show there were exceptions. Some
people with very high earnings said they were working class. Others with very low
earnings said they were middle class.
The level of earnings does not accurately represent the standard of living. For one
thing, earners have different numbers of dependants. For another, there may be
supplementary sources of income and wealth, either of the earner himself or of
others in his income unit or household. It is therefore pertinent to ask whether class
consciousness reflects not just level (as well as type) of earnings, but of other or
total material resources. Table 10.5 shows that the economic differences between
those rating themselves as middle class and those rating themselves as working class
become more pronounced when resources additional to earnings are taken into the
reckoning, and when some attempt is made to weight resources according to type of
household. Among those with a combined income and ‘potential’ income (being the
annuity value of net assets) of less than 50 per cent of the mean for their type of
household, only 19 per cent said they were middle class, whereas among those with
twice or more than twice the mean for their type of household, 82 per cent said they
were middle class. There can be no doubt that level of income and of ownership of
assets are closely linked to class consciousness.
Table 10.5. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives designating themselves as of middle or working class,a according to their net
income worth as percentage of the mean for household type.

Net income worth as
(unprompted)
of mean for household type
0-49
50-89
90-109
110-99
200+
Total
Number

Middle classb
Working classc
Prompted (unprompted) Prompted

6.7
30.3
18.7
33.3
11.0
100
997

(7.2)
(32.3)
(17.4)
(33.1)
(10.0)
100
954

16.0
(16.2)
52.6
(51.1)
16.0
(17.0)
13.8
(13.8)
1.6
(1.9)
100
100
1,483
1,188

NOTES: aPeople not assigning themselves to one of these two classes comprised 15 per cent.
b
All assigning themselves to ‘upper middle’, ‘middle’ (the vast majority) or ‘lower middle’
class.
c
All those assigning themselves to the ‘upper working’ or ‘working’ class.
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This is confirmed when we consider manual and non-manual groups separately.
(Table A.27, Appendix Eight, page 1014.) Among both groups, the proportion
identifying themselves as middle class increases when resources relative to the mean
for the type of household are larger. None the less, differences in class identification
between manual and non-manual groups remain. Nearly 50 per cent of the nonmanual classes with less than half the mean income plus ‘potential’ income of
households of their type say they are middle class. Yet only around a third of the
relatively ‘affluent’ manual classes, with incomes and ‘potential’ incomes
substantially above the mean, are prepared to say the same.
While size of incomes and assets, independently of occupational class, therefore
influences self-rating by class, it is not conclusive. Why is the correlation not
stronger? There are minorities in both camps. Our income data represent standards
achieved during the last twelve months. For some saying they were middle class and
some saying they were working class, those standards were unrepresentative of the
standards experienced previously. I mean not just episodes of illness,
unemployment, temporary employment or exceptional periods of overtime working,
which help to place incomes in categories different from those in which they had
been placed previously, but changes which may have dramatically affected living
standards - such as children leaving school to take paid employment, or marrying
and leaving home altogether, or persons retiring to live on much lower incomes. Our
data suggest that, if resources were to be measured over, say, periods of five or ten
years, rather than over one year, fewer people saying they were middle class would
be found among those with relatively low resources and fewer saying they were
working class would be found among those with relatively high resources.
Peoples’ sense of affiliation or of belonging adjusts slowly to changes in
Table 10.6. Percentages of people in different occupational classes, saying either
that they belonged to the middle class or to the working class, who said their pay
varied during the year.

Subjective class
(prompted)a
Middle
Working
Middle
Working

Percentage saying their pay varied
Upper Lower
Upper
Lower
nonnonmanual
manual
manual manual
23
30
48
42
(35)
41
58
53
Total number
120
294
157
85
23
222
473
369

NOTE: aSee notes to Table 10.5.

All classes

35
52
656
1,087
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economic circumstances, and does not adjust at all if those changes are temporary or
cyclical (as when there are seasonal fluctuations in fortune). This argument gains
support from Table 10.6, which is restricted to the employed working a full week. In
each of the occupational classes, more people declaring they belonged to the
working than to the middle class said their pay had varied during the previous
twelve months. Expectations of a steady wage or salary, and expectations of other
forms of security at work, appear to be associated with middle-class affiliation.
‘Objective’ Occupational Class
How far do the classes into which people put themselves correspond with the
occupational classes to which they are assigned according to some social or research
classification? Occupations have been classified by government departments since
the early part of the twentieth century. At the time of the survey, the relevant
Registrar General’s classification aimed to take into account ‘the standing within the
1
community of the occupations concerned’. It therefore attempts to prescribe
prestige or status, and although a distinction has to be made between occupation and
class, such government classifications are effectively ‘some sort of amalgam of class
2
situation and status situation’. Apart from dividing occupations into status ranks,
3
the intention was also to identify broadly homogeneous social groups. Five classes
were listed. To meet criticisms, and to accord with a growing practice in
independent surveys, we made it possible for class III to be divided into non-manual
and manual sub-classes, which was tantamount to identifying six classes altogether.
Although certain individual occupations are classified differently, a comparable six4
fold classification is now being used by government departments.
Because the ‘official’ classification was not regarded as satisfactory, an alternative
5
had been developed by sociologists. We decided to adopt this alternative and, after
1

General Register Office, Classification of Occupations, 1960, HMSO, London, 1960, p. v.
This is now superseded by Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Classification of Occupations, 1970, HMSO, London, 1970.
2
Bechhofer, F., ‘Occupation’, in Stacey, M. (ed.), Comparability in Social Research,
Heinemann, London, 1969, p. 100.
3
This was made more explicit in the definition of socio-economic groups (of which there
were sixteen). Ideally, ‘each socio-economic group should contain people whose social, cultural
and recreational standards and behaviour are similar’ - Classification of Occupations, 1960, p.
xi.
4
The first report of the General Household Survey, for example, collapsed fifteen of the
socio-economic groups into six classes. OP CS, Social Survey Division, The General Household
Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, pp. 61-2. Earlier surveys had simply
divided the Registrar General’s class III (or both III and IV) into non-manual and manual
groups. See, for example, Harris, A. I., Labour Mobility in Great Britain, 1953-1963, Government Social Survey, SS, 333, March 1966, p. 49.
5
Hall, J., and Jones, D. Caradog, ‘Social Grading of Occupations’, British Journal of

382 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
modification (as described in Appendix Six), an eight-fold classification was applied
to the results of the survey. Table 10.7 compares the two scales for the employed
population only. A feature of the distribution is that proportionately more employed
women than men were in non-manual occupations. But among both non-manual and
manual workers, more women than men are to be found in jobs of lower-ranking
class. Thus 93 per cent of professional persons at the top of the non-manual classes,
and 90 per cent of skilled workers at the top of the manual classes, were men.
Table 10.7. Two occupational classifications.a
Registrar General’s
classification
I
Professional
and managerial
II

Intermediate

IIIa Skilled nonmanual
IVb Skilled manual
IV Partly skilled
V Unskilled
Total
Number

Men

Women

4.6

0.6

15.0

17.7

14.7
37.1
35.9
8.1
21.9
27.1
7.9
9.4
100
100
1,718
1,071

Sociological
classification

Men

Women

Professional
5.2
0.7
Managerial
4.6
2.0
Supervisory - high
9.3
8.6
Supervisory - low
14.0
11.8
Routine nonmanual
6.2
33.9
Skilled manual
34.4
5.9
Partly skilled manual 16.4
24.5
Unskilled manual
9.9
12.7
100
100
1,734
1,072

a

See Appendix Six, page 986.

Self-rated Class and Occupational Class
Self-assignment to class was highly, but not uniformly, correlated with occupational
class. Eighty-four per cent of professional persons, compared with only 13 per cent
of unskilled manual workers, assigned themselves to the middle (or upper or lower
middle) class (Table 10.8). For each occupational class of lower rank, and for both
men and women, the proportion was smaller. Compared with the next highest class,
the sharpest reduction was found among skilled manual workers. Within each
occupational class, more women than men said they were middle class. The fact that
some manual workers’ wives had been, or were, in non-manual occupations may
contribute to this phenomenon, but cannot account for its consistency in all classes.

Sociology, March 1950; Moser, C. A., and Hall, J. R., ‘The Social Grading of Occupation’, in
Glass (ed.), Social Mobility in Britain.
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Table 10.8. Percentages of men and women of different occupational classa who
said they were middle class, or working class.
Self-rating (prompted)
Middle classb
Occupational class
Men
Women
Professional
81
86
Managerial
69
72
Supervisory - high
62
68
Supervisory - low
50
55
Routine non-manual
45
47
Skilled manual
22
30
Partly skilled manual
16
23
Unskilled manual
11
15

Working classc
Men
Women
15
12
29
26
38
30
47
43
54
51
76
68
82
74
86
82

NOTES: aMarried women classified according to husband’s occupation, even when themselves
employed.
b
Including ‘upper middle’ and ‘lower middle’.
c
Including ‘upper working class’ and ‘poor’.

Occupational class, like net disposable income or net income worth, only contributes, if strongly, to an explanation of class identification. Thirty-one per cent of
the men, and 34 per cent of the women, assigning themselves specifically to the
‘middle’ class, had manual occupations. Twenty-five per cent of the men and 28 per
cent of the women, assigning themselves to the working class, had non-manual
occupations.
The next table shows some of the factors which play a substantial part, or some
part, in shaping images of class membership (Table 10.9). Income and occupation
play a substantial part, as we have seen, and are closely related. It is not just size of
income or type of occupation. Expectations of a steady income, fringe benefits and
security of employment are important concomitants. But self-ratings are also
associated with extent of education, type of tenure, membership of organizations and
occupational associations, style of life and extent of deprivation. For purposes of
illustration, we have chosen groups, wherever possible, at the extremes of different
continua. (Table A.26, Appendix Eight, page 1013, reproduces some of the same
results, controlling for manual and non-manual occupations.) Our evidence shows
quite clearly that, while peoples’ sense of affiliation to a class springs from their
associations, relationships and extent of education, as would be commonly
conceded; it also springs from both their relative command or lack of resources and
their relative enjoyment of social customs and activities.
The development and expression of class consciousness is in some ways a process
by which excess or denial of resources become embedded in social structure and
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Table 10.9. Percentages of men and of womena with selected characteristics who
said they were middle class or working class.

Selected
characteristics
All
8 or fewer years
education
15 or more years
education
Renting council
accommodation
Owner-occupier
Member of trade
union
Member of professional association
Not attending
church in last year
Attending church
in last month
Highly deprived
(deprivation index
= 7+)
Not deprived
(deprivation index
= 0)
Below 50 % of mean
net income worth
200 % or more of
mean net income
worth
a

Self-rating
Total numbers
Men
Women
Middleb Work- Middleb Work- Mend
Womend
c
c
ing
ing
35
63
43
55
1,549
1,845
23

75

26

74

168

196

86

12

91

9

59

66

20
48

78
50

24
56

72
42

438
767

514
895

24

74

40

60

565

90

80

18

(77)

(22)

133

49

30

68

35

63

796

768

40

57

51

47

392

470

13

84

21

77

102

170

67

29

68

29

69

62

20

79

26

72

210

334

80

20

79

21

92

107

NOTES: Chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives only.
b
Including ‘upper middle’ and ‘lower middle’.
c
Including ‘upper working class’ and ‘poor’.
d
Including a few individuals not assigning themselves to any class.
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behaviour, and gross inequalities more easily accepted by both rich and poor.
Examples of the conceptions of rich and poor will be found in Chapters 9 and 8
respectively. We did not make it our business to explore beliefs and attitudes in any
detail, and the reader needs to bear in mind the importance of public attitudes in
supporting the unequal distribution of resources. The following statements could be
said to illustrate the conceptions of poverty held by some rich people. Poverty is
believed to be a regrettable but necessary misfortune of those who do not put aside
enough savings, mismanage their incomes or are not prepared to work. However, it
is also believed to be a much less harsh condition than it used to be, because of
Welfare State measures, and the poor often lead a ‘contented if simple life’. On the
other hand, the rich see their own privileges as natural rights or the proper reward of
their work. Privileges and disprivileges alike are transmuted indiscriminately by
their inheritors into more tolerable artefacts.
Occupational Class and Economic Circumstances
An analogous argument can be applied to the results of assigning people to classes
on the basis of their occupations. Just as there is a correlation between peoples’
perceptions of class and their economic circumstances, so there is a correlation
between the class into which they can be placed by virtue of their occupation and
these circumstances. Whether we consider only earnings, or take a more
comprehensive definition of income and consider total income flowing to the
income unit, or even income including the ‘potential’ income denoted by wealth,
whether for the individual income unit or the household as a whole, there remains a
marked and, with one interesting exception, consistent, class gradient. This can be
shown in terms both of distributions and averages. Thus, the vast majority of people
in upper non-manual occupations received gross earnings above the average for their
sex, compared with small minorities of those in manual occupations (Table 10.10).
When incomes from all sources are taken into account, when the income of a
spouse, if any, is added, and when the net disposable incomes of income units and
even the net income worth of income units in the previous year are expressed as
percentages of supplementary benefit rates, thereby standardizing for size of income
unit and dependency, the picture of marked inequality remains. A single cut-off
point is chosen for each type of resource in Table 10.10 but the picture faithfully
represents the whole distribution.
The only inconsistency in the ranking of earnings applies to men in routine nonmanual and skilled manual occupations. Numerically, the former comprise a small
section - only one in eight of all non-manual workers or 5 per cent of all employed
and self-employed men. In the employed population as a whole, there are seven
times as many men who are skilled manual workers. The four higher grades of nonmanual workers tend to have distinctly higher earnings than skilled manual workers,
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Table 10.10. Percentages of people of different occupational class with earnings,
incomes and net income worth, above selected levels.
Occupational
class

Professional
Managerial
Supervisory - high
Supervisory - low
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual

Gross earnings
last week equal
to mean or higher
for each sex
independentlya
Men
90
91
62
34
13
29
18
10

Women
(100)
82
52
37
30
23
11

Income last year
of income unit
200 % or more of
state’s standard
of povertyb
Men
78
66
54
42
48
38
36
27

Women
75
67
52
37
37
30
26
16

Net income worth
last year of income
unit 300 % or
more of state’s
standard of
povertyb
Men Women
72
70
44
47
36
39
33
29
22
16
17
14
16
10
11
3

NOTES: aEmployed and self-employed working 1,000 hours or more in year.
b
Occupational class of chief wage-earner in income unit.

as both Tables 10.10 and 10.11 suggest. But routine non-manual workers were
found to have a lower mean, and fewer of them had relatively high earnings, than
skilled manual workers. However, this is less significant than it may seem on the
surface. Similar data have misled certain sociologists and many political
commentators in the post-war years, and there has been a vigorous controversy,
based partly on the kind of incomplete statistics illustrated in the first column of
Table 10.10, about the ‘embourgeoisement’ of the working class.
The first points which need to be borne in mind affect rate and totality of remuneration from employment. Routine non-manual employees work many fewer
hours in the course of a year than do skilled manual employees, 66 per cent,
compared with 29 per cent, working fewer than 2,000 (see Table 12.4, page 451).
When converted to an hourly rate, mean earnings are virtually the same. Reweighting for arduousness, danger or discomfort and skill of work would tend to
leave the balance of advantage with routine non-manual occupations. And, as Table
10.11 shows, those in the non-manual occupations derive more value (in fact from
one and a half to nearly seven times as much value) from employer fringe benefits.
The advantage of people in non-manual occupations becomes more pronounced
when the annuity value of their assets is added to their incomes, and their advantage
remains pronounced even when the incomes of all members of the household are
added together.
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Table 10.11. Mean earnings in preceding week, income and income net worth in
previous year, of males of different occupational class.a
£
Gross
earnings
last
week

Professional
Managerial
Higher supervisory
Lower supervisory
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual
Professional
Managerial
Higher supervisory
Lower supervisory
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual

Fringe
benefits
last
year

Income
of income
unit last
year

Income
net
worth
of income
unit last
year
51.05
451 2,916 3,809
36.14
303 1,656 2,490
28.29
209 1,395 1,854
26.40
225 1,093 1,706
17.64
107
948 1,102
21.44
65 1,037 1,146
19-20
56
920
965
16.54
38
716
719
As a percentage of skilled manual
238
694
281
332
169
466
160
217
132
322
135
162
123
346
105
149
82
165
91
96
100
100
100
100
90
86
89
84
77
58
69
63

Income
of
household
last
year

Income
net
worth of
household
last year

3,015
1,864
1,658
1,478
1,423
1,361
1,269
1,160

3,888
2,337
2,160
2,296
1,653
1,494
1,352
1,208

222
137
122
109
105
100
93
85

260
156
145
154
111
100
90
81

NOTE: aWorking 30 hours or more in previous week.

The boundary between non-manual and manual classes is of special interest, and I
have already commented above on the gross earnings and fringe benefits
respectively of routine non-manual workers and skilled manual workers. Different
measures of resources and of the income and spending unit to which the individual
belongs are brought together in Table 10.12. By the measure of the gross earnings of
men employed full-time in the week previous to interview, skilled manual workers
received 25 per cent more than routine non-manual workers. When males under 21
are excluded, the differential falls to 18 per cent. Even counting employed youths,
the mean net disposable income for the previous year of all skilled manual workers
was 18 per cent more than routine non-manual workers. If we refer to the non-asset
income of the income unit, the figure is a shade lower, and once we refer to different
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measures of the resources of the household, even including measures of the value of
social services, the differential moves against the skilled manual worker and in
favour of the routine non-manual worker. The middle part of the table shows that
these results are partly attributable to differences in asset holdings and entitlement to
employer fringe benefits.
Table 10.12. The mean resources of male routine non-manual and skilled manual
workers.a
Type of resource, and period

Routine
nonmanual

Skilled
manual

Gross earnings last week (full-time)
£17.1b
£21.3b
Gross earnings last week (aged 21
and over)
£19.0
£22.4
Net disposable income of individual
last year
£749
£883
Non-asset income of income unit
last year
£896
£1,024
Non-asset income of household last
year
£1,513
£1,439
Total resources of household last
year
£2,028
£1,902
II Annuity value of assets of individual
£119
£98
Annuity value of assets of household
£246
£192
Value of employer’s fringe benefits for
the individual last year
£107
£65
III Net disposable income last year of
household as % of supplementary
benefit rate
225
214
Total resources of household last year
as % of the mean of the household
type
103
88
Total numbers on which means based
56-108
382-596
I

Skilled
manual as
% of
routine
nonmanual
125
118
118
114
95
94
82
78
61

95

85
-

NOTES: aWorking 30 hours or more in previous week, and 1,000 or more hours in previous
year.
b
Note that slight differences between Tables 10.11 and 10.12 are due to seasonal and
temporary workers being included in the former.

SOCIAL CLASS AND STYLES OF LIVING 389
In the bottom part of the table, I have given the results of two methods of standardizing the resources of the two classes - one in relation to the scale rates of the
Supplementary Benefits Commission (which therefore standardizes between
households of different size and composition), and one in relation to the mean
resources of the type of household to which each worker belongs. In the former case,
the skilled manual worker has slightly but significantly, and in the latter markedly,
lower resources than the routine non-manual worker.
These statements about men are further complicated when we turn to consider
routine non-manual workers who are women, and the economic relationship of both
male and female employees to income units and households.
Among employed women, routine non-manual workers comprise 34 per cent, or
relatively more than five times as many as among employed men. They were six
times the numbers of female skilled manual workers and, among women working
full time, more than all the female manual workers combined. Their mean earnings
were higher than those of female skilled manual workers, and proportionately more
had relatively high earnings. The age distribution of routine non-manual workers is
distinctive in the case of both men and women. A disproportionately large number,
especially of women, are in their teens or twenties. This has a number of
consequences for their economic position. Fewer of them than of skilled manual
workers are married or have dependent children. More tend to be in households
comprising two or more income units. The final two columns of Table 10.11
illustrate the consequences: if fringe benefits at the place of work and position in
income unit and household are taken into account, living standards overall tend to be
higher than those of skilled manual workers. If account were also to be taken of
greater security of employment, greater expectation of promotion and higher
earnings through increments and (partly as a consequence) easier access to loans, the
differences in living standards would be greater still.
The Cumulative Command over Resources
Membership of occupational classes therefore denotes greater significance for living
standards than is implied by nominal rates of earnings. It denotes different chances
of being in receipt of resources like sick pay, occupational pensions, earningsrelated sickness and unemployment benefits and employer welfare benefits in kind.
It also denotes different chances of being able to accumulate wealth and, indirectly
through the family, different chances of passing on and inheriting wealth. Finally, it
tends to denote different family building practices, risks of unemployment, sickness
and disablement, and therefore different dependency obligations during life. The
problem for people in manual families is not just low earnings, or unstable earnings,
or lack of entitlement to fringe benefits, or even difficulty of acquiring assets. It is
the disproportionately greater chance of having to support dependants - including
sick and disabled as well as children. More manual than non-manual workers marry
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young and have children earlier. More are exposed to the risks of interruption of
earnings because of unemployment or sickness; and this also means they are more
likely to have a member of the household or family in that situation to whom help
has to be given. More older manual than non-manual workers have had large
families in the past and have therefore given up a large part of their lives, and their
incomes, to the needs of dependants, and have had less opportunity to save. In
descending the occupational scale, earnings are lower; other sources of income are
fewer and the amounts of such income smaller; assets are fewer and less valuable;
and claims tend to be made on available resources by more people.
Our data demonstrate the cumulative command over resources of the higher
occupational classes. Although some of the details of our method of cumulation
(explained in Chapter 5 and Appendix Six, and also discussed in Chapter 9) can be
discussed critically and perhaps, in subsequent studies, modified, there is no doubt
that the method helps both to place apparently inconsistent findings of previous
studies into perspective and to bring out clearly the economic significance of social
stratification.
It becomes possible even to trace the contribution towards social inequality of
different types of resources. Thus Table 10.13 shows the mean non-asset income of
upper non-manual, lower non-manual and manual classes, and how that mean is
affected when different types of resource actually received or enjoyed by these 1
classes are added successively. For example, assets added £892 in annuity value,
employer fringe benefits £150, social services in kind £309 and private services in
kind £65, to the income of the average upper non-manual household. These amounts
corresponded with £98, £23, £178 and £68 respectively for the average manual
household. The final figure, it should be noted, includes the estimated value of
services of relatives in the home. The fact that the average upper non-manual
household derived £131 more in the year than the average manual household from
the social services in non-cash benefits is explained in large measure by 1
disproportionate use of free or subsidized educational facilities, particularly after the
age of 15. Assets add substantially to inequality, even adopting a relatively
conservative method of estimating their value in the form of an annuity and bearing
in mind our underestimation of absolute values owned by the richest households in
the sample. What is perhaps surprising, as the lower half of Table 10.13 shows, is
the relatively inconsequential effect of social service and private non-cash benefits
upon the unequal distribution of resources. Lower non-manual households, for
example, gained proportionately nearly as much as manual households from social
service non-cash benefits. For them the value of social services received or used in
the year added 14 per cent to the cumulative total of non-asset income, annuitized
value of assets and employer welfare benefits, compared with 15 per cent for manual
households.

SOCIAL CLASS AND STYLES OF LIVING 391
Table 10.13. The cumulative effect on the mean value in the previous year of the
resources of households in non-manual and manual classes.
Non-asset net disposable income
Social class of
head of household

Upper non-manual
Lower non-manual
Manual
Upper non-manual
Lower non-manual
Manual
Upper non-manual
Lower non-manual
Manual

and annuitized value of assets
Miniand employer fringe benefits mum
and value of
number
social services
in kind
and
private
income
in kind
£
£
£
£
£
1,889
2,781 2,931
3,240
3,305
140
1,214
1,653 1,754
2,002
2,071
434
1,032
1,130 1,153
1,331
1,397
895
As a percentage of the mean manual value
183
246
254
243
237
140
118
146
152
150
148
434
100
100
100
100
100
895
As a percentage of non-asset income
100
147
155
172
175
140
100
136
144
165
171
434
100
109
112
129
135
895

NOTE: In this table, non-asset income is reduced by the value of tax relief on mortgage interest
(which is included in the value of social services in kind), and the imputed rental income of
owner-occupied housing (assumed to be 7 per cent per annum of the capital value) and not the
annuitized value of such housing has been included in the second and subsequent columns.

Cumulative economic power must also be shown in relation to both age and
dependency. Table 10.14 shows what were the inequalities between individuals of
different age in non-manual and manual income units, and the accompanying graph
(Figure 10.1) illustrates the more striking trends. The estimates refer to income
units. This has the advantage that working adults other than married women are
classified according to their own occupation, and not that of the head of household.
It also has the advantage that the value of social service and other benefits enjoyed
exclusively by one income unit in households with two or more income units are not
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artificially averaged out for the household as a whole. On the other hand, some
costs, like rent, have been allocated arbitrarily, for want of information, to units in
such households.
The advantage of non-manual over manual income units is greatest in old age and
childhood, and least in the twenties. In relation to the poverty standard, the net
disposable incomes of adult cohorts within the non-manual classes tend to rise with
age, whereas within the manual classes they actually fall between the twenties and
the thirties and do not quite recover in the forties and fifties (when children can be
expected to be no longer dependent). This pattern persists when other resources are
added. In the non-manual class, a relative peak of affluence is reached in the early
sixties, and this becomes pronounced in relation to younger adults of that broad class
once employer welfare benefits and the annuitized value of assets are counted as
resources. This is true also of the manual class, though to a lesser extent. For both

Figure 10.1. The effect of adding other resources to the net disposable incomes of
units of which people of different age were members.

Table 10.14. Mean cumulative resources of members of income units according to age, expressed as a percentage of the
state’s poverty standard for net disposable income.
Cumulative resources Age
0-4
Non-manual
Net disposable
income last year
- plus employer
welfare benefits
Income net worth
plus employer
welfare benefits
plus private services
in kind
plus social services
in kind
Manual
Net disposable
income last year
plus fringe benefits
Income net worth
plus employer
welfare benefits
- plus private services
in kind
plus social services
in kind
Non-manual lowest
number
Manual lowest number

5-9

10-14

15-19

20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-64

65-69

70-79

80+

All ages

217

252

233

190

223

244

287

281

290

207

162

139

240

231

266

250

200

234

259

311

327

324

208

162

139

258

306

347

316

283

266

321

404

446

485

458

380

352

350

316

357

326

293

275

330

414

458

502

471

386

343

360

351

398

375

355

317

361

446

477

509

486

393

357

394

155
158

154
157

169
173

179
185

221
225

180
185

219
223

216
225

177
189

135
136

130
130

103
103

181
186

168

169

187

188

233

199

245

256

220

185

193

148

207

174

175

195

193

240

206

255

268

229

197

195

150

215

211

224

248

252

271

241

286

283

238

210

210

167

247

143
262

150
226

124
214

153
180

281
348

242
300

239
328

198
319

74
159

68
150

81
170

21
55

1,774
2,711
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non-manual and manual classes, the effect of including social service benefits is to
reduce the age differentials among adults.
But perhaps the most striking conclusion that can be drawn from both Table 10.14
and Figure 10.1 is the marked difference between non-manual and manual groups at
all ages, especially once employer welfare benefits and the annuitized value of
assets are counted as resources, and even after allowing for social service benefits.
Occupational Class and Poverty
The pervasive and cumulative inequality between non-manual and manual classes is,
of course, reflected in the proportions living in poverty. The proportion of people in
income units with incomes below or just above the state’s standard of poverty rises
steadily with falling occupational class, rising from 9 per cent of those in the
professional class to 59 per cent in the unskilled manual class (Table 10.15). It
should be remembered that the percentages are of people of all ages, including the
retired, the unemployed and the disabled. The effect of adding the ‘potential’ income
of assets to net disposable income tends to be smaller, in reducing these proportions,
for the manual than for the non-manual groups, as the summary figures in brackets
suggest. For example, the proportion of the unskilled manual class in poverty or on
its margins diminishes from 59 per cent only to 54 per cent. It can also be seen that
the proportions of low supervisory and routine non-manual classes in poverty or on
its margins diminish more sharply, and the proportions with an income of three or
more times the poverty standard increase more sharply than the equivalent
proportions among the manual classes. The steep increase of poverty in relation to
descending occupational class is also shown if the alternative measure of the
deprivation standard is adopted, as illustrated in the table.
Occupational Class and Style of Living
The differences between occupational classes extend to other structures. The inequalities in the distribution of resources produced by the system of employment
may be said to be causally related to the disposition of different social institutions,
and to the behaviour associated with those institutions, and with their sub-divisions.
Inequalities in resources are reflected and reinforced by these institutions, though the
direction of causal impulses is hard to identify. Thus the educational system tends to
be graded in conformity with the occupational hierarchy, and the type and length of
education as well as the qualifications obtained are related to occupational class.
Table 10.16 provides an example. The educational hierarchy reinforces or
legitimates the occupational hierarchy not only by providing qualifications for those
entering occupations of high rank but by providing incontestable differentiation

Table 10.15. Percentages of people of different occupational class according to, the net disposable income in previous year
(and net income worth)a of their income unit, expressed as a percentage of the state’s standard of poverty and of the
deprivation standard.
I Income last year (and
net income worth) as
% of supplementary
benefit rates plus
housing cost
Below or just above
standard (under 140%)
Above (140-299 %)
Substantially above
(300% or more)
Total
Number
II Gross disposable
income as %of the
deprivation standard
Below 100
100-199
200+
Total
Number

Professional

Managerial

Supervisory
High

17 (9)
64 (54)

Low

30 (13)
58 (58)

Routine
nonmanual

35 (26)
56 (59)

Partly
skilled
manual

13 (4)
62 (52)

46 (69)
100 (100)
299 (244)

25 (43)
100 (100)
259 (184)

18 (37)
12 (29)
100 (100) 100 (100)
518 (441) 664 (553)

9 (18)
9 (15)
7 (13)
4 (8)
100 (100) 100 (100) 100 (100) 100 (100)
414 (363) 1,686 (1,507) 858 (774) 532 (447)

5
22
73
100
299

6
49
45
100
259

11
56
34
100
518

27
58
14
100
415

28
57
15
100
1,686

38 (31)
55 (55)

Unskilled
manual

9 (7)
45 (24)

19
60
21
100
664

31 (19)
60 (63)

Skilled
manual

30
59
10
100
858

59 (54)
36 (38)

54
40
6
100
532

NOTE: aThe percentages in brackets are of people in income units with combined values of net disposable incomes and annuitized assets.

Table 10.16. Percentages of employed and self-employed men and women of different occupational class with selected
characteristics.
Selected characteristics Professional

Supervisory

Routine
nonmanual

Skilled Partly
manual skilled
manual

UnAll
skilled classes
manual

High

Low

58
-

52
83

41
44

38
36

15
17

9
10

8
7

27
31

81
-

64
(67)

77
62

68
61

45
49

38
46

35
32

25
31

48
46

43
-

35
(57)

23
50

24
39

19
28

20
32

22
28

23
30

23
33

5
-

17
-

29
25

31
6

34
13

60
29

62
40

40
(16)

47
21

11 or more years of
education
men
women

76
-

Owner-occupiers
men
women
Attended church in
last month
men
women
Membership of trade
union
men
women

Managerial

Numbers
Education
men
women

89
6

76
21

159
87

241
126

105
356

593
63

278
258

165
134

1,706
1,051

Tenure
men
women

90
7

79
21

162
92

243
127

108
363

596
63

284
262

171
136

1,733
1,071

Churchgoing
men
women

89
7

79
21

161
92

240
127

104
355

592
63

281
258

166
135

1,712
1,058

Membership of trade
uniona
men
women

61
4

53
12

157
77

149
69

97
260

561
45

270
164

153
32

1,501
659

NOTE: aThe self-employed and those working less than 30 hours a week are excluded.
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among those in employment by virtue of background, preparation and quality of
experience. Those low in the occupational hierarchy not only lack particular
qualifications but, before employment, have already been familiarized with what it
means to be of low rank and have been induced to lower their career expectations.
This is ironic in the case of qualifications which have no special relevance to the
occupations practised.
And the more that the educational system is itself differentiated, or rather
‘stratified’ the more will there be a tendency for the occupational class system and
other systems to be differentiated or stratified. Each system has influenced the other.
Different patterns of cultural interest and even of language evolve and contribute
towards social distinctiveness.
Another example is the system of tenure. The type of house in which people live
and its situation in relation to others helps to confirm that distinctiveness and what
expectations they have of other classes. With the rapid increase in home ownership,
tenure in itself is becoming less strongly associated with class. As part of a historical
process such ownership is becoming less a symbol of high non-manual class and
more a system itself consisting of distinctive strata. For example, in some declining
industrial areas, working-class owner-occupiers have taken over terraced homes
from landlords, and a combination of inheritance of housing and downward
occupational mobility is helping to disperse owner-occupation among the entire
range of occupational classes. As we will see in Chapter 13, both the council and
owner-occupied sectors of housing are dividing into more distinct strata. To give
just one illustration, 67 per cent of the homes owned by professional and managerial
persons were worth £5,000 or more in 1968-9; whereas 64 per cent of the homes
owned by partly skilled and unskilled persons were worth less than £3,000, most of
them less than £2,000. The difference is one of structure, amenities, size and
location.
A similar process of structuration may be affecting trade unions. Trade-union
membership has been a very marked characteristic of manual occupations and has
been associated with distinctive sets of attitudes and behaviour. The characteristics,
rewards and obligations of manual work have shaped union culture, which in turn
has helped to set the manual classes apart from the non-manual classes. The growth
of white-collar unions has begun to diversify the functions of the unions, however.
In future, differentiation seems likely to be more internal than external. There is
likely to be more of a separation of unions into distinct strata, with stronger and
weaker brethren and a less homogeneous style. The growth of internal differences
may therefore offset any apparent merging of manual and non-manual interests - in
this case of the evolution of the unions, as much as in the cases of owner-occupation
or, to take another example, comprehensive schools. The power of occupational
differentiation, and the power of the differentiation as it has operated within families
for generations and is expressed by inequalities in the distribution of resources, is

SOCIAL CLASS AND STYLES OF LIVING 399
likely to reproduce itself in other institutions as well as in style of living and
behaviour. The hierarchy of occupational prestige cannot be treated as an
1
independent dimension of social stratification.
The prestige of people depends primarily on the material and political privileges
they hold by virtue of their occupational class - though account would have to be
taken of consistency of membership throughout life. Prestige or status is an
important force legitimating existing social inequality.
The social estimation of honour and prestige, normally expressed by style of life,
induces respect and acceptance among the poor. It also induces self-righteousness
among the privileged. But symbols of prestige, flowing from the material
advantages of high occupational rank and wealth, which may be enough to keep the
poor at a respectful distance, may not be so convincing to those who possess them
and are thoroughly familiar with them. To enjoy their privileges, the rich are
induced to believe strongly in both their merits and their distinctiveness. This is a
complex historical process of cultural and ideological differentiation, of which many
examples might be given. Thus, in the survey, a strong relationship between
occupational class and institutionalized religious practice was found, as illustrated in
Table 10.16.
Just as means are generally found to justify, and therefore preserve, inequality, so
means have to be found to enjoin allegiance to society as a whole. People are not
only members of classes with unequal interests; they need to collaborate to defend
themselves against external enemies and trade competitors and threats to social
order, and to develop services required universally. The more divisive is inequality,
the greater must be the bonds of nationalism, or of sanctions or rewards in favour of
citizenship. Links between classes, common attitudes and even common activities
have to be fostered. Through such mechanisms as occupational mobility, fostered
aspirations for material goods and enforced participation in the national culture,
social conformity is paradoxically superimposed upon social inequality.
There is a loosely defined set of customs, material goods and social pleasures at
any point in a nation’s history which can be said to represent general amenities or to
which all or most people in that society are agreed to be entitled. Those who have
few of these amenities can be said to be deprived. Earlier, to explore the meaning
and operation of deprivation in society, we described a selected list of such
amenities or customs. Table 10.17 shows that there is a systematic inverse
association between occupational class and social and material deprivation.
1

The direction of this argument is to question the multi-factor theory of stratification associated with the Weberian tradition in sociology. Weber himself writes of the content of status in
a way which implies it is reducible in part to class, though in part to political power. Weber, M.,
The Theory of Social and Economic Organization (edited by Talcott Parsons), Free Press, New
York, 1964. This is discussed by Mann, M., ‘Economic Determinism and Structural Change’,
University of Essex, unpublished paper, March 1974.
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Table 10.17. Percentages of males and females of different occupational class
having little or no, and having severe deprivation.

Professional
Managerial
Supervisory - high
Supervisory - low
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual

Little or no depri- Severe deprivation
vation (score 0
(score 6,7 or 8)
or 1)
Males
Females Males Females
42
35
1
1
27
31
4
6
25
25
3
4
28
23
8
12
19
15
12
14
15
11
12
21
8
7
22
24
2
3
43
46

Total number

Males
167
138
251
375
157
878
453
277

Females
164
137
280
422
303
842
459
259

Social Mobility
In the course of working life, people may not only change jobs but take jobs of
different prestige, and remuneration, in the occupational hierarchy. They may or
may not hold jobs of the same prestige as those held by their fathers. And they may
or may not marry someone holding a job, or whose father may be holding a job, of
the same prestige as their own. Without offering more elaborate permutations, these
statements suggest why at any point in time two individuals of the same
occupational status may have different real prestige in the community, different sets
of social relationships and different standards of living.
Such permutations not only help to explain some of the paradoxes in people’s
class identification, described above, but also outcomes of poverty and deprivation.
Resources can be inherited, taken at the age of majority or acquired through
marriage. The different amounts of earnings and other forms of income and wealth
which we have shown to be associated with occupational class are associated no less
with the occupational class of one’s parents, spouse and spouse’s parents than with
the class to which, by virtue of one’s own occupation, one is assigned. These
structural interrelationships may have a direct association with the likelihood of
being poor. For example, if one of two people with identical low earnings comes
from a family of high occupational class, inherits a house and other possessions and
still receives gifts in cash or kind, or can borrow, from relatives, unlike the other, he
or she is that much less likely to be living in poverty than the other.
In the survey, all chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives were
invited to tell us the main occupation of their fathers. This was coded on the eightfold basis in exactly the same way as their own occupations, with the purpose of
comparing the results. There proved to have been a considerable amount of
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occupational mobility, judged by this rather crude criterion. Of course, the larger the
number of occupational categories into which the population is divided, the higher
will be any rate of mobility. For example, if we consider all eight occupational
classes, then 41 per cent of men were of higher occupational class, 29 per cent lower
and 31 per cent of the same occupational class as their fathers. The corresponding
percentages of women were 42, 29 and 29 respectively. But if these classes are
collapsed into just non-manual and manual classes, then 19 per cent of men were of
higher occupational class, 14 per cent lower and 67 per cent of the same class
Table 10.18. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives, according to their own and their fathers’ occupational class.
Occupational class
Men

Percentage
Women

1. Upper non-manual,
father same
2.3
2. Upper non-manual,
father lower non-manual 5.7
3. Upper non-manual,
father manual
3.1
4. Lower non-manual,
father upper non-manual 1.5
5. Lower non-manual,
father same
13.1
6. Lower non-manual,
father manual
15.6
7. Upper manual,
father non-manual
9.0
8. Upper manual,
father same
15.6
9. Upper manual,
father lower manual
8.4
10. Lower manual,
father non-manual
5.1
11. Lower manual,
father upper manual
9.7
12. Lower manual,
father same
11.0
Total
100

Number
Men

Women

1.8

35

32

5.3

86

94

3.5

47

61

1.4

23

24

14.1

200

250

16.8

236

296

8.0

137

142

15.0

238

265

8.4

128

149

5.4

78

96

10.1

147

178

167
1,522

180
1,767

102
100
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Table 10.19. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives of different combined occupational
class and class of origin, with selected characteristics.
Selected characteristics

Upper non-manual
Father Father Father
same lower manual
nonmanual

1. With 11 or more years
education
91
2. Owner-occupier
73
3. Home valued £5,000 or
morea
(82)
4. Good environmentb
64
5. Full or fairly full range
consumer durablesc
87
6. Little or no material and
social deprivationd
66
7. Net disposable household
income last year 300%
or more of state’s poverty
standard
40
8. Net income worth 300
or more of state’s poverty
standard
(72)

Lower non-manual
Father Father Father
upper
same
manual
nonmanual

Upper manual
Father Father
nonsame
manual

Lower manual
Father Father Father Father
lower
nonupper same
manual manual manual

74
77

36
73

(77)
(64)

48
71

24
61

19
49

10
36

6
36

13
33

5
31

4
25

71
68

50
46

(68)
(40)

39
44

31
32

22
27

12
20

13
16

5
16

8
14

4
15

85

76

(54)

56

52

37

33

33

20

22

18

60

56

(57)

45

41

32

33

27

13

18

15

40

27

(8)

13

12

11

8

7

4

3

4

61

48

(42)

40

28

23

14

11

11

13

9

Numbers on which percentages are based
1.
64 180
107
2.
67 181
108
3.
49 137
78
4.
58 159
93
5.
67 170
106
6.
67 181
108
7.
53 159
91
8.
46 129
67
NOTES: aOwner-occupiers only.
b
Scoring 0 on the environment index (see page 535).
c
With 8 or more of list of 10 durables.
d
Scoring 0-2 on deprivation index (see page 250).

47
47
28
40
46
47
37
31

438
451
316
376
435
451
371
316

524
532
322
449
517
532
449
387

274
279
138
227
268
278
245
219

497
503
182
418
486
501
452
404

273
279
101
229
263
279
254
227

172
173
57
130
156
174
152
132

319
324
99
273
300
325
287
261

338
346
88
267
307
347
310
268
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as their fathers (the corresponding percentages of women being 20, 13 and 66).
The categories shown in Table 10.18 have been selected partly because the
numbers in the sample do not permit finer discrimination for purposes of analysis.
Our hypothesis will be that within four broad occupational classes obtained by
dividing each of the manual and non-manual grades into two sub-categories,
resources will tend to vary according to the occupational class of the father.
The hypothesis tends to be borne out over most of the scale, though only fitfully
within the lower non-manual group. A range of data have been condensed in Table
10.19. They reveal quite clearly for each of the upper non-manual, lower nonmanual and upper manual groups that those whose fathers belonged to the upper
non-manual class, or to the non-manual classes as a whole, were more likely to be
owner-occupiers, and to have homes worth £5,000 or more if they were; and to have
a combined household income and ‘potential’ income (from the annuity value of
their assets) three or more times the state’s poverty standard.
The picture is much less clear-cut for income than for wealth, as the table suggests. Not only do those whose origins were in the higher non-manual classes have a
better chance of living in a home which they themselves own, but they have other
forms of assets or ‘wealth’ which enhance living standards. Thus, for each of the
upper non-manual, lower non-manual and manual classes, those whose fathers
belonged to the upper non-manual group, or to the non-manual group as a whole,
were more likely to live in a congenial environment (with large gardens, good play
facilities for children and an absence of air pollution); to have little or no material
and social deprivation, and even to have a relatively full range of consumer durables
in the home. For the lower manual class as well, those with non-manual fathers were
more likely to have had a lengthy education.
The measures we have presented help to show the cumulative force of occupational class, and therefore of the resources to which people have direct or indirect
access by virtue of the class to which they belong, throughout life. The chances of
living in a preferred type of area, living in an owner-occupied home with a garden
and good play facilities, going to a school which provides high chances of
educational advancement, entering a relatively high-paid and prestigious occupation,
and having a large variety of possessions, seem to be due not only to one’s
occupational class, but also, whatever one’s age (as we shall find in Chapter 24 on
‘Old People’), to the occupational class of one’s father. Occupational class controls
the number of different types as well as levels of resources to which people have
access, and controls, too, peoples’ sense of belonging and allegiance. Otherwise it
would be hard to explain the trends illustrated in Table 10.20. Non-manual workers
are less likely to say they are middle class if their fathers are, or were, manual
workers, and manual workers are less likely to say they are working class if their
fathers are, or were, non-manual workers.
The trends illustrated in the table suggest a principle which could be pursued more
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Table 10.20. Percentages of chief wage-earners and heads of households or housewives of different occupational class and class of origin, who said they were middle
class, and mean individual income and annuity value of assets.
Combined class
Percentage
(occupational class saying they
of self and father) were middle
class
Men

1. Upper nonmanual, father
same
2. Upper nonmanual, father
lower nonmanual
3. Upper nonmanual, father
manual
4. Lower nonmanual, father
upper nonmanual
5. Lower nonmanual, father
same
6. Lower nonmanual, father
manual
7. Upper manual,
father nonmanual
8. Upper manual,
father same
9. Upper manual,
father lower
manual
10. Lower manual,
father nonmanual
11. Lower manual,
father upper
manual
12. Lower manual,
father same

Women

Mean net
disposable
income last
year of
individual
£

Mean annuity value of
individual
assets

Number on
which percentages
based

£

Men

Women

(93)

(87)

1,286

1,179

30

31

77

87

1,113

603

80

91

(62)

61

841

411

45

56

(86)

(90)

(776)

(215)

22

21

61

66

641

417

180

239

45

47

601

174

219

282

32

38

552

150

123

134

17

30

545

85

230

248

21

23

526

77

121

139

15

25

457

61

75

88

19

25

450

61

139

170

8

13

430

46

154

171
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deeply. There are other sources of wealth or other barriers to wealth. There is the
occupational class of one’s wife or husband; one’s mother, and one’s mother-in-law.
And there is the question of career mobility: of how far the occupational class of
individuals has been the same throughout their adult lives. We should expect,
according to a range of criteria, that someone who achieves professional status only
in his late forties is unlikely to have resources equal to those of someone who has
held that status since his mid twenties. At the two extremes will be someone whose
high (or low) social position is defined by virtue of the high (or low) position held
throughout life by himself, his father and mother, and his wife’s father and mother.
Occupational class within a household may be said to be ‘reinforced’ if the
spouse’s and both fathers’ occupational classes are the same as a man’s or woman’s
occupational class. The outcome can even be measured in the resources of the
household. Two illustrations will be given. First, Table 10.21 shows the mean
Table 10.21. Mean income net worth as a percentage of the state’s poverty standard, according to the occupational class of both husbands and wives.
Occupational class of husband
and wife
Both upper non-manual
Husband upper non-manual,
wife lower non-manual
Husband lower non-manual,
wife non-manual
Husband non-manual, wife
manual
Husband upper manual, wife
non-manual
Husband lower manual, wife
non-manual
Both upper manual
Both manual, one upper manual
Both lower manual

Income net worth expressed Number
as % of state’s poverty
standard
(527)
26
413

266

307

567

311

245

217

428

204
204
199
187

186
105
566
451

NOTE: Except for the topmost category, some categories have been combined because
numbers in cells were small.

income net worth of households in which the occupational classes of husband and
wife can be differently combined. As can be seen, there is a tendency for income net
worth to be higher the higher the occupational class of each spouse.
Secondly, Table 10.22 shows the mean annuity value of assets for households in

SOCIAL CLASS AND STYLES OF LIVING 407
Table 10.22. Mean annuity value of household assets, according to number of nonmanual characteristics of chief wage-earner, head of household or housewife.

Number of nonmanual characteristicsa
Four
Three
Two
One
None

Mean annuity value of household assets
Husband in Husband in All house- Total number of
non-manual manual
holds
informants
occupation
occupation
£
£
£
906
906
324
1,091
285
988
398
617
312
460
544
202
117
132
773
92
92
718

NOTE: aThe four occupations were those of husband, wife, husband’s father and wife’s father.

which the occupational class of husband, wife and their respective fathers could be
obtained, totalling four items of information. For all households, and independently
for those where the husbands had non-manual and manual occupations, the annuity
value of assets tended to be higher the higher the number of non-manual occupations
among the four.
Table 10.23 goes on to compare the proportions found to be in poverty according
to the different indicators of social class put forward in this chapter. The material
basis of the subjective and occupational classifications which have been discussed is
further illustrated and the individual’s command over resources may be seen to be
linked not just to his or her occupational class but to that of husbands and wives and
respective families of origin.
Table 10.23. Percentages in or near poverty according to different indicators of
social class (chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives only).
Indicator of social class

Percentage in
poverty or on
margins according to state’s
standard
Self-rated class (unprompted) No. = 2,864
Upper middle
(20)
Middle
23
Lower middle
16
Working
33
‘Poor’, ordinary’ or ‘lower’
46

Percentage in Number
poverty according to deprivation standard

(9)
18
9
26
38

34
1,004
124
1,375
140
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Table 10.23.- contd
Indicator of social class

Percentage in
poverty or on
margins according to state’s
standard

Self-rated class (prompted) No. = 3,068
Upper middle
Middle
Lower middle
Upper working
Working
Poor
Registrar General’s classification No. = 4,142
I Professional and managerial
II Intermediate
III Skilled (non-manual)
III Skilled (manual)
IV Partly skilled
V Unskilled
Sociological (eightfold) fold) No. = 4,095
Professional
Managerial
Supervisory - high
Supervisory - low
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual
Occupational class characteristics of family
No. = 3,114
Husband, wife, husband’s father and wife’s
father all non-manual
Three of four non-manual
Two of four non-manual
One of four non-manual
None of four non-manual

Percentage in Number
poverty according to deprivation standard

13
24
20
22
38
78

11
19
13
14
32
67

75
704
409
548
1,188
82

20
18
17
30
42
56

8
14
13
23
37
49

188
695
547
1,489
878
282

8
9
13
26
31
32
36
59

5
5
7
17
28
27
27
53

260
206
416
534
234
1,404
652
389

11
11
19
34
35

4
7
15
27
31

400
441
618
843
812

NOTE: For self-rated class, husband and wife were classified separately if their answers were
different. For the Registrar General’s and the sociological scales, husband and wife were both
classified according to the chief wage-earner’s or head of household’s occupation.
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The Relationship between Social Class and Poverty
Finally, the implications of these findings need to be discussed. Occupational class
is both a reflection of the homogeneity of rewards, privileges and disprivileges and
status conferred in the past upon the incumbents of particular occupations, and a
potent influence upon developments and adjustments in the allocation of resources
in changing conditions. Knowledge of a man’s occupational class governs others’
behaviour towards him and, most importantly, governs the behaviour of those, such
as employers, personnel managers, building society officials, estate agents, bank
managers, housing managers and supplementary benefit officials, who have powers
to decide who is to be allowed access directly or indirectly to different types of
resource. Occupational class has the function of helping to generalize particular
inequalities into a structured inequality with social form and consistency. Its
association with particular types and levels of reward; particular chances of having
inherited, or being likely to acquire, wealth; and particular kinds and degrees of
power reinforces its meaning and establishes a pattern so pervasive and compelling
that it seems to carry a natural authority. It is easy, therefore, to comprehend how it
acts as a kind of social seal upon, and legitimates, the many thousands of diverse
acts of generosity and meanness, or privilege and disprivilege, which take place
every day in society. In one fundamental sense, it can be seen as a social invention
to justify or excuse greed.
But though occupational classes can be demonstrated to exist, by virtue of
differences of reward, wealth and behaviour, and can be demonstrated to interrelate,
say, with the educational system, other public social services and family origins,
they cannot be said to be identical with social classes. The roles of citizen, family
member and community member modify occupational roles and therefore
occupational class roles. And although occupational class is governed by economic
class and is closely connected with other forms of stratification, it does not subsume
them.
Poverty, then, is institutionalized and even legitimated by the occupational class
structure. Occupational class helps to explain the low pay of the low paid, because
low pay is a feature and a consequence of an elaborate hierarchical structure, the
principles of which depend on the hierarchy and its acceptability to the population.
The senses in which low pay is a feature of an elaborate structure will be discussed
in Chapter 17. It can be explained only by reference to that structure, and remedied
only by altering that structure in key respects. The poverty to which, as we have
shown, half the people in the unskilled manual class are exposed is not just the
combined result of low pay and an above-average share of dependants. It is the
result, too, of the denial of access to other than intermittent or insecure forms of
employment, with few rights or no rights to sick pay, paid holidays and other
benefits, lack of assets, greater chances of becoming sick or disabled, and poorer
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coverage under the provisions of the national insurance and industrial injuries
schemes.
The structure of inequality is not only heavily reinforced and interdependent. It is
tolerated more readily by the poor and more self-righteously by the rich or
prosperous than the facts would seem to warrant. Our findings begin to suggest how
this arises. Those who are relatively prosperous say they belong to the middle class.
They recognize superiority over a lower class and want to establish their social
distance from them, but implicitly recognize that they themselves have superiors.
For some of the wealthy this is convenient, because by claiming middle-class status
they assume their wealth and their status to be more modest than it is. And by not
setting claims to extreme social distance, they are enabled to deny that there are
others in society at the extreme from them, living in conditions of deprivation. For
their part, the poor distinguish their condition from that of poverty - perhaps largely
because of imputations of blame. They are encouraged to espouse the status of ‘the
working class’. This image of their class is less revolutionary in its implications.
At the end of the eighteenth century, Sir Frederick Eden wrote The State of the
Poor, or an History of the Labouring Classes in England from the Conquest. It was
only in the course of the nineteenth century that the more euphemistic term ‘the
working class’ gained favour. With that term securely established, the revival of the
term ‘poor’ in the 1960s and 1970s has now come to be associated in the public
mind with a largely workless (aged, sick, disabled, unsupported mothers), and
supposedly small, minority. Indeed, the image of the class structure adopted by
some calling themselves ‘working class’ presumes there is an inferior workless
1
underclass as well as an opposed or superior employer class. At a time of rapid
development in many societies of a huge dependent underclass, traditional workingclass consciousness can operate as a legitimating force for the deprivation of that
underclass and for the relative privileges enjoyed by the working class. This can be
regarded as a source of division and hence of weakness. Instead of uniting against
the rich to ensure a fairer distribution of resources, the relatively poor find
themselves discriminating against each other for a share of the resources which
remain to them.
The larger definition of ‘the poor’ adopted by Sir Frederick Eden might none the
less be as appropriate today as it was in the eighteenth century - even if lesser and
greater poor have to be recognized, and discussed, more clearly today. For that
definition would facilitate a more realistic description of the class structure and its
causes. Eden, for example, could write easily of the necessary connections between
1

Goldthorpe and his colleagues report that a significant minority of the manual workers they
studied saw themselves as belonging to an intermediate class with a residual class below them
‘made up of deprived, undeserving or disadvantaged persons’. See Goldthorpe, J. H., Lockwood,
D., Bechhofer. F., and Platt, J., The Affluent Worker in the Class Structure, Cambridge
University Press, 1969, p. 149.
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industry and poverty. ‘What divides the rich from the poorer is not the ownership of
land or of money, but rather the command of labour.’ Without the most distant idea,
then, of disparaging the numberless benefits derived for the country from
manufactures and commerce, the result of this investigation seems to lead to this
inevitable conclusion that manufactures and commerce are the true parents of our
1
national poor.’
Summary and Conclusion
Social class is strongly and uniformly correlated with poverty. We are able to show
this by taking subjective as well as objective indicators of social class, and by
pursuing the measurement of resources beyond the conventional limits of net
disposable income.
First, subjective indicators. The ‘working’ and the ‘middle’ class tend to have
different images of the class system, which are combined, uneasily and not very
logically, in public usage. Members of the former often adopt a two-valued power
model (such as ‘the rich and the workers’), and of the latter a three-valued status
model of three ranks of upper, middle and lower class, or a finer succession of ranks
of upper, upper middle, lower middle class and so on. Very few people assign
themselves to an ‘upper’ or even ‘upper middle’ class, and relatively few consider
themselves to be of ‘lower’, ‘lowest‘ or ‘poor’ class. The correlation between selfrated class and level of earnings is strong and is stronger when resources additional
to earnings are taken into the reckoning. Our data suggested that the correlation
would be stronger still if living standards were to be measured in relation to an
extensive period of the life-cycle.
Although present occupational class is related to self-rated class, it is by no means
uniformly coincident. Some people with manual jobs say they are middle class, for
example, and they tend to be people with relatively high assets, above-average years
of education, owner-occupiers rather than tenants and say their fathers have been or
are in non-manual rather than manual occupations. We found, therefore, that class
consciousness is strongly rooted in economic circumstances, as they are and have
been experienced, when these are defined broadly and measured over long periods
of the life-cycle.
We have also argued that the images of class which are held do play an important
1

I owe these quotations to Marx, who referred with respect to Eden as ‘the only disciple of
Adam Smith throughout the eighteenth century who produced anything of importance’ and who
adopted some of his themes. Marx agreed that in the sixteenth century the propertyless were
more inclined to become vagabonds and robbers and beggars than workers, and that in ‘the prehistory of capital, state coercion to transform the propertyless into workers at conditions
advantageous for capital’ was extreme. See Marx, K., Grundrisse Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1973, pp. 735-7. The passages from Eden’s work are from The State of the Poor,
or an History of the Labouring Classes in England from the Conquest, vol. I, Book I, pp. 1-2
and 57-61.
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part in legitimating the unequal distribution of resources. Those who assign
themselves to the middle class accept the existence of a class of lower rank and tend
to regard their own position in the world as natural or inevitable if not deserved.
Some deny or underestimate their material advantage. It is particularly noteworthy
that nearly all those in the topmost 5 per cent of wealth (whether defined in terms of
value of assets or net disposable income per head) regard themselves as of ‘middle’
class.
Secondly, ‘objective’ indicators. Irrespective of self-rating, people can be assigned
to a position on a scale on the basis of their present or last or main occupation in life.
We found that according to criteria of earnings, net disposable income of income
unit and imputed annual value of household resources, occupations ranked by
prestige or general desirability comprise a more consistent, or regular, hierarchical
system than has appeared to be the case in some other studies. We found a sharp
difference in command over resources between people in non-manual and people in
manual occupations, and this applied even to a small borderline group of male
routine, non-manual workers, when compared with male skilled manual workers.
Inequalities in earnings are widened when hours of work and weeks of work are
standardized, and the value of employer welfare benefits and of home ownership
and other assets are brought into the picture.
At all ages, but particularly in late middle age, there is a huge difference between
non-manual and manual classes in the annual value of their total resources, when
measured in relation to the state’s poverty standard. Even when the value of social
services in kind is added to total resources, relative inequality is only slightly
moderated.
In descending the occupational class scale, there is an increase in the proportion
living at a level three times or more the poverty standard. Compared with 9 per cent
of those of professional class, we found 59 per cent of unskilled manual workers
who were in or on the margins of poverty, according to the state’s standard, and 5
per cent and 54 per cent respectively were in poverty, according to the deprivation
standard. We must conclude, therefore, that the nature and degree of differentiation
of occupational class is a predominant determinant of poverty - II especially, as we
have seen, when we take into account the class origins and occupational experience
of both husband and wife.
Of perhaps most importance in the analysis has been the distinction we have been
compelled to make between the occupational class of individuals and the social class
of families, income units and households. The latter can be shown to depend in part
on the class origins as well as the combined occupational histories of their members.
Thereby structures, and hence the prevalence of poverty, can be better explained.
In the remainder of this book I will attempt to show in some detail the nature of
the occupational hierarchy and how it relates to the experience of deprivation of
different poor minorities.

11
Objective and Subjective Deprivation

Deprivation takes many forms in every society, and in the next four chapters some’
of the principal forms will be discussed. People can be said to be deprived if they
lack the types of diet, clothing, housing, environmental, educational, working and
social conditions, activities and facilities which are customary, or at least widely
encouraged or approved, in the societies to which they belong. They fall below
standards of living which either can be shown to be widespread in fact or are
socially accepted or institutionalized. As we have argued, these two standards are
unlikely to be one and the same thing. Perceptions of deprivation lag behind material
progress or are distorted by class and other vested interests.
A third standard of deprivation can in principle be distinguished, which tends to be
implicit in any attempt to define the first standard. People may not fall below a
standard of living which can be shown to be widespread, but they may fall below a
standard which could be widespread, given a reorganization of the institutions and
redistribution of the means available in that society. This standard tends to be
adopted more readily as an assumption in discussion about societies of the Third
World than about industrial societies.
The previous chapter sketched in outline some of the components of styles of
living in British society and the extent to which they are diffused, particularly
among different social classes. This chapter will first demonstrate what forms of
objective deprivation exist in British society and how many people experience them.
Because forms of deprivation are so numerous, I will, for convenience, reserve for
discussion in subsequent chapters forms of deprivation at work, in housing and
environment, and concentrate attention here on material and social forms of
deprivation. The chapter will go on to show whether, in what form, and how many,
people feel deprived, and then show whether such feelings are consistent with
different objective measures of deprivation, and in particular whether they are
consistent with low incomes and resources.
Forms of Objective Deprivation
Different indices of deprivation were included in the survey. Those affecting work,
housing and environment will be principally discussed in Chapters 12, 13 and 14,

Table 11.1. Percentages of men and women, and people of different age and occupational class, who were materially and
socially deprived in different senses.
Indicators of material
and social deprivation

All
Males Females Age
males
and
0females
4

Occupational class (8-fold)
514

1529

1. Short of fuel to keep warm at some or all stages during last 12
months
5.2 4
6
8
8
4
2. Fewer than 6 items in a
selected list of 10 dur
ables in household
(incl. TV and
refrigerator)
21.0 20
21
26
17
21
3. No television in
household
8.1 8
9
7
6
8
4. No refrigerator
41.3 40
42
44
37
42
5. Does not have fresh
meat most days of the
week
19.2 18
21
19
18
14
6. At least one day
without cooked meal
in last fortnight
6.3 5
8
4
2
5

3049

5064

65+

Profes- Other Skilled Partly
sional nonmanual skilled
and
manual
and unmanaskilled
gerial
manual

4

4

6

0

3

5

11

15

18

41

2

19

32

39

6
35

6
39

16
58

6
14

9
37

11
54

11
61

15

20

36

7

15

18

30

5

11

13

4

6

6

8

7. Less than three pints
of milk per person
per week
8. Household does not
usually have a Sunday
joint
9. Does not have cooked
breakfast most days of
week
10. Inadequate footwear for
both wet and fine
weather (excl. infants)
11. Second-hand clothing
bought sometimes or
often by housewife
12. Housewife only. No
new winter coat in last
3 years
13. Household spent less
than £10 last
Christmas
14. Not had holiday away
from home in last 12
months
15. All aged 15 and over.
Not been out for meal
or snack to relatives or
friends in last 4 weeks

12.9

-

-

14

14

15

12

10

11

7

10

14

18

20.1 19

21

22

18

18

17

18

33

15

16

19

26

66.7 62

72

73

64

67

69

68

66

59

70

72

78

1

3

6

3

2

1

1

2

0

1

3

4

10.4 11

10

15

16

10 1

0

7

6

5

8

10

17

-

33

-

-

14

27

34

58

21

28

33

43

11.4 10

13

8

7

8

6

12

36

3

8

11

20

50.0 49

50

60

45

47

45

48

68

27

42

54

65

45.1 48

42

-

-

34

46

49

55

28

38

47

58

2.1

-

Table 11.1. - contd
Indicators of material
and social deprivation

All
Males Females Age
males
and
0females
4

Occupational class (8-fold)
514

1529

3049

5064

65+

Profes- Other Skilled Partly
sional nonmanual skilled
and
manual
and unmanaskilled
gerial
manual

16. All aged 15 and over.

17.

18.
19.
20.

21.

Not had relative or
friend for a meal or
snack in last four weeks
Children 3-14. Not had
friend to play or tea in
last 4 weeks
Children 3-14. Not had
party last birthday
Children 3-14. Pocket
money 10p or less
Not had afternoon or
evening out in last
fortnight (e.g. pub,
sports match, cinema,
theatre, dancing, bingo)
Not enough money to
have evening out in last
fortnight

33.4 36

31

-

-

22

34

32

37

21

28

33

45

35.9 39

33

35

36

-

-

-

-

22

34

30

53

56.1 60

52

51

58

-

-

-

-

44

45

60

71

43.3 44

42

68

41

-

-

-

-

47

41

41

49

40.1 35

43

36

50

21

34

47

60

37

37

40

44

5

4

7

3

6

5

6

1

4

4

8

5.2

5

NOTE: Numbers on which percentages based for all males and females of all ages vary between 5,814 and 6,078; for any age group, the
minimum number is 510; and for any class group the minimum number is 630 in the case of all sex and age groups, though it is 201 for
housewives and 169 for children aged 3-14.
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though some key items will be anticipated in the ensuing discussion. Table 11.1 sets
out a long list of items which can either be shown in practice to constitute, or
according to conventional opinion do constitute, deprivation. These do not, of
course, provide a comprehensive list of forms of material and social deprivation, and
information about them might sometimes have been collected differently, or in more
detail. Each one of them really needs to be considered in relation to other items
rather than singly in reaching an overall judgement of what constitutes deprivation.
Six per cent of the sample had missed at least one day with a cooked meal in the
previous fortnight; 5 per cent said they had been short of fuel and 2 per cent had
inadequate footwear for both fine and wet weather. As many as 40 per cent had not
had an afternoon or evening out in the previous fortnight, including 5 per cent who
also said this was because of lack of money. Ten per cent of housewives said that
there was no one outside the household upon whom they could rely for help in an
emergency, such as illness; 10 per cent that they bought second-hand clothing
sometimes or often, and 33 per cent that they had not bought a new winter coat for at
least three years. Thirty-six per cent of children had not had a friend to tea or to play
in the previous four weeks, and 56 per cent had not had a party on their last birthday.
Eight per cent of households lacked a television, and 41 per cent a refrigerator; as
many as 21 per cent had fewer than six of a selected list of ten common durables or
fitments in the home.
Different forms of deprivation were highly correlated, and we developed two
indices, a deprivation index and a durables index, to examine those people experiencing a number of different forms. Table 11.2 shows that 28 per cent of males
and 30 per cent of females had at least five of ten selected forms of deprivation, and
7 and 9 per cent respectively had seven or more. More children than young or
middle-aged adults were deprived, and more old people, particularly those aged 75
and over, than young people.
Although more of the elderly than of the young, and more children than young
adults, experience deprivation, the pattern varies according to type of each subcomponent of deprivation. The results of applying a general index will therefore
tend to vary according to the sub-components chosen. As we argued in Chapter 6,
however, if efforts are made to include among the sub-components a widely
representative cross-section of indicators of styles of living, the arbitrariness of the
index can be minimized. A higher percentage of children than of all other age
groups lived in households which were short of fuel, depended in some measure on
second-hand clothing and had inadequate footwear (Table 11.1). A higher percentage of middle-aged than of young adults had not had an evening out or been to
relatives or friends, or received them in their homes, than young adults, but the
percentage lacking material possessions or facilities in the home was about the same
as of young adults, and in some instances was lower.
For all types of deprivation, except the payment of small amounts of pocket
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Table 11.2. Percentages of males and females of different age deprived in none or
one or more of ten respects.
Males
Deprivation aged
index
3-19 20-29
0
3
6
1-2
34
37
3-4
35
35
5-6
20
19
7+
7
3
Total
100 100
Number
841 392
Females
0
4
7
1-2
34
38
3-4
38
35
5-6
19
15
7+
8
5
Total
100 100
Number
788 415

All ages
30-39 40-54 55-64
5
5
4
37
33
32
34
39
36
19
17
23
5
6
5
100 100 100
381 500 342

65-74 75+
2
1
21
12
36
32
29
31
12
22
100 100
216
80

4
33
36
21
7
100
2,752

4
34
40
16
6
100
364

1
16
35
33
15
100
281

4
30
36
21
9
100
2,969

4
34
39
16
7
100
570

2
28
34
29
7
100
356

0
11
22
35
31
100
172

NOTE: Items in deprivation index comprise list as set out in Table 6.3, page 250.

money to children, there was a correlation, and usually a very marked correlation,
with occupational class (Table 11.1). Compared with people of professional and
managerial class, far more of those in the unskilled or partly skilled manual classes
lacked durables in the household, were short of fuel, did not eat fresh meat
frequently, drank very small quantities of milk and had not been on a summer
holiday.
Subjective Deprivation
To what extent did people feel deprived? A variety of questions were asked in the
survey. How well off do you feel these days on your income, compared with the rest
of your family, other people round here of your age and the average in the country?
On the whole, is your situation getting better or worse? Do you think you were as
well off, say, ten years ago as you are now? Do you find it specially difficult to
manage on your income? Do you think you could genuinely say you are poor now?
The exact form of the questions will be found in the questionnaire reproduced at the
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end of this book. Other questions were directed at satisfaction with work and pay
and are discussed in Chapter 12.
A summary of response is given in Table 11.3. In no case does the proportion of
the entire sample expressing a sense of deprivation fall below about 15 per cent representing over 8 million in the population. More chief wage-earners and
housewives tended to feel worse off by comparison with other members of their
families living outside the household than by comparison with the national average
for people of their age or others in their immediate localities. As many as 30 per cent
of chief wage-earners or heads of households said they found it specially difficult to
manage on their incomes, and as many as 41 per cent over the age of 35 said they
were not as well off as they were ten years previously. Eight per cent, representing
4½ million, said they felt poor all the time, and another 18 per cent sometimes. On
the other hand, more people felt better off than felt worse off than ever, the numbers
being 34 and 18 per cent respectively. This evidence suggests that expressions of
deprivation are more widespread among individual families than is assumed
collectively in discussion publicly of social problems.
The data on subjective attitudes present a rather different picture according to
social structure from those on material and social conditions. Let us first consider
variations according to age. Although more of the elderly than of the young felt poor
or worse off than their families, their neighbours or the national average, the
difference is in some instances not as marked as one might expect. The number
feeling poor increased only gradually from 23 per cent of the under-thirties to 36 per
cent of the over-sixty-fives. However, there was a marked increase with age in the
proportion of the population saying that their own situation was worse than it had
ever been, and a very marked decrease in the proportion saying that it was better
than ever. Among all age groups, more people felt worse off in relation to the rest of
their families than in relation to their neighbours or the national average.
Secondly, variations in attitude according to class corresponded in some but by no
means all respects with the picture presented by different objective measures. The
number of people in unskilled and partly skilled manual classes who said they felt
poor sometimes or often was 41 per cent, compared with only 7 per cent of those in
professional and managerial classes. When asked to relate their situation to that of
the rest of the family, neighbours, the national average and their own previous living
standards, the differences tended to be less marked. A substantial proportion of
people in professional and managerial classes said they were worse off, for example,
than the rest of their families. A fifth felt they were worse off than previously in
their lives. Nearly a fifth found it difficult to manage on their incomes.
The correlation between different expressions of deprivation was high, but neither
was it complete, nor did those expressing extreme deprivation in one respect always
even admit less extreme deprivation in other respects. Thus, 39 per cent of those
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Table 11.3. Percentages feeling deprived in different senses.
Types of subjective deprivation All
Men
men
and
women

Chief wage-earners
and housewives only
Compared with rest of family feels:
better off
22.7
26
about the same
46.9
47
worse off
27.4
24
No. =
3,418 1,560
Compared with others
around locality, feels:
better off
20.3
22
about the same
58.1
58
worse off
14.7
13
No. =
3,425 1,563
Compared with average in
country, feels:
better off
19.9
22
about the same
52.1
51
worse off
20.5
20
No. =
3,420 1,559

Women

Age

Occupational class (8-fold)

Under 3030
49

5064

65+

Profes- Other Skilled Partly
sional nonmanual skilled
and
manual
and unmanaskilled
gerial
manual

20
46
30
1,858

32
42
25
525

26
51
20
1,355

20
46
31
914

10
44
41
607

38
39
19
366

28
45
24
1,040

20
51
27
1,077

15
48
33
858

19
58
16
1,862

26
55
12
525

22
59
12
1,353

18
58
18
915

14
59
19
614

35
49
8
369

24
54
13
1,039

17
64
14
1,077

14
61
20
859

18
53
21
1,861

20
60
13
523

25
52
16
1,349

18
54
21
916

10
44
35
614

51
32
10
367

25
52
15
1,038

12
61
20
1,076

10
51
30
855
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Own situation felt to be:
better than ever
34.3
worse off than ever
18.5
known better and worse times 14.5
about the same as ever
31.3
No. =
3,430
Chief wage-earner or head of
household over 35
As well off as 10 years ago:
No
41.1
Yes
56.8
No. =
1,564
Chief wage-earner or head of
household of any age
Finds it specially difficult to
manage on income:
Yes
29.8
No
69.5
No. =
2,027
Feels poor now:
all the time
7.9
sometimes
17.6
never
73.4
No. =
2,006

37
17
14
30
1,566

32
19
14
33
1,864

53
8
12
25
525

41
14
13
30
1,355

32
22
15
31
918

7
32
19
40
614

42
20
8
28
368

38
16
13
30
1,043

35
19
15
30
1,079

27
20
18
34
860

42
56
1,145

38
59
419

-

46
51
575

40
58
535

36
62
438

47
51
155

42
57
471

42
55
475

36
60
413

28
72
1,553

36
62
474

24
76
255

27
72
761

30
69
556

38
62
370

17
82
209

25
74
616

29
70
633

41
58
515

6
17
76
1,547

13
21
63
459

7
16
77
252

5
17
77
745

9
15
76
556

12
24
62
439

3
4
93
205

6
14
80
611

8
19
72
631

13
28
58
504

NOTE: Those giving ‘don’t know’ as answers are excluded from the table, and totals therefore of percentages do not quite add to 100.
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saying they found it difficult to manage on their incomes also said they never felt
poor, and although 91 per cent of those who said they felt poor all the time also said
it was difficult to manage on their incomes, 9 per cent said they did not. Much of
this would be explained by the different conceptions held by people about what it
means ‘to manage’ and ‘to be poor’.
We sought to examine people saying they felt deprived in several different
respects. Table 11.4 shows that more women than men among chief wage-earners or
Table 11.4. Percentage of men and women feeling deprived in none or one or more
of five respects.
Number of types of
subjective deprivation
acknowledged
None
1
2
3
4
5
Total
Number

Men

Women

47
24
14
9
4
2
100
1,556

31
22
16
17
10
5
100
472

NOTE: The five items were feeling that income was worse compared with (a) relatives; (b)
people of their age in the locality; (c) the national average and (d) previously in their lives, and
(e) finding it difficult to manage on their incomes.

heads of households felt deprived in one or more respects, feeling worse off than
their families, neighbours, the national average or than previously in their lives, or
finding it difficult to manage on their incomes.
The numbers of chief wage-earners or heads of households feeling deprived in one
or more respects were widely distributed by type of household. More people aged 60
and over who lived alone, and more heads of households with four or more children,
and fewer heads of households with two or three children, than other types of
household felt deprived in at least three respects.
The Interrelationship between Objective and Subjective Deprivation
The relationship between objective and subjective deprivation was marked. This can
be shown first without direct reference to income and other resources. For example,
the larger the number of types of deprivation from which people suffered the more
numerous were the types of subjective deprivation acknowledged (Table 11.5).
The progression is marked, and consistent. Among those scoring 0 or 1 on the
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Table 11.5. Percentages of chief wage-earners or housewives with different degrees
of objective deprivation who felt deprived in none or one or more of five respects.
Deprivation index (maximum score 10)
How many of five types
0-1
2-3
4-5
of subjective deprivation
acknowledged
None
58
52
36
1-2
32
36
44
3-5
10
12
19
Total
100
100
100
Number
305
717
628

6-7

26
36
38
100
305

8 or more

18
31
51
100
72

NOTE: For components of objective and subjective deprivation, see Tables 6.3 (page 250) and
11.4.

deprivation index, nearly 58 per cent of chief wage-earners or heads of households
replied in the negative to each of five questions about whether they were worse off
than their relatives, their neighbours, the national average or their previous
circumstances, and felt poor sometimes or always. Among those scoring 8 or more
on the deprivation index, over half answered positively to at least three of the five
questions.
The same trend applies to other grouped data about deprivation, for example, the
lack of different durables or fitments in the household (Table A.28, Appendix Eight,
page 1014) and to most of the individual items listed in Table 11.1.
Subjective Deprivation and Income
The broad correspondence between objective and subjective deprivation can be
explained only by demonstrating the link between objective deprivation and income
or other resources and going on to explore ways in which the latter help to shape
attitudes. This link can be shown first in relation to individual items. Thus two thirds
of chief wage-earners or heads of households who said they always felt poor, and a
half of those who sometimes felt poor, compared with a fifth of those never feeling
poor, had net disposable incomes which were below or on the margins of the state’s
standard of poverty (Table 11.6). Indeed, nearly 90 per cent of those always feeling
poor and 80 per cent of those feeling poor sometimes, had household incomes below
the mean of their type (Table A.29, Appendix Eight, page 1015). Again, over half
those saying they had difficulty managing on their incomes, compared with a fifth of
those not feeling any difficulty, lived at this same low standard (Table A.30,
Appendix Eight, page 1015).
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Table 11.6. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households saying they
felt poor always, sometimes and never whose household incomes last year were
below and above the state’s standard of poverty.
Net disposable household Always poor
income as % of supplementary benefit scales plus
housing cost
Under 100
19
(19)
100-39
46
(40)
140+
35
(40)
Total
100 (100)
Number
153 (417)

Sometimes

11
(9)
42 (39)
46 (52)
100 (100)
328 (967)

Never

6
(4)
16
(15)
78
(81)
100 (100)
1,343 (3,725)

NOTE: Percentages in brackets apply to all persons in such households.

The majority of people, then, reflected in their attitudes to their living standards the
resources which they in fact had at their command. This can be illustrated in
considering answers to the question how well off they felt in relation to the average
in the country. Table 11.7 shows that nearly half those with less than 50 per cent of
Table 11.7. Percentages of chief wage-earners and housewives with low and high
net income worth who said they were better off or worse off than or the same as the
average in the country.
Net income worth last year as % of the mean of household type
Compared with
Under 50 50-89
90-109
110-99 200+
Total
the average in
the country
Better off
7
11
18
40
48
20
The same
42
59
63
43
30
53
Worse off
47
23
13
11
11
21
Don’t know
4
7
6
6
11
7
Total
100
100
100
100
100
100
Number
342
1,126
425
546
142
3,423
the mean net income worth last year of households of their type felt worse off, and
only 7 per cent better off. These figures were almost reversed among people with net
income worth above the national mean.
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Personal Denials of Poverty
The whole direction of our analysis so far has been to call attention to the strong
relationship not just between objective deprivation and resources but with subjective
deprivation as well. The myth of the contented poor is not borne out by the data.
Some saying they were deprived, however, had relatively high incomes. When
attention is concentrated only on a single expression of deprivation, this point can be
illustrated quite dramatically. Thus, about half the chief wage-earners or heads of
households with incomes below the state’s poverty standard, or on the margins of
that standard, said they never felt poor. Moreover, 3 per cent with incomes more
than twice the standard none the less said they always felt poor, and another 9 per
cent felt poor sometimes. Or again, 56 per cent of those below the standard said they
did not have difficulty in managing on their incomes, and 17 per cent of those with
incomes of more than twice the standard none the less said they did have difficulty
in managing. The point can also be made in relation to Table 11.7. A small
proportion of those with net income worth of less than half the mean of their
household type felt worse off than, and over two fifths the same as, the national
average.
These inconsistencies must not be exaggerated. In some measure they can be
shown to be functions of the definition of income and of the income unit, the
stability or regularity of income, and restricted study of a single question on subjective attitudes instead of a cluster of related questions, as well as the well-known
problems of obtaining reliable information about on-going attitudes and income in
surveys at a single point in time. This is not to deny the fact that some people feel
they can manage and others feel they cannot on the same low incomes, or that some
feel poor on incomes which are relatively high. But before resorting to theoretical
supposition about groups in the population who seem to live at one standard and yet
reflect another in their attitudes, close attention needs to be directed to the
conventions and problems of measurement. And more evidence of a preliminary
nature giving grounds for the existence of special social factors or pressures in such
cases needs to be presented.
I pointed out above that some of the people with the lowest incomes who said they
never felt poor none the less said they felt deprived in some other respect related to
income. If the measure of net disposable income in the previous year is restricted to
the income unit, the percentage of those with incomes below or on the margins of
the state’s standard who said they never felt poor was 53 per cent. If, however, four
other criteria of subjective deprivation are considered in combination, the percentage
falls to 35, and if six are considered, the percentage falls to 21, as in Table 11.8. Our
evidence therefore illustrates the care with which subjective perceptions of financial
status have to be treated. Single indicators of subjective states may be hit and miss
(that is, they may not evoke reliable representations of general states); in the
way they are worded, indicators may not be interpreted uniformly throughout
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Table 11.8. Percentages denying any form of deprivation.
Numbers of forms of
subjective deprivation
One (whether feels poor)
Foura
Sixb

Incomes less than, or
on the margins of, the
state’s poverty standard
51
35
21

Incomes of 140 % or more
of the state’s poverty
standard
84
61
51

NOTES: aThe first four items in Table 11.3.
b
Adding the sixth and seventh items in Table 11.3.

the population; informants may not use the same reference groups in responding to
‘indicator’ questions; and, finally, representations of subjective states may need to
depend on degree as well as number of types of subjective deprivation.
Indicators or measures of resources are equally subtle. Measures adopted in this
survey do not cover all the types of resource available to some families in their
specific situations. Incomes fluctuate from week to week or month to month.
Households lose and gain sources of income and people have different perceptions
of time in relation to income.
Despite all these reservations, there remains a genuine problem - even if more
limited in scope than hitherto believed by many social scientists - of people with
extremely low resources who deny feelings of deprivation. How can this be explained? We will consider those below the state’s standard of poverty who said they
never felt poor.
We found that they had three distinguishing features:
First, stability of personal circumstances. By comparison with others living at the
same low standard and saying they felt poor sometimes or always, they had
experienced fewer personal changes. More of them had lived at the same address for
fifteen years or more. More were of the same social class as their fathers. More said
they were as well off as ten years earlier. To these might be added a point about
stability in health. When allowing for age, fewer had any degree of incapacity.
Secondly, frequent social contacts. More gave hospitality to relatives and friends,
went on a summer holiday and had evenings out. To a large extent, this also explains
the disproportionately large number of men who were not yet retired among them.
So, paradoxically, although they seem to have had more opportunity to become
aware through social interaction of their own low standards of living, such
interaction seemed to have dispelled some of their own sense of deprivation.
Thirdly, other feelings of deprivation. They were not lacking in any sense of
deprivation. Over two thirds of the people with incomes below the state’s poverty
standard, and who denied they ever felt poor, none the less admitted that they were
worse off than relatives or neighbours or worse off than they had been in the past.
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By comparison with people with higher incomes, more of them said it was difficult
to manage on their incomes, or felt worse off by comparison with relatives or
neighbours.
Subjective Perceptions of Poverty in Society
Did subjective deprivation correspond with perception of the extent and causes of
poverty? One might suppose that more of those who felt poor would have
recognized the existence of poverty in society, and that many more of them
would have adopted sympathetic attitudes towards the problem. On the whole,
our evidence contraverts such supposition. Table 11.9 shows there were similar
Table 11.9. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households feeling poor
always, sometimes and never who believed there was real poverty today.
Real poverty today
No
Yes
Don’t know
Total
Number

Always poor
38
61
1
100
157

Sometimes poor
36
59
4
100
351

Never poor
35
63
3
100
1,459

proportions among those feeling and not feeling poor who failed to recognize the
existence of poverty today. The specific question was: ‘There’s been a lot of talk
about poverty. Do you think there’s such a thing as real poverty these days?’ When
we came to examine those who were objectively poor, by the criterion of net
disposable income, we found that slightly fewer recognized the existence of poverty,
compared with those who were not poor.
Broadly similar findings applied to their attitudes towards the poor. We had asked
chief wage-earners or heads of households to describe poverty, and we also asked
what they thought could be done about the problem. We attempted to code the
different answers they gave in terms of attitude. We identified the following:
1.

2.
3.
4.

Punishing attitudes to poverty, for example, blaming it on large families,
irresponsible unemployed and people ‘who live on the Welfare State’ (30 per
cent).
Punishing attitudes involving immigrants only (4 per cent).
Expansive or sympathetic attitudes towards all the poor or to different sections
(31 per cent).
Expansive or sympathetic attitudes towards retirement pensioners only (23 per
cent).
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5.

6.
7.

Pessimistic or fatalistic attitudes towards eliminating poverty: ‘there will
always be those who won’t work’, ‘people who can’t fend for themselves’, ‘the
poor will always be with us’, ‘there are always going to be people who are
hopeless at managing. Nothing can be done’ (8 per cent).
Optimistic attitudes: the government was doing something about it; the
problem was diminishing and prosperity becoming widespread (13 per cent).
Other attitudes: teaching people to manage their incomes better, educating
people to work harder, helping poorer countries, stop helping poorer countries
(1 per cent).

This must be recognized to be only a rough method of categorizing opinion. Some
items in the list tend to merge conceptually with others, and there were, of course,
statements betraying different kinds of attitude and sometimes inconsistent attitudes.
About 11 per cent of statements contained at least two of the above list and were
counted twice.
There was not much variation between these expressions of attitude towards
poverty and personal admissions or denial of poverty. There was a tendency for
people who considered themselves to be poor to be more expansive towards poverty
and the poor in general, as well as to retirement pensioners in particular, but it was
not marked. There was an equivalent tendency for people who considered
themselves to be poor to be less punishing towards those in poverty, and also to be
less optimistic about the possibility of eliminating the problem. When we turned to
compare these attitudes with the objective criterion of net disposable incomes, there
was, again, surprisingly little variation. Fewer of those with incomes below than
above the state poverty line thought that poverty existed (54 per cent compared with
62 per cent), and among those who did believe that it existed, slightly more (about a
third) took punishing attitudes towards the poor, and slightly less (about a quarter)
took an expansive attitude towards the poor in general, though more of them
continued to take an expansive attitude towards retirement pensioners. However,
these figures have to be treated with caution, not only because of the difficulties of
categorizing the descriptive answers that were given to the questions, but also
because of the fact that a third of respondents denied there was any poverty and
therefore did not express any attitudes towards the phenomenon. What has to be
remembered is that many people conceived of poverty as applying to conditions
experienced only in their youth or by their parents or grandparents.
A further set of data, however, is not subject to quite so many uncertainties. Chief
wage-earners or heads of households were asked to say whose fault it was if there
were any people in poverty: the government, education, industry in not providing the
right jobs, the people themselves who were in poverty, anything else, or a
combination of these. The results are given in Table 11.10. The distribution of
attitudes among those who felt poor all the time was rather different from those
never feeling poor, but still not markedly different. Thirty per cent, compared with
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Table 11.10. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households feeling poor
always, sometimes and never who blamed different factors for poverty.
Fault for poverty
People themselves
Government
Education
Industry
Combinations of
above
Other
Nothing
Total
Number

Always poor
30
22
4
3
33
7
1
100
146

Sometimes poor
38
14
5
3
36
5
100
340

Never poor
44
9
6
2
32
6
1
100
1,412

44 per cent, blamed people who were themselves poor, and 22 per cent, compared
with 9 per cent, blamed the government. Among all sections of the population there
was a tendency to adopt individualistic rather than institutional explanations of
poverty. Among those sections of the population who said they never felt poor, the
blame for poverty was more frequently laid at the door of individuals than it was
among those feeling poor sometimes or always. Conversely, there was less
inclination among the former to blame the government.
These findings must be interpreted with caution. The survey method is not the best
to elucidate attitudes which are subtle and which tend to vary with situational
context. Indeed, at the design stage of the survey this assumption was consciously
adopted, and though efforts were made to introduce meaningful attitude questions at
appropriate points in the interviews, priority was given throughout to objective
measures of resources and behaviour. Little previous work had been done to
elucidate the problem and the data afford some basis for further work.
How might the pattern of findings which have been described be interpreted? We
have found a marked objective basis, in terms of both measures of material or social
deprivation and relative scale of incomes or other resources, for expressions of
subjective deprivation. But these perceptions of personal circumstances appear to be
largely sealed off from more general or abstract perceptions of society. Some of the
poor have come to conclude that poverty does not exist. Many of those who
recognize that it exists have come to conclude that it is individually caused,
attributed to a mixture of ill-luck, indolence and mismanagement, and is not a
collective condition determined principally by institutionalized forces, particularly
government and industry. In this they share the perceptions of the better-off.
Divided, they blame individual behaviour and motivation and unwittingly lend
support to the existing institutional order. Perhaps the two straws of hope in our
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analysis are that there are significant proportions among them who are prepared to
look to the government for the blame for poverty and who are prepared to adopt
expansive attitudes to their fellows.
Objective Deprivation and Lack of Income
The direction of this analysis leads unavoidably back to the substantial and allimportant relationship that can be established between measures of objective
deprivation and low income. It can be seen for both individual and grouped items.
Thus, 42 per cent of housewives who said they often bought second-hand clothing
were in households with incomes below the state’s standard of poverty, compared
with 26 per cent of those never buying such clothing. Forty-four per cent of those
not obtaining a new winter coat in the previous three years were in the same
situation, compared with 21 per cent.
The relationship tends to be stronger when different items are grouped. Thus there
was a high correlation between net income worth (and total resources) and the
number of selected durables and fitments in the home (Table A.31, Appendix Eight,
page 1016). The correlation remains marked when different social customs and
activities are brought into the picture. Table 11.11 gives emphatic endorsement to
Table 11.11. Percentages of people with low and high net income worth who were
deprived in none or one or more of ten respects.
Deprivation index

0
1-2
3-4
5-6
7+
Total
Number

Net income worth last year as % of the mean of household type
Under 50

50-89

0
9
23
37
31
100
480

2
25
40
24
9
100
1,866

100-109

4
39
41
16
1
100
706

110-199

6
51
33
7
2
100
841

200+

15
50
22
8
4
100
225

NOTE: For list of ten items, see Table 6.3.

the effects of lack of resources, not only in restricting the number of everyday
possessions in the home, but on diet, hospitality in the home, summer holidays,
afternoons and evenings out and other social activities. Among people whose
resources were less than half the mean for their household type, 68 per cent were
deprived in five or more of ten respects, compared with only 12 per cent of those
with more than twice the mean. Only 9 per cent were deprived in fewer than three
respects. Under personal perceptions of deprivation, therefore, rest a whole range of
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objective manifestations of deprivation, and under them rest sheer lack of money
resources and wealth.
Summary
This chapter sets out to trace the connections between objective and subjective
forms of deprivation. It starts by identifying different kinds of deprivation and
shows that a substantial proportion in the population, including relatively more
children and old people, especially the latter, experience several kinds.
A substantial proportion also feel poor in different senses. For example, 8 per cent
of chief wage-earners and heads of households, representing 4½ million, said they
felt poor all the time, and 41 per cent of those aged 35 and over said they were not as
well off as they had been ten years previously.
Objective and subjective forms of deprivation were found to be strongly correlated. The attitudes of the great majority of the sample towards their own living
standards reflected the resources which they in fact had at their command. The myth
of the contented poor is not borne out by the data. Although half of those living in
poverty said, in answer to one question, that they never felt poor, most of them none
the less recognized in other ways that they were worse off than people with high or
middle incomes, or than they had been themselves in previous life. The poor who
expressed least deprivation tended to be people whose personal circumstances had
remained stable and who had more frequent, possibly compensatory, social contacts.
The marked tendency of the poor to admit to feelings of poverty and other forms
of subjective deprivation did not, on the whole, extend to their perceptions of
poverty in society at large. Compared with the rest of the population, slightly fewer
believed there was any poverty. Among those who did believe in its existence,
slightly more took punishing attitudes towards the poor in general, though not
towards retirement pensioners. And though more of them attributed poverty to the
fault of the government and fewer to the fault of people who were themselves poor,
they tended to believe that it was individually caused through a mixture of ill-luck,
indolence and mismanagement, rather than being a collective condition induced by
institutional forces such as government and industry.
The whole direction of the analysis, however, has been to show the powerful
relationship between objective manifestations of deprivation, and sheer lack of
money resources and wealth, which underlies perceptions of personal deprivation.

12
Deprivation at Work

Deprivation arises in different social settings and needs to be understood and explained in relation to these settings. Much of individual life is passed at work, at
home and in the immediate environment of the home. The next three chapters,
including this chapter, will attempt to show in what senses and to what extent
deprivation arises in each of these three.
Conceptions of deprivation at work are ill-developed. The hazards of working in
1
certain industries have been carefully documented for many years, as have hours of
work and conditions in which strikes and other conflicts between management and
labour have occurred. Theories of management and industrial relations have also
been evolved on the basis of specific studies of organizations, such as the assembly
2
line and work-incentive schemes. But attempts to investigate how far conditions of
work in one industry are characteristic of conditions in another, and to develop
common standards of comparison, especially in relation to trends over time, have
scarcely been made at all, or only fragmentarily.
In the literature on social conditions and in public discussion, people readily
generalize about diets, clothing, leisure-time pursuits, housing conditions and even
environmental conditions. Standards of comparison are readily adopted. For
example, defined standards of overcrowding, facilities and amenities are applied
1

See, for example, Report of the Commissioners Appointed to Inquire into the Working of the
Factory and Workshop Acts, C. 1443, HMSO, London, 1876; Final Report of the Departmental
Committee Appointed to Inquire into and Report upon Certain Miscellaneous Dangerous
Trades, C. 9509, HMSO, London, 1899; Safety and Health at Work, Report of the Robens
Committee 1970-72, Cmnd 5034, HMSO, London, 1972; Kinnersly, P., The Hazards of Work:
How to Fight Them, Workers’ Handbook No. 1, Pluto Press, London, 1973. Violations of the
Factory Acts in the early and mid nineteenth century, as reported by the inspectors, were
extensively quoted by Marx in his Capital: A Critique of Political Economy, Lawrence &
Wishart, London, 1970-72 edition (from the edition of 1887).
2
Walker, C. R., and Guest, R. H., The Man on the Assembly Line, Harvard University Press,
1952; Trist, E. L., Higgin, G. W., Murray, H., and Pollock, A. B., Organizational Choice:
Capabilities of Groups at the Coal Face under Changing Technologies, Tavistock, London,
1963; Woodward, J., Industrial Organization: Theory and Practice, Oxford University Press,
1965.
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nation-wide to housing of different tenure in different localities. As a result,
measures exist of the numbers in the population who live in overcrowded or slum
housing, even when those measures are subject to doubt and criticism. Such
standards do not really exist for the world of work. There are no measures of the
number in employment who have bad or deprived conditions of work, the industries
or areas in which they are to be found, and the degree to which they also experience
bad housing conditions and low incomes. As a result, we lack adequate means of
understanding important changes taking place among the employed and the
population generally. Improvements in pay and employer welfare benefits, and
improvements in industrial relations or working conditions in particular firms or
industries, may distract attention from the disservices introduced by new forms of
technology and the insecurities and hazards of new or enlarged forms of marginal
employment.
Concepts of deprivation at work are required partly to demonstrate and investigate
inequalities among the employed, and partly to compare correspondence or
disjunction between conditions at work and conditions outside work. Why have they
not been adequately formulated? The reasons would have to be sought in the history
of the social sciences, the trade unions, and the social policies of the state. Social
scientists have given emphasis in their research, on the one hand, to the social
survey based on interviews in the home, and, on the other, to specific places of
employment. Comparative studies of the employed would, in any case, be difficult
because of the huge range by size and composition of work-forces and the sheer
diversity of type of employment. The trade unions have been concerned with better
pay, full employment and the protection of working practices rather than the
1
achievement of pleasant as well as safe working conditions. And, in its social
policies, the state has been concerned with minimal forms of intervention to reduce
accidents, malpractices and industrial diseases rather than guarantee equity and wellbeing generally among the employed.
The work of the Factory Inspectorates affords an important illustration. At the
time of the survey, there were nine separate groups of statutes dealing with safety
and health at work. They were separately administered by five central government
departments with seven separate central inspectorates. The oldest and largest
inspection agency is the Factory Inspectorate within the Department of
Employment. Its work dates from the appointment in 1833 of the first four factory
inspectors to enforce the 1833 Act to Regulate the Labour of Children and Young
Persons in the Mills and Factories of the United Kingdom. In the early 1970s, there
1

Evidence given to the Donovan Commission suggested that workers were not generally
concerned with working conditions, preferring to have money in their pockets. Figures on unofficial strikes, for example, do not suggest that working conditions or arrangements are a
common cause of disputes. The commission’s report contains no direct reference to physical
working conditions. See Report of the Royal Commission on Trade Unions and Employers’
Associations, 1965-1968, Cmnd 3623, HMSO, London, 1968.
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were over 700 inspectors, but they covered some 200,000 establishments under the
Factory Act and, with local authority inspectors, 750,000 sets of premises under the
Offices, Shops and Railway Premises Act. There are also the Mines and Quarries
Inspectorate (Department of Industry), Agricultural Safety Inspectorate (Agriculture
Departments), Explosives Inspectorate (Home Office), Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate (Department of Industry), Radiochemical Inspectorate (Department of
Environment) and Alkali and Clean Air Inspectorate (Department of Environment).
The Robens Committee found that this tangle of jurisdictions’ led to a variety of
problems.
On the one hand the separately administered statutes, taken together, cover nothing
like the whole of the working population. On the other hand, some of them overlap
in ways that can create uncertainty and confusion. Worse, the fragmentation of the
legislation and its administration makes the task of harmonizing, servicing and updating the various statutory provisions extremely difficult; and it diffuses and
compartmentalizes the expertise and facilities that are available to deal with
1
occupational hazards.
The committee rejected rigorous enforcement. The criminal courts were concerned
more with events in history than with curing the underlying weaknesses that had
brought them about. The process of prosecution was lengthy and did not often lead
to really effective remedies. The full utilization of legal sanctions was therefore
inappropriate and undesirable. But in any case it is not feasible. There are far too
many workplaces, and far too many regulations applying to them, for anyone to
contemplate anything in the nature of continuous official supervision and vigorous
2
enforcement.’ The committee supported the view of the Chief Inspector of
Factories that persuasion was more important than a strict application of all the
3
sanctions of the law. They believed that the traditional concepts of the criminal law
were not readily applicable to employers in their capacity of responsibility for
working arrangements. Instead, the watchword was to be self-regulation’. The
committee advocated the encouragement of voluntary codes of practice under
unified statutory control exercised by a Health and Safety Commission and
Executive. Under the Health and Safety at Work Act 1974, a Health and Safety
Commission was set up in October 1974. A Health and Safety Executive, in which
the various Inspectorates were merged, followed in 1975. An estimated extra 5
million people were brought within the scope of safety legislation, but there has
been little increase as a consequence in the staffing of the Factory Inspectorate. To
some critics, the recommendations of the Robens Committee and the response of the
government seemed to be little more than an administrative streamlining of a system
aimed at persuading and encouraging industry to observe standards which are both
1

Report of the Robens Committee, p. 9.
ibid., p. 64; see also Chapter 9.
3
Annual Report of the Chief Inspector of Factories for 1969, Cmnd 4461, HMSO, London.
2
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imprecisely defined as well as limited in scope. Certainly the Robens Committee
had not attempted to collect evidence about safety and health in relation to general
working conditions. It might also be added that the perspectives of the Factory
Inspectorate have become narrower rather than broader with the passage of time.
The 1913 report, for example, discusses sanitation, washing facilities, meals
facilities, lighting and temperature, and such matters attracted attention especially in
the two wars. The Factory Inspectorate was made part of the Health and Safety
Executive in 1975, and the wider issues of work conditions and amenities are now
less likely to be regarded as priorities in its work.
However, there have been signs within government departments of the need for a
broader approach to the quality of working life. For example, a report commissioned
by the Department of Employment called attention to the stress created by some
features of a variety of modern work systems’ such as forced, uniform pacing,
especially if the pace is high; repetitiveness and very short time cycles, leading to
monotony, triviality and meaninglessness in work; large impersonal structures of
organization, working arrangements and relations; objectives which seem distant
1
and unreal to the worker (even if in fact vital to him)’. The report also
recommended a survey of workers’ occupational circumstances, expectations and
2
subjective reactions on the lines of a 1970 study by the US Department of Labor.
The changing problems of statutory control of exposure to accidents and industrial
disease also suggest how the problems of deprivation at work in general may be
changing and have to be understood in a broader context. The Robens Committee
took the view that, although there had been a fall in the annual rate of fatal accidents
per 100,000 people employed in factories from 17.5 in the first decade of the century
to 4.5 in the 1960s, the recent evidence was not encouraging. ‘If we look at the
annual figures for work fatalities over the decade 1961-1970, no unequivocally clear
trend is discernible; and the number of all reported accidents rose steadily during the
first half of the decade.’ The committee suggested that we may have reached some
sort of plateau in occupational safety and health performance’, and that the
increasing scale and complexity of modern industry may be creating new hazards.
They gave, as examples, the rapid increase in the use of toxic substances, and
materials with explosive or flammable properties. In 1968 alone there were 112
3
deaths from asbestosis. But the committee were unable to compile a complete
picture of work fatalities, because 5 to 6 million workpeople, or 20 per cent of the
workforce, did not fall within the scope of any occupational safety and health
legislation. Neither did they attempt to pursue the interrelationship between fatal
accidents, non-fatal accidents, deaths and injuries arising from prescribed industrial
1

Wilson, N. A. B., On the Quality of Working Life, A Report Prepared for the Department of
Employment, Manpower Papers No. 7, HMSO, London, 1973, p.43.
2
Herrick, N. Q., and Quinn, R. P., ‘The Working Conditions Survey as a Source of Social
Indicators’, Monthly Labor Review, April 1971.
3
Report of the Robens Committee, pp. 3-4.
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diseases and occupational mortality and morbidity - for each of which independent
sets of statistics exist. In evaluating developments, they neglected, above all, to take
account of the changing distribution of non-manual and manual employees in the
workforce, and hence failed to perceive the scale of the risks to which the
diminishing proportion of employees with manual jobs are exposed. The importance
of reports on occupational mortality to a better understanding of the work situation
as well as to the circumstances outside work remains to be plumbed. Thus, in the
five years 1959-63, more men in unskilled occupations died at every age than in the
five years 1949-53, from cancer of the lung, vascular lesions of the central nervous
system, arteriosclerotic and degenerative heart disease, motor-vehicle accidents and
other accidents. ‘The most disturbing feature of the present results when compared
with earlier analyses is the apparent deterioration in social class V ... Whilst the
mortality of all men fell at all ages except 70-74, that for social class V ... men rose
1
at all ages except 25-34.’ One measure of differential exposure to death is that if
men and women aged 15-64 of unskilled occupational status had experienced the
same chances of death as those of professional status during the five years 1959-63,
40,000 would not have died.
From the official mortality tables sharp differences can be shown for individual
occupations. Thus, for men in the prime of life (aged 35-44), the mean annual death
2
rate per 100,000 in 1959-63 was as follows for selected occupations:
High rates
Electrical engineers
Kitchen hands
Deck and engine-room ratings
Labourers in textiles
Labourers in engineering
Labourers in chemical trades
Railway porters
Coal miners (face workers)
Fishermen
Surface workers (quarries)
Crane and hoist operators
Labourers in foundries
Machine-tool operators
Agricultural workers
Low rates
Government ministers, MPs and
senior government officials
1

828
553
544
493
432
345
339
332
327
320
318
318
278
221

169

The Registrar General’s Decennial Supplement, England and Wales, 1961, Occupational
Mortality Tables, HMSO, London, 1971, p. 25.
2
ibid.
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Roundsmen (milk, bread, etc.)
Police officers and men
Sales managers
Teachers
Managers in mining and production
Technical and related workers
Local authority senior officers
Civil service executive officers
Managers in building and contracting

168
152
146
135
129
113
105
104
83

It must be remembered that occupations so designated were usually the latest and
not necessarily the main occupations in working life, and that factors connected with
work were not the only factors explaining these rates.
The Concept of Deprivation
As a consequence of the problems briefly reviewed above, a concept of work deprivation needs to be developed. This would take account of the nature of the work
itself and its security, amenities and rewards, including welfare or fringe benefits
and not only earnings.
If the hazards to health at work are to be adequately understood, then the question
of whether or not minimum levels of safety from exposure to the risk of accident or
prescribed industrial disease are satisfied is too restricted. Broad conditions and
amenities have to be described and analysed. A satisfactory work situation prevents
risks of accident or disease. It also promotes health, high standards of industrial
practice and relations and social integration.
Accordingly, we tried to arrange information from our informants under the
following broad headings, keeping the question of pay for the moment separate:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The job itself, and especially its relative severity.
The security of the job.
The conditions and amenities of the work.
Welfare or fringe benefits.

It must be remembered that, unlike certain other concepts, like that of deprivation
at home, the concept of work deprivation has not attracted sustained study and
measurement and our attempts to operationalize it must be treated as preliminary.
Under the first heading, the job itself, the indicators adopted in the survey were:
whether place of work was mainly indoors or outdoors; the proportion of working
time standing or walking about; the number of hours of work; and working early or
late hours of the day. These give a limited reflection of the nature and severity of the
job, and it would, of course, be possible in subsequent research to attempt to
measure degree of physical and mental exertion, dexterity or agility, involved; the
length and variability of work shifts; the repetitiveness or variability of the working
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process; and pace.
Under the second heading of job security, the indicators were the number of weeks
of unemployment or short-time employment in the previous year, and the period of
entitlement to notice.
Under the third heading of job amenities, we developed a ten-point index for those
working indoors and an eight-point index for those working outdoors. The former
included the following items:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Sufficient heating in winter to be warm at work.
Tea or coffee (whether charged or not).
Indoor flush WC.
Facilities for washing and changing, including hot water, soap, towels and
mirror.
5. Place to buy lunch or eat sandwiches (whether used or not).
6. Place to keep coat and spare set of clothes without risk of loss.
7. Place for personal articles which can be locked.
8. First-aid box or facilities.
9. Possibility of making at least one personal telephone call a day.
10. Lighting which the individual can increase or reduce (e.g. light over his work).
The latter included:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Dry and warm place to shelter in heavy rain.
Tea or coffee (whether charged or not).
Facilities for washing.
Indoor place to eat sandwiches or midday meal.
Safe and dry place for coat, spare set of clothes.
First-aid box or facilities.
Possibility of making at least one personal telephone call a day.
Lavatory (including earth closet or chemical closet).

Again, other indicators such as noise, air pollution, excessive heat or light,
vibration, isolation from workmates, pressure, exposure to radiation, humidity,
might have been added.
Under the fourth heading of employer welfare benefits, we obtained as much information from the employee as we could about sick pay, subsidized and free meals,
occupational pensions, entitlement to paid holidays and other fringe benefits. Our
coverage was more comprehensive than in the case of the character, security and
conditions of the job, because we also sought to arrive at estimates of the total value
of fringe benefits to relate to levels of remuneration. Our problem was that, while
nearly all employees knew whether or not they were entitled to particular benefits,
they were sometimes hazy about exact levels, particularly of pensions and sick pay,
expected.
Table 12.1 sets out the numbers of employed men and women experiencing
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deprivation at work in these four senses. Fewer women than men work outdoors,
work long hours or work shifts late in the evening or at night. This is largely a
function of their occupations; proportionately more women than men have routine
non-manual and lower supervisory occupations, and fewer have skilled and
unskilled manual jobs. Large proportions of both men and women are not entitled to
different employer welfare or fringe benefits, and many have only limited
entitlement. The number of persons subject to only one week’s notice, as testified by
the employee, may be higher than they in fact are. The Contract of Employment Act
Table 12.1. Percentages of men and women experiencing different kinds of deprivation or difficulty at work.
Type of deprivation or difficulty
Men
The character of the job
1. Working mainly or entirely
outdoors (incl. transport)
2. All working time standing or
walking about
3. At work before 8 a.m. or working
at night
4. Working 50 or more hours last
week
Security
5. Unemployed more than 2 weeks in
last 12 months
6. Subject to 1 week’s notice or less
Conditions and amenities
7. Working conditions very poor or
poor
Welfare or fringe benefits
8. No wages or salary during sickness
9. Paid holidays of two weeks or less
10. No meals paid or subsidized by
employer
11. No entitlement to occupational
pension

Women

Number of base
Men
Women

31

4

1,679

726

57

42

1,515

677

36

15

1,558

880

24

4

1,559

912

5
44

4
51

1,720
1,395

1,048
626

23

15

1,408

665

37
56

35
61

1,516
1,706

679
1,044

(76)

(69)

1,510

663

43

61

1,423

614

NOTE: The base numbers used in calculating percentages vary for the following reasons. Items
5 and 9 cover people who were employed and self-employed for one week or more in the
previous year, including people working few hours. Items 3 and 4 are restricted to people
working in the previous week (including the self-employed). The remaining items apply only
to the employed working at least thirty hours a week for one or more weeks in the previous
twelve months.

Table 12.2. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational class according to various forms of work
deprivation.
A. Men
Professional
The character of the job
1. Working mainly outdoors
(incl. transport)
2. All working time standing
or walking about
3. At work before 8 a.m. or
working at night
Security
4. Unemployed more than 2
weeks in last 12 months
5. Subject to 1 week’s notice
or less
6. Claimed to have experienced
big fall in earnings in
working life
7. Pay varies
Conditions and amenities
8. Working conditions very
poor or poor
9. % of those working indoors
whose working conditions
very poor or poor

Managerial

Supervisory high

Supervisory tow

Routine
nonmanual

Skilled
manual

Partly
skilled
manual

Unskilled
manual

6

8

16

12

20

37

30

63

2

16

27

28

32

69

79

89

15

19

15

20

19

46

50

55

0

0

2

5

5

4

6

16

5

2

12

23

33

52

56

77

13
26

11
35

15
34

14
36

21
48

17
62

20
64

18
60

2

12

6

10

11

29

27

40

2

(12)

7

6

9

27

21

27

A. Men
Professional
10. % of those working outdoors whose working
conditions very poor or poor Welfare or fringe benefits
11. No wages or salary during
sickness
3
12. % of those entitled to sick
pay who receive less than
usual earnings
7
13. Paid holidays of 2 weeks or
less
34
14. No meals paid or subsidized
by employer
47
15. No cover for occupational
pension
10
16. % with right to occupational
pension who cannot expect
it until 65 or later
50
17. % with right to occupational
pension who expect it to be
less than 50% final earnings 36
Highest number on which
percentages baseda
89
a

Managerial

Supervisory high

Supervisory tow

Routine
nonmanual

Skilled
manual

Partly
skilled
manual

Unskilled
manual

-

-

-

-

34

(45)

47

6

11

14

22

47

50

63

8

5

8

12

44

50

41

49

28

60

50

77

74

91

49

73

74

84

82

77

81

2

18

21

36

54

49

76

(56)

62

61

63

84

86

(84)

(45)

48

39

48

67

80

(75)

78

161

242

106

589

281

171

NOTE: item 4. Numbers for items 9, 10, 12, 16 and 17 apply only to a sub-sample and are much lower. As elsewhere, a percentage based on
a number between 30 and 49 is given in brackets. No percentages are given on a base below 30.

Table 12.2.- contd
B. Women
Supervisory high
The character of the job
1. Working mainly outdoors
(incl. transport)
2. All working time standing
or walking about
3. At work before 8 a.m. or
working at night
Security
4, Unemployed more than 2
weeks in last 12 months
5. Subject to 1 week’s notice or less
Experienced big fall in
6. earnings in working life
7. Pay varies
Conditions and amenities
8. % of those working indoors
whose working conditions
very poor or poor
Welfare or fringe benefits
9. No wages or salary during sickness
10. Paid holidays of 2 weeks or less
11. No meals paid or subsidized
by employer
12. No cover for occupational pension
Highest number on which
percentages based

Supervisory - Routine
low
non-manual

Skilled
manual

Partly
skilled
manual

Unskilled
manual

6

4

0

2

10

(0)

43

38

26

50

53

(64)

6

18

4

28

25

21

3
12

2
26

5
48

3
(62)

6
72

4
(92)

9
25

12
22

4
27

7
42

8
45

1
24

14

10

13

(18)

20

(27)

11
30

19
59

25
74

56
84

67
81

(50)
90

58
15

68
41

77
61

71
84

64
82

(68)
(93)

92

127

357

62

259

133
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1963 provides that all employees with a minimum period of service are entitled to
notice of dismissal, varying from one week for up to two years’ continuous service
1
to four weeks for service of over five years. Soon after this legislation was passed,
there were signs of non-manual employees being granted more generous rights and
of the legislation providing a floor upon which differentiation between manual and
2
non-manual grades was reasserting itself. Our data from employees on minimum
entitlement to notice suggest, however, that when length of service is taken into
account, some employees underestimate their entitlement. Alternatively, there may
be more exceptions in practice to the legislation than has so far been publicly
appreciated; or some employers may not be communicating these legal rights to
their employees, or may not be observing them in their dismissal practices.
Deprivation and Occupational Class
Deprivation at work is broadly related, we found, to occupational class. A major
difference in character, security, conditions and fringe benefits of work exists
between manual and non-manual grades. That is perhaps the most important
conclusion to be drawn from our examination of the conditions and terms of
employment. But there are two supplementary conclusions. Among non-manual
grades, especially among women, there are in some aspects of conditions and terms
of employment, marked differences between the lower grades, especially routine
non-manual grades, and professional and managerial grades. And, among manual
grades, the unskilled are markedly more disadvantaged in some aspects than the
skilled and partly skilled. The findings from the survey are summarized in Table
12.2. Through the eight occupational ranks there is a tendency for the incidence of
deprivation to increase. But, in most instances, there is a marked difference between
routine non-manual and skilled manual workers. Thus, only 33 per cent of routine
non-manual male employees, compared with 70 per cent of skilled manual male
employees, spent all or nearly all their working time standing or walking about; 22
per cent, compared with 46 per cent, worked early in the mornings or late in the
evenings or at night; 23 per cent, compared with 47 per cent, did not expect to
receive payments from the employer during sickness; and 34 per cent, compared
with 54 per cent, had no cover for occupational pensions. In these respects there
were similar differences between women in routine non-manual and women in
skilled manual occupations.
1

The employee was entitled to one week’s notice once he had been employed continuously
for twenty-six weeks (later reduced to thirteen weeks by the Industrial Relations Act 1971). But
employees normally expected to work less than twenty-one hours a week, and certain categories
of employees working longer hours, are excepted.
2
Wedderburn, D., ‘Workplace Inequality’, New Society, 9 April 1970, and Craig, C., Men in
Manufacturing Industry, Department of Applied Economics, Cambridge, 1969.
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The significance of these findings rests not so much in their novelty as in their
comprehensiveness. They cover all types of employment for a nationally representative sample of both men and women, and cover eight occupational ranks. They
1
confirm other research on manufacturing industry, and for certain aspects of
2
employment, broad categories of manual and non-manual occupations.
The Character of the Job
Manual work has distinctive features. About a third of skilled and partly skilled and
nearly two thirds of unskilled male manual workers spend all or nearly all their
working time outdoors. Ten per cent of skilled and partly skilled are engaged in
transport - lorries, vans, buses and trains (Table A.32, Appendix Eight, page 1017).
A disproportionately large number of male manual workers also spend all or nearly
all their working time standing or walking about, not only because more work
outdoors, but also because among those working indoors this is a characteristic of
manual work. This difference between manual and non-manual grades applies to
women as well as men. But while fewer working-class women than men spend all or
nearly all of their working time on their feet, more women than men in the upper
non-manual grades do so (Table A.33, Appendix Eight, page 1018). This is partly a
function of the demands of occupations such as nursing and teaching. Among men,
there are two peaks according to age. More young men aged 15-24 and more aged
60 and over than at ages 25-59 spend all or nearly all their working time on their
feet. This is, to some extent, due to the disproportionate number of males of these
ages engaged in manual work. Among women, the pattern is different, rising from a
low proportion in the teens and “IF twenties to a high proportion in the fifties. Over
a third of employed women under 30 spend none, or very little, of their working
time on their feet, compared with fewer than a fifth in their fifties (Table A.34,
Appendix Eight, page 1019).
Manual workers more often work ‘unusual’ hours. In the survey, we asked for an
account of the times in the day people had worked during the previous week. While
a majority of non-manual men worked only during the period 8 a.m. to 6 p.m., the
figure for skilled manual men was 40 per cent, partly skilled 33 per cent and
unskilled 34 per cent. Significantly higher proportions of manual workers started
work before 8 a.m., often at 7 a.m., though sometimes sooner, and significantly
more of them worked at night, starting work after 6 p.m. Though more women than
men worked in the ‘usual’ period between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m., there was a similar
1

Craig, Men in Manufacturing Industry; Wedderburn, ‘Workplace Inequality’; Wedderburn,
D., and Craig, C., ‘Relative Deprivation in Work’, in Wedderburn, D. (ed.), Poverty, Inequality
and Class Structure, Cambridge University Press, 1974.
2
For differences in working hours between manual and non-manual workers, see the reports
of the Department of Employment’s New Earnings Survey (as illustrated later).

DEPRIVATION AT WORK 445
tendency for more manual than non-manual workers to start work before 8 a.m. or
after 6 p.m. (Table A.35, Appendix Eight, page 1020). We did not inquire in
addition about shift work, but the Department of Employment’s New Earnings
Survey shows for 1970, for example, that 22 per cent of manual, compared with 4
1
per cent of non-manual workers, received shift payments. Some workers find social
compensations in shift working, but many find they have no choice. Broadly, shift
working can be said to interfere with normal family and social life.
Manual workers generally work longer hours. In the sample, 38 per cent of male
non-manual employees, compared with 11 per cent of manual employees, had
worked fewer than forty hours in the previous week (Table A.36, Appendix Eight,
page 1021). The difference is only marginally reduced if the self-employed are
included. Far more of the self-employed than of the employed are in non-manual
occupations, and a large number of them work relatively long hours. (See, for
example, Table A.39, Appendix Eight, page 1024.) They include shopkeepers living
on the premises, however, and their conception of ‘hours of work’ usually
incorporates, for example, time spent on call in an adjoining living room.
The difference between manual and non-manual employees in number of hours of
work has been documented in successive annual surveys by the Department of
Employment. For example, the report of the 1972 New Earnings Survey, covering
175,000 employees throughout Britain, showed that among men over 21 working
full time, manual workers averaged 46.0 hours and non-manual workers 38.7 hours
per week. Among women over 18 working full time, the respective percentages
2
were 39.9 and 36.8. The distributions are summarized in Table 12.3.
Much but not all of the difference is due to manual employees working overtime
hours. In its surveys, the department has found that more manual than non-manual
employees receive overtime pay (in 1972, for example, 57 per cent of male manual
workers drew overtime pay for an average of over ten hours’ overtime, whereas only
17 per cent of male non-manual workers drew overtime pay, for an average of under
six hours’ overtime). None the less, the normal basic week was two and a half hours
longer for manual than for non-manual workers among both sexes.
Inequality in duration of work between manual and non-manual employees is even
greater when any calculations are made of the hours worked in the year. This is
because of different entitlement to paid holidays and different practices in permitting
employees to take unpaid leave, to be late or take time off in the day. For example,
72 per cent of male and 53 per cent of female non-manual workers were entitled to
more than two weeks’ paid holiday, compared with 26 per cent and 25 per cent
respectively of manual workers. Indeed, 25 per cent of both male and female non1

Department of Employment and Productivity, New Earnings Survey, 1970, HMSO, London,
1971.
2
Excluding those whose pay was affected by absence. Department of Employment, New
Earnings Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 38.
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Table 12.3. Percentages of male and female employees according to number of
working hours a week (Britain, 1972).
Number of hours

Not over 39
Over 39, not
over 49
Over 49, not
over 60
Over 60
Total
Number

Men
Full time over 21a All menb
NonManual
manual
63.1
7.5
29.0
32.2

65.8

53.3

Women
Full time over 18a All womenc
NonManual
manual
72.8
28.2
71.9
26.8

69.1

27.3

4.1
21.1
14.1
0.4
2.4
0.7
0.6
5.5
3.5
0.1
0.4
0.1
100
100
100
100
100
100
29,644 57,330 97,901 22,316 12,265 58,160

NOTES: aAll those working thirty hours or fewer are excluded.
b
Includes young men under 21 employed full time and men aged 21 and over employed parttime.
c
Includes young women under 18 employed full-time and women aged 18 and over employed
part-time.
SOURCE: Table 15, Department of Employment, New Earnings Survey, 1972, HMSO,
London, 1973.

manual workers were entitled to five weeks’ paid holiday or more. As for unpaid
holiday, we found that although only 5 per cent of men and 12 per cent of women
had as much as one week’s’ unpaid leave, the number of non-manual workers taking
three or more weeks leave was 3 per cent among men and 5 per cent among women,
compared with 1 per cent and 3 per cent respectively of manual workers. Other
studies have shown marked differences between manual and non-manual workers in
the extent to which they have to clock in to record attendance or have pay deducted
1
for any lateness.
The outcome in working hours for manual and non-manual employees in a full
year is difficult to chart, for two reasons. First, the two broad occupational classes
are differentially placed with respect to part-time (and seasonal) employment. More
2
women of manual than of non-manual occupational class are working part time. In
1

Wedderbum, D., and Craig, C., Relative Deprivation in Work’, pp. 144 and 146.
According to the Department of Employment’s Report on the New Earnings Survey for
1972, for example, 47 per cent of female manual employees aged 18 and over, compared with
23 per cent of non-manual employees, were employed part time. Moreover, 31 per cent and 23
per cent respectively of these part-time employees were working fewer than 17 hours a week.
2
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the survey, while only 4 per cent of both male non-manual and manual workers had
worked fewer than thirty hours in the previous week, the numbers of female workers
were 25 per cent and 49 per cent respectively (Table A.36, Appendix Eight, page
1021). Any comprehensive analysis of the relative disadvantages of paid
employment would have to include some reference to questions such as children or
other dependants in the home, and to what extent women can elect to take paid work
or are compelled to do so, and would prefer to take full-time rather than part-time
employment if it were available. Judging by the criterion of household composition,
substantially more women of non-manual than manual status lacked dependants in
the home and were potentially employable. Few expressed any preference for paid
employment. And few women of manual class who were working fewer than thirty
hours a week said they would work longer hours if they had the opportunity.
Secondly, the two occupational classes are also differentially placed with respect
to continuity of employment. More manual than non-manual workers are exposed to
the risks of both prolonged unemployment and sickness. A substantial minority of
the former have work records characterized by interruption (Table A.37, Appendix
Eight, page 1022).
Thirteen per cent of those working in the previous year told us that in their
working careers they had experienced at least one spell of eight weeks or more off
work because of sickness or disability, and another 5 per cent because of unemployment. The figures were significantly higher for men than for women, and for
manual than for non-manual workers. Seventeen per cent of male manual workers
had experienced such a spell of sickness, compared with 12 per cent of non-manual
workers. These figures are likely to be underestimates, since we were unable to
probe this question fully. We also found that previous experience of at least eight
weeks’ sickness or unemployment was associated with low current earnings - even
within broad occupational classes.
Five per cent of the employed population had been off work sick or disabled for a
spell of at least eight weeks in the previous twelve months (excluding those not
working a single week in the previous year). Among this group, 31 per cent declared
that their work was wholly or partly responsible. They comprised forty-two
individuals in the sample, all but four of whom were manual workers. The reasons
given by most of them were recorded and are listed below. The reasons given by a
few more people who were off work for at least six weeks have been added.
Man; 31; textile machinist

Accident while starting machine - causing broken
arm.

Woman; 26; boxmaker

All-electric factory dried atmosphere, and
increased catarrh.

See New Earnings Survey, 1972, pp. 144 and 146.
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Man; 47; miner

Because of my chest I had pleurisy and I work in
the colliery underground.

Man; 65; steel erector

It was all outside work. You were continually
exposed to all the elements, rain, sleet and snow.

Man; 53; builder’s labourer

I had a heavy job and was doing a lot of lifting. I
slipped a disc and had to have an operation.
[Registered disabled]

Man; 34; GPO telephonist

My main job was a strain, and I was also doing
another job in my spare time. [He had twentythree weeks’ nervous trouble]

Man; 58; labourer in metal works

I was a foundry worker. The boiler blew up and
injured me. [Has since been labourer]

Man; 54; labourer in brewery

I had a bad stomach. The doctor thought the
fumes at the brewery caused it.

Man; 47; labourer in biscuit
factory

I slipped while working and loading and
injured my back.

Man; 22; bus driver

I got ulcers or some kind of stomach trouble
through irregular meals.

Man; 55; technical writer

Because of pressure of work I went back too soon
after my last illness.

Man; 40; roller, aluminium works

My hand was injured at work.

Man; 45; foreman for council on
building sites

My index finger was bent as a result of an
and accident I had to have an operation.

Man; 55; cleaner in bakery

Moving large barrels caused a back injury (also
chronic asthma and bronchitis).

Woman; 36; worker in dispatch
department

I had a nervous breakdown. Maybe it was not
really anything to do with the job, except the fact
of trying to do a job at all was too much with four
children and having to park Tony out and then
rush backwards and forwards doing meals.
Perhaps it triggered off the breakdown. [Had
recently spent several months in a mental hospital
and had had a hysterectomy. Husband a polio
victim]

Man; 41; railway porter

I had heavy weights to lift. I have thrombosis and
the doctor told me not to do any heavy work.

Woman; 21; tarpaulin proofer

The job was going for my nerves. My doctor
advised me to leave.
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Man; 51; fruit market porter

Very heavy lifting and I might have strained my
heart.

Man; 59; acetylene burner in
steelworks

Because of the severe heat there.

Woman; 50; school cook

There was a lot of heavy lifting. I was the school
cook and worked in the kitchens.

Woman; 48; potato peeler (fish
and chip shop)

I was working in water [potato peeler].

Man; 45; bricklayer in steelworks

I walked into a pipe and injured my neck causing
a slipped disc.

Woman; 55; textile worker

My doctor said it was because there was poor
ventilation at my place of work. I have a weak
chest and it brings on a bad cough.

Man; 42; miner

I have sinus trouble and working in coal dust
aggravates this.

Man; 55; scaffolder

I slipped at work and injured my back.

Man; 37; foundry engineer

I worked in a foundry. I had a bad chest for seven
years previously. Then I got pneumonia and the
doctor said I must leave my job.

Man; 58; postal worker

Coal fell on me years ago in the colliery causing a
slipped disc. I haven’t had a new accident. The
old trouble keeps coming back.

Man; 36; labourer in iron foundry

There was a works accident, loose machinery.
When I checked it, it fell on my hand.

Man; 59; dock labourer (ship canal)

Heavy work in the docks led to a hernia.

Woman; 53; cleaner in stores

Some water left on the stairs caused my accident.

Man; 43; cable foreman (cable
manufacturers)

It was because I was working out of doors for so
long in bad weather.

Man; 37; maintenance fitter

It was because I was not used to the pits. Shift
work and travelling three hours every day.

Woman; 45; poultry worker

I worked in very old buildings with no heat and
kept being ill with lumbago and colds.

Man; 26; labourer in tea factory

I was a paint sprayer, leaving job after recovery
from disability. It gave me dermatitis on my
hands and later spread to my feet.

Man; 39; docker in harbour

Stomach ulcers, not eating at proper times.

Man; 56; lorry driver

Diesel fumes and long hours affected my health.
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Man; 62; assistant storekeeper

I worked all the time with dust from plastic goods
which affected my lungs.

Man; 64; superintendent
engineer (of corporation)

I was called out during the night to mechanical
breakdowns and I got ill.

Man; 38; coach driver

I had concussion and broken arms when a crane
in the docks dropped some cases on me.

Man; 61; janitor (general
labouring) in a foodstuff packet
manufacturing company

There were a lot of chemicals used at work and
the fumes got on my chest.

Man; 58; factory odd-job man

I was a road sweeper and I got bronchitis because
of the dust.

Man; 48; steel erector

I cracked a rib leaning over a high counter. We
were working at high pressure.

Woman; 38; packer in cardboard
factory (then factory worker
‘stretching alloys’)

I slipped and broke my ankle. In my other job I
worked shift hours and the strain gave me
nervous trouble. [Evidence of consultations with
GP and ten visits to hospital out-patients]

Man; 35; electrician for general
contractor

I slipped a disc while carrying a tool box.

Man; 49; steel erector

My nylon shirt was caught in some machinery - a
moving drill. My chest was burnt and my neck
and back muscles wrenched.

Woman; 41; greengrocer’s
assistant

The draught might have caused my pleurisy.

Man; 60; self-employed property
repairer

I got bronchitis working outside so much.

Man; 50; self-employed private
hire contractor

I had a car accident while driving my car [for
private hire]. The exhaust pipe burnt a hole in my
back.

Man; 53; director in family credit
clothing business

I had a great deal of worry over SET and too
much responsibility. [Had major intestinal
operation; in hospital 30 days]

Man; 47; bricklayer

I injured my back from a fall.

Man; 37; electrical welder

A knee cartilage was damaged at work.

Woman; 19; mantle sewer for
garment manufacturer

Dermatitis caused by handling chemicals and
cloth.

Man; 37; electrical setter and
wirer

I lost part of a finger whilst at work. It troubles
me and I have to be off work periodically.
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Although further information about these instances would have been valuable,
they call attention both to the diverse hazards and frequent poor conditions of
manual work. They also suggest uncertainty or ignorance on the part of many about
the hazards involved with dust, noise and chemicals. And although working
conditions may sometimes have been blamed wrongly for ill-health, the tendency to
underestimate, or want to underestimate, the seriousness of some conditions is also
noticeable. Sometimes from good motives, doctors as well as employers withhold
information. When we came to compare two groups of people who had been off
work sick for at least eight weeks - those saying the job was wholly or partly
responsible and others - more of the former were found to experience work
deprivation (in terms of conditions at work, and also job severity, insecurity and lack
of fringe benefits). Since the great majority of both groups were manual workers,
this was not explicable broadly by occupational class. The total numbers were,
however, too few (135) to allow detailed examination.
Table A.38 (Appendix Eight, page 1023) shows the number of weeks worked in
the previous twelve months by the employed and self-employed. Among men, more
manual than non-manual workers tended to the extremes of the distribution. More
had worked for at least forty-nine weeks of the year; more had worked fewer than
twenty-six weeks. When the self-employed are excluded, these tendencies become
Table 12.4. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational
class, according to total numbers of hours worked in the previous twelve months.
Men
Number
of hours
worked
last year

Professional

Managerial

Supervisory
high low

2,400 or
more
17
18
15 15
2,000-399 21
23
27 30
under 2,000 62
57
58 55
Total
100
100 100 100
Number
58
44 149 148
Women
2,000 or
more
18
16
1,400-999
41
57
under 1,400
42
27
Total
100
100
Number
74
79

Routine
nonmanual

All
Skilled Partly UnAll
non- manual skilled skilled manual
manual
manual manual

16
18
66
100
94

16 25
25 47
59 29
100 100
493 515

21
47
32
100
253

22
44
34
100
138

23
46
31
100
906

16
53
31
100
285

16 (46)
51 (26)
32 (28)
100 100
438 (46)

23
34
42
100
182

10
15
74
100
106

22
27
51
100
334
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more marked. Among women, manual and non-manual workers worked roughly
similar numbers of weeks.
Estimates of the total hours worked in the previous twelve months are set out in
Table 12.4. (The employed are distinguished from the self-employed in Table A.39,
Appendix Eight, page 1024.) Despite greater susceptibility to interruptions of
employment because of sickness and unemployment, and, at least among women,
restriction of opportunity sometimes to work a full week, more manual than nonmanual employees had relatively high totals of working hours in the year. Nearly
twice as many male non-manual as manual workers worked fewer than 2,000 hours.
The difference between male routine non-manual and skilled manual employees is
particularly sharp, bearing in mind other data in this chapter relevant to the
1
controversy about the embourgeoisement’ of the working class.
Security of Work
Manual workers are more likely than non-manual workers to be unemployed, and to
experience long spells of unemployment in the course of a year. The survey showed
that more had experienced a change of job within the last five years, and that of
these between twice and three times as many had been made redundant.
2
Significantly more also changed jobs for health reasons.
Substantially fewer had a right to a reasonable period of notice of dismissal. For
example, whereas 75 per cent of non-manual male employees, and 55 per cent of
female employees, had the right to at least one month’s notice of dismissal, only 24
per cent and 11 per cent respectively of manual employees had a corresponding
right. Routine non-manual workers were less likely to have that right than other nonmanual workers.
To the risks of inadequate notice of dismissal, redundancy and unemployment
have to be added the insecurities flowing from fluctuating hours of work. Because
earnings are tied to number of hours of work, earnings will often depend on the
number of overtime hours that can be worked. These cannot be predicted much in
advance, and depend especially on health and family circumstances. Forty-five per
cent of earners told us that their rate of pay varied, including 55 per cent of manual
1

See, for example, Goldthorpe, J. H., Lockwood, D., Bechhofer, F., and Platt, J., The Affluent
Worker in the Class Structure, Cambridge University Press, 1969; Runciman, W. G.,
‘Embourgeoisement, Self-Rated Class and Party Preference’, Sociological Review, vol. 12, No.
2, July 1964. See also Chapter 10 above, pages 386-8.
2
In a national survey covering a period of ten years, more manual than non-manual workers
had changed jobs. Among men, the highest proportion was found among unskilled manual
workers, 16 per cent of whom had had at least six jobs. Proportionally twice as many male
manual as non-manual workers had been sacked or made redundant from their last job. See
Harris, A. I., assisted by Clausen, R., Labour Mobility in Great Britain 1953-1963, Government
Social Survey, SS333 March 1966, pp. 58 and 137.
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Table 12.5. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational
class according to period of entitlement to notice.
Period entitled
to notice

1 week or less,
or none
2 weeks
Month
More than a
month
Total
Number

Womena

Men
Non-manual

Manual

ProfesOther
sional and
managerial

Skilled

Nonmanual

Manual

Other

4
0
45

21
9
59

52
20
27

63
20
15

36
9
45

73
16
11

51
100
103

10
100
388

2
100
527

2
100
396

10
100
424

0
100
231

NOTE: aSince there were only seventeen women of professional and managerial class, and
forty-two of skilled manual class, they have been combined respectively with other nonmanual and manual classes.

workers, compared with only 32 per cent of non-manual workers. We sought details
about highest and lowest pay in the preceding twelve months. Altogether 61 per cent
had received pay at some point in the year of at least 20 per cent lower than at
another. More manual than non-manual employees experienced substantial
variation. More of them also experienced a fall rather than a rise in pay. (This is
discussed more fully in Chapter 18.)
Conditions of Work
Altogether, 20 per cent of the employed population, representing over 4½ million in
the population, have poor conditions of work. This assessment is based on the ten
indoors and eight outdoors criteria which were applied separately in the survey
(page 438). The detailed breakdown, together with population estimates, is set out in
Table 12.6. The criteria are provisional, and no doubt could be improved in future
research. The self-employed and those employed in transport, many of whom have
poor working conditions, were excluded from the assessment. Proportionately more
working outdoors than indoors, and more men than women, were found to have poor
conditions. Only just over half the employed population enjoyed good conditions.
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Some of the items in the work conditions index were more generally available
than others. For example, among people working indoors, 3 per cent did not have
access to an indoors flush WC, whereas 7 per cent had no facilities for washing or
changing, 11 per cent had insufficient heating in winter, 17 per cent had no place to
hang a coat or keep other articles without risk of loss, 26 per cent could not make or
receive a telephone call and 42 per cent were unable to control the lighting over their
work (Table A.40, Appendix Eight, page 1024). In a number of directly comparable
respects, more of those working outdoors than indoors lacked facilities. For
example, 10 per cent worked without access to a first-aid box or facilities (compared
with 4 per cent), 29 per cent had no facilities for washing (compared with 7 per cent)
Table 12.6. Percentages and estimated number of employed men and women working indoors or outdoors (excluding transport) according to their working conditions.
Working
conditions
(Index score)
Out- Indoors
doors
Very poor
(0-3) (0-4)
Poor
(4-5) (5-6)
Adequate
(6) (7-8) Good
(7-8) (9-10)
Total
Number
Very poor
Poor
Adequate
Good
Total

Men

Women

Outdoorsa Indoors Outdoors Outdoorsa Indoors
and
indoors

Outdoors
and
indoors

17

7

10

-

6

6

23

10

13

-

9

9

14

29

26

-

33

32

46
53
52
51
100
100
100
100
100
341
1,067
1,408
12
653
Estimated number in employed population (000s)
620
860
1,480
440
860
1,140
2,000
660
500
3,420
3,920
2,350
1,730
6,200
7,930
3,660
3,710
11,620 15,330
130
7,110

52
100
665
460
680
2,350
3,750
7,240

NOTE: aIt has been assumed that the conditions of those working outdoors in more than one
place of employment are proportionately the same as of those in a single place of employment.
Our series of questions were not applied to the former. People employed in transport are excluded from the table.

DEPRIVATION AT WORK 455
and 31 per cent could not obtain tea or coffee, whether charged or not, during the
day (compared with 8 per cent).
Partly, but not only, because more worked outdoors, significantly more manual
than non-manual workers had poor or very poor working conditions: 31 per cent,
compared with 8 per cent. Among both male and female employees, significantly
fewer routine non-manual than other non-manual employees also enjoyed good
conditions (Table A.41, Appendix Eight, page 1025). During individual interviews,
our attention was also called to conditions which are not represented in the work
conditions index. There were men and women working continuously in dusty
conditions, for example, in steel works, cotton factories and brickworks. Some had
to endure extremes of noise or temperature.
Welfare and Fringe Benefits
Employers have increasingly augmented earnings by providing benefits in kind at
1
work and cash benefits in sickness or upon termination of employment. Welfare is
an increasingly important extension of security and an increasingly important
adjunct of cash earnings. Partly this may be because of the developing formalization
of collective bargaining to determine wages and conditions of employment: ‘fringe
benefits, as non-wage remuneration of different kinds, were thus provided within a
2
different framework’. Partly it may be because of the search for economical
methods of conferring benefits upon, and securing the allegiance of, the increasing
number of white-collar workers at a time when income taxes have been perceived to
be high.
Two thirds of employees (63 per cent of men and 65 per cent of women) expected
to be paid when sick. The fraction rises slightly (66 per cent of men and 68 per cent
of women) when those working less than thirty hours are excluded. The total for
men bears out the trend suggested by two other national surveys carried out at dates
before and after our survey, though the total for women is a little higher than that
3
derived from a 1971 survey.
The period for which employees are entitled to sick pay varies, and we sought
only to estimate level of sick pay (including sickness benefit) as a percentage of
1

For a historical introduction, see Reid, G. L., and Robertson, D. J., Fringe Benefits, Labour
Costs and Social Security, Allen & Unwin, London, 1965, esp. Chapter 2.
2
ibid., p. 27.
3
In a 1961-2 survey in Britain, 57 per cent of men and 59 per cent of women were found to
have some cover for pay in sickness. In a 1971 survey, the percentages were 69.6 and 58.2 respectively (or 70.6 and 711 for full-time workers). Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance,
Report of an Enquiry into the Incidence of Incapacity for Work, Part I: Scope and
Characteristics of Employers’ Sick Pay Schemes, HMSO, London, 1965, p. xiii; OPCS, Social
Survey Division, The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, London, HMSO,
London, 1973, p. 201.
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earnings during an initial period of one month’s sickness. Statements made in
interview were subsequently checked according to amounts normally paid under
national insurance, including amounts for dependants.
Table 12.7 shows that rather fewer than half of male employees, though rather
more than half of female employees, expected to have an income in the first month
Table 12.7. Percentages of employed men and women of non-manual and manual
class according to entitlement to sick pay.
Entitlement to sick pay Men
Non- Manual All
manual
No entitlement
12
51
37
Under 50 % earningsa
0
4
2
50-99 % earningsa
6
19
14
100 % earningsa
81
26
46
Total
100
100
100
Number
518
934
1,481

Women
Nonmanual
23
1
7
69
100
350

Manual
50
2
12
35
100
280

All
35
2
9
54
100
640

NOTE: aNational insurance sickness benefit added to sick pay and combined total expressed as
percentage of gross earnings.

of sickness, including sickness benefit, equivalent to average gross earnings. The
difference between non-manual and manual employees is, however, marked for both
sexes. Not only are many more manual than non-manual employees ineligible for
sick pay. Fewer of those eligible expect to receive the equivalent of average
earnings. Manual workers more commonly have to serve a qualifying period before
being entitled to sick pay; are not paid during the first days of sickness; and are
1
ineligible to receive sick pay for longer than three months.
There was no pronounced difference between those covered and those not covered
by sick-pay arrangements in the numbers off work because of sickness or days
illness in the year (Table A.42, Appendix Eight, page 1026). The study in 1961-2 by
the Ministry of Pensions found a slightly higher inception rate among men who were
not covered than who were covered by sick-pay arrangements, but the same average
days of incapacity. Among women who were not covered, inception rates were
lower but average number of days of incapacity greater. A 1972 survey found ‘that
sick pay schemes do not tend to increase the number of days lost from work in a
2
year due to illness or injury’.
1

Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Report of an Enquiry in the Incidence of
Incapacity for Work, Part I, pp. xix-xxiii.
2
ibid., pp. xxxii-xxxiii; OPCS, The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, pp. 307-8.
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Substantially more male than female employees were members of an occupational
pension scheme, but again the difference in coverage of manual and non-manual
workers was marked, fewer than half of male and fewer than a quarter of female
manual employees being members. Fewer manual than non-manual workers who
were members expected pensions of as much as 30 per cent of final earnings. Only
just over a million manual workers, in a total of 13 million, expected to earn an
occupational pension of 50 per cent or more of final earnings (Table 12.8). When
relating pensions expected by people in the sample to their age, we found that fewer
people in their forties and fifties than in their twenties and thirties expected a
pension of as much as half of earnings. The present low coverage and amounts of
occupational pensions received by the elderly (described in Chapter 24) are
therefore unlikely to change materially for many years to come. Indeed, although
coverage among the employed population grew during the 1950s and 1960s, there is
evidence which suggests that in the late 1960s it actually declined among manual
Table 12.8. Percentages of employed men and women of non-manual and manual
class, according to entitlement to occupational pension.
Occupational pension
as percentage of
expected final salary
or wage

Men

Women

NonManual Alla
Non- Manual Alla
manual
manual
No cover for pension
19
56
43
48
76
61
Under 30 %
13
22
19
8
11
8
30-49 %
22
9
14
25
8
18
50-59 %
15
6
9
11
3
8
60%-}31
7
15
7
2
5
Total
100
100
100
100
100
100
Number
501
914
1,423
325
280
614
Estimated number in employed population (000s)
No cover for pension
1,024
5,587
6,632 1,699 2,320
4,084
Under 30%
730
2,189
2,962
294
338
555
30-49%
1,176
926
2,124
882
240
1,186
50-59%
817
599
1,416
403
87
523
60%+
1,710
653
2,363
261
65
338
Total
5,457
9,954 15,497 3,539 3,050
6,686
NOTE: aIncludes some not allocated by occupational class.
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1

workers of both sexes, though continuing to rise among non-manual workers. And
the rates of inflation experienced in the 1970s mean that, without introducing new
policy measures, the real value of occupational pensions paid to existing and
prospective pensioners will depreciate rapidly in relation to other forms of income.
Although more people now in their forties and fifties will expect to receive an
occupational pension than are receiving one today, or will receive a pension of
higher initial value than those being paid to existing occupational pensioners, only
part of the total value of occupational pensions will be guaranteed against inflation
by the contracting-out provisions of the state pension scheme which began in 1978.
In payment, small additional pensions are likely to fall drastically in their real value.
A summary account of levels of pensions expected does not exhaust the inequalities which exist between manual and non-manual employees. Whereas 33 per
cent of non-manual employees with entitlement to an occupational pension expected
to receive a lump sum upon retirement, only 21 per cent of manual employees did
so. Since fewer manual than non-manual employees expected to receive a pension in
the first place, entitlement to a lump sum is in general rare among manual
employees. Altogether, only 9 per cent expected to receive a lump sum upon
retirement. Fewer than half of them, compared with nearly two thirds of the
equivalent group of non-manual workers, expected to receive a lump sum of as
much in value as the final year’s earnings. Among men, 17 per cent of non-manual
workers (including 27 per cent of professional and managerial workers) said they
were entitled to a lump sum equivalent to at least the value of the earnings in their
final year before retirement. Among women, the comparable figure was 19 per cent.
These benefits are a major source of the accumulation of wealth.
The combined value of lump sum and occupational pension can be very substantial for professional workers and executives in both public services and private
industry. When Sir William Armstrong, Head of the Home Civil Service and
Permanent Secretary to the Civil Service Department, retired in 1974 at the age of
59, he became entitled to a tax-free lump sum of £25,000 and a pension of £8,500
(or half his final salary) which rises in line with the rise in earnings. These amounts
were not affected by his appointment to the chairmanship of the Midland Bank at a
2
salary of £35,000.
Another inequality is age at which the pension starts. Of men entitled to occupational pensions, 35 per cent of non-manual workers (including 42 per cent of
professional and managerial workers) were entitled to them at ages under 65, mostly
60, compared with 13 per cent of manual workers. A substantial minority, or one in
six, of male non-manual workers, were expecting to draw a pension at 55. Of
1

Occupational Pension Schemes, 1971, Fourth Survey by the Government
Actuary, HMSO, London, 1972.
2
The Times, 28 June 1974.
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women entitled to occupational pensions, the great majority among both manual and
non-manual groups expected to draw a pension at 60; however, 13 per cent of nonmanual employees expected to draw pensions at 55 compared with 5 per cent of
manual employees.
There are other welfare benefits which augment incomes while at work. A large
proportion of employees have meals which are subsidized by the employer, 24 per
cent of men and 31 per cent of women. The subsidy takes three forms: luncheon
vouchers, cheap meals in canteens or restaurants and repayment or payment of some
or all of the costs of meals out, usually as a charge against business expenses. In the
survey, we asked about all three. Among men, more non-manual than manual
workers enjoyed a subsidy, 30 per cent (including more than half professional and
managerial workers) compared with 20 per cent. Among women, about the same
proportions of both manual and non-manual workers (just under a third) enjoyed a
subsidy (Table A.43, Appendix Eight, page 1026). The value of the subsidy was
greater on average for non-manual than for manual workers. Among men, for
example, 36 per cent of non-manual but only 19 per cent of manual workers
estimated the value at more than £1 per week.
Five per cent of all employees, representing 1.2 million in the employed population, had the personal use sometimes or often of a car owned by the employer.
Fewer than one in ten of these were women. However, the respective numbers of
non-manual and manual workers was 14 per cent and 2 per cent. In nearly all cases,
the employer paid road tax, insurance and repairs, and for nearly four fifths also paid
petrol. We also explored what value was derived by the individual from other goods
and services provided free or cheaply by the employer. Based on the numbers in the
sample, we estimated that 5.2 million obtained cheap or free goods; 0.5 million
cheap or free travel other than for purposes of work; 0.3 million medical expenses;
0.6 million educational expenses for themselves or their children (mostly
themselves); 0.2 million shares or options to purchase shares; 0.8 million life
insurance; 0.2 million loans for the purchase of a car; 0.5 million clothing, and 0.9
million other goods and services. These estimates are, of course, subject to
considerable sampling errors. Altogether, 32 per cent of employees, representing 7.7
million, received goods and services other than the use of an employer’s car. Again,
non-manual workers were much more likely than manual employees to experience
these advantages, and to receive goods or service,: of substantial value, though some
large groups of manual workers had specific benefits. Thus, employees of British
Rail could secure rail tickets at concessionary prices, and employees of the National
Coal Board obtained coal free or cheaply.
Some employees have housing subsidies from their employers. These take three
principal forms : loans or grants to purchase a home, subsidized rented accommodation and rent-free accommodation. A small proportion, 3 per cent, of the
sample who were living in owner-occupied homes, representing ¾ million, said they
had benefited from a loan or grant. More searching inquiry might have revealed that
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this figure was an underestimate. Loans had usually been made at lower rates of
interest than those applied by building societies, and enabled employees more easily
to find the deposit on a home, or make up a mortgage to a level they could afford. A
substantial proportion of people renting a home, 14 per cent, representing about 1½
million, were living in accommodation owned by an employer. Over four-fifths of
them said they rented their homes for less than the rent they would expect to pay
elsewhere. Finally, a further small proportion of the entire sample, also representing
rather less than 1½ million, were living in rent-free accommodation owned by an
employer. In the entire sample, there were therefore nearly 6 per cent, representing
over 3 million people, whose accommodation was in different ways subsidized by
an employer.
That some manual workers, such as agricultural workers and caretakers of schools
and firms, live in homes owned by an employer has been recognized in previous
1
studies, though its extent has not previously been documented. That so many nonmanual workers gain help from employers with their housing has not attracted much
notice or investigation. Table 12.9 sets out the differences between the population of
Table 12.9. Percentages of population of non-manual and manual class living in
accommodation subsidized by an employer.
Form of subsidy by
employer

Percentage of population
NonManual
manual

Loan or grant for
owner-occupation
Rented cheaply from
employer
Rent-free, owned by
employer
All forms of subsidy

Estimated number (000s)

Alla

Non- Manual Alla
manual

2.2

0.6

1.3

540

190

740

3.0

1.7

2.2

750

560

1,340

2.8
7.9

2.1
4.4

2.4
5.8

690
1,980

710
1,460

1,410
3,490

NOTE: aIncluding some not allocated by occupational class.

non-manual and manual class in the extent to which different forms of subsidy are
enjoyed. More non-manual than manual workers are helped by employers, and they
tend to receive help of greater monetary value. Altogether, about 2 million in the
population are helped, compared with 1½ million people of manual class.
1

It is, of course, by no means always an advantage. The tied cottage has on the whole been a
grave disadvantage to the agricultural worker, and legislation in 1976 does not suggest that his
problems have been overcome. See Newby, H., ‘Tied Cottage Reform’, British Journal of Law
and Society, Summer 1977.
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Finally, substantially more non-manual than manual workers had holidays with
pay of three weeks or more, 54 per cent of men and 47 per cent of women,
compared with 21 per cent and 19 per cent respectively. (Table A.44, Appendix
Eight, page 1027). During this century, the entitlement of both non-manual and
manual workers has steadily increased (though sharp inequalities between the two
1
groups remain). The period of holiday actually taken in the previous year differed
sometimes from actual entitlement (as indicated in Table 12.2), both because periods
of entitlement for some types of worker, like schoolteachers, are hard to define and
include weeks when work is carried on, and because some employees have changed
jobs, and because employees do not always take the holidays to which they are
entitled. Among professional and managerial employees, around a fifth had taken
five or more weeks’ paid holiday.
An Index of Work Deprivation
We have discussed four different forms of work deprivation. They are, of course,
correlated, and some attempt must be made to show the groups in the population
who are exposed to multiple forms of work deprivation. From the data collected
under the four sub-headings, we constructed an index according to which each
employee could be ranked. In constructing the index, we sought to be as comprehensive in coverage as possible and to reflect the four component items (severity,
security, conditions and fringe benefits of job) about equally. A score was allocated
as follows:
Subject to one week’s notice or less
All working time standing or walking about
2
Poor (or very poor) working conditions
Working before 8 a.m. or working at night
No wages or salary during sickness
No entitlement to occupational pension
No entitlement to holiday with pay, or less than 2 weeks
Possible maximum

=1
=1
= 1 (or 2)
=1
=1
=1
=1
=8

Table 12.10 brings out more sharply than most of the individual measures the
difference between non-manual and manual employees in exposure to deprivation.
Not only is there a big difference between the two groups considered as a whole, but
even at the margins the difference is sharp or the overlap small. Thus, 73 per cent of
male routine non-manual employees scored 2 or fewer, but 67 per cent of male
skilled manual workers scored 3 or more on the index. If a score of 3 or more is
1

For a historical account, see Cameron, G. C., ‘The Growth of Holidays with Pay in Britain’,
in Reid and Robertson, Fringe Benefits, Labour Costs and Social Security.
2
Depending on the score on the work conditions index described earlier.

Table 12.10. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational class according to total work deprivation.

Total deprivation
(score)
None
Slight
Substantial
Severe
Very severe
Total
Number

A. Men
Professional

Mana- Supervisory
gerial High Low

Routine All nonnonmanual
manual
27
44
45
41
23
14
2
1
3
1
100
100
106
535

Skilled
manual

(0)
(1-2)
(3-4)
(5)
(6+)

74
67
23
28
3
4
0
2
0
0
100
100
62
54
B.Women
(0)
(1-2)
(3-4)
-

40
46
13
1
0
100
158

38
44
17
1
0
100
155

None
Slight
Substantial
Severe or
very severe (5+)
Total
Number

41
47
12

33
49
17

36
40
21

37
44
18

21
29
42

23
40
35

36
39
20

27
33
31

5

0
100
92

1
100
89

2
100
356

1
100
558

8
100
62

11
100
254

4
100
132

9
100
448

16

6
27
45
14
8
100
584

Partly Unskilled All
skilled manual
manual
manual
5
6
6
33
16
26
46
36
44
15
19
15
5
24
10
100
100
100
284
169
1,037
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taken as representing relative work deprivation, then 16 per cent of non-manual but
69 per cent of manual workers were found to experience such deprivation.
Deprivation and Earnings
The different indices of deprivation which have been described are correlated not
just with occupational class but also with level of earnings. First, pay was closely
associated with class. In proceeding through the ranks of each occupational class,
the proportion of employees with gross earnings below the mean tended to increase.
The relatively large proportion of male routine non-manual workers with pay of
1
under 80 per cent of the mean provide a significant exception. Whereas hardly any
manual workers had gross earnings of more than twice the mean, 43 per cent of
professional men did so (Table 12.11). Manual workers accounted for 75 per cent of
those with earnings below the mean and 45 per cent above the mean.
Secondly, within each occupational class, those with lower earnings were more
likely to have poor working conditions and security. On our measures of working
conditions there was an association, though usually slight, for each sex, among
upper and lower non-manual and skilled manual groups; but there was no association among partly skilled and unskilled groups. According to length of entitlement
to notice, the association was more consistent and usually strong. Within broad
occupational classes, more of those with relatively high than with relatively low
earnings were entitled to relatively long notice.
Among the worst instances of deprivation in relation to earnings were those
employed at home, especially those who were engaged in piecework. ‘Homeworkers’ are difficult to define. We estimated that, on the broadest definition, the
numbers working at home’ throughout the United Kingdom were 150,000 employed
and 390,000 self-employed men, and 280,000 employed and 330,000 self-employed
women - about 150,000 of the total of 1,150,000 doing so as a second job. However,
many of these worked on their own account in businesses adjoining, in or over their
homes - including general practitioners, shopkeepers, music teachers and publicans.
If we consider the employed, they fall into two groups. First, there were those paid
to provide services - numbering about 300,000. They included insurance and
clothing club agents, many of whom were poorly paid on a stringent commission
basis and who were often intermediaries on the one hand in life assurance and
property insurance arrangements at extraordinarily high rates of payment, or on the
other hand, hire-purchase arrangements at very high rates of interest. There were
also housekeepers, home helps, foster-parents, child-minders, caretakers and nurses
and attendants. Secondly, there were home-workers who, in the words of the
Commission on Industrial Relations, ‘receive work and payment directly from a
1

See the discussion in Chapter 10, pages 386-8.

Table 12.11 . Percentages of employed men and womena of different occupational class with gross earnings in previous year
below and above the mean.
A. Men
Gross earnings last
Profes- Manayear as percentage of sional
gerial
mean
Under 80
4
(4)
80-99
4
(4)
100-99
45
(78)
200 or more
47
(13)
Total
100
100
Number
55
45
B. Women
Under 80
80-99
100-99
200 or more
Total
Number
3
8

Supervisory
High Low

Routine All nonnonmanual

Skilled

15
24
56
5
100
140

28
31
39
2
100
139

67
20
12
1
100
86

26
21
44
9
100
465

38
33
28
1
100
523

Partly
skilled
manual
55
27
18
0
100
254

(12)
(6)
(57)
(24)
100
49

18
23
57
2
100
60

40
23
34
2
100
223

31
20
42
7
100
343

(52)
(17)
(27)
(2)
100
40

51
26
23
0
100
135

Unskilled

All
manual

76
13
10
0
100
136

48
28
23
1
100
913

(77)
(11)
(11)
(0)
100
35

56
22
22
0
100
210

NOTE: aAll 15 and over working 1,000 hours or more in year (or an average of twenty hours for fifty weeks). Note that self-employed are
excluded.
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manufacturing establishment and who work in their own homes’, and those paid to
provide services. They were estimated on the basis of the survey to number between
100,000 and 150,000, and included clothing machinists, dressmakers, lampshade
and toy-makers, workers filling and addressing envelopes, or sorting and packing
different manufactured articles, and those repairing machines and household
gadgets. There may have been supplementary second jobs which we missed - though
we did in fact ask for this information from each adult in the household. One of the
worst instances was of a slightly disabled man making lampshades for about twelve
hours every week for £1.50. A machinist averaged £5 a week for twenty-five hours’
work. There is evidence from other sources of the miserable rates of pay of
1
homeworkers and lack of supervision of conditions of work.
The Self-Employed
The self-employed comprised 6 per cent of the ‘economically active’ population in
1971, or 7 per cent of those actually in employment (8 per cent of men and 4 per
2
cent of women). In the sample, the self-employed comprised 7 per cent of those
working at least one week in the preceding twelve months. Thirty-six per cent
worked outdoors, and as many as 70 per cent spent all or nearly all their time
standing or walking about. Many men worked long hours, 56 per cent claiming to
work fifty or more hours a week, including 33 per cent claiming to work sixty hours
or more. By contrast, fewer than a quarter of women claimed to work fifty hours or
more. (See Table A.39, Appendix Eight, page 1024, which gives data for the year.)
The dispersion of earnings was much greater than in the case of the employed. As
Table 12.12 shows, proportionately more earned both considerably less and
considerably more than the mean. Low earnings were not uniformly correlated with
relatively few working hours. A third of the men with low pay worked fifty-five
hours or more a week.
There was reliable evidence that proportionately more of the self-employed than
of the employed lived in poverty or on the margins (24.5 per cent compared with
3
14.1 per cent). They included poor farmers, smallholders, stallholders, pedlars and
shopkeepers, and persons engaged as ‘outworkers’ in their own homes. However, a
substantial proportion were prosperous. Over half (56 per cent) combined home with
business in the same dwellings, whether farm, shop, professional practice or other
1

See, in particular, Brown, M., Sweated Labour: A Study of Homework, Low Pay Unit,
London, December 1974; and Field, F., ‘70 Years On: A New Report on Homeworking’, Low
Pay Bulletin, August-October 1976.
2
Social Trends, No. 4, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 85.
3
Those having an income in the previous year of less than 140 per cent of the supplementary
benefit scale rates plus housing cost. Full income data for the year were obtained from 2,242
employed and 171 self-employed persons respectively.
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Table 12.12. Percentages of self-employed and employed men and women,a according to their gross earnings as percentage of the mean.b
Gross
earnings as
% of mean

Under 50
50-59
60-79
80-99
100-19
120-99
200-99
300 +
Total
Number

Men

Women

SelfEmployed
employed
19
4
7
10
17
29
12
25
13
15
18
14
6
2
8
1
100
100
121
1,270

Selfemployed
(29)
(0)
(26)
(3)
(6)
(10)
(26)
(0)
100
31

Employed
9
8
23
21
16
18
4
1
100
528

NOTES: aMen aged 21 and over, women aged 18 and over, working thirty or more hours a
week.
b
For employed and self-employed combined, for each sex separately.

form of business. This enabled many to offset against tax part of the family’s
accommodation, lighting, heating and telephone charges. The asset value of nearly
half these premises was put at £5,000 or more. Over half the self-employed (61 per
cent) had a car for their business, and in nearly all instances (57 per cent), the
business paid for road tax, insurance, petrol and repairs. About half (48 per cent)
said they saved money through getting goods cheaply through their businesses.
Relatively few of the self-employed, however, had made private arrangements for
welfare benefits. Only 12 per cent had taken out pension cover, and 25 per cent
cover for cash benefits during sickness.
Work Deprivation and Poverty
Just as most indices of work deprivation were found to correlate with low earnings,
so they correlated with poverty. Employees who were not entitled to much or any
notice, or to any holiday with pay, who were working outdoors or working unusual
hours, as well as employees receiving low pay, were more likely to be members of
households or of income units whose income (or income plus annuity value of
assets) was below, or on the margins of, the state’s poverty line. For example, 61 per
cent of employees living in household poverty, and 32 per cent on the margins of
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poverty, had not had a holiday with pay in the previous twelve months, compared
with only 17 per cent of other employees (Table A.45, Appendix Eight, page 1027).
The situation of those living in poverty is therefore one compounded with
deprivation at work and, as we shall discuss later, with other forms of deprivation in housing, and environmental and social conditions. None the less, poverty and
deprivation are by no means mutually inclusive. Many people with high earnings, or
high incomes and assets, experience deprivation in certain aspects of life. To pursue
the example just quoted, while fewer of the poor than the non-poor in the sample
had had holidays with pay, most (70 per cent) of those not having a holiday with pay
were living in households with incomes markedly higher than the state’s poverty
line.
Table 12.13 brings together different forms of deprivation experienced at work
and relates them to income of the income unit, expressed as a percentage of the
Table 12.13. Percentages of employed poor and non-poor according to index of
total work deprivation.
Work deprivation (index)

Men
Net disposable income last year of income unit as %
of the state’s poverty standard
Under 140
140-99
200+
NonManual NonManual Non- Manual
manual
manual
manual

Little or no deprivation (0-2)
(67)
Substantial (3-4)
(29)
Severe deprivation (5 or more) (4)
Total
100
Number
24
Women
Little or no deprivation (0-2)
71
Substantial (3-4)
26
Severe deprivation (5 or more)
3
Total
100
Number
58

23
50
27
100
122

81
18
1
100
101

31
44
25
100
245

87
11
1
100
341

33
42
25
100
558

(57)
(41)
(2)
100
44

75
23
2
100
101

62
26
12
100
103

82
17
1
100
341

59
31
10
100
260

supplementary benefit standard. The two are plainly connected, but by no means as
strongly as many might suppose. Income units in poverty are more likely to include
people experiencing insecurity, poor working conditions and lack of fringe benefits
at work. On the other hand, extremes of deprivation at work are sometimes
combined, as, for example, in the case of highly paid construction workers,
quarrymen, miners and foundry workers, with relatively prosperous living standards.
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So the apparent paradox has to be understood and weighed. Many in financial
poverty also experience work deprivation; but many experiencing severe work
deprivation have incomes substantially in excess of poverty standards. Thus 60 per
cent of the men and 62 per cent of the women with severe work deprivation
belonged to units with incomes of twice or more than twice the state’s poverty
standard. Most were manual workers putting up with a great deal in order to make
good money.
There are three significant results in comparing poverty with work deprivation.
Only 5 per cent of non-manual compared with 13 per cent of manual employees
were members of income units in or on the margins of poverty by the state’s
standards. Secondly, most in poverty were also severely deprived at work. As many
as 71 per cent of male (29 per cent of non-manual compared with 79 per cent of
manual) employees living in or on the margins of poverty also experienced severe
work deprivation. But thirdly, the severely deprived at work included only a small
minority with poverty incomes. Only 14 per cent of all men experiencing severe
work deprivation were in income units in or on the margins of poverty. So although
earnings low enough to make people liable to poverty generally imply that they are
also severely deprived at work, the reverse does not hold. Among employees with
incomes substantially in excess of poverty levels, there is none the less a high risk of
severe work deprivation. This is significantly correlated with occupational class.
Nineteen per cent of non-manual employees in units with incomes twice, or more
than twice, the poverty standard experienced severe work deprivation, compared
with a corresponding figure of 68 per cent of manual employees.
Changes in Work Deprivation
To what extent is the work situation improving for different groups? By historical
standards, there have been certain changes affecting all groups. The numbers of
working hours in the day, days in the week, and weeks in the year, have diminished,
as has the span of working life; and rights to paid holidays, sick pay and other
welfare benefits have been extended. But, even by historical standards, there are
some contrary trends. Among manual groups, shift working is increasing. ‘The
underlying trend in the percentage of the manual labour force on shifts in
1
manufacturing has been about 1 per cent per annum.’ The extension of shopping
hours, the growth of restaurant and holiday facilities, and trends particularly in the
construction and power industries suggest that more manual workers may be
working unsocial hours. As mentioned earlier, after recording a growth in the
number and proportion of both manual and non-manual employees entitled to an
occupational pension, the Government Actuary found a decrease in the coverage of
1

National Board for Prices and Incomes, Hours of Work, Overtime and Shift Working, Cmnd
4554, HMSO, London, pp. 64-5.
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male and female employees between 1966 and 1971, though a continuing small
1
increase in the coverage of non-manual employees. Accident rates have also
remained high. During the 1960s, the number of accidents increased, though they
2
diminished in the early 1970s. The rates are not given separately for manual and
non-manual workers. And although factors other than the conditions of work play a
large part in explaining trends in mortality rates, the fact that more men in unskilled
manual groups at all ages between 35 and 74 died in the five years 1959-63 than in
3
the five years 1949-53 is of major significance. There were striking increases, for
example, in the numbers dying from arteriosclerotic and degenerative heart disease,
motor-vehicle and other accidents and lung cancer. Between 1948-50 and 1968-70,
the expectation of life of men aged 45 in the United Kingdom barely changed, from
4
27.0 years to 27.1 years. During this period, that is, during the years between 194953 and 1959-63, the death rates per 100,000 at all ages declined to a greater
proportionate extent among social classes I and II than among III and IV and, as
5
already noted, actually increased among most age groups in social class V.
Underlying such trends is the presumption that, although health conditions may
have improved for many manual workers in recent years, either they have
deteriorated for others, or more manual workers than hitherto are exposed to risks in
certain types of new industry.
Other trends may be taking place of a relative kind. Thus, the Contract of Employment Act 1963 conferred certain rights to periods of notice on large numbers of
employees, but the Act seems to have resulted in a parallel acceleration in the rights
granted to non-manual workers. A similar acceleration in the terms of redundancy of
non-manual workers seems to have occurred after the Redundancy Payments Act
6
1965. These examples show the care with which the structure of inequality needs to
be documented and traced over a span of years. Events which seem to imply a
reduction of the differences in working conditions and terms of service between
manual and non-manual workers may not have this outcome. Further privileges
conferred upon, or gained by, non-manual groups may maintain their advantage over
1

Occupational Pension Schemes, 1971.
Report of the Robens Committee, pp. 3 and 161-2.
3
The Registrar General’s Decennial Supplement, England and Wales, 1961. Occupational
Mortality Tables, HMSO, London, 1971, p.25.
4
Department of Health and Social Security, Health and Personal Social Services Statistics for
England (with summary tables for Great Britain), HMSO, London, 1973, Table 3.9.
5
I am grateful to the Chief Medical Statistician (July 1974) for data supplementing that in the
Decennial Supplement published in 1971. The data provides percentage changes in death rates,
on a standardized definition of occupational class, for age groups within classes.
6
Wedderburn, D., ‘Inequality at Work’, in Townsend, P., and Bosanquet, N., Labour and
Inequality, Fabian Society, London, 1972, pp. 181-2.
2
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manual groups, despite general advances in the number and scale of employee
rights.
Satisfaction with Work
In the survey, therefore, measures of the character of work, its security, conditions
and fringe benefits, were obtained. As already discussed, some fringe benefits, like
subsidized meals, are virtually extensions of pay, while others, like sick pay and
occupational pensions, are extensions of security. What of employees’ attitudes
towards their work? An attempt was made to obtain subjective measures parallel to
the objective measures of character of work, security, conditions and pay. Ideally,
we would have wished to pursue attitudes to the working situation in much greater
1
detail, as, for example, in other recent British studies. For reasons of time we asked
four general questions:
Are you satisfied,
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
or dissatisfied,
(i) with the pay?
(ii) with facilities at work (like heating, canteen, etc.)?
(iii) with the security of the job (like amount of notice and prospect of keeping
the job)?
(iv) with the job itself ?
The difficulties of adopting this approach to workers’ attitudes can be readily
appreciated in considering the general distribution of replies, as set out in Table
12.14. As in other studies, the majority of workers tend to give favourable answers.
When asked to rate levels of satisfaction, answers tend to be positive. At first sight,
this suggests an inconsistency between the frequencies and degrees of objective and
2
subjective deprivation. But, as argued in the previous chapter, this can be explained
partly as a function of the respective correspondence or specificity of objective and
subjective measures. Objective measures which are adopted in surveys, even of the
complex kind described here, do not comprehensively represent the material
circumstances of any specific work situation. Nor are attitude questions built up in
sufficient detail either to cover different aspects of the work situation, towards
which attitudes may vary, or ensure consistency of understanding. A worker may
express satisfaction with a poor job because it is better than his last job; or because,
given his age or disability, he considers himself lucky to have a job at all; or
because it is as good as any job someone in his position can expect. And he will
1

See, in particular, Goldthorpe, J. H., Lockwood, D., Bechhofer, F., and Platt, J., The Affluent
Worker: Industrial Attitudes and Behaviour, Cambridge University Press, 1968.
2
See pages 425-6.
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Table 12.14. Percentages of employed men and women of non-manual and manual
status according to their satisfaction with their jobs.
Aspect of job
Degree of
satisfaction
Pay
Dissatisfied
Neither dissatisfied
nor satisfied
Satisfied
Total
Number
Facilities
Dissatisfied
Neither dissatisfied
nor satisfied
Satisfied
Total
Number
Security
Dissatisfied
Neither dissatisfied
nor satisfied
Satisfied
Total
Number
Job itself
Dissatisfied
Neither dissatisfied
nor satisfied
Satisfied
Total
Number

Men
Women
NonManual All
Non- Manual All
manual
manual

31

30

30

20

18

19

18
52
100
507

19
51
100
967

18
51
100
1,474

13
67
100
350

14
68
100
296

13
67
100
646

10

16

14

11

13

12

9
82
100
482

16
68
100
851

14
73
100
1,333

10
79
100
349

10
77
100
282

10
78
100
631

6

16

13

5

8

6

8
86
100
508

10
74
100
952

9
78
100
1,460

9
87
100
352

10
83
100
289

9
85
100
641

7

6

6

8

5

5

12
81
100
508

13
81
100
962

13
81
100
1,470

14
78
100
257

9
87
100
297

9
85
100
654
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tend to convey satisfaction with a job in general - especially in answer to broad
questions - but dissatisfaction with features of that job. The very fact that people
operate within any particular occupational situation is likely to predispose them in
general allegiance towards it. They want to believe that that situation is for the best
and that there is no easy alternative. There are both social as well as psychological
pressures in favour of them expressing general approval of what they are doing. The
social pressures exist to ensure order, stability and continuity of work and other
behaviour in society. In addition, ‘There is considerable psychological pressure upon
the individual to say that he finds his job acceptable: to say otherwise may well be
1
tantamount to admitting that he does not find himself acceptable.’
More manual than non-manual workers were dissatisfied with facilities and
security of work, and though rates of satisfaction were greater than the objective
data about deprivation seemed to warrant, this subjective difference did at least
broadly correspond with objective differences. But as many non-manual as manual
workers expressed dissatisfaction with their level of pay, despite their higher levels
of pay. In the case of men, as many also expressed dissatisfaction with the job itself
and, in the case of women, slightly more expressed dissatisfaction with the job.
Among men, the highest rates of job satisfaction were found among professional
workers, and the lowest among unskilled manual workers. Altogether, 38 per cent of
male non-manual employees, compared with 43 per cent of manual employees,
expressed dissatisfaction with at least one of the four matters relating to their jobs
which were investigated. The figures for women were 28 per cent and 33 per cent
respectively. In general, more women than men expressed satisfaction with their
jobs.
A more direct check on the correspondence between objective and subjective
deprivation is to find whether those with poor working conditions, security and 1
levels of pay tended to express dissatisfaction. The indices selected in Table 12.15
show there was such a correlation. A tentative method of comparing indices of total
work deprivation and job satisfaction is presented in Table A.46 (Appendix Eight,
page 1028), which further supports this result. Therefore there exists evidence of a
relationship between poor material conditions and subjective deprivation. But the
correlation is by no means uniform. How far this is because our objective measures
were partial and our subjective measures too generalized remains problematical.
Certainly these matters deserve exploration in further research before too much
effort is needlessly invested in explaining disjunction between objective status and
subjective feelings which may turn out to be more apparent than real. None the less,
the evidence to some extent supports those who have argued both that manual
workers tend to adopt instrumental attitudes towards their work, in terms of the
1

Goldthorpe et al., The Affluent Worker, p. 11, citing Blauner, R., ‘Work Satisfaction and
Industrial Trends in Modern Society’, in Galenson, W., and Lipset, S. M. (eds.), Labor and
Trade Unionism, New York, 1960.
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Table 12.15. Percentages of male and female employees of different occupational
class and job characteristics who were dissatisfied with selected characteristics of
their jobs.
Job characteristics

Percentage
Men
Non- Manual
manual

Total number
Women
Non- Manual
manual

Men
Non- Manual
manual

Women
Non- Manual
manual

Dissatisfied with facilities
Indoor
facilities
gooda
Indoor
facilities
poor or
very poora
Gross earnings 120 %
or more of
mean
Gross earnings under
80% mean
Subject to
notice of
more than
month
Subject to
week’s
notice or
less

7

(28)

5

307

248

43

243

(27)
36
(34)
Dissatisfied with pay

7

26

137

44

80

(17)

157

85

112

24

119

426

106

106

24

3

24

21

35
32
15
22
Dissatisfied with job security

6

(0)

3

-

93

18

39

1

11

18

9

5

83

503

146

156

NOTE: aAs defined in work conditions index. See page 438.
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rewards they seek to enrich life outside work, rather than take intrinsic satisfaction
in the job and the conditions in which it is performed; and that the attitudes brought
to work are shaped substantially by such workers’ experiences, and needs, in the
1
home and the family, which for many are of greater emotional significance. Many
manual workers have low expectations of their work situation and feel less able to
control that situation than they do their lives outside work. Not expecting much, they
are less likely to demand the kind of equality of treatment they expect as members
of a household or a local community, or as citizens, patients or even consumers.
Despite membership of trade unions, many feel powerless (except in bargaining for
pay) in this situation, by comparison with many other situations. With the
qualifications already made about the validity of some favourable responses to
general questions about job satisfaction, this is the best interpretation that can be
offered to explain both the relatively low number of negative responses and the
rather greater dissatisfaction expressed about pay than other aspects of the work
situation.
Summary and Conclusion
This chapter calls attention to the importance of the concept of ‘occupational
hierarchy’ in explaining work deprivation. Much of human life is lived at work, and
deprivation can be experienced in the work situation even when it is not experienced
in other social situations. This chapter argues that social conceptions of deficiencies
in the work situation tend to be restricted to questions of industrial ill-health or
hazards, the characteristics of particular types of industry or forms of employment,
and specific rather than interconnected features of employment. As a consequence,
society fails to perceive certain kinds of problem or how severe they are, and is
insufficiently aware of the possibilities of systematic causation. Despite differences
in the kind of products, services rendered, size, organization and locality of plant
and type of technology, there are social forces which reproduce the same kinds of
inequality or deprivation in the work situation in a variety of different contexts.
The chapter sought to assess the severity and nature of the job itself; its security;
its conditions and amenities; and the welfare or fringe benefits often associated with
it. In each instance, manual workers were found to be at a marked disadvantage
compared with non-manual workers. The dichotomy between non-manual and
manual work is clearly the most important fact to emerge from this analysis of the
work situation of the employed population. Manual workers work longer hours and
more weeks of the year, have shorter holidays, are more likely to work outdoors and
to have poor amenities at work, are more likely to spend all their working time
1

Goldthorpe et at., The Affluent Worker, Chapter 8. much less likely to receive sick pay,
occupational pensions and other fringe benefits.
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standing or walking about, are more liable to unemployment, redundancy and very
short periods of notice of dismissal, and are much less likely to receive sick pay,
occupational pensions and other fringe benefits.
Within these two broad non-manual and manual sections of the employed
population, there are other differences to which attention has been called. Among
non-manual employees, especially women, considerably more professional and
managerial than other workers, especially than routine non-manual workers, have
certain privileges. And among manual workers, considerably more skilled and partly
skilled than unskilled workers have certain privileges.
A number of indices of the work situation have been described. They include
period of entitlement to notice, ‘usual’ hours of work, fraction of working time spent
standing or walking about, entitlement to sick pay, paid holidays and occupational
pensions, and poor conditions and amenities at work. When these different factors
are combined, we found that 12 per cent of the employed population could be said to
be very deprived, and another 30 per cent deprived, in their work situation.
Deprivation was correlated with occupational class. None of those in professional
and managerial groups, but 43 per cent of unskilled male manual workers, were very
deprived. Within occupational classes, those with low pay tended to be more
deprived.
Fewer employees expressed dissatisfaction with the security of work, its conditions and the job itself than the objective facts seemed to warrant, though this may
have been partly a function of general instead of specific questioning during our
interviews. Employees expressed dissatisfaction with level of pay more than they
did other aspects of their work situation. There was a strong, but by no means
uniform, correspondence between objective and subjective deprivation.
The quality of the work situation has to be assessed not just in relation to past but
also present employment. Changes in legislation and improvements in employer
provisions encourage commentators to reach complacent conclusions about
progress. Analyses which depend only on comparisons with past standards fail to
take account of differential advances that may have been taking place, particularly
between non-manual and manual grades, within the employed population. Evidence
of trends in mortality, accidents and the distribution of fringe benefits suggests that
inequalities in the work situation may in recent years not have narrowed, and in
some respects have widened, as between manual and non-manual groups.

13
Deprivation in Housing

Urban and rural poverty and the problems of the slums cannot be understood or
explained without a knowledge of the operation of the different institutions of the
housing market and the ownership of land, together with a knowledge of the social
allocation, cost and use of all accommodation. This chapter aims to elucidate the
latter. It will start by analysing the distribution of poor housing (identified by three
separate criteria), and housing costs according to type of tenure, social class and
household type, and will go on to examine the interrelationship between poor
housing, housing costs and poverty. Finally, some of the reasons for the existence
and scale of poor housing and the present structure of costs are discussed.
The Problem of Obtaining Objective Measures of Poor Housing
Historically, three standards or measures of poor housing have been used: of inadequate structure, amenities and space in relation to the numbers of users. As in our
previous analysis of poverty and deprivation, a distinction must be made between
standards as they are perceived socially and standards which in some sense of the
term can be said to be objective. This is basic to any understanding of ‘the housing
problem’, and can be illustrated historically and contemporaneously. Thus the
standards which have been used historically can be shown to have changed. For
example, Octavia Hill and other reformers who were concerned to improve the
housing of the working classes adopted as a standard the assumptions that privies
and a water tap could be shared by several households on the same landing, and that
it was justifiable for a family with one or two or even several children to live in a
1
single room. During this century, successively more generous standards have been
adopted officially as a result of the recommendations in 1919 of the Tudor Walters
Committee, in 1944 of the Dudley Committee and in 1961 of the Parker Morris
1

In 1883, Octavia Hill argued that ‘good-sized’ single rooms should be built to meet the
needs of (a) ‘The small families of unskilled labourers’, and (b) ‘the larger families of unskilled
labourers who have one or two children old enough to work, and who can afford to take a
second or even a third room, but whose wages do not allow of their paying for the more elaborate appliances provided in tenements intended for artisans’ - Hill, O., Homes of the London
Poor (2nd edn), Macmillan, London, 1883, pp. 14-15.
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1

Committee. In the same way, the official census definition of overcrowding was
changed in 1961 from two or more persons per room to over one and a half, and
2
shows signs of being changed again in the 1970s.
Social perceptions of housing standards or needs tend therefore to change with the
passage of time. However, the process by which this comes about has not been
carefully traced and is little understood. Evidence collected by research workers and
others about deprivation and ill-health, for example, has undoubtedly had a marked
effect on public opinion, and hence on social standards. The work of Chadwick and
Simon on the relationship between overcrowding and infectious disease paved the
3
way for Public Health Acts, just as work on pollution at Billingham, the problems
4
5
of high flats and hypothermia among the elderly may contribute to changes in
modern standards. But such evidence has often been interpreted less seriously by
housing administrators and the public than it deserves, or has even been framed in
terms which compromise with conventional opinion. More depended in the past on
the gradual recognition among the population and particularly among elites of
changes in styles of living in the home, the spread of new kinds of equipment and
facilities and the development of new attitudes about policy strategies engendered
by the general system of social values. Thus the Parker Morris Committee
recognized that home conditions as well as expectations had changed since the
Dudley Committee reported in 1944, but made little or no attempt to examine
systematically the distribution of practices, methods and expectations of a method of
deriving new standards. Their report represents more the results of a kind of osmosis
among the members of the committee, by which a consensus judgement about what
seems practicable and attainable to reasonable men is reached. It is neither a
searching and comprehensive examination of the housing situation, nor a full
assessment of the capacities or resources available in society to meet housing needs.

1

Ministry of Housing and Local Government, Homes for Today and Tomorrow, Report of a
Sub-Committee of the Central Housing Advisory Committee (The Parker Morris Report),
HMSO, London, 1961.
2
‘In 1961, 2.1 per cent of households in England and Wales, and 3.8 per cent in Great Britain,
were overcrowded by this measure; by 1966 the proportions had fallen to 1.2 per cent and 2.1
per cent respectively, and by 1971 (according to GHS data) to 0.6 per cent and 1.0 per cent.
Under these circumstances consideration should be given to the adequacy of such a measure.’
(my emphasis) - Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, The
General Household Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 113.
3
Gregory, P., Polluted Homes, Bell, London, 1965.
4
Jephcott, P., Homes in High Flats, Oliver & Boyd, London, 1971.
5
Report of the Committee on Accidental Hypothermia, Royal College of Physicians, London,
1966. See also report of research being undertaken at the Centre for Environmental Studies
(Annual Report, 1971), and Wicks, M., ‘Death in a Cold Climate’, Guardian, 18 February 1974.
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Social perceptions of housing problems are very restricted. They are conditioned,
and in effect distorted, by the rules and fashions accepted in Parliament, the press
and elsewhere by which housing is discussed. Housing problems come to be defined
in ways which are acceptable to ruling elites, particularly the government, and are
measured according to procedures devised by government and local-authority
services. The problems are, for example, seen as problems of attaining a minimum
or threshold standard defined at some point in the past, and without regard to
inequalities, or even interrelationships, within the existing system, rather than as
problems of maximizing welfare and restraining privilege in housing in terms of
today’s resources and styles of living. The philosophy of a historic national
minimum underpinning a free market pervades statements of policy, but also
administration and the presentation of information, including statistical information,
about the problems. There are tendencies among officials to underestimate the true
1
scale and severity of housing problems, to use outdated fixed standards of
2
measuring them instead of relative standards, and to overlook or even conceal the
extent and growth of privileged housing among the wealthier sections of society,
3
which may lead indirectly to relative impoverishment elsewhere in the system. This
must not be regarded so much as calculated deception as an inevitable consequence
of the limited roles and functions that officials are expected to play in administering
housing, their unconscious as well as conscious efforts to represent problems as
within their powers to manage, and their need to represent their administrative
achievements in the best possible light. This suggests how a restricted perception of
a particular problem in society is arrived at, circulated and reinforced. Nevertheless,
the conclusion must be faced. Emerging as well as continuing inequalities in
housing are minimized.
1

The local-authority returns on the numbers of slum dwellings, both in 1954 and 1965, were
subsequently shown to underestimate the scale of the problem. A Ministry of Housing survey
carried out by public health inspectors found that there were 1.8 million unfit dwellings in
England and Wales in the mid 1960s, and not 820,000, as counted by the local authorities. See
‘House Conditions Survey, England and Wales, 1967’, Economic Trends, No. 175, HMSO,
London, 1968. A Scottish survey came to the conclusion that the true number of unfit dwellings
was at least twice the official figure. See Scotland’s Older Houses (The Cullingworth Report),
HMSO, Edinburgh, 1967.
2
The best example historically is the repeated claim by Ministers of Housing that the back of
the slum-clearance problem was going to be broken within the next five years or ten years,
ranging, for example, from Sir Hilton Young in 1933 to Mr Harold Macmillan in 1955 and Mr
Julian Amery in 1971. No account seemed to be taken of ‘twilight’ houses that become slums as
time goes on, or of the periodic redefinition of the meaning of slum’ as society becomes more
prosperous.
3
For example, government White Papers on housing in 1971 and 1973 did not examine the
effects of changes in owner-occupation on the rest of the housing market, nor the effects of the
acquisition of second homes on homelessness in certain areas.
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Perceptions of housing problems tend also to be biased in favour of physical rather
than social manifestations. Any review of the literature on housing, particularly
official surveys of conditions in the census and by central departments, will show
that disproportionate attention is given to physical appearance, amenities and layout
compared with social and economic allocation and use and financial cost. Again,
this might be charitably explained: visual eyesores are easier than the special social
and financial problems that certain kinds of family have in restrictive physical
settings to communicate to councillors, officials and the public. They dominate the
preoccupations, training and organization, for example, of the architectural and
planning professions.
Certain lessons can be drawn from any attempt by social scientists to understand
how housing problems come to be perceived and discussed in society. They can use
the standards defined by society itself in its legislation and administrative
regulations, or implicit in its policy decisions, to find how far these standards are
actually fulfilled. They can also see that such standards are socially created and both
differ from those prevailing in other societies and apply only to a particular
historical period, being replaced at a subsequent stage. In principle, they must strive
to adopt an alternative or objective standard which will allow them to compare the
situations in different countries or in the same country at different moments of
history.
In what follows, therefore, an attempt will be made to document poor housing as
subjectively and socially perceived, but also to strive towards an alternative
standard, principally by applying measures of housing within a distributional
framework.
Different Indices of Poor Housing
Poor housing has traditionally been defined first in terms of structural defects. A
series of Housing Acts has sought to define ‘unfit’ or slum housing, and official
measures have been produced both locally and centrally. In practice, the designation
is imprecise and lends itself to misapplication to suit administrative planning
1
convenience. In the poverty survey, we were not able to use an independent and
1

As the Minister of Housing states, the term ‘slum’ is ‘variously applied to houses unfit for
human habitation, unfit houses beyond repair at reasonable cost and houses in clearance areas’
(parliamentary written answer, February 1971). The criteria are set out in Section 4 of the
Housing Act 1957, as amended by Section 71 of the Housing Act 1969: ‘In determining ...
whether a house is unfit for human habitation, regard shall be had to ... (a) repair, (b) stability,
(c) freedom from damp, (d) natural lighting, (e) ventilation, (f) water supply, (g) drainage and
sanitary conveniences, (h) facilities for ... preparation and cooking of food and for the disposal
of waste water (plus internal arrangements of dwelling, added by the 1969 Act) and the house
shall be deemed unfit for human habitation if and only if it is so far defective in one or more of
the said matters that it is not reasonably suitable for occupation in that condition.’ The phrase ‘is
not reasonably suitable’ is, of course, open to flexible interpretation.
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consistently applied measure and simply asked informants whether their housing had
any structural defects, carefully prompting answers on such specific questions as
rising damp, damp walls or ceilings, loose brickwork or plaster, roofs which leaked,
windows and doors which fitted badly or did not open or close, and floorboards or
stairs which were broken. Twenty-two per cent of households, representing about 13
million people, declared there were defects. This compares with under 12 per cent of
dwellings found to be unfit, and under 35 per cent defined as fit but requiring more
1
than £125 repairs in the official Household Conditions survey of February 1967.
When asked whether such defects were felt to be a danger to their health, nearly a
third, representing over 7 per cent of the entire sample and 4 million in the
population, said they were.
Secondly, poor housing has been defined traditionally in terms of inadequate
housing facilities, such as lack of piped water, a bath and a WC. The 1969 Housing
Act provided improvement grants for homes with a life of at least fifteen years that
needed to be brought up to a five-point standard of having an internal WC, fixed
bath or shower, wash-basin, hot and cold water at three points and a sink. In
February 1967, it was estimated that 25 per cent of all dwellings in England and
Wales failed to satisfy the first four of these criteria (about two fifths of these being
2
unfit for human habitation). According to the Census of 1966, about 20 per cent of
households in Britain lacked sole use of a bath or shower, and by 1971 this figure
3
was estimated in the General Household Survey to have declined to 12 per cent.
The comparable figure established in the poverty survey was 17 per cent (Table
13.1). In 1971 there were, according to the General Household Survey, 15 per cent
lacking sole use of a WC inside the accommodation, or 17 per cent inside the
4
building. The corresponding figure in the poverty survey was 16 per cent. We
sought to combine information about the ‘basic’ facilities of internal WC, sink or
wash-basin, fixed bath or shower and gas or electric cooker which had been used in
previous censuses, and evolved a ‘housing facilities index’. A score of 2 was
assigned to the household for each of these four facilities if it was lacking entirely,
and 1 if it was shared, thus allowing us to grade the extent to which households
satisfied this social standard of sole access to these basic facilities. As Table 13.1
shows, 21 per cent of households failed in one or more respects to satisfy the
standard.
Again, any fixed standard becomes rapidly outdated. In the case of housing
facilities, this is beginning to be recognized more readily than with some other
standards, simply because of the speed with which changes have occurred. Thus data
about central heating were collected in the General Household Survey, and the
1

Economic Trends, No. 175, Table 5, p. xxxii.
ibid.
3
The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, pp. 137 and 139.
4
ibid, p. 139.
2
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authors of the report point out, ‘in 1960 only 8 per cent of households in Greater
London, and 5 per cent in the rest of England and Wales, had any form of central
heating; by 1971 these figures had risen to 30 per cent and 36 per cent
1
respectively’. Ideally, a more objective standard could be produced, first, by
attempting to list all household facilities, including any new facilities being introduced into homes - which in the 1970s might, for the United Kingdom, include airconditioning and ventilation units, immersion heaters, built-in kitchen working
surfaces and cupboards, double-glazed windows, two or three electric points in
every room, sink grinder units and calcifiers (low temperature incinerators which
sterilize and dehydrate putrescible refuse and reduce its bulk). Secondly, the
possession of these facilities could be shown within a distributional framework, in
relation to the mode and the mean. This would allow relative changes as well as
changes by historical standards to be better traced. Some care would of course have
to be taken in redefining the respective possession of facilities, which are a kind of
‘fixture’ in the home and which are left when the occupant moves, and consumer
durables, like refrigerators and washing-up machines.
We could not fulfil these principles in the survey, but added questions on central
heating and telephones, which were at the time, and still are, rapidly being converted
from the privilege of a minority to the expected possession of the majority of the
population. Table 13.1 shows that, at the time, these minority facilities were far
more common among the middle than the working class. A measure of the number
of rooms usually heated in winter was also introduced. We asked how many of the
total number of living, dining and bedrooms were usually heated during the
evenings in winter, whether by coal, gas or electric fire, paraffin stove or central
heating. It is, of course, difficult to express the results in a form equally appropriate
for different types of household living in different numbers of rooms. We found that
44 per cent of households usually heated only one room in winter, and that another
24 per cent, having four rooms or more, heated only two. Since it might be argued
that some people - for example, single people living in centrally heated bedsitters should not be treated as ‘deprived’, we have also presented the results in terms of
those with all or four fifths or more of their accommodation heated, those with three
fifths to four fifths, those with half, or just under or just over a half, those with
between a fifth and two fifths, and those with under a fifth. As Table 13.1 shows, 48
per cent had under two fifths of their accommodation heated.
A third traditional definition of poor housing is inadequate space, or high density.
The 1935 Housing Act, for example, gave a statutory definition of overcrowding,
not permitting more than two people to occupy a single room, three for two rooms,
five for three rooms, seven for four rooms, and so on. Implicitly, every room was
treated as if it was available for sleeping. The standard was not one regarded as
desirable but as a minimum. Although occupancy rates had continued to fall, the
Housing Act of 1957 reiterated this definition. By 1964, only 0.5 per cent of
1

The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 136.

Table 13.1. Percentages of households and persons in households having different characteristics who experienced or felt
different kinds of housing deprivation.
House- Males
holds
and females

Males

Females

Age

04

With structural defects
Poor housing facilities
no sole use internal WC
- no sole use sink or
wash-basin
- no sole use fixed bath
or shower
- no sole use gas or
electric cooker
No electricity for both
power and lights
Accommodation less than
1 room per person
Accommodation less than
bedroom standard
Only 1 room (or none)
heated in winter

22 24
21 18
16 13

Occupational class

514

1529

3049

5064

65+

Profes- Other Skilled Partly
sional non- manual and unand
manual
skilled
manamanual
gerial

24
18
14

24
17
12

28
18
13

27
15
10

27
19
15

22
15
11

22
18
14

19
24
17

18
4
2

17
11
8

28
20
14

31
29
23

3

3

2

2

2

4

2

3

1

0

2

2

4

17 13

13

13

13

9

15

11

14

19

3

8

15

22

3

4
2

3
2

3
2

3
2

3
2

3
2

3
2

3
2

2
2

4
3

1
0

2
2

2
1

6
4

3

3

4

3

8

7

4

2

1

0

0

1

3

9

11 18

19

17

31

28

22

17

10

4

5

13

19

29

44 40

39

40

41

34

38

34

45

51

14

30

46

54

Less than 40% of
accommodation heated
No central heating
No telephone in household
No vacuum cleaner
Insufficient internal play
space for childrena
Moved twice or more in
the last 2 years
Need expressed for
additional room(s)
Serious housing problem
now
Serious housing problem
since head aged 21
Structural defects felt to
be danger to health

48
83
69
22

48
82
68
19

47
82
67
19

48
82
68
20

46
80
74
23

46
79
65
17

5 19a

20a

18a

20a

3

3

3

25 34

35

7

21 24

4

6

7

NOTE : aChildren aged 1-10 only.

8

45
83
71
23

43
78
64
14

53
86
65
16

58
90
74
29

31
46
16
3

43
78
53
13

51
89
81
19

59
94
91
35

19a

-

-

-

-

1

13

24

31

4

3

8

3

0

0

3

3

3

3

33

53

50

38

39

14

8

31

32

38

34

8

7

13

9

7

7

5

5

2

5

8

13

24

23

23

30

25

26

21

14

11

21

27

29

8

8

11

10

10

7

8

6

2

5

9

16
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1

households in England and Wales were overcrowded in this statutory sense, and, as
is now recognized, it has become ‘irrelevant as a measure of satisfactory
2
conditions’. An alternative bedroom standard’ was adopted by the Government
3
Social Survey in 1960. This depended on allocating bedrooms according to the
composition of the household:
1. A married couple was presumed to need one room.
2. Each additional person aged 21 and over was presumed to need one room.
3. Others under 21 were presumed to share with one other, or to occupy a room
alone if there was no other with whom to share, but persons aged 10-20 were not
expected to share with someone under 20 if he or she was of the opposite sex.
This standard is arbitrary and is not related to family customs. It presumes, for
example, that two boys of 17 and 19 can share a room and a girl of 9 with a boy of
9, but not a girl of 9 and a boy of 10; and that two rooms are needed both for a boy
of 11 and a girl of 10, and for two boys and two girls all aged 15-20. No allowance
is made for a bedroom for visitors. While acknowledging vaguely that future work
might lead to the adoption of a ‘living standard’, and perhaps also take account of
the purpose to which the available rooms are put, the standard has none the less been
treated in the analysis of the General Household Survey as a ‘convenient yardstick’
4
that has gained acceptance by adoption in previous surveys.
Official surveys showed that the number of households in England and Wales with
fewer rooms than the bedroom standard declined from 11 to 6 per cent between
5
1960 and 1971, and in Scotland from 21 to 15 per cent between 1965 and 1971. In
the poverty survey, applying to the United Kingdom as a whole, there were 11 per
cent. In both official and independent surveys, the percentage of population was
much larger than of households. In the poverty survey, 17.7 per cent of the sample,
representing nearly 10 million people, lived in accommodation with insufficient
bedrooms.
The official presentation of statistics about density in terms of the bedroom
standard does, in fact, go some way towards showing density in a full distributional
framework, and hence paves the way for an understanding of relative deprivation.
But results are still presented in terms which cut short the distribution at its
extremes. Thus, 21 per cent of households in Britain were shown in 1971 to have
6
two ‘or more’ bedrooms above the standard. There is, of course, a substantial
1

Woolf, M., The Housing Survey in England and Wales, Social Survey, SS372, Ministry of
Housing and Local Government, March 1967.
2
The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 112.
3
Gray, P. G., and Russell, R., The Housing Situation in 1960, Social Survey, SS319, Central Office of Information, May 1962.
4
The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 114.
5
ibid., p. 114. There was a further decline in England and Wales, from 6 to about 4 per cent
(or from 990,000 to 710,000). Department of the Environment, Housing Policy, Technical Volume: Part I, HMSO, London, 1977, p. 67.
6
The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 115.
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minority with three or more rooms above the standard. The poverty survey found 1
per cent with four or more bedrooms above the standard. Similarly, the Census of
1966 found that there were 34 per cent of households in Britain with a ratio of
1
‘under 0.5’ persons a room, and by 1971 this figure was 37 per cent. Again, the
point might be made that the full extent of inequality is not revealed through this
processing of the data. Thus, it is possible to estimate from some of the detailed
tables in the census report of 1966 that there were 100,000 people in England and
Wales living, at one extreme, in just over 30,000 rooms, while there were 100,000
2
living, at the other extreme, in 750,000 rooms. According to the poverty survey,
while there were 3.3 per cent living in overcrowded conditions (on the criterion of
two or more persons to a room, including living rooms, dining rooms and
bedrooms), there were, at the other extreme, 1.9 per cent with four or more rooms
for every person.
The need for better standards of space has been recognized by committees of
inquiry, such as the Parker Morris Committee, and is widely felt among the population. Altogether, as many as 25 per cent of households, representing 17 million
people, felt the need for at least one additional room, more than a third of them for
two or more additional rooms. Subjective deprivation in this sense was greater than
according to most other indices applied in the survey, and though common among
the poor and the working class, tended to be marked also among upper income
groups and middle classes. The figure stands up to comparison with other data. It
was highly correlated, for example, with low ratios of rooms to persons. As Table
A.47 in Appendix Eight (page 1029) shows, two thirds of those judged by the
bedroom standard to have too few bedrooms wanted more rooms, and almost none
wanted fewer. By contrast, very few of those judged by this standard to have more
than enough bedrooms in fact wanted more. The great majority thought their
accommodation was adequate, and as many as a quarter wanted fewer rooms.
Another measure of subjective deprivation is how seriously housing needs are
rated. We asked whether the family had a serious housing problem now. Six per cent
of heads of households or chief wage-earners said they did, nearly a third specifying
overcrowding and over a fifth damp. Others specified inadequate basic facilities and
various structural defects, and some a need to move elsewhere. Interviewers were
inclined to believe that people were reluctant to regard their housing problems as
‘serious’, and that some in accommodation with marked deficiencies in structure, or
who were overcrowded, stated they did not have a serious problem.

1

The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 127.
Calculated from General Register Office, Sample Census, 1966, England and Wales,
Housing Tables, Part I, p. 9. Census data on numbers of rooms must, however, be treated with
reservations. In 1966, households having only one room were underestimated by 52 per cent. see
Gray, P., and Gee, F. A., A Quality Check of the 1966 Ten Per Cent Sample Census of England
and Wales, Social Survey Division, OPCS, HMSO, London, 1972.
2
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To these attempts to measure structural defects, inadequate housing facilities and
overcrowding respectively in terms of subjective, social and more objective
standards, we also added as an index of deprivation insufficient indoor play-space
for children. People with children aged 1-10 were asked whether the children had
enough good places to play indoors without troubling the neighbours. Seventeen per
cent of such families or five per cent of households of all types, representing nearly
a million families in the United Kingdom, said they had not (Table 13.1).
Finally, evidence of deprivation experienced by people in the past was also collected. After asking whether households had a serious current housing problem, we
asked whether they had experienced one, and for how long, since the head of the
household had reached the age of 21. Twenty-one per cent declared they had
experienced such a problem, including 9 per cent specifying overcrowding, 4 per
cent inadequate basic facilities, 2 per cent damp or other structural defects, 3 per
cent the need to move elsewhere, and 3 per cent other types of problem. As many as
20 per cent said this had lasted for ten or more years, a further 16 per cent for five to
nine years, and only 31 per cent for under two years. Housing stress is, of course,
typified as much by pressure or need to move as by poor conditions in the home.
Four per cent of the entire sample had moved at least twice in the previous two
years, 1 per cent four or more times.
Characteristics of the Poorly Housed
The problems of housing are distributed more widely than is sometimes supposed.
Table 13.2 shows that Scotland, the South-West and Wales, and Northern Ireland, in
that order, had the largest proportion, between 30 per cent and 34 per cent, of
households with structural defects, but the two regions with the smallest proportions,
the North-West and Anglia and the East Midlands, each had 17 per cent. Households
with structural defects were not concentrated in rural rather than urban areas or
conurbations, and although there were more in low-income than in other areas, the
differences were not very large.
By other measures of poor housing, some regions, such as Greater London and
Anglia and the East Midlands, ranked higher than, or nearly as high as, Scotland and
the South-West and Wales, although Northern Ireland was ranked worst by all
measures. It is unlikely, then, that the explanation of poor housing is to be sought
according to specifically regional or even area characteristics, at least of large areas.
Two other points have to be noted in considering regional and area differences. In
some instances, the proportion of households with poor housing is smaller, and in
some instances higher, than the proportion of population in such households. In
Northern Ireland, a strikingly higher proportion of people than of households had
inadequate housing facilities and insufficient bedrooms. In some other regions, the
proportion of population living in poor facilities is smaller than of households. This
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Table 13.2. Percentages of households in regions and areas with poor housing (percentages of individuals in brackets).
Region

Scotland
South-West and Wales
Northern Ireland
Northern Yorks and
Humberside
Greater London
South-East
West Midlands
Anglia and East Midlands
North-West
Rural
Urban
Conurban

With
structural
defects
34
30
30
22
21
19
18
17
17
24
23
21

Inadequate
housing
facilities
20 (15)
26 (18)
45 (53)

Insufficient
bedrooms

25 (24)
24 (20)
13 (9)
13 (11)
24 (21)
16 (12)
17 (13)
22 (18)
22 (20)

8 (15)
12 (19)
6 (9)
12 (18)
10 (18)
9 (18)
8 (13)
10 (18)
12 (20)

17 (28)
7 (14)
24 (41)

is explained by the tendency in most areas for more small households, including old
people, to be in housing with poor facilities. In Northern Ireland, both old people
and families with children are in poor housing. It should also be noted that some
regions ranking low in defects had large populations. For example, although the
proportions of households with structural defects was much smaller in Greater
London and the South-East than in Scotland, each of these regions accounted for as
many of the total households with defects, as did Scotland.
Poor housing was widely distributed by household type. By nearly all criteria,
households with a man and woman and four or more children showed to great
disadvantage, but in some respects they were run close or overtaken by other types
of household. Some of the larger types of household, with four adults, three adults
with children, and with four or more children, were more likely to be in
accommodation with structural defects (Table 13.3). But even among households
with a man and woman and only one or two children, the percentage with structural
defects was not much lower than the average. Table 13.3 shows, however, that
single-person households were much more likely than households with children to
have inadequate housing facilities, though the latter, especially households with
three or more children, were much more likely to have insufficient rooms, by social
standards.
This difference is important for our understanding of housing problems and can be
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Table 13.3. Percentages of households of different type with poor housing.
Type of household

With
structural
defects

Man over 60
Man under 60
Woman over 60
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man, woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults + children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All types

(20)
18
22
22
20
20
16
25
27
19
25
30
20
33
22

Inadequate
housing
facilities

Insufficient
bedroomsa

Less than
two fifths
of accommodation

Serious
housing
problem
now
heated

(37)
56
32
37
23
19
13
10
20
14
11
13
19
15
21

(0)
0
1
0
1
12
9
20
38
5
23
17
26
50
11

(65)
37
54
45
49
37
42
46
55
56
43
44
52
40
48

(3)
2
5
2
5
7
9
9
13
6
4
6
1
11
6

NOTE : aAccording to the bedroom standard.
highlighted by other data. Sixty-four per cent of single-person households, a high
proportion of whom were elderly people, compared with 44 per cent of households
consisting of a man and woman, and 36 per cent consisting of a man, woman and
children, had only one room or none usually heated in winter (Table A.48, Appendix
Eight, page 1029). But relatively few single-person and two-person households felt
the need for an additional room, and relatively many would have liked to have had
fewer rooms. Table 13.4 shows that families with children felt keenly the pressures
for more space. Over half those with three or more children, and over two fifths of
those with one or two children, would have liked additional rooms. Hardly any of
them wanted fewer rooms.
In total, those wanting to have extra rooms represented just under 5 million
households in the population, dividing approximately as follows: 1.7 million
wanting two or more rooms extra, 1.8 million wanting an extra bedroom, 1.1 million
wanting an extra living room and a further 100,000 wanting an extra bathroom. The
number preferring to have fewer rooms is also substantial, being 1.8 million,
dividing between 0.9 million preferring to have one fewer room and 0.9 million at
least two fewer rooms.

DEPRIVATION IN HOUSING 489
Variation in experience of deprivation by household type partly explains variation
by sex and age. Males and females did not differ much in experience of deprivation.
Slightly more males than females were overcrowded, and fewer had poor housing
facilities. This is explained by the disproportionately large number of women among
the elderly population who were living alone, sometimes in several rooms, and who
Table 13.4. Percentages of households of different type who would have liked
additional or fewer rooms.
Household

Would have liked
2 or more
1 room
rooms
extra
extra
Man over 60
(0)
(2)
Man under 60
3
11
Woman over 60
1
1
Woman under 60
5
10
Man and woman
7
8
Man, woman, 1 child
17
24
2 children
16
30
3 children
13
43
4+ children 28
31
3 adults
3
10
3 adults, plus children
14
29
4 adults
5
20
Others without children
2
20
Others with children
24
22
All types
9
16

1 room
fewer
(15)
6
8
7
6
3
1
1
0
6
1
1
5
4
5

2 or more Total
rooms
number
fewer
(17)
41
10
62
13
197
12
60
6
536
2
151
0
189
0
89
0
54
5
221
1
154
2
87
2
80
0
106
5
2,027

tended to live in housing with poor facilities. The trends in incidence of poor
housing at the oldest ages are similarly explained. The most important finding with
respect to age is that relatively more children and young adults than middle-aged
and older people were in overcrowded households and had housing with structural
defects. More also experienced serious housing problems, and structural defects felt
to be a danger to health (Table 13.1). The constraints of space were felt so widely
that families who included more than half the children in the country expressed a
wish for additional rooms. Children were at a slight disadvantage compared with the
middle aged in heating standards. According to a variety of measures, the middle
aged were least deprived. Few of the elderly were overcrowded, and relatively few
said there were structural defects felt to be a danger to health.
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The Housing Market
Much the most important structural factor found to be associated with housing
deprivation was social class. By all criteria, except for frequent moves, we found a
consistently falling incidence of deprivation with higher occupational status, as
Table 13.1 shows. In many instances, the differences between the professional or
managerial and the partly skilled or unskilled manual classes were very marked: 5
per cent of the former had insufficient bedrooms, compared with 29 per cent of the
latter; 2 per cent had structural defects felt to be a danger to health, compared with
16 per cent; and, most striking of all, 1 per cent insufficient play-space for children
indoors, compared with 31 per cent. Quite how social class comes to be correlated
with poor housing will be discussed later in this chapter.
Poor housing is, in substantial part, explained by the evolution of the structure of
the housing market, as reflected by type of tenure or ownership. Our next step then
is to spell out the relationships between poor housing and type of tenure. In the
nineteenth century, the great majority of housing was owned by private landlords
and rented to families. During the present century, the proportion has dwindled, and
in recent years has dwindled fast. In England and Wales in 1947, for example,
1
privately rented accommodation still accounted for 61 per cent of the total, but by
the time of the Census of 1961 was about 28 per cent, and in 1966 was 22 per cent.
For the United Kingdom as a whole, a figure of 22 per cent was reached in the
poverty survey.
This decline is broadly attributable, on the one hand, to the effect of public
housing policies, which have sought to control private rents, establish public
authorities to build and manage housing and, through financial and other measures,
and at the behest of growing numbers of non-manual workers, encourage owneroccupation; and on the other hand, it is attributable to the adaptations of the
institutions of private capital to such state and local policies in order to find
alternative means for making profit. With the spread of owner-occupation, building
companies and insurance companies have grown in importance and the building
2
societies have become a powerful source of wealth. Owner-occupied housing now
accounts for a half, and council housing nearly a third, of the total housing stock.
Table 13.5 shows the percentages of households of different types of tenure
displaying various indices of poor housing. According to a number of criteria,
strikingly more households in privately rented unfurnished accommodation than in
other types of tenure and fewer owner-occupiers, particularly those still paying a
mortgage, had poor housing. By minimal social standards, such as the possession of
1

See Council Housing, Purposes, Procedures and Priorities, Ninth Report of the Housing
Management Sub-Committee of the Central Housing Advisory Committee, Ministry of Housing
and Local Government, London, 1969.
2
Greer, R., Building Societies?, Fabian Society, London, 1974.
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Table 13.5. Percentages of households of different tenure with poor housing.
Type of poor
housing

With structural defects
Inadequate
housing
facilities
Insufficient
bedrooms (by
bedroom
standard)
Need for
additional
room(s)
Less than two
fifths of
accommodation
heated
Serious housing
problem now
Serious housing
problem since
age 21
Insufficient
play-space
indoors for
children aged
1-10
Number

Owner-occupier

Rented

Rent
All
free
types
(mainly
through
employment)

Fully Paying
owned mortgage

Local
Privately Privately
authority (fur(unfurnished) nished)

12

14

27

21

41

25

22

16

9

8

60

55

25

21

5

9

13

16

14

11

11

10

34

26

42

26

26

25

52

31

50

30

57

45

48

4

2

6

9

14

8

6

9

18

39

11

17

15

21

15
474

7
477

27
559

(21)
109

28
323

NOTE : aIncluding ten renting privately with farm or business.

17
68 2,020a
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four traditionally approved facilities, the percentage of council tenants in poor
housing was relatively small, but by some other standards was much larger than
might be expected. The percentage with structural defects and insufficient internal
play-space for children, for example, was substantially higher than for households as
a whole.
The relative disadvantage of private tenants has attracted considerable attention in
1
previous studies and is well established. This survey adds to the data available, but
also calls attention to many serious problems among council tenants. Twenty-seven
per cent of households occupying council property declared that their housing had
structural defects. They accounted for 33 per cent of the population in such property.
These figures deserve to attract notice and concern.
A larger proportion of the total population in structurally defective housing were
in council housing than in all other rented property. Thus, although 41 per cent of
privately unfurnished tenures had structural defects and accounted for 43 per cent of
population in such tenures, the numbers in defective housing formed only just over
half the corresponding number in council tenures. Indeed, there were more people
altogether in defective council housing than in all other defective rented property,
whether furnished or unfurnished.
This finding must be examined closely. There are marked differences in household
composition among the different tenures. There are relatively more households with
children among council tenures, and fewer among private tenures, whether furnished
or unfurnished, as Table A.49, Appendix Eight (page 1030), shows. Privately
furnished accommodation is characterized by a strikingly large proportion of single
people under 60, and privately unfurnished accommodation by strikingly large
proportions of single people over 60 and of households consisting only of a man and
a woman, which together comprise 54 per cent of total households in such
accommodation. This helps to explain the importance of our findings relating to
council accommodation. Table 13.6 shows the proportion of different types of
family living in different tenures who declared they had housing defects. For all
types of household, a larger proportion of privately unfurnished tenants than other
householders stated there were defects, but again, more council tenants than owneroccupiers, of each type of family, stated there were defects. In the case of council
tenants with children, the proportion was higher than of those without children.
Their dwellings accounted for 43 per cent of all dwellings containing children which
were said to have defects, compared with 24 per cent of the dwellings of tenants of
privately unfurnished accommodation. One important reservation must be entered.
Evidence of degree of defect was not collected, and other studies have shown
1

For example, Report of the Committee on Housing in Greater London (The Sir Milner
Holland Committee), Cmnd 2605, HMSO, London, 1965; Rose, H., The Housing Problem,
Heinemann, London, 1968; Donnison, D., Housing Policy Since the War, Codicote Press,
Welwyn, 1962; Cullingworth, J. B., English Housing Trends, Bell, London, 1965.
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Table 13.6. Percentages of different types of household within types of tenure with
structural defects.
Household type

Man or woman over 60
Man and woman
Man, woman and children
Other households without
children
Other households with
children
All types
Percentage of all defective
housingb in such tenures

Owner-occupier
Fully Paying
owned mortgage
a

Rented
Local
Privately Privately
authority (furnished) (unfurnished)
a
17
33
22
(13)
41
30
(17)
55

13
10
(4)

16
11

11

16

29

a

35

11
12

15
14

38
27

a

21

(58)
41

12

15

34

5

30

a

NOTES: Total number under 20. Percentages in brackets have base of under 50.
b
The percentages across the page do not add to quite 100 because a small number
were in rent-free accommodation, not included in the table.
1

that private tenures are more liable than other tenures to suffer from serious defects.
We also found that whereas 6 per cent of council tenants said they had a serious
problem now, the figures were 9 per cent and 14 per cent respectively for tenants of
privately furnished and unfurnished accommodation.
The conclusion that, in absolute terms, council housing includes more people than
privately rented housing with experience of deprivation, is reinforced by the data
about space. More couples and couples with children who were living in privately
rented than in council accommodation felt a need for extra rooms; but this tendency
was not sustained for some other types of household, and overall the total
percentages of council tenants and tenants of privately unfurnished accommodation
expressing a need for more rooms were the same. Expressed need for more
accommodation was substantial in all forms of rented accommodation. As Table
13.7 shows, among those expressing such a need, more were living in council
housing than in all other types of rented accommodation.
Table 13.7 also brings out the high proportion of owner-occupiers paying
mortgages, particularly those with children, who expressed a need for extra rooms.
The concern among those with children was broadly the same as among council
tenants. But, as we shall show, the evidence is that either by their own subjective
1

See, for example, the House Conditions Survey, Economic Trends, No. 175.
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Table 13.7. Percentages of different types of household within types of tenure
expressing need for more accommodation, and the percentage in fact with insufficient bedrooms, according to the bedroom standard.
Household type

Owner-occupier
Fully
Paying
owned mortgage

Rented
Local
authority

Man or woman over 60
0
a
4
Man and woman
5
16
11
Man, woman and children
(27)
47
45
Other households without
children
20
23
19
Other households with
children
36
40
49
All types
10
34
26
Percentage of all households
expressing need in such
tenuresb
10
32
29
Percentage with insufficient bedrooms
Man or woman over 60
0
a
1
Man and woman
1
0
0
Man, woman and children
8
8
16
Other households without
children
6
11
14
Other households with
children
(30)
24
40
All types
5
10
14
Percentage of all households
with insufficient bedrooms
in such tenuresb
12
21
35

Privately
(furnished)

Privately
(unfurnished)

a
(61)
(52)

1
21
67

a

20

a
39

42
26

9

17

a
(4)
(22)

0
1
43

a

17

a
23

(46)
15

8

21

a

NOTES: Total number under 20. Percentages in brackets have base of under 50.
b
The percentages across the page do not add to quite 100 because a small number
were in rent-free accommodation, not included in the table.
definition of play-space required for their children, or by social standards of need for
extra space, they were much less deprived. The lower half of Table 13.7 shows that
they were in fact less overcrowded, by social standards, than those living in council
accommodation.
This illustrates the critical importance of housing policies. The government can
restrict council building and encourage owner-occupation through its subsidy and
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other financial measures. But this will not deal with the problems of those in council
homes and, unless it were to take measures to help owner-occupiers only with
growing families (such as by raising space standards in new private building, and
offering special mortgage facilities or tax reliefs), the government would do little to
remedy the problems in the owner-occupied sector. At a time of rapid inflation of
house prices, owner-occupiers without children, or those whose children are
growing up and leaving home, are in the most commanding position to improve their
housing status. Their homes have been paid for, or nearly paid for, and have
appreciated rapidly in value. As our data show, a significant minority of those
without children feel a need for more space. If housing policies are relatively
indiscriminate, as they have been in recent years, there will be little improvement in
the use of housing stock. Councils can, of course, ease some existing problems by
facilitating transfers between council tenants. But the evidence collected in this
survey shows that what they can do must be limited. By conventional standards,
council housing is already more economically used than any other type of tenure,
except the relatively small privately furnished sector. I mean that, by the bedroom
standard, this type of housing has the least amount of under-occupied accommo1
dation. This is confirmed by official surveys. And however flexible the transfer
policy, it is circumscribed by the reasonable right of tenants to continue living in
localities which have become familiar to them even when their children have grown
up. And the council stock is being overtaken rapidly by rising housing standards.
Our analysis suggests that, with the decline of privately rented housing, council
housing is beginning to take its place as the sector with the largest numbers of deprived houses. This is partly due to the ageing of many estates faster than the rate of
modernization. It is also due to the fact that many estates were built according to low
threshold standards of previous generations, and have been built by threshold
standards in recent years which have often neglected garden space for the family and
play-space for the children, and have not kept pace in standards of accommodation
and structure with new building in other sectors.
This can be partly substantiated with reference both to the ‘stratification’ by age of
council housing and the poor standards of some recent homes. At the time of the
survey, just over a third of council housing had been built before the Second World
War, just under another third between 1946 and 1954, and the final third in 1955 or
afterwards. As might be expected, more of the older housing was found to have
1

In 1971, 27 per cent of owner-occupied property and 20 per cent of privately unfurnished
rented property, compared with only 12 per cent of council housing, had two or more rooms in
excess of the bedroom standard. A higher proportion of the first two types of tenure than of the
latter had one room in excess of the standard. (The General Household Survey, Introductory
Report, p. 116.) Between 1971 and 1975, the percentage of owner-occupied accommodation
with two or more rooms in excess of the bedroom standard increased and the percentage of
council accommodation decreased. (Housing Policy, Technical Volume, Part I, p. 67.)
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inadequate housing facilities, by conventional standards, but as many as 22 per cent
of the tenants of post-1955 housing reported there were structural defects, a higher
percentage than, for example, of owner-occupiers paying mortgages and about the
same percentage as of tenants of housing built between 1946 and 1954. And more
tenants in the newest type of council housing than in older council housing said
there was insufficient indoor play-space for children, insufficient outdoor playspace, and expressed a need for extra rooms.
The explanation lies partly in the trend in recent years of building flats rather than
houses. When we turn to examine type of housing, there are some significant
differences in the proportions with poor housing. Two thirds of owner-occupiers are
in detached or semi-detached houses, compared with half of council tenants and a
quarter of private tenants (Table 13.8). The advantage of owner-occupation even
here is concealed, because 42 per cent of owner-occupiers are, in fact, living in
1
detached houses, compared with only 1 per cent of council tenants. Between a fifth
and a third of owner-occupiers, council tenants and private tenants live in terraced
housing, but 27 per cent of council tenants, compared with only 18 per cent of
private tenants and as few as 5 per cent of owner-occupiers, live in self-contained
flats in blocks of buildings or houses. The proportion of council tenants in flats in
blocks has been increasing rapidly. We found that, in council housing built before
the war, between 1946 and 1954, and since 1955, the percentage living in flats was
20 per cent, 20 per cent and 42 per cent respectively. Despite the fact that more of
the flats than of the houses had been built in the last thirteen or fourteen years, the
proportion of tenants declaring there were structural defects was the same in the
former as in the latter. More of each of the major types of council housing were said
to have defects than of the corresponding owner-occupied categories, though fewer
than of privately tenanted categories (with the notable exception of flats). More, too,
said that they had a serious housing problem now.
In the possession of four traditional household facilities, council accommodation
compares favourably with privately rented accommodation, and, for terraced houses
but not semi-detached or detached housing and flats, with corresponding owneroccupied property. But, in terms of bedroom accommodation, it compares
unfavourably with owner-occupied property for all three types.
Table 13.8 also breaks down the proportions of poor housing already reported for
the different tenures. Thus owner-occupiers living in terraced housing (and also the
small numbers living in rooms and other dwellings, such as caravans) were more
likely than those living in detached or semi-detached houses to have structural
defects, inadequate housing facilities and insufficient bedrooms, and their inclusion
in the owner-occupier group raises the average incidence of poor housing among the
group. Private tenants living in terraced houses (and also in furnished and
unfurnished rooms and other kinds of accommodation) were similarly situated. For
1

Estimated from Table 5.12, The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 99.
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Table 13.8. Percentages of owner-occupiers, council tenants and private tenants in
different types of housing and percentages of households within such types with
various indices of poor housing.
Type of housing

Detached or semi-detached house
Terraced house
Self-contained flat in block
Self-contained flat in house
Self-contained with shop/business
Furnished or unfurnished rooms
Other
Total
Number

Type of tenure
Owneroccupiers
66
25
2
3
1
1
2
100
950

Council
tenants
50
22
22
5
0
0
1
100
557

Private
tenantsa
25
34
7
11
2
14
7
100
510

Percentage with structural defects
Detached or semi-detached house
Terraced house
Self-contained flat

9
21
(19)

27
27
26

37
41
26

Percentage with inadequate household facilities
Detached or semi-detached house
Terraced house
Self-contained flat

4
26
(8)

6
10
5

27
59
16

Percentage with insufficient bedrooms (by the
bedroom standard)
Detached or semi-detached house
Terraced house
Self-contained flat

3
9
(4)

10
18
17

11
17
6

NOTE: aIncluding small number of those living rent free. It should be noted that
there were substantial minorities of private tenants in unfurnished or furnished
rooms and in other kinds of dwellings who are not included in the lower half of the
table. Almost all of them had inadequate housing facilities.
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each type of housing, they compared unfavourably with the other tenures by almost
all criteria.
These figures help to show that within the owner-occupied sector as well as within
the other two major types of tenure, there are big variations in amenities, size and
quality of housing. Each sector has a deprived element. This is, of course, partly the
outcome of the operation of different forces in the housing market historically in
different areas. Thus, in Scotland, the proportion of owner-occupied and privately
rented housing is relatively low and council housing relatively high. In Greater
London, the proportions of council and owner-occupied housing are relatively low
and privately rented housing relatively high. And in the South-West and Wales, the
proportions of council housing and privately rented housing are relatively low and
owner-occupied housing, particularly housing owned outright, relatively high. In
Wales, a very high proportion of owner-occupied accommodation is in terraced
housing, much of it of relatively poor quality and low value. Such housing assumes
functions in the local economy and community structure fulfilled elsewhere by
privately rented housing and serves to complicate, and perhaps partially obscure, the
national picture of tenure. In an area of declining industry and outward migration,
private landlords no longer found it profitable to build houses for rent and terraced
housing was gradually sold at low costs, leasehold and freehold.
Poor Housing and Low Income
Poor housing is also related to low incomes and the structure of housing costs. The
type and size of the housing stock is the result of the historical operation of the
housing market and of public housing policies, and has, of course, been indirectly
related to the rents or the mortgages people could afford, or were induced, to pay. In
the short run, deficiencies of stock are difficult to remedy, and those with the lowest
incomes tend to find that they can only afford the cheapest, and in certain respects
worst, housing. But we should expect the association to be complicated. People
moving into bad housing because their incomes are low and because they feel they
have no other choice may subsequently experience an improvement in living
standards which is not regarded as leading, or cannot lead, to the rapid acquisition of
a home of better standard. We found in Chapter 7 how many people fall below and
rise above the state’s poverty line even in a single year. This is the result not just of
fluctuating earnings, but of adolescent children starting work, a child being born, a
member of the household marrying and moving away. Household incomes fluctuate.
A contribution to that income, say by an adolescent child, may not be treated by the
household head as sufficient to justify a search for a better home. People become
attached to localities and have obligations to friends and relatives. There are
expenses involved in moving, and vacant homes of the kind wanted are perhaps
difficult to find, or difficult to find time to look for. Finally, measures of poor
housing are necessarily diverse and not all can be documented in a single study or
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easily combined and weighted. Thus, a home close to a motorway or at a busy traffic
intersection may be of good structure, spacious and have good facilities, but none
the less be shunned by people with incomes high enough to command a home
elsewhere. For such reasons, the association between income and bad housing may
be less close than might be assumed and is likely to be demonstrated better for
potential movers and those who have recently moved than the population at large.
Table 13.9 shows the association between poverty, as judged by social standards,
Table 13.9. Percentages of poor, marginally poor and non-poor households with
different types of poor housing.
Type of poor housing

With structural defects
Having only 1 room heated in winter
Inadequate housing facilities
Having no sole use indoor WC
Not having electric power and lighting
Insufficient internal play-space for children
aged 1-10a
Moving at least twice in last 2 years
Insufficient bedrooms (by bedroom
standard)
Serious housing problem now
Numberb

Net disposable income last year as
% of supplementary benefit scales plus
housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
19
27
20
56
60
38
31
27
18
19
18
15
4
4
1
(26)
6

18
3

16
4

13
5

10
8

10
4

126

416

1,214

a

NOTES: Total numbers of households with children aged 1-10 being 31, 119 and
368 respectively.
b
The numbers for some entries were, in fact, up to four short of these totals.
and poor housing. More households in poverty for the year as a whole, or more
when combined with households on the margins of poverty, than other households,
tended to be in poor housing. This was true for each measure, but in several
instances the association was not very marked. For households who were very poor,
housing facilities, heating and internal play-space were the respects in which they
fared relatively worst.
An alternative measure of income which we employed was the relative income
standard, expressing net disposable household income as a percentage of the mean
of its household type. For some criteria of poor housing, namely structural defects,
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inadequate housing facilities and insufficient internal play-space for children, the
‘gradient’ of deprivation was steeper according to this measure, than according to
Table 13.10. Percentages of low-, middle- and high-income households with poor
housing.

Type of poor housing

Percentage of households
Net disposable household income last
year as % of the mean of household type
Under 80
80-119
120+
25
23
18
28
22
9

With structural defects
Inadequate housing facilities
Insufficient internal play-space for
children aged 1-10a
Insufficient bedrooms (by bedroom
standard)
Only 1 room (or no rooms) heated in winter
Number b

29

16

7

11
57
690

9
43
692

11
27
409

Percentage of people
With at least 1 of above 5 deficiencies
Number

72
1,735

61
1,949

47
1,173

NOTES: aNumbers of children of this age, totals for columns being 398, 378 and
183 respectively.
b
The numbers for some entries were, in fact, up to four short of these totals.
the state’s standard of poverty, as Table 13.10 shows. There was a similar
1
association for indices of deprivation of the immediate environment.
It is difficult to decide what would be a satisfactory method of combining the
different indices of poor housing to find whether multiple deprivation is experienced
by a considerable section of the population and how such deprivation compares with
income. Clearly people in poverty were more likely also to be in poor housing.
Equally clearly, substantial numbers of households not in poverty, and indeed with
relatively high incomes, were none the less experiencing different forms of housing
deprivation. This is illustrated in Table 13.11, where five principal indicators are
combined.

1

See Chapter 14, page 538.
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Table 13.11. Percentages of poor, marginally poor and non poor households with
multiple types of poor housing.
Number of types of
poor housinga
4 or 5
3
2
1
None
Total
Number

Net disposable income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
7
26
17
36
14
100
310

3
13
20
37
28
100
1,081

2
6
14
34
44
100
3,642

NOTE: aThe five types are listed in Table 13.10.
This measure of multiple deprivation can also be compared with income as
expressed as a percentage of the supplementary benefit standard. On five criteria of
poor housing, 86 per cent of those in poverty, 72 per cent on the margins of poverty
and 56 per cent of those with higher incomes had inadequate housing in at least one
respect (Table 13.11). Fifty per cent and 36 per cent respectively had inadequate
housing in two or more respects, compared with only 22 per cent.
A further conclusion is that, independent of annual income, tenure is correlated
with certain forms of poor housing. Table 13.12 underlines the critical importance of
type of tenure in contributing to the likelihood of deprivation. At each range of
income, relative to the mean of household type, owner-occupiers are consistently at
an advantage over both council tenants and private tenants. Among 121 owneroccupiers in the sample with children aged 1-10, whose incomes were all 20 per cent
or more above the mean income for their type of household, not one said there was
insufficient indoor play-space. About a fifth of both private and council tenants at
this level of income said such space was insufficient. At the lower levels of income,
the differences are also marked. The same conclusion emerges from other data, such
as data on structural defects (Table 13.12). Only 13 per cent of owner-occupiers
with relatively high incomes declared that their homes had defects, the proportion
being double this figure for each group of tenants. A measure of multiple
deprivation, as applied to tenure and level of income, will be found in Table A.50,
Appendix Eight (page 1031).
We can adopt one final method to help us understand the combined effect of
income and type of tenure on housing standards. The data so far presented take no
account of wealth, which may underlie the indices for income and make it possible
for some people on the same incomes to command better housing standards than
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Table 13.12. Percentages of children with insufficient internal play-space and percentages of households with structural defects in low-, middle- and high-income
households of different tenure.
Type of poor housing/tenure

Net disposable household income last year
as % of mean of household type
Under 80
80-119
120+
Insufficient indoor play-space for children
Council tenants
31
33
(19)
Private tenants
39
15
(21)
Owner-occupiers
23
5
0
Total number of children
Council tenants
Private tenants
Owner-occupiers
With structural defects
Council tenants
Private tenants
Owner-occupiers
Total number
Council tenants
Private tenants
Owner-occupiers

202
67
116

112
55
187

26
29
121

24
39
16

30
37
10

26
26
13

223
165
269

209
154
309

60
84
249

others. The concept of income net worth includes annual income and the annuity
value of assets, including savings and other investments, but also fully or partly
owned housing (in the case of people paying mortgages, only that part of the value
of the house so far paid off is counted). Once this concept is applied and the net
income worth of each household expressed in terms of a percentage of the mean net
income worth of its type, a very marked association with poor housing standards can
be demonstrated (Table 13.13). Nearly half the population with net income worth of
less than half the mean were found to have inadequate housing facilities, and over a
third to have insufficient indoor play-space for children, compared with figures of
only 3 per cent and 2 per cent respectively for people with twice or more than twice
the mean. Forty per cent had housing with structural defects, compared with 9 per
cent. But again, even this measure does not wholly reflect the advantage of owneroccupiers. At similar levels of net income worth, more owner-occupiers than council
and private tenants possessed good facilities and amenities in their homes. (See, for
example, Table A.51, Appendix Eight, page 1031.)
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Table 13.13. Percentages of people in households with low, average and high net
income worth with poor housing.
Type of housing
With structural defects
Insufficient indoor play-space
for childrena
Inadequate housing facilities
Having only 1 room heated in
winter
Insufficient bedrooms (by
bedroom standard)
With at least 1 of above 5
deficiencies
Only 1 room per person
In flats or rooms, not housesb
With fewer than 8 of 10
common types of durables or
fittings in the homec
Number

Net income worth as % of the mean of household type
Under 50 50-89
90-109
110-99 200+
40
27
17
15
9
35
46

27
24

10
9

9
6

(2)
3

73

49

31

22

19

15

22

15

11

11

90
28
24

72
35
20

51
34
16

38
18
8

35
18
10

89
517

70
1,989

47
748

28
884

19
236

NOTES: aOnly children aged 1-10. Total numbers, reading across page, being 93, 402, 127,
129 and 43 respectively.
b
Excluding a few flats attached to shops or businesses, but including small numbers living in
dwellings, e.g. caravans or huts, other than rooms or flats.
c
Television, radio, refrigerator, washing machine, vacuum cleaner, telephone, record player,
central heating, upholstered chairs for each person, carpet in living room.

Multiple housing deprivation is sharply, and systematically, related to the occupational class of the household. Whereas 83 per cent of people in households of
unskilled manual status lived in homes with at least one of the four (or five, in the
case of people with children aged 1-10) possible defects about which we were able
to collect information (25 per cent having three or more defects) only 25 per cent of
people in professional households lived in homes with any defects. Most of these
lived in homes with only one, and none of them in homes with as many as three
defects. (See Table A.52, Appendix Eight, page 1032.)
Housing Costs, Poor Housing and Poverty
Housing costs are by no means aligned with income. First, such costs have to be
defined. Included are rent and rates (deducting any rent rebate or allowance and any
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rate rebate), water rates, ground rent and payments for insurance of structure but not
contents; receipts from sub-letting part of the dwelling or a garage, net of expenses;
expenditure on repairs, maintenance and decoration ; and, in the case of owneroccupiers, interest payments on loans or mortgage and repayments of loan or
mortgage. This is close to the working definition employed by such bodies as the
Supplementary Benefits Commission (which we have used elsewhere in this
1
report), but it poses a number of problems. Thus, owner-occupiers are incurring the
costs not only of providing themselves with accommodation but of an investment
which will appreciate in value or which will represent, in later life, a form of savings
that will materially assist their standard of living (because they will have paid off a
mortgage and will not be obliged to pay rent). In this respect as well as others, they
are paying for something more than are tenants. Moreover, they are not only paying
costs for greater benefits. Tenants are prevented from paying some costs even if they
wanted to. Thus owner-occupiers can finance structural adaptations which tenants,
in the terms of their tenancies, cannot contemplate.
It is therefore inevitable that comparisons between households of different types of
tenure in their housing costs should have to be made with extreme care. Tenants and
owner-occupiers are not buying like commodities. All that can be done is for the
reader to be taken through a series of comparisons and methods of standardization in
order to demonstrate myths about cost which are currently perpetrated. Throughout
we try to confront the problem of comparing ‘real’ housing costs. In much
conventional analysis, unreal costs are quoted. Thus, in Family Expenditure Survey
reports the weekly equivalent of the rateable value is substituted for interest
payments, capital repayments and payments for alterations, and the costs of repairs
2
and maintenance.
When households in the sample were ranked according to the level of their net
disposable income in relation to the state’s poverty standard, surprisingly little
variation was found in mean absolute costs from the bottom to the top rank. The
richest households, with incomes of more than three times the poverty standard,
were spending only £40 more per annum, on average, than households in poverty.
And, in proportion to income, the richest households spent least on housing. Only a
1

The main difference is that tenants’ expenditure on repairs, maintenance and decoration is
added, and owner-occupiers’ expenditure on repairs, maintenance, decoration and alterations is
substituted for a standard allowance for repairs. (We discounted expenditure on alterations or
improvements where this could be ascertained but sometimes made an estimate.) Elsewhere in
this book, for purposes of comparing living standards with SBC scale rates, we have adopted the
SBC’s method of defining housing costs.
2
Average weekly housing costs, incorporating rateable value, are given for different income
groups and tenure groups in the 1975 report, but the costs of purchase or alteration of dwellings,
including mortgage payments, are not given for different tenure groups and are appended in a
few tables only under ‘Other payments recorded’. See Department of Employment, Family
Expenditure Survey 1975, HMSO, London, 1976, pp. 18-19 and 24.
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third of these households spent more than 6 per cent of their income on housing, and
the average was 6.6 per cent. The poorer the household the greater the proportion of
income needed to meet housing costs. The poorest households were spending an
average of 25 per cent of their incomes on housing (Table 13.14).
Table 13.14. Mean absolute and relative annual housing costs, and mean number of
major housing deficiencies of households with incomes below and above the state’s
poverty standard.
Net disposable household
income as % of supplementary
benefit scale rates plus
housing costs

Under 100
100-39
140-99
200-99
300+

Mean
annual
housing
cost (£)

121
138
178
183
161

Housing
cost as %
of net disposable
household
income
25
21
16
12
7

Mean
number of
housing deficienciesa

Total
number

1.8
1.3

120
413
507
491
177

0.9

NOTE: aMaximum 4 in the case of households without a child aged 1-10, and 5 in
the case of households with such children.
No household with an income more than twice the state’s poverty standard was
spending as much as this percentage on housing. The types of household which were
spending in excess of 30 per cent were not at all typical of those usually thought of
as being in housing stress. They included widows living alone in council houses,
young couples repaying a mortgage where the chief wage-earner had been made
redundant, and young men and women who were in furnished rooms in London,
some of whom had moved there only recently to take a job. Poor housing is common
among households in poverty or on its margins, and yet housing costs are high. The
structure of costs requires fuller investigation.
The Ill-balanced Structure of Housing Costs
A fuller outline will be given of housing costs. They can be looked at in absolute
terms in relation to the quality of accommodation occupied and the type of tenure.
They can be looked at in relation to income. And finally they can be looked at in
relation to the acquisition of wealth and property rights throughout life rather than at
a moment of time. The housing market must be perceived as an institution which is
doing far more than mediating housing supply and demand. It reproduces, and
indeed creates, inequality within society.
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The absolute cost of housing varies widely according to tenure. Thus, families in
process of purchasing their homes were incurring costs, on average, of just over
twice those of families in council tenancies (£306 per annum, compared with £147),
but those owning their homes outright were incurring costs of only three fifths of
those in council tenancies (£89 compared with £147) (Table 13.15). Those with the
Table 13.15. Mean annual housing costs of households in different types of tenure.

Type of tenure

Renting from council
Renting, privately
(unfurnished)
Renting, privately
(furnished)
Home buyer
Home owner
All typesb

Mean annual housing cost
Total numbers
£
As % of net
Absolute
Relative
disposable
cost
cost
income last year
of household
147
16.6
541
476
119

14.6

195
306 (270)a
89
164

18.9
21.1 (18.5)a
10.8
15.6

317

284

102
448
448
1,931

95
390
379
1,685

NOTES: aExcluding tax relief on mortgage interest.
b
Including a small number of households living rent free.

lowest absolute housing costs are families who own their homes outright. The
definition of costs, it should be remembered, includes full account for the costs of
repairs, decoration and maintenance. The differential between buyers and council
tenants is reduced if tax relief on mortgage interest is deducted from buyers’ housing
costs. But even without any adjustment for such tax relief, there were council
tenants paying far more for their housing than families buying their own homes. As
Table 13.16 shows, 17 per cent of council tenants were paying more than £200 per
annum in 1968-9, while 18 per cent of people buying their homes were paying less
than this figure (and 6 per cent were paying less than £125). Relative costs are
similarly diverse. Twenty-eight per cent of council tenants were paying more than
20 per cent of net disposable household income on housing, while 9 per cent of
home buyers paid less than 10 per cent (Table 13.17).
This establishes a paradox which we can only partially resolve in the following
pages. Council tenants are conventionally believed to pay low costs and owneroccupiers high costs for their housing because the former are supposed to be helped
most by the community at large. Yet, on alternative reasonable definitions, this
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Table 13.16. Percentages of households of different types of tenure according to
annual housing costs.
Type of tenure

Rented, council
Privately rented
(furnished)
Privately rented
(unfurnished)
Home buyer
Home owner
Rent free, and
others
All

Housing costs per annum (£)
0-74
75-124 125-99
200-99

Total Number
300-99

400+

8

29

46

16

1

0

100

542

11

10

36

32

9

3

100

104

35
1
49

31
5
24

20
16
23

9
33
3

4
25
0

1
20
0

100
100
100

320
448
448

83
23

7
21

9
27

1
16

0
7

0
5

100
75
100 1,937

belief could be said to be unfounded and in some respects the reverse of the truth.
In the first place, absolute costs are related to the quality, spaciousness and
convenience of housing. For example, although buyers in general had costs which
were 108 per cent higher than council tenants (before deducting tax relief on
mortgage interest), they also had more accommodation. When we standardized costs
crudely by numbers of rooms, we found that buyers with four and five rooms (the
Table 13.17. Percentages of households of different type of tenure according to the
relative cost of their housing.
Type of tenure

Relative housing costs (housing cost
as % of net disposable household
income)
Under 5-9 10-19 20-29 30+
5
Rented, council
3
20
48
20
8
Privately rented (furnished) 4
12
41
30
12
Privately rented (unfurnished)
14
25
37
15
9
Home buyer
1
8
39
36
17
Home owner
31
31
24
7
5
Rent free, and others
80
8
11
0
0
All
14
20
37
20
10

Total No.

100
100

476
97

100
100
100
100
100

287
390
379
61
1,690
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most numerous sizes for council tenants) had costs which were only 93 per cent and
67 per cent respectively higher than the tenants. Again, standardization for ‘basic’
amenities (of the kind discussed above) would have further reduced the differential.
As we have already seen, there are other respects than numbers of rooms and
amenities - according to which home buyers enjoy better accommodation and which
deserve to be taken into the reckoning (difficult as that may sometimes be) in
comparing their costs with those of council tenants.
Secondly, housing costs of the two groups relative to their income are, on average,
very similar even before the value of certain offsetting benefits, other than tax relief
on mortgage interest, are deducted from buyers’ costs. The average home buyer had
housing costs which represented 21.1 per cent of his net disposable income. If tax
relief on mortgage interest is deducted, the figure becomes 18.5 per cent, compared
with 16.6 per cent for the average council tenant. But the validity of this comparison
does, of course, depend on the measure of income. Thus one convention - followed,
for example, in the FES reports - is to add the imputed rental income of house
1
ownership to net disposable household income. It is not easy to justify any
2
particular estimate of such income, but if the FES estimate for 1968 is added to our
figure of mean disposable household income, then the percentage represented by
housing costs is reduced for the home buyer from 21.1 per cent to 19.5 per cent (or
3
if tax relief on mortgage interest is deducted, from 18.5 per cent to 16.8 per cent).
Another question is whether or not the net incomes of all members of the household
should be added together in order to obtain a measure of the burden of housing
costs. It is sometimes argued on legal as well as social grounds that the earnings of
an adolescent child should not be counted as household income like the additional
earnings of the head of a household in which there are no such children. This has the
effect of reducing the relative housing costs of council tenants more than of home
buyers. When housing costs are expressed as a percentage of the net disposable
income of the head of the household’s income unit, they rise from an average of
21.1 per cent to 21.6 per cent for home buyers, but from 16.6 per cent to 18.8 per
cent for council tenants.
Thirdly, the difference between both the absolute and the relative housing costs of
1

The reasoning is that, though no money passes between the occupier and the owner of a
dwelling when they are the same person, the services of the dwelling nevertheless have a value
equivalent to the net income which would be obtained by letting the dwelling to a tenant.
2
This was only the equivalent of rateable value. See Department of Employment and Productivity, Family Expenditure Survey Report for 1968, HMSO, London, 1969, p. 19.
3
Strictly, it might also be argued that no tax is paid on this imputed income and that the
notional tax relief should be deducted from housing costs in the same way as tax relief on mortgage interest. Until 1963, house owners paid tax on their imputed rental income from ownership
(Schedule A taxation). Even then they were considerably undertaxed since the imputed rent was
calculated on 1936-7 rating valuations.
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Table 13.18. Mean annual housing costs of tenants and owner-occupiers according
to length of residence.

Type of tenure

Renting, council
Renting, privately
(unfurnished)
Renting, privately
(furnished)
Home buyer
Home buyer (less tax relief)
Home buyer (less tax
relief and capital gain)
Home owner (owned
outright)
Home owner (less capital
gain)
Owner-occupied (both
buying and owning
outright)

Renting, council
Renting, privately
(unfurnished)
Renting, privately
(furnished)
Home buyer
Home buyer (less tax relief)
Home buyer (less tax
relief and capital gain)
Home owner (owned
outright)
Owner-occupied (both
buying and owning
outright)
Percentage of all owneroccupiers owning outright

Mean annual housing cost (£)
Under 2
2 years 5 years
years’
and less and less
residence than 5 than 15
years
years
143
152
148

15 years All
or more periods

144

147

181

160

107

92

119

217
375
319

198
334
292

148
268
241

76
215
207

195
306
270

217

181

134

120

165

119

98

90

84

89

23

11

9

3

7

324
265
188
109
198
Mean annual housing cost as a % of net disposable
household income
19
17
16
15
17
18

18

16

15

16

22
24
20

21
24
21

15
18
16

11
17
16

20
21
18

14

13

9

9

11

10

12

9

12

11

22

21

14

13

16

20

29

44

81

50
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the two groups changes with length of residence. The biggest difference between
buyers and tenants is found among those with less than two years’ residence at their
address. Even without discounting the value of tax relief on mortgage interest, it can
be calculated (Table 13.18) that the housing costs of home buyers fell from a level
which was 162 per cent higher on average than the costs of council tenants, for
households with less than two years’ residence, to only 49 per cent higher, for
households with more than fifteen years’ residence. It must be remembered that
length of residence is not the same as period during which a mortgage has been
repaid, and that some households whose residence has been short, for example, will
have sold a former house and taken out a new mortgage on their present home at a
smaller absolute and relative housing cost than a new buyer. This will tend to reduce
the average costs of those whose residence has been short. On the other hand, some
households whose residence is lengthy will have been offered the opportunity to buy
their homes only in recent years, and their absolute and relative housing costs may
be high. This will tend to increase the average costs of those whose residence has
been lengthy.
It can be argued that this comparison between buyers and tenants according to
length of residence is unfair to tenants, because their costs have been compared with
home buyers and not outright owners as well as buyers. Among all owner-occupiers,
only 20 per cent with less than two years’ residence, but 81 per cent of those with
fifteen or more years’ residence, owned their homes outright (Table 13.18). A young
couple buying a house on a mortgage may have higher costs than a council tenant on
average during the term of their mortgage, but may live a further twenty years or
more in the house. The housing costs of owner-occupiers might therefore be
converted into annual lifetime costs before being compared with the on-going costs
of council tenants. To obtain approximate estimates, it is justifiable to amalgamate
1
the costs of buyers and outright owners. Once the two categories of owneroccupiers are combined, the average absolute housing costs of owner-occupiers in
the sample are not very much higher for those with between five and fifteen years’
residence than for council tenants with the same residence, and after fifteen years’
residence are only 75 per cent of the costs of council tenants. Relative housing costs
are lower for owner-occupiers than for council tenants (and private tenants) after
five years’ residence.
Finally the home buyer acquires an asset which appreciates in real value during
purchase and afterwards, and therefore represents a benefit which might be regarded
as offsetting costs during the period of acquisition. Between 1968 and the first
quarter of 1975, average new house prices increased by 161 per cent and the prices
2
of existing dwellings by 158 per cent, compared with an increase in the Retail Price
1

This means that people who have inherited a home from parents, for example, as well as
people who have repaid a mortgage, will be included. It is difficult in principle to distinguish the
former from the mass of owner-occupiers. Some will be benefiting from mortgages repaid by
parents who have died prematurely.
2
Building Societies Association, Facts and Figures, Quarterly Bulletin, July 1975, p. 11.
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Index of only 84 per cent. If the price of an existing dwelling of average value
(£4,290) had increased in line with the Retail Price Index, the dwelling would have
been £7,894 in 1975 instead of £11,081 (the value in fact quoted by the Building
Societies Association). It might therefore be said that, in purchasing terms, the
owner had benefited by £3,187 in that period of a little under six years, or by over
£500 per annum at 1975 prices (or a little under £350 per annum at 1968 prices). In
1
fact, of course, the value grew unevenly during these years. According to figures
issued by the Building Societies Association, the price rose on average by about £85
more between 1968 and 1969 than would have been justified by the retail price
2
index. Although the average increase in value during the 1960s and early 1970s
was higher than in 1968-9, we have applied this average figure of £85 (though in
proportion to estimated house values) in adjusting the housing costs of owneroccupiers before comparing them with those of council tenants.
Any reader who has followed this series of conditional statements, and who has
some appreciation of the complex structure of the housing market, will understand
the tentativeness of the estimates given in Table 13.19. Quite deliberately I have
refrained from complicating the discussion by comparing the housing costs of
private tenants with those in other tenures (partly because their numbers have been
declining rapidly) and by calling attention to the variation around the mean costs of
both home owners and tenants. What I have sought to show is that, when society’s
conventions in categorizing types of tenure and housing costs are examined, the
burden assumed to be borne by the average owner-occupier becomes instead a
comparative benefit. In any real meaning of ‘cost’ - that is, after averaging cost over
the lifetime, allowing for taxation foregone, allowing for the annual appreciation in
real value to the buyer (and to his children) of the asset which is being acquired, and
after standardizing (in so far as this is possible) for items being purchased and
rented, the average owner-occupier pays less absolutely as well as relatively for his
3
housing than the council tenant.
1

This period includes the exceptional boom in house prices between 1971 and 1973, but it
should be noted that house prices increased in every year of the 1960s by more than retail prices.
2
Building Societies Association, Facts and Figures, edn cit., pp. 7 and 11.
3
In 1977, the Department of the Environment itself made estimates of the comparative costs
of council tenants and owner-occupiers for the period 1967-76. For 1968-9, the cost borne on
average by a public-authority tenant, including costs of upkeep not included in the rent, but after
excluding a general exchequer subsidy of £44, was put at £104 per annum. The costs borne by
the average owner-occupier were also put at £104 per annum, excluding transaction costs and
repayments of mortgage principal, but excluding tax relief on mortgage interest estimated at £24.
If repayments of mortgage principal are added to the second figure, it would become about £125
per annum, and if average payments of rates are added, the figures become, respectively, about
£135 and about £170. Although the Department of the Environment’s estimates were reached by
different methods, they reflect the same relativity as the figures of £147 and £178 derived from
the poverty survey in the last column of Table 13.19. See Department of the Environment,
Housing Policy, Technical Volume, Part II, HMSO, London, 1977, pp. 19-23.
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Table 13.19. Mean annual housing costs of council tenants and home owners, on
different assumptions of cost.

Type of tenure/
assumptions about cost

Council tenants
Home buyers:
(i) No deduction for
tax relief
(ii) Deducting tax reliefa
(iii) Further deducting
capital gain in
1968-69b
(iv) Further deducting
estimated cost of
additional amenityc
All owner-occupiers:
(i) No deduction for
tax relief
(ii) Deducting tax reliefa
(iii) Further deducting
capital gain in
1968-9b
(iv) Further deducting
estimated cost of
additional amenityc
a

Mean annual housing cost (£)
Under 2
2 years 5 years
years’
and less and less
residence than 5 than 15
years
years
143
152
148

15 years All
or more periods

144

147

375
319

334
292

268
241

215
207

306
270

217

181

134

120

165

(167)

(149)

(105)

(106)

(136)

324
278

265
234

188
171

109
106

198
178

177

130

73

24

84

(138)

(110)

(59)

(19)

(69)

NOTES: Calculated on information supplied by mortgagor about annual mortgage interest.
The mean corresponds closely with government estimates.
b
The estimated gain of £85 on the average existing dwelling at 1968 prices (£4,290) has been
applied as a percentage (2 per cent) to the estimated total value of each dwelling.
c
The mean number of rooms in council tenancies has been divided by the mean number in
owner-occupied dwellings, and the resulting fraction applied to the costs of owner-occupation
in order to derive a ‘standardized’ cost. This is an admittedly crude method of standardization
(and therefore the estimates are bracketed) which can be said to understate the value of owneroccupied accommodation. (Thus no account is taken, say, of access to garden or convenience
or status of siting.)
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While the costs of council tenants are distributed fairly evenly, in both absolute
and relative terms, over the lifetime, the costs of owner occupation are, except in the
case of those inheriting their homes, concentrated in the early years of such
occupation. This financial hurdle could be said to have developed so as to regulate
the social allocation and the distribution by tenure of the housing stock. During the
1970s, the pattern of housing costs has become even more ill-balanced, both
between owner-occupiers and tenants, and between mortgagors in the early years
and mortgagors in the final years of repayment. An important paper published in
1973 showed that, partly because of the high rate of inflation in the late 1960s, the
comparative costs of owning and renting in Scotland narrowed more rapidly with
1
length of residence than in earlier years. The increase in the rate of inflation, and
the uneven consequent pattern of increases in interest rates in the early 1970s, and
especially in 1974-6, have accelerated this trend. Just as repayments in the early
years have increased relatively to income, so repayments in the later years of a
mortgage term have been reduced. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, average
initial mortgage repayments upon a house of average price varied between 24 and 27
per cent of average earnings. In 1973, with the rise in house prices, the figure
jumped to 39 per cent, and in 1974 to 43 per cent, before falling back slightly in
2
1975 to the still high figure of 37 per cent. For buyers of several years’ standing,
some benefited from delays in putting up interest rates, including those with
concessionary rates on housing loans from employers, and all benefited from the fall
in real value of repayments of capital. Even if inflation were to average only 5 per
cent during a mortgage term of twenty years, the capital repayments would amount
3
to only 38 per cent of what they would have been without any inflation at all. And
in the middle of 1974, when the rate of inflation exceeded 15 per cent, interest rates
were around 11 per cent.
4
The pattern of housing finance has come under increasingly critical examination.
There is little doubt, from the evidence on absolute and relative costs, that revenue
for either public subsidies or public and private investment in the housing stock
1

Hare, P. H., ‘Comparing the Costs of Owning and Renting in Scotland’, Housing Review,
May-June 1973.
2
Building Societies Association, Facts and Figures, edn cit., p. 12.
3
Greer, Building Societies?, p. 7.
4
Nevitt, A. A., Housing, Taxation and Subsidies, London, Nelson, 1966; Nevitt, A. A., Fair
Deal for Householders, Fabian Research Series, No. 297, Fabian Society, London, 1971;
Crouch, C., and Wolf, M., ‘Inequality in Housing’, in Townsend, P., and Bosanquet, N., Labour
and Inequality, Fabian Society, London, 1972; Ball, M., ‘Owner-Occupation’, and Boddy, M.,
‘Building Societies and Owner-Occupation’, in Edwards, M. et al. (eds.), Housing and Class in
Britain, Political Economy of Housing Workshop of the Conference of Socialist Economists,
(c/o F. Gray, University of Sussex), London, 1976; Lansley, S., and Fiegehen, G., Housing
Allowances and Inequality, Fabian Society, London, 1973.
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could be substantially increased and made more equitable. Major structural changes
in housing finance (and in categorization of tenure) would be required. Through
direct and indirect subsidies, those who need help least - namely, owner-occupiers
who are no longer repaying mortgages, are in the latter stages of a mortgage term,
no longer have dependants, but have taken out new mortgages for more costly
homes, and have high incomes but are repaying housing loans at rates heavily
subsidized by their employers - are receiving help most at the present time through
housing and taxation policies. Under-occupation is being subsidized. The problem of
redistributing housing subsidies is therefore two-fold - from the middle-aged to the
young, and from the well-endowed section of owner-occupiers to poorer occupiers
in different forms of tenure.
Access to the Housing Market: Owner-occupation
We have discussed in turn the characteristics of the available housing stock and the
distribution by type of tenure, the resources of the occupiers, and the costs which
they have to meet. There remains one further ingredient to explain how deprivation
in housing arises. This is the social system of rules by which housing is brought into
use and allocated or made available. Our methods of research were limited and did
not allow the provision and allocation of housing to be explored, but that process
can be illustrated in certain particulars.
The production of housing of different types is very much in the hands of the
government, through its control of housing finance. By various means, the Chancellor of the Exchequer can control both the total amount of accommodation built or
improved and the distribution by type of tenure. The social system of allocation has
two principal sub-systems: the private housing market and the subsidiary system of
public housing. There are, of course, many different components of each, and some
of them can be suggested here only in outline.
First and foremost, how do families acquire the privileged status of owneroccupation? Inheritance plays a substantial part. Society has been relatively lenient
in shaping the rules by which gifts of property are made to relatives and passed on to
heirs after death. Capital transfer taxation was introduced in 1974. Capital passing
between spouses is exempt, as is the first £15,000 of capital transferred; and the
rates of tax on the next slices of capital are lower than former estate duty. Estate
duty could be avoided if property was passed on five or more years before death.
But while inheritance has played an important part in conferring the status of owneroccupation and deserves to be thoroughly investigated, it has not yet assumed the
importance it will undoubtedly have in the future. Until comparatively recent times,
only a small minority of the population owned their homes. Even after the Second
World War, only a quarter of homes were owner-occupied. The rapid increase in the
proportion owes more to the financial power and lending rules of building societies
and insurance companies than to inheritance. In 1950, the building societies had 1.5
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1

million borrowers, and by 1973 42 million.
A very large proportion of the population are debarred from becoming owneroccupiers, either because their parents did not own housing which could be passed
on or because their incomes have been too low, the amount of capital security which
they can offer too small or their age and occupational status fall outside the
conditions laid down for eligibility for loans. Although building societies, insurance
companies and local authorities apply a wide range of different rules of eligibility
2
for capital loans, and the rules also vary regionally, it was broadly true at the time
of the survey that loans were not made to families with less than a net disposable
income of about £1,200 a year (and this normally had to be the usual earned income
of the head of the household rather than an income made up by overtime earnings or
the income of others in the household). This effectively ruled out more than half the
population who were not already in owner-occupied housing, some of whom, it must
be remembered, were retired and now themselves had low incomes. Mortgages for
women were also hard to come by.
In general, working-class households are not considered so good a risk as nonmanual households, and households with single women are not considered so
3
favourably as those with single men, even when they have the same basic income.
These groups find it difficult to raise a loan, or, if they do raise one, the ratio of the
loan to annual income will tend to be lower. The decisions taken by building
societies affect general housing policies. The societies help to define ‘twilight areas’
and hasten their decline by refusing to give loans on properties within certain-areas.
Their interpretation of the adequacy of types of income, and also of acceptability of
social status and locality, have the effect of reinforcing class differences in the
opportunities which exist for acquiring housing, even where class differences in cash
incomes may be very small or may even overlap. This was brought out in our
analysis of resources in relation to class in Chapter 10 (pages 385-94).
Table 13.20 gives a crude representation of the outcome of these lending policies
in relation to occupational class. The percentage of households who are owneroccupiers falls from a peak of 88 per cent for the professional occupations to 20 per
cent for the unskilled manual occupations. The percentage falls sharply between the
lower supervisory and routine non-manual classes and again between the routine
non-manual and skilled manual classes. The gradient provided by particular levels of
1

Building Societies Association, Facts and Figures, edn cit., p. 3. See also Greer, Building
Societies?, p. 7.
2
Studies of the policies of building societies and local-authority loans have been made for
particular areas. See, for example, the study of Newcastle in Boddy, M. J., ‘The Structure of
Mortgage Finance: Building Societies and the Social Formation’, Transactions of the Institute of
British Geographers, NSI, 1975.
3
For an introduction to some of the difficulties experienced by women, see Tunnard, J., No
Father, No Home?, Child Poverty Action Group, London, 1976.
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Table 13.20. Percentages of households of different occupational class with annual
income above certain levels, and percentage who are owner-occupiers.
Occupational class

Percentage whose net disposable
household income was higher than
£1,200a

Professional
Managerial
Supervisory, high
Supervisory, low
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual

92
84
69
52
55
45
45
36

140% of supplementary benefit scale
rates plus housing
cost
91
89
83
72
70
66
63
42

Percentage who
are owneroccupiers

88
66
73
64
48
38
32
20

NOTE: aApproximately the qualifying level for a loan from a building society at the time.

net disposable household income is, by comparison, much more gradual, as the table
shows.
Within the owner-occupier sector, classes also subdivide according to the value of
the dwelling. The percentage of professional and managerial households in homes
valued at less than £3,000 in 1968-9 was negligible, whereas there was a majority of
Table 13.21. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives, according to the value of owner-occupied homes.
Value of house

£5,000 or more
£4,000-999
£3,000-999
£2,000-999
Under £2,000
Total
Number

Non-manual
Professional
and
managerial
67
20
9
1
2
100
264

Other

Manual
Skilled

36
21
22
13
7
100
666

15
19
26
18
22
100
421

Other

6
11
19
29
35
100
244
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manual-class households in homes of such value (Table 13.21). Manual households
outnumber professional and managerial households in the ratio of five to one, but
twice as many of the former as of the latter owned or were in purchase of dwellings
of a value of £5,000 or more. The conflicting interests of tenure groups, for example,
in relative shares of state subsidies, are hence predominantly class interests.
Owner-occupiers do not comprise a uniform class and tend to sub-divide into
strata according to market value of house. Those with larger incomes and greater
capital security are not only able to obtain larger loans for larger and more valuable
property, but also have opportunities to reduce the proportionate amounts they pay
in taxes and the total net amount of repayments over periods of years. There are
many schemes which might be instanced, one of the most common of which is to
take out an endowment assurance policy, with or without profits, usually through a
life office, but also through certain building societies, instead of a straight mortgage
from a building society. Under the normal repayment method of a building society, a
borrower makes regular repayments of a loan, plus interest on the loan, for the years
for which the loan is advanced. If he dies before the repayments are completed, his
heirs have to meet the outstanding capital value of the loan or continue repayments.
Under the endowment method, the borrower pays a larger premium to cover the
cost of meeting any sum outstanding on his death, but he has the advantage of being
able to claim tax relief, not only on the interest on the loan (which he shares with the
ordinary purchaser of a mortgage from a building society), but also on the regular
premiums which are made towards the repayment of capital. This is because tax
relief can be claimed on premiums paid for life assurance, and since he has taken out
a life assurance policy with the insurance company for the amount of the loan
required for his house, he can claim on these premiums. If he takes out a policy with
profits’, his premiums are larger still, but if, as in recent years, bonuses from the
profits on the investment value of each of the premiums paid are substantial they
offset, over time, much of the total outlay. Expectations differ for purchasers of
different age, source and amount of income and different amounts already insured,
but in 1967 The Times estimated that a man of 35 borrowing £5,000 with repayment
over twenty-five years on the standard rate of tax would have a total outlay over the
whole period of only £5,500 if he took out an endowment policy with profits,
1
compared with around £9,000 if he used a building society mortgage on its own.
Why, then, do not all intending owner-occupiers adopt this method, which, on the
2
evidence, is an astonishingly cheap method of securing a substantial loan? We can
1

‘House-Buying: Mortgage or Endowment’, The Times, 7 January 1967.
See, for an example from the literature of the choices open to house purchasers in the mid
1960s, ‘How Life Assurance Can Help with House Purchase’, Insurance Mail, February 1964. I
am grateful to Michael Malin of the Life Offices Association for introducing me to the subtleties
of life-assurance schemes, although he is not, of course, responsible for the interpretation I have
placed upon them.
2
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set aside the question of access to the relevant information, though, of course, this
plays some part. The principal factors are that the life offices erect a higher hurdle
than do the building societies for admission to straightforward mortgage schemes, in
terms of checks on health, and financial status, and the initial payment of a survey
fee to engage a valuer to inspect the property, and, 400 above all, the real costs in
the early years are relatively higher (though much smaller in later years). This is
because the repayments made by an ordinary borrower from a building society
consist predominantly of interest on the loan in the early years and predominantly of
capital repayments in the later years. Because tax relief is paid only on the interest,
the total net cost rises.
The finance houses are reluctant to enlarge membership of the endowment
schemes too quickly for fear, among other reasons, of raising too steeply the cost to
their existing members of obtaining loans and acquiring assets. Borrowers with
young families and high initial housing costs also shrink from imposing upon
themselves the additional costs in the early years of an endowment scheme. The
result is that endowment policies tend to be restricted to people needing large loans
for the purchase of their homes. In the poverty survey, most of those recently
obtaining loans of £5,000 and more adopted this method. There were very few
examples in the survey of people with less than these sums adopting the endowment
method.
One further means of access to owner-occupation is by means of a low-interest
loan arranged through an employer. Nearly fifty households in the sample, representing some 500,000 in the United Kingdom, claimed to be beneficiaries of a low
rate of interest. They were principally the staff of the clearing banks, insurance
companies and building societies. Even by 1976, the rates were as low as from 2.5 to
5 per cent, compared with the lending rate of 12.25 per cent recommended by the
1
building societies.
I have dwelt on one process by which families obtain their own houses, not only to
show how it is that people move into the best housing available in Britain, but also
to show how most people are restricted in their choice to what is left and how
arbitrary are some of the rules. This is necessary in order to explain how deprivation
arises. Admission is almost like admission to different socially exclusive clubs, the
size and quality of which are determined indirectly by the arbitrary standards of the
market and by the financial and tax policies of the government, instead of a body of
fair principles discussed and formulated in public. For example, some of the rules
applied by building societies and life offices are more social than strictly financial,
debarring people with disabilities and working-class families with fluctuating
incomes. Again, the total effect of different tax concessions for owner-occupiers is
not analysed by the government or defended in relation to other types of housing
1

Stone, M., ‘Who Gets Those Cheap Mortgages?’, The Times, 11 December 1976.
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subsidy. There would be nothing to prevent society from working out how owneroccupation could be quickly changed from being a privilege for around half of the
population to being a universal right, or how the opportunities of owner-occupiers to
advance their existing privileges could be restricted in order to release resources for
the improvement of housing in the other sectors.
But the full implications of owner-occupation for standards of housing in society
cannot be understood by concentrating attention only at a single moment of time on
the rules and incomes governing admission to that status. As discussed above, in
periods of inflation and of steadily increasing real incomes, access to that status
takes on a very different light. The houses appreciate steadily in value, repayments
of loans form a diminishing proportion of real incomes and are eventually paid off.
This has a number of important results. It means that, in relation to people
occupying other types of tenure, many of those owning their own homes have low
housing costs and thereby higher living standards on the same cash incomes; more
of their resources are released from direct repayments of loan and interest for
expenditure on repairs and modernization, and, through the acquisition of a saleable
asset, on the power to move into a more desirable home (it is one of the cheapest, if
not the cheapest, form of saving) or obtain a loan for a second home. A high rate of
inflation makes present policies in housing finance even less related to government
intentions than they were in the late 1960s.
Access to Council Housing
Potential householders denied access to owner-occupation stay in council housing, if
they inherit the parents’ tenancy or can wait until they qualify for a council house or,
more commonly, begin family life in a furnished or unfurnished tenancy while
obtaining qualifications for admission to the council sector. Of council tenants, 31
per cent told us that they waited only a year or less than a year, or inherited a
tenancy, 24 per cent waited two years, 28 per cent three or four years, and 18 per
cent five or more years. Their reasons for obtaining a tenancy when they did are set
out in Table 13.22. A half were in bad housing, were overcrowded or had reasons of
ill-health. Over 60 per cent had been in council housing for more than ten years,
including 14 per cent for more than thirty years. Substantially more council tenants
had experienced a serious housing problem in adult life than either private tenants or
owner-occupiers (39 per cent, compared with 15 per cent and 14 per cent
respectively) (see also Table 13.5, page 491). These data afford some inkling of the
direction of the flows into and between sectors. The historical expansion of council
housing has drawn far more families from poor housing in the privately furnished
and unfurnished sectors than has the expansion of owner-occupation. Other national
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Table 13.22. Percentages of council tenants, according to reasons for getting
tenancy.
Reason
Council tenants
Inherited
5.5
Bad housing
23.5
Health of member of family
9.5
Overcrowding
18.2
Compulsory purchase
0.9
Solely reached top of list
23.9
Other
18.6
Total
100
Number
528
data show that over a half of those in unfurnished and a third in furnished private
accommodation who want to move have applied to the local council, compared with
1
less than a fifth of each group who have taken steps to buy a home.
The poorest families in the sample tended to be in council and private unfurnished
accommodation. Contrary to impressions given in the media, families in council
tenancies were found to be poorer than in any other form of tenure (Table A.53,
Appendix Eight, page 1032). More were in poverty or on the margins of poverty;
and fewer had incomes as much as three or more times as high as the state’s poverty
standard. Within the council sector there were, as well as other forms of tenure,
marked differences between regions. Costs in Scotland were, on average, only a
little more than half those in Greater London (Table A.54, Appendix Eight, page
1033).
Council housing tends to consist of ranks by status. Locally, this may develop
partly for reasons independent of the age or construction of the property. Some
estates are far from shopping facilities and work, acquire disreputable reputations for
vandalism or noise, or are sited among other buildings or communities which are felt
to be uncongenial. But the status of housing depends also on the age, type and
desirability of the property itself. We have already shown that a higher proportion of
new than of older council accommodation is in flats, and that, in some respects, the
incidence of defects in this new housing was as high as or higher than in older
property. But, in general, many of the facilities of new council housing have
improved with rising standards and new houses as well as some types of flats are
sought after. Council housing is predominantly working class. Only 19 per cent of
the occupants in the sample belonged to non-manual classes, and most of these
belonged to the lower-non-manual categories. There was not a single member of the
1

The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 172.
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professional class in the sample to be found living in a council flat or house, for
example. We found a slight association between social class and age of housing. As
Table 13.23 shows, rather more of the non-manual than manual groups were in the
newest housing. But this may to some extent reflect the national increase of the
Table 13.23. Percentages of council tenants moving into accommodation in previous
two years, and percentages of all council tenants of different occupational class who
were in pre-war and post-war housing.
When
accommodation
built

Pre-war
1946-54
1955 or later
Total
Number

Moving into tenancies in last
two years

All council tenancies

NonSkilled
manual manual

Nonmanual

(29)
(21)
(50)
100
28

39
37
24
100
113

Partly
skilled
and
unskilled
manual
46
26
29
100
90

37
25
38
100
337

Skilled Partly
manual skilled
and
unskilled
manual
33
36
36
34
32
30
100
100
710
661

proportion of the population in non-manual classes, and may be partly obscured by
changes in occupational status of the occupants rather than demonstrate deliberate
allocation of tenants.
As an approximate check we therefore singled out tenants who had taken up their
tenancies in the previous two years, and Table 13.23 suggests that more new tenants
in non-manual than manual groups are moved, or move, into the newest housing,
and more of the partly skilled and unskilled than of either the non-manual or skilled
manual groups into pre-war housing. However, the numbers of such tenants in the
sample were small, and include, of course, tenants exchanging homes with other
council tenants, or moving from one council tenancy to another by arrangement with
the housing department. These findings must therefore be treated with caution, and
can only be regarded as justifying further investigation. There is the possibility that
accommodation is allocated more according to social status than according to need.
In most localities, council-housing departments are aware of estates which are less
desirable or sought after than others, and they adopt assumptions about the kind of
people who will or will not respect the amenities and rules. This is evident enough
among the temporary homeless and ‘problem family’ categories, and has been
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studied at length. But the financial needs of councils can also determine allocation,
because subsidies for new housing can be reduced if the tenants can bear increased
rents. One of the effects of the Housing Finance Act 1972 is to give councils more
incentive to place better-off tenants in more expensive accommodation, reduce the
total paid in rebates and hence intensify the trend towards social stratification in
2
council housing.
Access to the Housing Market: Private Tenancies
We can take up the story for tenants of private accommodation. Their housing
situation is, in many respects, more deprived than that of their counterparts in other
sectors. We found that of about 400 households in both unfurnished and furnished
accommodation, sixty-two, or 15 per cent, said they (or part of the household) were
on a council housing list. Of these, half declared the house had structural defects
(and, in nearly all cases, inadequate housing facilities as well). Another third had
inadequate housing facilities. They represented nearly 600,000 households in the
population. Most of this minority were young couples or couples with one or two
children, though a few were pensioners awaiting special accommodation. Over half
were found to have been on a council list for three years or more, including a fifth
for more than ten years. It should be remembered that only a quarter of privately
rented accommodation (Table A.49, Appendix Eight, page 1030) is occupied by
households with children. Privately rented accommodation seems to serve three
functions: as temporary accommodation for young married couples starting a family
who cannot afford to buy a home of their own and who cannot yet qualify for a
council home; as permanent accommodation for older couples, whose children have
married and left home, some of whom have been protected in the past by legislation
on rent control, and who have little prospect of or desire for a house of their own or
a council tenancy; and finally, as a kind of Hobson’s choice of uncertain duration for
single people, some of them young, some of them middle aged, and for migrants,
families who have been evicted from council accommodation and others whose
family status is tenuous or fluctuating. A sprinkling of all such accommodation
occupied by middle-class people is to be found in the better quarters of all major
cities - for example Belsize Park, Bayswater and Chelsea in London - but the bulk is
in rather run-down quarters for the working class in local ‘zones of transition’ - for
example, in Islington, Notting Hill, Brixton and Camden Town.
1

Hull is the subject of Gray, F., ‘Selection and Allocation in Council Housing’, Transactions
of the Institute of British Geographers, NSI, 1976. This quotes comments of housing inspectors
on new tenants; for example, ‘fair only - suitable for pre-war property’. See also a study of
Colchester by Walker, A., A State of Disrepair, Colchester Poverty Action Group, 1976.
2
For a detailed analysis of the effects of the Act, see Parker, R. A., The Housing Finance Act
and Council Tenants, Poverty Pamphlet No. 9, Child Poverty Action Group, London, 1972.
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Part of our second category of established older couples, whose children have left
home, are in accommodation owned by an employer and are scattered geographically. Eleven per cent of those renting privately were in such accommodation,
the great majority of whom, four fifths, said it was rented more cheaply as a
consequence. For example, more than a third estimated the accommodation would
cost another £200 a year or more if they had to rent it in the normal way, and
another third more than £50. Two fifths belonged to non-manual and three fifths to
manual groups. In addition to these households, there is a further category living
rent free in accommodation owned by an employer.
In total, we found nearly 100 households in the sample, or nearly 5 per cent, living
in accommodation owned by an employer, or 20 per cent of all tenures other than
owner-occupied or council owned. They represent nearly a million households in the
country.
Privately rented accommodation is very complex in quality and varies in degree of
security, but, by and large, tenants are much more insecure than in the other sectors.
The constraints on their ability to pay means that there is a good chance that they
will find themselves in the older properties, probably built before the First World
War, which are in a poor condition of repair and have a low standard of amenity.
Two groups in different situations may be distinguished: the fallen or life-long poor,
and the aspirant poor. Some people with low incomes have never experienced any
other form of housing than privately rented homes, and in middle or old age have no
prospect of moving into the other housing classes, and indeed may have difficulty in
maintaining their foothold as property is sold and rent control lifted. They have been
faced with rents rising relative to earnings, and of having to pay relatively higher
rents even as rent allowances have been introduced in the 1970s to meet part of the
1
so-called ‘fair’ rents.
Other people have ‘fallen’ into the poorest types of privately rented housing
because of a combination of low or reduced income (because of disability, retirement, unemployment, redundancy or bankruptcy) and social adversity, such as
divorce or separation, bereavement and even punitive or disengaging action by the
community against mental illness or handicap and deviant life-styles. Owneroccupied housing is compulsorily purchased, or mortgage repayments cannot be
maintained by widows, or families are evicted from council housing because of
arrears of rent. To these groups might be added those reaching retirement or
becoming widowed in employer-owned property, who have to find alternative
accommodation. Some of the ‘fallen’ or downwardly mobile poor cannot compete,
1

For an anticipatory statement of the consequences of the Housing Finance Act 1972, see
Nevitt, Fair Deal for Householders. In practice, the take-up of rent allowances by tenants in the
private sector has been very small. In 1975, only 20 to 25 per cent of tenants in unfurnished and
10 per cent in furnished private accommodation of those believed to be eligible for rent allowances were drawing them. See Hansard, 17 February 1975, cols. 303-4.
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in the rents they can afford, with the aspirant or upwardly mobile poor, and so they
resort to lodging houses or rooms which are too small for the families comprising
many of the latter to want - residential accommodation owned by the local
authorities or simply the streets. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, the official
1
number of homeless families in Britain increased. Official statistics continue to be
criticized as being underestimates. For example, they continue to underestimate the
numbers of single and married people without children, some of whom are admitted
2
into residential homes for the elderly and disabled.
The aspirant or upwardly mobile poor consist of two groups: first, new house,
holds of young married couples and couples with young children whose incomes are
low and who are biding their time until they qualify for a council house or flat or
save enough money to put down for a house of their own; and secondly, migrant
workers, including coloured immigrants, who have nowhere else to go and whose
status as potentially stable new households may yet be indeterminate. Each of these
two groups may be said to be in the process of acquiring higher incomes, savings
and possessions and eager to make their way as quickly as they can into housing
sectors with greater security arid higher status.
Explanations of Poor Housing
What also has to be faced in understanding the situation of disadvantaged groups in
the privately rented sector, in some parts of the council sector (such as temporary
accommodation for homeless families and low-status estates), and even in a few
instances in owner-occupied property, is that they result from the maintenance of
certain values of society - such as the belief in the sanctity of private property, the
virtue of making reasonable profits in a market economy, the need to pay rents on
time and so on. Just as the threat or fact of unemployment is widely understood to be
a means of restraining wage demands, so the threat or fact of eviction and
homelessness has to be understood as a means of maintaining levels of rent and
respect for property. The plight of certain people in bad housing is an object-lesson
in conformity for the rest of society. It is also a consequence of some of the rules of
business practice. Building societies with socially respected but stringent rules about
eligibility for loans, and who believe they confer moderate rates of interest upon
their clients, create the conditions for the operation of predators who lend money at
1

In England and Wales, the number of homeless persons in temporary accommodation was
13,000 in 1966, 21,000 in 1969 and 24,000 in 1970. See Social Trends, No. 2, 1971,p. 126. By
1973, the figure reached 30,000. In 1974, new statistical returns began to be made by local
authorities in London, and this was extended to the rest of England in 1975. The early returns
continued to show an increase. See Social Trends, No. 7, 1976, p. 159.
2
A substantial proportion of those admitted to residential homes are not ‘infirm’ and in need
of ‘care and attention’, but have, in fact, for various reasons, lost houses or tenancies. See
Townsend, P., The Last Refuge, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1962, p. 326.
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extortionate rates of interest to people desperate for a home. The price the latter pay
is both a consequence of the restrictiveness of the building societies and one factor
among many which encourage borrowers to accept the terms which the societies
impose upon them. Thus, one study of three areas of older terraced housing in
Birmingham in 1972-4 showed that the clearing banks, fringe banks and finance
companies were a more common source of loans than building societies or local
authorities, and that, owing to higher interest rates, monthly repayments were often
1
twice or more than twice as high as repayments to a building society. A similar
point can be made about extortionate rents and deplorable conditions in the privately
rented sector. These characteristics derive directly from the interest of landlords in
maintaining high rents elsewhere, of councils which have created high barriers for
applicants for homes, and of the mass of owner-occupiers and other tenants eager to
maintain and extend their own rights and privileges.
However, just as unemployment fluctuates in a capitalist economy, so the amount
and degree of housing deprivation can also fluctuate as a result of changes in the
respective powers of different interest groups and of the adoption by society as a
whole, and particularly governments, of new policies and rules about housing. I am
suggesting here that elementary sociological explanations of a functional kind, like
that put forward in previous paragraphs, are inherently fatalistic, and while
providing insights into the reasons for the existence of bad housing, offer no deeper
insights into reasons for its extent or degree and therefore of the ways in which it
can be reduced and eliminated. But once we grasp the point that bad housing is
functional for those in privileged housing, it is possible to go on to explore how the
structure of privilege can directly affect the amount and type of bad housing and,
indeed, how that structure must be changed if there are to be real as opposed to
supposed improvements in bad housing. For an explanation to be a good
explanation, it must be presented with sufficient empirical substantiation and detail
to offer lessons for policy which can be easily read.
The preceding analysis has revealed the strong association between three variables: social class, type of tenure and income (and especially of the more comprehensive concept of net income worth), and different criteria of poor housing. I have
tried to explain explicitly or implicitly how this arises and how these variables are
interrelated. The scale and degree of deprivation in housing in society has three
principal sources:
1. The processes by which the housing stock comes to consist of different
characteristics, of structure, size or space, indoor and outdoor facilities or
amenities, in relation to the household membership, and is distributed unequally
and augmented.
2. How resources, especially incomes and wealth of members of the household,
come to be distributed, and how these resources are maintained, restricted or
1

Karn, V., Priorities for Local Authority Mortgage Lending: A Case Study of Birmingham,
Centre for Urban and Regional Studies Research Memorandum, 52, 1976.
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increased.
3. How costs and systems of rules of allocation and occupancy come to be related to
groups of housing.
These three are, of course, closely related and mutually reinforcing, but they also
operate independently. At a single moment in time, the housing stock of most rich
societies has characteristics like those described in this chapter. It is unequally
distributed and the distribution is continually being influenced and reshaped.
Building regulations affect the quality of structure of new buildings and
modifications in the density and surroundings of existing buildings. New technical
processes are developed and new materials used by building companies. Conditions
for improvement grants and slum clearance and urban planning schemes change the
amount and quality of the stock. Legislation and tax policies affect the ownership of
stock and hence the standards by which it is managed, maintained and modernized.
The second factor has direct and indirect effects. Increase in the resources of the
poorest half of the population, through higher wages, more redistribution through
social security, new laws on inheritance and higher taxation on wealth, can lead to
investment in repairs, decoration and modernization, as well as pressure for more
desirable types of housing.
The third factor determines how many and which kind of people are to be found in
different types of housing, and hence how well the available space in such housing
is utilized. Thus there are, as we have shown, social and not only financial
determinants of standards. If society were to adopt greater inducements for people in
under-occupied property to move to smaller accommodation, and then impose
controls over the allocation of, or opportunity to move into, spacious
accommodation on the part of single persons and married couples without children,
inequalities in density of occupation would be reduced. If tenants had more of the
security and other privileges enjoyed by owner-occupiers, such as some financial
return after maintaining a tenancy in good condition for many years, a say in who is
to inherit the tenancy, and the power to redecorate or make minor alterations subject
only to local planning regulations, many would be prepared to invest in the
maintenance and improvement of their homes.
These examples are given only to suggest which institutions, agencies and bodies
of rules combine to make up the three causal factors identified above. This
framework of explanation would need to be filled in.
Summary
This chapter documents different types of deprivation in housing as established in
the survey and in different official studies. Twenty-two per cent of households
experienced structural defects, 21 per cent inadequate housing facilities, and 11 per
cent insufficient bedrooms, by conventional social standards. Another 44 per cent
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had only one of their rooms (or none) heated in winter, and 5 per cent had
insufficient internal play-space for children. According to these five measures, 13
million, 11 million, 10 million, 22 million and 4 million people respectively in the
United Kingdom were deprived. Sixty-one per cent, representing 33 million, experienced at least one type of poor housing. Eleven per cent, representing 6 million,
experienced three or more types of poor housing. Twenty-five per cent of
households expressed a need for additional rooms, and 6 per cent declared they had
a serious housing problem now.
By most criteria, households consisting of a man and woman and four or more
children experienced the worst housing. Single-person households were more likely
than households with all numbers of children to have inadequate facilities and only
one room heated in winter, but the latter, especially with three or more children,
were much more likely to have insufficient rooms. A substantial proportion of
households with children had need for more space, by both social and subjective
standards.
Much the most important structural factor found to be associated with housing
deprivation was occupational class. By nearly all criteria, we found a consistent
relationship between lower incidence of deprivation and higher class. This was in
part explained by the type of tenure associated with class. Strikingly more households in privately rented unfurnished accommodation than in other types of tenure,
and fewer owner-occupiers, especially fewer of those still paying a mortgage, had
poor housing.
The relative disadvantage of tenants living in privately rented accommodation has
been documented in other studies and is well recognized. But in the poverty survey
we found that, with the decline of such accommodation, council housing is taking its
place as the sector accounting for the largest numbers of deprived dwellings. There
were signs of the evolution of different grades or strata of housing in the council
sector, to which people may be allocated on social and not only financial grounds.
Poor housing is also explained by low incomes. More households living in poverty
or on the margins of poverty also experienced poor housing than did other
households. For those in poverty, housing facilities, heating and indoor play-space
for children were the respects in which they fared relatively worst.
Inequality in the distribution of net income worth is even more strongly associated
with deprivation in housing. Nearly half the population with net income worth of
less than half the mean were found to have inadequate housing facilities, and over a
third to have insufficient indoor play-space for children, compared with only 3 and 2
per cent respectively for people with twice or more than twice the mean. But, at
similar relative levels of income and net income worth, more owner-occupiers than
council and private tenants possessed good facilities and amenities in their homes.
Owner-occupiers who fully owned their homes had much lower absolute and
relative housing costs than tenants. Most owner-occupiers paying mortgages paid
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more absolutely in current terms than tenants for their homes, but a substantial
proportion paid less than the average tenant relative to their incomes. When account
is taken of tax reliefs on mortgage interest, inflation and capital gains, owneroccupiers were paying less absolutely as well as relatively to income than council
tenants on their lifetime housing costs. This is perhaps one of the most interesting
outcomes of the entire survey. The homes they were paying for tended also to be of
much higher housing standards - for example, detached housing, space, facilities and
possession of gardens. The paradox that the poor pay most for their housing poses a
major question for housing policy.
The scale and degree of deprivation in housing in society is broadly determined by
three factors:
1. The quality, amount and distribution of the housing stock: the processes by which
different characteristics of structure, size or space, indoor and outdoor facilities or
amenities, in relation to household membership, come to be distributed unequally
among the national housing stock and are maintained and developed.
2. The distribution of resources: the resources, especially the income and wealth, of
members of the household, and how these resources are maintained, restricted or
increased.
3. The relationship of resources to the structure of costs of housing and access to
housing: the social system of rules by which housing comes to be allocated, the
institutions and policies which are developed in relation to the finance of housing
and the system of rights and obligations according to which accommodation is
occupied.
The processes by which the housing stock comes to be created and augmented,
access to resources controlled and modified, and the rules by which people are
allocated to, or find themselves in, different standards and types of housing, are
tentatively described.

14
Deprivation of Environment

Traditional measures of bad housing have not paid much heed to the defects of the
immediate environment. Yet outdoor space and facilities are as important as indoor
facilities to some types of families or to all families at certain stages of the year. A
brand-new home may have no garden and no easy access to an outside space for
leisure, or it may be sited in an area affected by pollution or a long way from shops,
pubs, cafés and transport facilities. A mouldering country cottage with a small shed
and cesspit outside fulfilling the function of a toilet may have a large garden and
orchard, with easy access to fresh supplies of milk, vegetables, fruit and chickens
from local farms.
Social awareness of the importance of environmental conditions has become more
acute in recent years in Britain. A general question on whether the environment was
1
satisfactory was added to the 1967 Housing Conditions Survey. A number of
studies of improvement possibilities sponsored by the Ministry of Housing and
2
Local Government in the mid and late 1960s called attention to the environment,
and in 1971 central departments were reorganized and the Department of the
Environment created. Departmental research groups have begun to experiment with
methods of relating different measures of environmental deficiencies, but
government departments have as yet been shy both of adopting comprehensive
scales and of discussing them publicly. It would be difficult at present to identify a
‘social’ standard of environmental conditions, except implicitly.
Independent research workers have attempted, in the past, to develop integrated
measures of quality of housing, and recently to work towards some operational
measure of environmental deficiency. Thus, there have been attempts to devise a
1

‘House Conditions Survey, England and Wales, 1967’, Economic Trends, No. 175, HMSO,
London, 1968.
2
For example, one study examined the following environmental factors: whether the home
overlooked open space or whether there was open space within 440 yards, whether there was
noisy or obnoxious industry adjacent or opposite, whether there was heavy traffic along the road,
a railway line within 100 feet or a bus stop within 200 yards. See Ministry of Housing and Local
Government, The Deeplish Study: Improvement Possibilities in a District of Rochdale, HMSO,
London, 1966.

530 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
comprehensive housing index covering different features of structure and
1
amenities. Efforts have also been made to add environmental deficiencies to these
scales - for example, offensive smells, air pollution, noise, absence of grass and
2
trees, presence of litter and parked vehicles. But this work gives the impression of
being an ad hoc process which does not put social perceptions strictly to the test by
virtue of a comprehensive examination of dwellings and local environmental stock,
facilities and services which impinge on family life and behaviour. ‘Research into
housing lacks sophistication ... [It] is partial and requires to be pieced together. A
conception has yet to be developed that sees man in relation to his physical
3
environment.’ The value assumptions upon which experimental indices of poor
environmental conditions are based are usually neither expressed explicitly nor
critically discussed. As a consequence, deficiencies short of some presumed social
standard are listed without any very clear attempt to specify the mean or median or
to show the kind of privileges enjoyed by those living in spacious and wellappointed amenities. Standards, and therefore data about poor housing and
environmental conditions, are still too detached from any moorings. They lack
reference points in a period of rapidly changing conditions. What is required is a
concept of ‘environmental deprivation’ which includes, for example, the lack of, or
difficulty of access to, gardens, play-spaces, parks, water, shopping facilities, health
centres and so on, and exposure to noise and dirt.
Social standards that have been implicitly applied, and objective standards, might
begin to be formulated if social scientists were to examine in general terms the total
effect now and in the past of loosely framed legislation, administrative control and
guidance in the form of circulars, advisory pamphlets, grants and planning
permission, local by-laws and regulations and local administrative practices. Control
of environmental conditions has developed piecemeal. For example, different Royal
Commissions and government committees have made recommendations about the
heights of buildings in relation to open space, the space at the rear of the dwellings,
and the powers that local authorities ought to have to control drainage and
4
overcrowding and the replacement of dwellings. Through elected councils,
1

See, for example, Chapman, D., The Home and Social Status, Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1955; Duncan, T. L. C., Measuring Housing Quality: A Study of Methods, Occasional
Paper No. 20, Centre for Urban and Regional Studies, University of Birmingham, 1971, esp. pp.
38-43.
2
For example, Medhurst, F., and Lewis, J. P., Urban Decay: An Analysis and a Policy.
Macmillan, London, 1969.
3
Schorr, A. L., Slums and Social Insecurity, Nelson, London, 1964, p.21.
4
For example, the 1885 Commissioners on the Housing of the Working Classes recommended: ‘1. That upon the lines of existing enactments in the Acts of 1862 and 1878 rules of
more general application be framed to control the height of buildings in relation to the open
space which should be required to be provided in front of the buildings, either in the form of
land exclusively belonging to each building and kept free from erections, or in the form of an
adjoining street. 2. That in the rear of every new dwelling-house or other building to be con-
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communities have sought to superimpose their conceptions of minimum
environmental standards upon the different physical manifestations of their predecessors’ policies. Control over developments has tended to remain more in local
hands than has control over the development, for example, of education and health
services, and has been influenced by the interests of property owners and local
residents in general. By the 1950s, there was still remarkably little central definition
of environmental standards and, indeed, the emphasis was upon physical and not
social standards. For example, the Ministry of Housing and Local Government’s
guidelines issued to local authorities about the density of residential dwellings in the
1950s suggested that the principal factors affecting density of houses were type of
house, garden size, space for daylight and sunlight, space for privacy, space for
1
access and space for trees and small green spaces. The social needs of different
types of population, households, families and work-groups were not formulated.
Some attempt is required to show, through analysis, what social standard of
environmental facility is in practice being applied, and what alternative objective
standard might be devised, in order to demonstrate inequalities between and within
areas in the extent to which they satisfy the range of social needs of their inhabitants.
In the pages which follow we can offer no more than a number of illustrations to
demonstrate the value of making a thoroughgoing attempt to lay bare the privileges
and disprivileges of the environment.
Three Measures of Environmental Deprivation
The first step in conceptualizing environmental needs is to consider the needs of the
family or household in the immediate environment of the home. The size of gardens
to which there may or may not be ‘access is not usually documented nationally. This
was our first measure of environmental deprivation. We found that 6 per cent of
households had access to neither a garden nor a yard, and a further 12 per cent and 8
per cent respectively had access only to a yard and did not have sole use of a garden.
Altogether 26 per cent of households, and 22 per cent of the persons in the sample,
representing 12 million persons, did not have sole use of a garden. And 8 per cent of
people, representing 4 million persons, had gardens which were too small for the
household to sit out in the sun, or smaller than about ten feet square.
Our second measure of environmental deprivation was whether the parents of children
trolled by rules ordinarily applicable to dwelling-houses, and whether in old or in new streets,
there be provided a proportionate extent of space exclusively belonging to the dwelling-house or
building; that this space be free from erections from the ground level upwards, that it extend
laterally throughout the entire width of the dwelling-house or building; that for the distance
across the space from the building to the boundary of adjoining premises a minimum be
prescribed; and that this minimum increase with the height of the dwelling-house or building.’
See The First Report on ... Housing of the Working Classes, London, 1885, pp. 32-3.
1
Ministry of Housing and Local Government, The Density of Residential Areas, HMSO,
London, 1952, p. 6.
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Table 14.1. Percentages of households and of people of different age and social
class, with different forms of environmental deprivation.
Form of environmental deprivation

No sole use of garden
Garden or yard too small to sit in sun
(smaller than 100 sq ft)
Children aged 1-4
No safe place to play near home

Households

Males
and
females

Males

Females

26

22

22

22

9

8

9

8

34

34

36

32

34

34

33

27

28

26

Children aged 5-10
No safe place to play near home
34
Air always or sometimes dirty, smoky or
foul-smelling
27

aged 1-4 considered there was no safe place for the child to play in proximity to the
home, and, for parents of children aged 5-10, whether there was no safe place near
by to which the child could go unaccompanied to play. As Table 14.1 shows, a third
of the children in each age group were believed to have inadequate outdoor play
facilities. Parents could treat their garden as an adequate place in which to play, but
we found, in fact, that a substantial proportion even of those with a garden as large
as, or larger than, the size of a tennis court did not regard it as a suitable or adequate
play-space.
Our third measure of environmental deprivation was air pollution. Heads of
households or housewives were asked whether the air in the neighbourhood was
clean or was dirty, smoky or foul-smelling. Twenty-seven per cent, representing
14½ million, said it was sometimes or always dirty, smoky or foul-smelling. According to each one of the three indices, therefore, a substantial minority of the
population experienced environmental conditions which were deficient by social
standards.
Multiple Deprivation
The three selected indicators of environmental deficiency were found to be highly
correlated. Young children aged 1-4 living in homes without sole use of a garden
were more than twice as likely as children in households with a garden, however
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Age

0-4

Occupational class

5-14

15-29

30-49

50-64

65+

ProfesOther
Skilled
sional
nonmanual
and mana- manual
gerial

Partly
skilled and
unskilled
manual

26

19

26

20

21

25

11

17

22

31

11

6

10

8

7

8

1

6

9

14

34

-

-

-

-

-

25

27

35

44

-

34

-

-

-

-

35

32

33

34

31

26

29

27

24

26

17

22

31

34

small, to lack access to a place near the home where they could play safely (58 per
cent, compared with 27 per cent). They were also three times more likely to be
living in polluted surroundings (63 per cent, compared with 21 per cent). All
households without sole use of a garden were more than twice as likely as households with a garden to be living in polluted surroundings (47 per cent, compared
with 22 per cent).
Table 14.2 shows the extent to which households with and without young children
experienced multiple deprivation. Eleven per cent of children aged 1-4, and 5 per
cent aged 5-10, lived in households which experienced all three deficiencies, and a
further 16 per cent and 15 per cent respectively experienced two. Only two of the
three indicators applied to households without children aged 1-10, and 10 per cent of
these experienced both inadequate garden space and polluted air.
Young children whose families had sole use of a large garden had a marked
advantage in other respects over other children. Table 14.3 shows that the size of
garden was highly correlated not only, as one might expect, with there being a safe
place to play, but also with unpolluted air. Seventy per cent of those whose families
had sole use of a large garden, compared with only 23 per cent of those with the use
of only a small garden or yard, or no garden or yard at all, had a safe place to play
and unpolluted surroundings. Only 1 per cent, compared with 37 per cent, had
neither a safe place to play nor unpolluted surroundings. The same
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Table 14.2. Percentages of people with none, or one, or more of three
selected forms of environmental deprivation.
Number of
environmental
deficienciesa

3
2
1
None
Total
Number

Percentage of persons in households

Children
aged 1-4
11
16
30
44
100
452

Children
aged 5-10
5
15
32
48
100
617

No children
aged 1-10
10
29
61
100
4,514

NOTE: aNo sole use of garden or yard ; or garden/yard too small for household to sit in sun; no
safe place to play near by; air polluted sometimes or always.

Table 14.3. Percentages of children aged 1-4 living in homes with gardens of
different size who did not have a safe place to play near by and with some or a lot of
air pollution.
Whether safe place to
play, and air sometimes
or always polluted

Neither safe to play nor
unpolluted
Not safe to play but
unpolluted
Safe to play but polluted
Both safe to play and
unpolluted
Total
Number

Size of garden or yard
None or small
No sole use of
garden or yard, or
too small for
household to sit in
sun (under 10 ft sq)

Medium
Over 10 ft sq, but
not as large in size
as tennis court

Large
Size equivalent to
tennis court or
larger

37

14

1

17
22

22
15

15
14

23
100
107

49
100
224

70
100
121
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trends applied to children aged 5-10 (see Table A.55, Appendix Eight, page 1034).
Finally, we compiled two indices: one for households in which there were children
aged 1-10 inclusive, and the other for households without children of this age. A
score was compiled as follows:
Air sometimes dirty, smoky or foul-smelling
1
Air always dirty, smoky or foul-smelling
2
Garden smaller in size than tennis court but large enough to sit in
1
Garden too small to sit in
2
No garden or yard
3
No safe place near home for child to play
2
Maximum score, households with children under 11
=7
Maximum score, other households
5
A high proportion of people in households with young children experienced
substantial deprivation - 53 per cent having a score on the environmental deprivation
index of 3 or more and 12 per cent of 5 or more.
Social Characteristics of the Environmentally Deprived
Lack of adequate garden and play-space are in large measure a function of the
standards adopted historically by the housing market and in public housing policies,
but air pollution is a consequence of the more general interplay historic ally and at
Table 14.4. Percentages of people, in households with and without children under
11 years, according to their degree of environmental deprivation.
Households
Score on environment
index
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Total
Number
NOTES: aMaximum score 7.
b
Maximum score 5.

With children under
11 years of agea
8
15
24
31
10
9
3
0
100
2,630

Without children under
11 years of ageb
25
37
21
12
4
1
100
3,154
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Table 14.5. Percentages of people in different regions with different forms of
environmental deprivation.
Region

Air always
No garden
or sometimes or yard or
polluted
too
smalla

Northern, Yorks and
Humberside
North-West
Greater London
Northern Ireland
South-East
Anglia and East
Midlands
West Midlands
Scotland
South-West and
Wales

No place
Number
for young
children to
All
Children
play near byb persons 1-4

59
35
28
26
26

28
26
31
31
7

55
56
29
(31)
29

681
676
800
283
888

53
56
55
26
55

21
20
15

20
10
26

23
30
31

607
806
609

57
50
61

12

15

20

637

54

a

NOTES: Too small for household to sit in sun (10 feet square).
b
Children aged 1-4 only.

the present time of land use and control. The distribution of deficiencies varied
widely by region, as Table 14.5 shows. By far the largest proportion of population
experiencing air pollution was to be found in the Northern, Yorkshire and
Humberside region, as many as 27 per cent saying the air was always, and another
32 per cent saying it was sometimes, dirty, smoky or foul-smelling. This region was
also among the five regions with the largest percentages of population lacking
adequate garden space, and was one of the two regions with least adequate playspace near the home for young children. The North-West, Northern Ireland and
Greater London ranked high on all three dimensions and Scotland and the SouthEast high on two dimensions. The South-West and Wales region as a whole
produced the lowest or near to lowest percentages. All nine regions are, of course,
extensive and each contains areas in which very high proportions of population
experience environmental deficiencies.
Fewer old than middle-aged adults, and fewer young single than young married
adults, had access to a garden, and more shared a garden or yard. Some old people
who were council tenants had bed-sitting rooms on the ground floor of blocks of
flats, and among owner-occupiers old people were more likely than others to be
living in older types of terraced houses without gardens. A substantial proportion of
single adults under 60 lived in privately rented furnished rooms or unfurnished flats
and shared gardens with other tenants or had no access at all to a garden or yard.

Table 14.6. Percentages of households of different type with or without gardens or yards and percentages of people with sole
use of garden, according to its size.
Garden/yard

Single person
60 and over

Neither garden nor yard
Shared yard
Shared garden
Sole use yard
Sole use garden
Total
Number
Sole use yard or garden
Too small to sit in sun
Medium size
Large
Total
Number

Under 60

Man and
woman

Man, woman
and children

Other households without
children

Other households with
children

10
5
14
11
59

15
7
32
5
42

7
4
8
7
74

6
2
5
10
77

4
3
5
7
81

2
2
3
8
84

100
236

100
122

100
534

100
480

100
384

100
261

12
64
23

11
58
32

10
60
30

7
61
32

8
57
36

9
53
38

100
169

100
57

100
859

100
1,737

100
1,097

100
1,245
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Although over three quarters of households with children had sole use of a garden,
some of these (rather fewer than 1 in 10) had gardens which were too small to sit in
the sun. Eighteen per cent of households consisting of man, woman and children had
neither a garden nor a yard, or only sole or shared use of a yard (Table 14.6).
Environmental deprivation tends to vary sharply with class (Table 14.1).
Seventeen per cent of persons of professional or managerial occupational class,
compared with 34 per cent of persons of partly skilled and unskilled class, experienced some or a lot of air pollution. The corresponding figures, among those
with sole use of a garden or yard, whose garden or yard was too small to sit out in
the sun were 1 per cent and 14 per cent respectively; and children aged 1-4 with no
safe place to play near the home, 25 per cent and 44 per cent respectively, There was
one exception, as the table shows. There was no significant variation by class in the
proportion of children aged 5-10 who had no safe place to play near the home.
Poverty, Class and Tenure
There tended to be some association between poverty, as judged by the state’s
standard, and different forms of environmental deprivation. Thus, 30 per cent of
those with incomes of less than the supplementary benefit standard, compared with
Table 14.7. Percentages of people poor, marginally poor and non-poor, by the
state’s standard, with different forms of environmental deprivation.
Form of environmental deprivation

No sole use of garden
Garden or yard too small for household
to sit in the sun
No safe place for children aged 1-4 to
play near by
No safe place for children aged 5-10 to
play near by
Air always or sometimes polluted
Number of persons
Number of children 1-4
Number of children 5-10

Net disposable household income last year
as % of supplementary benefit scales plus
housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
30
26
19
10

11

7

(47)

30

35

(40)
35
312
32
45

20
23
1,121
129
138

36
28
3,713
253
354
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19 per cent of those with incomes distinctly above that standard, lacked sole use of a
garden. In other instances, namely no safe place to play for children and air
pollution, there was little or no correlation, or it was slight. It should be remembered
that the quality and costs of housing are ignored in applying the supplementary
benefit standard and that a wide range of incomes are included in the final column of
the table. The findings reported in Table 14.7 are less clear-cut than might be
expected and invite elucidation.
We have already seen that the variation in environmental deprivation by
occupational class was marked. Indeed, within each of the broad income groups
defined by the supplementary benefit standard, namely, the poor, the marginally
poor and the non-poor, environmental deficiencies tended to be more widespread
among those of lower than higher occupational class (Table A.56, Appendix Eight,
page 1035).
This is largely explained both by variation in tenure and in value of assets held.
Table 14.8. Percentages of people in different types of tenure who experienced
different forms of environmental deprivation.
Form of environment
deprivation

Owner-occupiers
Fully
owning

No sole use of
garden or yard
Garden or yard
too small for
household to sit
in sun
No safe place for
children aged 1-4
to play near by
No safe place for
children aged 5-10
to play near by
Air always or
sometimes polluted
Number all persons
Children 1-4
Children 5-10

Renting

Paying Council Privately Privately
mortgage
(fur(unfurnished) nished)

Rent
free

7

3

15

58

24

18

8

6

5

22

21

2

(47)

31

27

(42)

59

-

22

40

26

(39)

48

(33)

23
1,202
30
63

26
1,694
177
232

26
1,819
158
219

26
262
24
23

44
802
55
64

14
197
18
21
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Table 14.8 shows that more private unfurnished tenants than people in other tenures
experienced polluted surroundings and lack of a safe place for young children to
play, and more of them and of private furnished tenants than others lacked exclusive
access to a medium-sized or large garden. Rather more council tenants than owneroccupiers lacked sole use of a garden or yard, but in other respects the proportions of
people in these two types of tenure who experienced the environmental deficiencies
which we had selected for study were not widely different.
Table 14.9. Percentages of people in households with and without children under 11
years experiencing a substantial degree of environmental deprivation.

Characteristic

% scoring 3 or more
on environment indexa
With
Without
children
children
under 11 under 11
years
years

Number of base
With
children
under 11
years

Without
children
under 11
years

State poverty standard
below supplementary benefit standard
100-39 % of standard
140-99 % of standard
200+ % of standard

87
63
49
42

20
16
19
16

136
620
959
592

163
471
743
1,376

Income net worth
below 50 % of mean income net worth
of household type
50-89 % of household type
90-119% of household type
120-99% of household type
200+ % of household type

75
62
53
30
14

25
21
19
10
6

180
996
352
308
100

321
973
393
555
136

Occupational class
Professional
Managerial
High supervisory
Low supervisory
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual

18
31
41
47
41
60
69
77

8
15
6
12
18
18
20
21

183
141
253
388
149
880
416
220

154
146
705
434
319
918
529
349

NOTE: aAs defined above, page 535. Only two items apply to households without children
under 11 years of age, and the maximum score is 5 compared with 7 for households with such
children.
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Once the value of assets held, including the value of owner-occupied property
wholly or partly paid off is taken into account, however, the relationship between
environmental deficiencies and social and economic factors is easier to explain.
More than half the children aged 1-4 of those with net income worth of less than half
the mean for households of their type, compared with only 12 per cent of those with
twice or more than twice the mean, had no safe place near by in which to play. The
wealthier households were able to halve their chances of living in polluted
surroundings. And among the wealthiest group with twice or more than twice the
mean net income worth for their household type, the lowest incidence of
environmental deprivation was to be found among owner-occupiers. (See also Table
A.57, Appendix Eight, page 1036.)
Table 14.9 illustrates our discussion. The table brings out the particular disadvantages of poor families with young children. For these households, the association with environmental deprivation is more marked when we examine their
income net worth than when we examine their net disposable income (both being
expressed as a percentage of the state’s poverty standard for ease of comparison).
And because manual workers have worse access than non-manual workers to wealth
in general and owner-occupation in particular, their children are much more likely to
experience poor environmental amenities.
Summary
This chapter extends the analysis of deprivation from housing to the immediate
environment and should be read in conjunction with chapter 13. Three measures are
applied: existence and size of garden adjoining the home; frequency of air pollution;
and whether or not children aged 1-4 and 5-10 have a safe place to play outside. As
many as 22 per cent of the population, representing 12 million, lacked sole use of a
garden, and 8 per cent, representing 4 million, had gardens which were too small for
the household to sit out in the sun. Twenty-seven per cent, representing 14½ million,
experienced some degree of air pollution, including 8 per cent who said the air in the
neighbourhood was always dirty, smoky or foul-smelling. Over a third of children
aged 1-10 were said to have no safe place in which to play in the immediate
environment of the home.
The three measures were highly correlated. For example, households without sole
use of a garden were more than twice as likely as households with a garden to be
living in polluted surroundings. As many as 11 per cent of children aged 1-4
experienced all three forms of deprivation.
By far the largest proportion of population experiencing air pollution were to be
found in the Northern, Yorkshire and Humberside region. This region was also one
of the five regions with the largest percentages of population lacking adequate
garden space, and was one of the two regions with least adequate play-space for
young children near the home.
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Environmental deprivation varies sharply by occupational class. For example, 17
per cent of persons of professional or managerial status, compared with 34 per cent
of persons of partly skilled and unskilled status, experienced some or a lot of air
pollution. Twenty-five per cent of children aged 1-4 of the former, compared with
44 per cent of children of the latter, had no safe place to play near the home.
There was an association between poverty, as judged by the state’s standard, and
certain forms of environmental deprivation. But this association was not strong and
tended to be masked by variation in tenure and assets held within each of the three
broad groups of poor, marginal poor and non-poor. When the value of assets held,
including the value of owner-occupied property wholly or partly paid off, was taken
into account with income, and the distribution among the non-poor examined,
wealth and environmental deprivation could be shown to be inversely correlated to a
very marked extent. Thus, the chances of living in polluted surroundings were
halved for the wealthiest households. More than half the children aged 1-4 of those
with net income worth of less than half the mean for households of their type,
compared with only 12 per cent of those with twice or more than twice the mean,
had no safe place near by to play. Our data showed that over two thirds of the
families of manual workers with young children had a marked degree of
environmental deprivation. This is a finding which can only in part be put right by
improved industrial location policies and urban planning. Young working-class
families would seem to need a better share of resources and better access to homes
with gardens and other environmental amenities.

15
The Problems of Poor Areas

The idea that society’s ills are concentrated in certain areas and communities has a
long history. It arises from notions of association and contamination, congregation,
inheritance and environmental influence. Destitute, poor or criminal people are
believed to seek refuge in certain areas because there is nowhere else for them to go.
Those already living there are believed to be contaminated by the anti-social values
and practices of those coming into their midst, just as disease spreads in crowded
conditions. Children are believed to have no chance of escaping the limitations of
the families, environment and culture into which they are born and live. For such
reasons, poverty, criminality and disadvantage are believed to be heavily
1
concentrated and deeply rooted in particular communities.
2
The idea is important historically and contemporaneously. It affects government
policies as much as explanations of poverty. Thus, the assumption in the United
States that there were geographical ‘pockets’ of poverty in scattered areas in which
there was both economic recession or depression and inadequate housing and
welfare services led to the ‘grey areas’ programme of the Ford Foundation in the
early 1960s and the community action programmes financed by the US government
3
in its War on Poverty in the mid and late 1960s. In the United Kingdom, the same
1

‘In these horrid dens the most abandoned characters of the city are collected and from them
they nightly issue to pour upon the town every species of crime and abomination’ - Laing, S.,
National Distress: Its Causes and Remedies, London, 1844, p. 11; quoted in Dennis, N., People
and Planning, Faber & Faber, London, 1970, p. 334.
2
In part, of course, the idea derives from the history of community studies. Throughout
history, the expectation that geography or locality will determine the nature of social relations
has been kept alive and nurtured. Communities are assumed to have more independence, and to
have characteristics, sets of relations and behaviour far more idiosyncratic than they can be
shown to have. In recent years there has been considerable criticism within sociology of the
traditional treatment of community as a locale. See, for example, Pahl, R. E., ‘The Rural Urban
Continuum’, Readings in Urban Sociology, Pergamon, Oxford, 1968; and Gans, H., The Urban
Villagers, Free Press, New York, 1962.
3
For early accounts, see Marris, P., and Rein, M., Dilemmas of Social Reform: Poverty and
Community Action in the United States, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1967; Moynihan, D.
P., Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding: Community Action in the War on Poverty, Arkville
Press, New York, 1969.
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idea has taken root in a cluster of policies developed in the late 1960s. First,
1
following the publication of the Plowden Report in 1967, Educational Priority
Areas were designated as deserving additional resources. ‘Positive discrimination’
became a fashionable concept. Schools in designated areas were supposed to receive
larger capital sums, equipment grants and teaching staffs, and higher salaries were to
be paid. Yet no basis for the measurement of deprivation either in areas or schools
was laid down as the first stage in discriminating who should be helped.
Next followed the Urban Programme. In 1968, the government announced action
to help ‘areas of severe social deprivation in a number of our cities and towns’ to
2
‘meet their social needs and to bring their physical services to an adequate level’.
Urban aid projects included nursery education, day nurseries and child care,
community centres, family-planning and other advice centres, play schemes, care of
the aged, various miscellaneous schemes for the homeless, the mentally handicapped
and alcoholics, and help for voluntary organizations such as the Salvation Army and
the Samaritans.
During the late 1960s and early 1970s, local authorities with relatively large
numbers of immigrants began to receive grant aid. Finally, the Community Development Project, first announced in July 1969, was ‘a neighbourhood-based
experiment aimed at finding new ways of meeting the needs of people living in areas
of high social deprivation’. It was assumed that problems of urban deprivation had
their origins in the characteristics of local populations - in individual pathologies and that these could best be resolved by better coordination of the social services,
3
and encouragement of citizen involvement and community self-help. Twelve local
project teams were set up between January 1970 and October 1972 in Coventry,
Liverpool, Southwark, Glyncorrwg (Glamorgan), Canning Town (Newham), Batley
(in the West Riding), Paisley, Newcastle, Cleaton Moor (Cumberland), Birmingham,
Tynemouth and Oldham to identify needs, promote coordination and foster
community involvement.
These schemes were either allowed to run down or were succeeded by new
schemes developed in the mid 1970s. For example, two new types of special area ‘Housing Action Areas’ and ‘Priority Neighbourhoods’, in addition to ‘General
4
Improvement Areas’ - were introduced under the Housing Act 1974. Housing 41
1

Central Advisory Council for Education (England), Children and Their Primary Schools,
HMSO, London, 1966.
2
Mr James Callaghan, Hansard, 22 July 1968, col. 40.
3
The National Community Development Project, Inter-Project Report 1973, CDP Information
and Intelligence Unit, February 1974.
4
See, for example, Department of the Environment, Housing Act 1974: Renewal Strategies,
Circular 13/75, HMSO, London, 1975; Housing Act 1974: Parts IV, V, VI, Housing Action
Areas, Priority Neighbourhoods and General Improvement Areas, Circular 14/75, HMSO,
London, 1975.
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Action Areas were intended to be areas of housing stress in which poor physical and
social conditions interacted, and Priority Neighbourhoods adjacent areas where
problems were likely to increase if no action were to be taken. Guidance was issued
to local authorities showing what kind of indicators could be used to identify such
1
areas.
All these programmes make assumptions, however vaguely, about the spatial and
social distribution of deprivation. In the following pages, the variation in the extent
of poverty and certain forms of deprivation will be examined among regions, urban
and rural areas and four poor districts, with the intention of mapping the range of
problems experienced, contributing to the task of explaining variation in poverty and
offering provisional guidelines for policy.
The Incidence of Poverty
The survey establishes beyond reasonable doubt the wide dispersion of poverty. This
can be seen by comparing the findings both for regions and for selected types of area
(Table 15.1). If we add together both the numbers with incomes below the state’s
poverty standard and those with incomes just above that standard, Northern Ireland
was found by a large margin to be the poorest region, followed by Scotland, the
North-West, Wales and the South-East, and the Northern, Yorks and Humberside
region. Greater London and the South-East contained the smallest proportions of
poor. It should be remembered, however, that the differential would not be so sharp
(though it would remain) if we were to adjust incomes for their purchasing value.
The relativity between regions for the populations of all ages also holds for the
different age groups. (See Table A.58, Appendix Eight, page 1037). Scotland had
the highest proportion of persons with high incomes as well as the second highest
proportion with low incomes. Anglia and the East Midlands comprised another
region with substantial proportions of the population at the extremes of poverty and
wealth. None the less, as Table 15.1 shows, substantial minorities living in poverty
were to be found in all regions.
We next compared the proportions of poor and marginally poor in rural and urban
areas and conurbations. It will be surprising to some that the population in poverty,
or on its margins, was as high or nearly as high as in urban areas. (By the alternative
deprivation standard, the result was the same: 24 per cent were assessed to be in
poverty, compared with 26 per cent in conurbations and 27 per cent in other urban
areas.) There were proportionately more rich people in rural areas than in other types
of area, but rather fewer in the next rank of prosperity. Rather fewer children but
more middle aged than elsewhere, and roughly the same numbers of young adults
and elderly people, were poor or marginally poor (Table A.59, Appendix Eight, page
1037). The survey also allowed a check to be made on two criteria of area poverty:
1

Department of the Environment, Area Improvement Note 10, The Use of Indicators for Area
Action, Housing Act, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975.
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the percentage of voters voting left (at the 1966 General Election), and the
percentage leaving school early. As the table shows, there was a correlation, but by
no means a marked one. Even in the large number of constituencies with a relatively
low left-voting percentage, there were 9 per cent of the population living below the
state’s poverty standard, and another 23 per cent on the margins. And even in those
areas with the fewest people who had left school early (accounting for less than a
quarter of the population), there were 9 per cent below and 19 per cent on the
margins of the standard.
From the viewpoint of area deprivation policies, the data for areas smaller than
constituencies are perhaps the most telling. We divided the wards and districts in the
fifty-one constituencies which we had visited into four groups according to the
Table 15.1. Variation in the incidence of poverty by region and area.
Type of region
or area

Percentage of persons in income units with
net disposable income last year, as % of
state standard
Under 100 100-39 140-99 200-99 300+

Degree of
urbanization
Rural
9
Urban
8
Conurban
10
Region
Greater London
8
South-East
6
Anglia and East
Midlands
11
South-West and
Wales
8
West Midlands
8
North-West
9
Northern, Yorks and
Humberside
10
Northern Ireland
18
Scotland
9
Left-wing vote in
constituency
80 % or more
8
Over 65 % but
under 80 %
9
Under 65 %
9
1

Total

Number

21
25
22

34
27
28

19
28
28

17
11
12

100
100
100

930
2,400
1,992

19
21

26
33

32
28

15
12

100
100

716
809

18

32

25

14

100

526

26
22
27

32
28
27

21
29
28

13
13
10

100
100
100

555
704
621

23
31
29

32
18
25

24
28
21

12
4
17

100
100
100

586
244
561

28

29

26

9

100

1,353

18
23

29
28

29
26

15
14

100
100

1,176
2,793

The reasons for adopting this criterion are discussed in Appendix One, page 931.
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Table 15.1. - contd
Type of region
or area

Percentage of persons in income units with
net disposable income last year, as % of
state standard
Under 100 100-39 140-99 200-99 300+

Fraction of low
incomes in area
Very high (half or
more)
Rather high (two
fifths or more)
Rather low (a fifth
or more)
Very low (under a
fifth)
%leaving school
early in area
High (60 % or more)
About average
(50-59%)
Low (under 50 %)
Selected poor areasa
Belfast (2 wards)
Glasgow (polling
districts in 3 wards)
Salford (4 wards)
Neath (1 urban ward
and 1 rural district)

Total

Number

14

36

25

18

7

100

1,275

12

20

31

25

12

100

849

7

20

29

31

13

100

2,629

3

11

32

28

26

100

569

9

27

27

26

10

100

2,312

8
9

22
19

30
29

26
28

14
15

100
100

1,804
1,206

14

36

36

14

100

750

13
13

35
25

36
36

15
26

100
100

907
905

4

23

42

31

100

606

a

NOTE: For persons in household units.

fraction of households in the sample who were living below or just above the state’s
poverty standard (strictly, with net disposable incomes plus housing costs in the
twelve months previous to interview of less than 150 per cent of the state’s poverty
standard). By definition, the correlation between the proportion of income units
living below or close to the poverty standard and the ‘poorest’ areas was marked.
But, even in the poorest group of areas, a quarter of the people interviewed were
relatively prosperous, and in the richest group of areas 14 per cent had incomes
around the poverty standard. Indeed, the reader will see from Table 15.1 that two
groups of areas with ‘rather low’ or ‘very low’ fractions of low incomes accounted
for 2,629 plus 569 persons respectively, making 3,198 persons altogether, or 60 per
cent of the sample. None the less these areas accounted for 46 per cent, or nearly
half of the poor and marginally poor in the national survey.
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These data are so important for national understanding and action that they need to
be presented in greater detail. In the survey, 28 per cent of the population in
households (as distinct from income units) were living below or marginally above
the state’s standard of poverty. For the fifty-one constituencies in the entire sample,
the range was (with one exception) between 12 per cent and 46 per cent, though
sampling error is considerable. The ten constituencies with the largest proportions of
poor accounted for 20 per cent of the population surveyed and 32 per cent of the
poor. The ten constituencies with the smallest percentages of poor accounted for 19
per cent of the population surveyed and 10 per cent of the poor. For interest, the list
is set out in Table A.60, Appendix Eight (page 1038). Despite the liability to
extremely large sampling error, most of the constituencies which might be expected
to have the largest percentages in poverty are to be found at the head of the list, and
those with the smallest percentages at the foot of the list. Thus, constituencies with
largest percentages of poor tended to be those with high percentages of manual
workers (Table A.60, Appendix Eight, page 1038) or retirement pensioners or both.
Conversely, the constituencies with the smallest percentages of poor tended to be
those with more non-manual and non-elderly populations. The picture of wide
dispersion of poverty, despite higher incidence in some constituencies, is not
substantially altered when different criteria of deprivation are examined - such as
housing facilities, number of consumer durables in the house and social customs and
activities.
Four constituencies which, on different criteria, seemed at the first stage of the
sampling to be the poorest among the fifty-one, had been chosen for further separate
study. (For methodology, see Appendix One, pages 951-4, and Chapter 3.) These
constituencies were Salford East, Belfast North, Neath and Glasgow Shettleston.
The poorest districts within these constituencies (in the case of Belfast two
alternative districts outside the constituency were chosen) were then selected
according to the percentage of children in them receiving free school meals, and
addresses sampled at random for visits and requests for interviews. For each of the
four areas, data on income were successfully obtained for between 600 and 900
individuals. The percentage of poor and marginally poor was lowest in Neath, with
27 per cent, and highest in Belfast, with just under 50 per cent, the other two areas,
Salford and Glasgow Shettleston, being intermediate, with 37 per cent and 48 per
cent respectively. In these four poor areas (three of them highly deprived) the
percentage of the population in households with incomes of more than twice the
state’s poverty standard varied from 16 to 31.
We can certainly conclude that there are areas with about twice as many poor and
marginally poor as there are in the nation as a whole. These areas also have a
disproportionately high prevalence of other types of deprivation. But there are two
major reservations: (a) the majority of poor are not to be found in areas which even
account for 20 per cent of the population; and (b) there are substantial minorities of
relatively prosperous people even in the poorest districts of the country.
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Rural and Urban Differences
The percentage of the population in rural areas who were poor or marginally poor
was not markedly different from that in urban and conurban areas (Table 15.1). In
other respects, there was less evidence of deprivation in rural Britain,
Table 15.2. Percentages of people in different types of area with different characteristics.

Characteristic
More than 10 years’ education
Work indoors
Council tenants
Owner-occupiers
Poor household facilities
Socially deprived (scoring 6 or more)
Fewer than 6 of 10 selected consumer durables
Poor environmental conditions (3 or more on
index)
Employed and self-employed with non-manual
occupations
Persons aged 15-39 with disablement condition
Persons aged 40-59 with disablement condition
Persons aged 60 and over with disablement
condition

Percentage of persons having
characteristic
Rural
Urban
Conurban
29
25
24
56
71
76
21
33
32
54
48
46
6
9
6
15
17
16
15
24
20
1

9

17

47
5
11

45
8
15

46
6
17

29

33

35

taken as a whole, than in urban Britain. Thus, markedly fewer of the population
lacked gardens, and almost none complained of air pollution. Slightly fewer lacked a
reasonable number of consumer durables. Roughly the same proportion as in urban
Britain were socially deprived and had poor housing facilities. Fewer of those who
worked indoors had bad conditions of work, but more worked outdoors, and some of
them had dangerous work or very poor conditions. More owned their homes and
substantially fewer had council tenancies. Perhaps surprisingly, slightly more of the
adults had had more than ten years’ education, and about the same proportion had
non-manual occupations (Table 15.2).
However, the picture derived from rural areas is by no means uniform. A larger
proportion of the population than elsewhere were found to live in low-income areas,
but a larger proportion also lived in high-income areas. This is because there are
relatively prosperous farming areas, areas containing large numbers of upper nonmanual commuters, and popular tourist holiday areas, as well as declining and poor
rural areas. The relationship between different sectors of the economy and the extent
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of poverty in rural areas remains to be elaborated. Nearly a third of the rural
population, compared with a quarter elsewhere, lived in areas where over 50 per
cent of the population had low incomes; and yet nearly a fifth, compared with less
than a tenth, lived in areas where fewer than 20 per cent of the population had low
incomes.
This means that the areas cannot be treated as autonomous or self-sufficient in
terms of either economy or culture. To a large extent, their functions, and therefore
their prosperity, is decided externally. The pattern of inequality can be inferred to be
set nationally, and area variations in the extent of poverty arise through variation in
mix of industry and use and value of land, employment level, deviation of the wage
structure of the local labour market from the national labour market, the distribution
of type of housing tenure and types of house location, and the deviation of the local
housing market from the national housing market. These factors tend to condition
distortions or unrepresentativeness of local population and hence community
structure. One example is rural depopulation, leaving relatively few young people in
an area. Migration from the area is a function partly of tight farming control over
housing, and upper non-manual control over land-use planning. Alternatively a large
number of additional elderly people may be attracted into certain rural and seaside
areas. This immigration is fostered negatively by the elderly being denied
employment and other functional roles in their home areas, and positively by the
combined efforts of local trading interests and property speculators in the areas of
settlement. When those with the largest economic interests in an area decide to go
elsewhere, to concentrate their interests or to exercise them irrespective of the social
consequences, there tend to be large numbers of families and individuals who,
because of ties to relatives or community or housing, or simply because of cost,
cannot extricate themselves to leave for a more prosperous area. The general
argument briefly outlined here, therefore, is that the observed variations in poverty
in rural and urban areas must be explained in terms of access to economic resources.
Differences between Regions
This geographical pattern of economic subservience and superiority results in some
marked regional disparities. The regions reproduce national customs, conventions,
structures and therefore inequalities. But just as country areas can serve the interests
of urban areas and vice versa, and then fall into place in a larger framework of
inequality, so regions do the same. Although much less independent or autonomous
than nation-states, regions tend to take embryonic form as backward and advanced
sub-systems of society - in some respects like the developing and developed
1

A study by Howard Newby of agricultural workers in East Anglia makes evident the dependence of one large group of workers. See Newby, H., The Deferential Worker, Allen Lane,
London, 1977.
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societies of the world - though they are rarely as unequal or as closely bound by
economic, political and cultural ties. Few large countries lack regions which can be
described as economically underdeveloped. Like many of the countries of the Third
World, however, the relative poverty of these regions can fairly be said to be a
function of the rich regions’ prosperity.
In the United Kingdom, the population living in the South and South-East have
distinct advantages over the population living in other regions. This is documented
1
in various official and independent reports. The poverty survey produced new types
of data on deprivation. The ranking of the nine principal regions according to
various criteria is summarized in Table 15.3. Three reservations must be entered.
Table 15.3. Ranking of regions according to various criteria.
Criterion of ranking (% of population in each case)

Income unit in
poverty or
marginal poverty
Socially deprived
(scoring 6 or more
on index)
Fewer than 6 of 10
selected consumer
durables in home
Poor household
facilities
Overcrowded
(according to bedroom standard)
Poor environmental
conditions
Home not
owner-occupied
Adults fewer than
11 years’ education

1

North- Scotern
land
Ireland

Northern,
Yorks
and
Humberside

South- North- West
West East Midand
lands
Wales

Anglia
and
East
Midlands

Greater SouthLonEast
don

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

2

5

4

3

7

6

8

9

1

2

5

4

3

7

6

8

9

1

6

7

5

2

8

3

4

9

1

2

7

8

5

4

6

3

9

3

9

2

8

1

6

7

5

4

2

1

7

5

6

4

8

3

9

1

2

4

7

3

5

6

8

9

See the annual Regional Statistics, produced by the Central Statistical Office, and the reports
of the Family Expenditure Survey and the General Household Survey. In 1974 and 1975,
average weekly household income was highest in Greater London and the South-East - the
former being 35 per cent and the latter 42 per cent larger than that in Northern Ireland. See
Social Trends, No. 7, 1976, HMSO, London, 1977, p. 128.
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The number and boundaries of regions have been changed in official conventions in
recent years, and some of the regions as defined in this study cover rather extensive
geographical areas. Again, ranking depends in some instances on the precise cut-off’
point of deprivation which has been chosen for purposes of comparison. And
ranking sometimes conceals extremely small differences between regions. Thus a
difference of three percentage points sometimes covered three or even four regions.
None the less, on different criteria of deprivation, the advantage of the South and
South-East, and the disadvantage of Northern Ireland, and to a lesser extent of
Scotland and the North, is unmistakable. Perhaps ‘environmental conditions’ is the
least reliable indicator since interviews were clustered in constituencies, some of
which were widely subject to air pollution.
Table 15.4. Percentages of people in different regions with different characteristics.
Individual
characteristics

Persons aged 15-39
with more than 10
years’ education
Persons aged 40-59
with more than 10
years’ education
Persons aged 60+
with more than 10
years’ education
Employed and selfemployed with nonmanual occupations
Council tenants
Owner-occupiers
Socially deprived
(scoring 6 or more)
Fewer than 6 of 10
selected consumer
durables
Poor environmental
conditions (3 or
more on index)
With disablement
condition

Greater
London

SouthEast

Anglia
and
East
Midlands

SouthWest
and
Wales

West
Midlands

North- North- North- Scotern,
East ern
land
Yorks
Ireland
and
Humberside

47

47

36

40

34

32

28

30

23

30

27

24

22

18

16

17

13

17

15

18

20

15

9

12

6

6

11

57
25
42

51
25
60

38
28
56

48
25
48

40
42
45

42
29
52

44
25
49

43
22
35

46
50
23

10

9

13

18

11

15

23

40

25

15

8

22

24

21

22

26

50

26

18

20

15

9

16

28

53

26

7

11

11

8

16

13

12

11

15

14
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The rankings help to sum up the regional structure of inequality, but are not very
informative. Some of the most informative indicators are brought together in Table
15.4. A high proportion of the employed population in the South, South-East and
Greater London were in non-manual occupations. Many women were included, the
great majority of whom were in non-manual occupations. If we consider
occupational status of the head of household, the high ranking of the South and
South-East remains pronounced. Regional inequality is therefore closely associated
with the unequal class structure. With the reservation that the findings may have
been affected by migration, the inequalities in educational experience seem to have
persisted for three generations. Certainly more of the elderly in the South than the
North had had more than ten years’ education, and though more younger people in
all regions had had an education of this length, the difference between regions
remains very large. There also tended to be more disablement in the North than in
the South, which was not explained by differences in age structure.
Areas of High Deprivation
The themes developed above for rural and urban Britain and for the major regions
can also be developed for quite small areas. The separate surveys in four areas
covered groups of only from 5,000 to 8,000 households. Four wards were selected in
Salford East, certain polling districts in the three wards of Glasgow Shettleston, two
wards (one mainly Roman Catholic and the other mainly Protestant) in Belfast, and
1
one urban ward and one rural district in the constituency of Neath.
With the exception of Neath, the percentage found to be in poverty or on the
margins of poverty by the state’s standard was high, being 38 for selected areas of
Salford, 48 for Glasgow Shettleston and 50 for Belfast. The figure for the United
Kingdom as a whole was 28. Table A.61 in Appendix Eight (page 1039) shows that
these higher percentages applied to each age group and nearly every type of
household. Families with children were disproportionately at risk. Over half the
children in these areas were living in or near poverty. I will review some of the
factors which contribute to the excess in these poor districts and also discuss some
of the correlates of that high incidence of poverty. Table 15.5 first of all shows the
age distribution and household composition of the samples in each of the areas
compared with the United Kingdom. The percentage of children was relatively
larger, and of adults aged 25-64 relatively smaller in the three city areas. The
number of elderly averaged about the same as in the United Kingdom, but was
relatively larger in Belfast and Glasgow and relatively smaller in Salford. In looking
at the lower half of the table, it is evident that the additional children in poverty are
only in small part to be traced to there being more couples with four or more
children. The relatively exceptional category is the miscellaneous group of
1

The criteria of selection are discussed in Appendix One, pages 951-4.
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households with children. These were mainly one-parent families and couples with a
widowed parent and children - anyone 15 or over counting as an adult. In the four
areas, we found that 13 per cent of families with children were one-parent families,
Table 15.5. Percentages of population of four areas and of the United Kingdom by
age and household type.
Age

Neath

0-14
25
15-24
16
25-54
22
45-64
26
65+
11
Total
100
Number
709
Household type
Single person under 60
1
Single person 60 or over 3 4
Man and woman
15
Man, woman and 1
child
8
Man, woman and 2
children
12
Man, woman and 3
children
4
Man, woman and 4+
children
5
3 adults
14
3 adults and children
11
4 adults
5
Others without
children
4
Others with children
19
Total
100
Number
671

Salford

31
15
23
22
9
100
1,028

Belfast Glasgow
Shettleston
29
31
15
14
18
24
24
18
13
13
100
100
782 1,040

All 4
areas

United
Kingdom

30
15
22
22
11
100
3,559

25
14
25
23
12
100
6,045
2

2
5
15

4
7
13

3
5
17

2
4
15

18

10

4

8

8

,7

15

6

10

11

13

5

6

10

7

7

9
8
9
5

8
8
17
7

10
7
9
4

9
9
11
5

6
11
12
6

4
15
100
937

6
15
100
736

3
13
100
953

4
15
100
3,297

4
10
100
6,077

NOTE: In this and other tables giving results for the four areas, adjustments have been made to
allow for losses at the second stage of interviewing. This has rarely involved a change of more
than one to any particular percentage figure, and only in a minority of instances even a change
of one.
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compared with 7 per cent in the United Kingdom, and 10 per cent of children,
compared with 7 per cent, were in such families (see page 760).
The level of economic activity in these areas was lower. For example, as many as
19 per cent of males aged 50-64 had not worked in the previous year. Levels of
unemployment and incapacity were disproportionately high for both sexes. More
men and women of working age were registered unemployed, and as many as 10 per
cent of households were found to include an adult who had been unemployed for
eight weeks or more in the previous year, compared with 4 per cent for the United
Kingdom as a whole. There were also more households with an adult under 65 who
had been sick or injured for eight weeks or more in the previous year - 18 per cent,
compared with 9 per cent. These are, of course, both important factors in increasing
the prevalence of poverty (given the low level of alternative income support for
people not in employment).
But, in addition to the high proportion of people sick or injured from work and the
high proportion of people who were unemployed, both the distorted occupational
structure of the population living in these districts and the high proportion of people
of manual class who were low paid contributed further to the excess of poverty.
Table 15.6 shows the paucity of people of non-manual occupational class living in
the special areas. Only 14 per cent of their populations could be classified as nonmanual, and most of these were in the routine non-manual occupations with lowest
pay and status. By contrast, 86 per cent were of manual class, 24 per cent being of
unskilled manual class, compared with 10 per cent who were in this class in the
population of the United Kingdom as a whole.
Did the difference in distribution by occupational class in fact account for the
Table 15.6. Percentages of population of four areas and of the United Kingdom, by
occupational class.
Occupational class

Professional
Managerial
Higher supervisory
Lower supervisory
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual
Total
Number

Neath

1
1
6
4
7
41
24
16
100
695

Salford

0
0
2
4
7
41
24
23
100
1,016

Belfast Glasgow
Shettleston
0
0
0
0
2
1
2
2
11
9
37
43
17
20
32
24
100
100
764 1,018

All four United
areas Kingdom
0
0
2
3
8
41
21
24
100
3,495

6
5
10
14
8
31
16
10
100
5,925
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excess of poverty? We estimated that if the UK population were of similar occupational structure to the populations of the four areas, the percentage in or on the
margins of poverty by the state’s definition would have been increased from 28 to
35 (compared with 42 per cent in the four areas). It may therefore be concluded that
the difference in class structure contributed substantially - about a half - to the
additional poverty experienced in the four areas.
Even allowing for the much larger proportion of the population of manual workers
and their families - and especially unskilled and partly skilled manual workers - the
risk of poverty was greater in the special areas. Earnings tended to be lower: for
example, 8 per cent of households included men earning under £14 per week,
compared with 4 per cent nationally. There were fewer, and smaller, supplementary
sources of income, and fewer working-class people had assets worth £200 or more.
Fewer, too, were owner-occupiers (just over a fifth, compared with two fifths who
were council tenants and two fifths who were tenants of privately rented properties,
nearly all unfurnished). These factors stem essentially from the form of the economy
and of the housing market taken in the local area - both as it had been in the past and
as it was now.
Two factors contributing to excess poverty are only indirectly related to the
economy. They are the level of dependency and the low incomes of the nonworking
population. The slightly larger number of families with four or more children, and
the markedly larger number of one-parent families than in the United Kingdom as a
whole, were mentioned above. They suggest there was a larger problem of
dependency in these areas than elsewhere. However, a comprehensive conception of
dependency would need to refer, on the one hand, to the greater likelihood of loss or
interruption of family support, and on the other to the greater likelihood of major
dependency through illness, injury or disability. Dependent groups in the population
often acquire, or are given, sets of characteristics, and are treated as social
minorities. The significance of this concept to social structure and the explanation of
poverty is developed in Chapter 16.
Areas such as the four selected are among the sources of migrant, especially
unskilled, labour. They are declining areas industrially, and young adults tend to
migrate, especially if they are earning better than average and looking for good
housing. At the same time, those losing their homes in other areas because of rent
arrears and loss of earnings due to illness, disability or unemployment, and wives
who are separated from their husbands and have little money, are driven to look for
cheap housing - which can be found there. And because the areas tend to provide for
a disproportionate number of manual jobs which are heavy, dangerous or generally
have poor amenities, and also have bad housing and poor environmental amenities,
the incidence of illness and disability is high and the dependency ratio tends to be
larger. Fewer people, with disproportionately low incomes, come to be maintaining
more than their fair share of dependent people. We obtained the results in Table 15.7
from the different surveys. These data are not surprising in relation to mortality data
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Table 15.7. Percentages of households in four areas and the United Kingdom with
disabled people.
Type of dependant in household

% of all households
4 areas United
Kingdom
Disabled child
2.6
1.3
Disabled adult under 65
14.5
9.7
Person sick or injured for more than 8 weeks in past 52 (under 65) 18.1
8.7
% of population
Severely disabled 30-49
5.0
1.5
50-64
13.7
8.9
65+
30.1
28.7
from the selected areas. Compare, for example, mortality rates for Salford for 19591
63 with those for other towns.
We also found that the incomes of the non-working population were lower in the
four areas than elsewhere. Initially this seemed puzzling, because most of them were
receiving social security benefits at national rates. The explanation was to be found,
first, in the fact that fewer of the non-working population had sources of income
supplementary to social security - occupational pensions in the case of retired
people, pay during sickness, interest from savings and other unearned income,
maintenance allowances from husbands, and tax rebates. Secondly, although
dependent on state benefits, more were receiving relatively small amounts. Because
more lacked other sources of income, more were dependent on supplementary
benefit and fewer had earnings-related sickness and unemployment benefit. Some
were receiving reduced rates of national insurance benefit because their contribution
records had been incomplete. There were fewer retirement and widow pensioners
who were entitled to supplementary benefit but not drawing it than in the United
Table 15.8. Selected death rates in four towns.

Infants under 1 year
Men aged 45-64
Women aged 45-64

Salford
28
20
10

Death rate per 1,000 populationa
Oxford
Ipswich
Croydon
17
18
18
12
11
13
6
7
6

NOTE: aPer 1,000 live births for infants under 1 year.
1

The Registrar General’s Decennial Supplement, England and Wales, 1961, Area Mortality
Tables, HMSO, London, 1967, Tables 1 and 2.
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Kingdom as a whole. None the less, about a quarter of retirement pensioners who
were eligible for such benefit, and about a sixth of widow pensioners, were not
receiving it. The pattern for sickness and unemployment beneficiaries was less
favourable. Larger proportions of both groups of beneficiaries than in the United
Kingdom were entitled to supplementary benefit. Despite the fact that many
received this benefit, large percentages did not, as the figures in Table 15.9 show.
Table 15.9. Percentages of certain groups in four areas and the United Kingdom
who were eligible for supplementary benefit.
National insurance category

Retirement pensioners
Widow pensioners
Sickness benefit recipients
Unemployment benefit recipients

Percentage eligible to
receive supplementary
benefit
4 areas
United
Kingdom
57
46
40
43
55
27
69
50

Percentage of those
eligible who are
receiving it
4 areas
United
Kingdom
77
57
85
65
69
52
45
48

Further evidence on social-security benefits is discussed in Chapter 24. Our information on the incomes of those receiving supplementary benefits suggested that
fewer than in the nation as a whole were receiving exceptional circumstances
additions’ and more of the unemployed and sick were wage-stopped. For these
various reasons, more state beneficiaries’ and their dependants than in the United
Kingdom as a whole had incomes below the state’s poverty standard, or very little
more than that standard.
The Persistence of Deprivation
This summary of comparative statistics cannot convey the impact upon any observer
of the poverty to be found in these areas. In my first visit to Belfast in 1968
(incidentally, just before the disorder and bloodshed that has persisted right through
the 1970s), I was struck not only by the evident poverty in Catholic and Protestant
areas alike, but by scenes which seemed to belong more to the 1930s - of red-haired
boys using scales on a cart drawn by an emaciated pony to sell coal by the pound,
teenage girls in a second-hand clothing shop buying underslips and skirts, and some
of the smallest ‘joints’ of meat in butchers’ windows that I had ever seen. Here, as in
the other areas, working conditions, housing and the immediate environment of the
home were often raw and harsh. This is not to say, of course, that there were not also
some superbly laid-out and kept homes, shops and workshops. But, by various of
our measures, the deprivation in these areas was undeniable. Over two thirds of
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families with children in the four areas had insufficient bedroom space, and over two
thirds declared that there was no safe place for their young children to play in near
the home. Nearly two thirds of all homes were said to suffer from structural defects,
and as many as 86 per cent of the working men interviewed in the second stage of
our surveys were found (on the basis of the ten criteria discussed in Chapter 12, page
438) to have poor or bad working conditions (compared with 21 per cent in the
United Kingdom as a whole).
These conditions were not temporary. Others, like Robert Roberts in his compact
1
and masterly The Classic Slum, have traced their origins. The high incidence of
poverty is not something recent, or, as the analysis earlier in this chapter makes
clear, so easily explained as to be quickly remediable. Moreover, there is illustrative
evidence that such conditions persisted for some years following the survey. In
1972, Marie Brown, the fieldwork supervisor for the poverty survey, decided to base
a short dissertation on repeat interviews with a cross-section of twenty families
originally interviewed in Salford in 1968. In the earlier year, eight of the twenty
households were in poverty and nine on the margins. In the later year, the numbers
were six and nine respectively. More families than at the earlier date were scored on
some indicators of deprivation, and more described themselves as poor. The study
was limited in size and scope, but illustrates well the effects of long periods spent at
or around the poverty line. One man described such a situation as, ‘It’s not living.
2
It’s not even existing. It’s just shuffling along somehow, from day to day.’
Towards a Theory of Area Poverty
Our consideration of poverty and deprivation in rural and urban parts of the country,
regions and selected small areas has shown the wide dispersion of deprivation, and
yet, at the same time, both the relatively greater concentration of deprivation in
certain, especially city, areas and the wide degree of inequality within any single
area, however small. Other studies can be cited in support of these findings. For
example, the Inner London Education Authority identified one sixth of its schools as
being schools with special difficulties or educational priority schools. Twenty-five
per cent of the pupils, or more than double the average, were defined to be poor
readers. However, ‘While the incidence of poor readers was higher than expected,
three quarters of the pupils were not poor readers. In fact 5 per cent were identified
3
as good readers.’ Similar points could be made about the distribution of free school
1

Roberts, R., The Classic Slum: Salford Life in the First Quarter of the Century, University of
Manchester Press, 1971; reprinted by Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1973.
2
Brown, M., An Intertemporal Comparison of Some Low Income Households, Department of
Social Administration, London School of Economics (unpublished thesis), p. 27.
3
Little, A., ‘Schools: Targets and Methods’, in Glennerster, H., and Hatch, S. (eds.), Positive
Discrimination and Inequality, Fabian Society, London, March 1974, pp. 14-15.
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meals and of academic performance at 11. ‘Altogether, for every two disadvantaged
children who are in EPA schools five are outside them. And in the EPA schools
themselves, disadvantaged children are outnumbered by children who are not
1
disadvantaged.’
Another example is a study of information derived from the census about the
extent and location of areas of urban deprivation in Britain. In 1971, there were
120,000 enumeration districts in Britain. In one study, eighteen indicators of housing
facilities, overcrowding, employment and car-ownership were selected from census
data for 88,000 of these enumeration districts, each averaging 163 households or 470
persons, though there could be as few as fifty persons. The data were weighted with
respect to housing and material possessions, and for that reason might be expected to
produce a high degree of concentration or overlap. Thus 1 per cent of districts had
male unemployment rates of 24 per cent. On the other hand, 5 per cent of the
districts (or over 4,000) accounted for only 16 per cent of the total unemployed, and
15 per cent of districts for only 36 per cent. As Sally Holtermann concludes, ‘the
degree of spatial concentration of individual aspects of deprivation is really quite
2
low’. She went on to ask to what extent districts with a high rate of deprivation on
one indicator had a high rate on another indicator. Although there were many areas
with high levels of two or three kinds of deprivation, the spatial coincidence was far
from complete’.
Such findings confirm that an area strategy cannot be the cardinal means of
dealing with poverty or ‘under-privilege’. However we care to define economically
or socially deprived areas, unless we include nearly half the areas in the country,
there will be more poor persons or poor children living outside them than in them.
There is a second conclusion. Within all or nearly all defined priority areas, there
will be more persons who are not deprived than there are deprived. Therefore
discrimination based on ecology will miss out more of the poor or deprived than it
will include. It will also devote resources within the areas predominantly to people
(or children) who are not poor or deprived. This applies even if enough areas are
designated (which they have not been by existing programmes) and even if the right
areas are designated (which they have not been).
An institutional theory of poverty is therefore required, drawing on labour market
theory, industrial location and land-use theory, and housing market theory, as they
relate to both the national and local occupational class structure, and social security
theory as that relates to minority status but also class position. The theory would be
expressed in terms of the process, on the one hand, whereby resources are unequally
allocated or withheld; and on the other, whereby styles of living are generated,
1

Barnes, J. H., and Lucas, H., ‘Positive Discrimination in Education: Individuals, Groups and
Institutions’, ILEA, London, 1973, p. 37.
2
Holtermann, S., ‘Areas of Urban Deprivation in Great Britain: An Analysis of 1971 Census
Data’, Social Trends, No. 6, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 39.
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emulated and institutionalized. This process is essentially a national process. To
look only at minute enumeration districts is to evade the interconnections between
the relatively (and not uniformly) rich in the suburbs and the relatively (and not
uniformly) poor in the city areas. And whether we look at the low paid, retirement
pensioners, sick and disabled persons, one-parent families and even the unemployed,
they are not only dispersed geographically, but their resources, and their customs
and style of consumption and activity, are determined in the main by national
institutions, organizations and policies. This implies remedial action through a
complex policy of structural change rather than area supplementation.
In putting such a view forward, the possibility that relatively deprived areas are
functional to the operation of a market economy, and the protection of business
interests, even declining business interests, must not be neglected. The area
deprivation policies of recent years relate, in some respects, to policies of longer
standing which, while having declared aims of restoring spatial equity, and perhaps
in part actually serving such aims, in major part actually reinforce inequality and
dependence. This can arise by the labelling of areas, and, through their loss of status,
scare off potential development. It is a risk which we must endeavour to trace and
document, knowing all the difficulties.
We can understand this by examining, for instance, central grants to local
authorities. For the financial year 1976-7, the government’s rate support grant to the
local authorities has been estimated at about £6,000 million. More than three fifths
of this sum is represented by the ‘needs’ element of the grant, but it would be wrong
to suppose that resources are allocated substantially in accordance with any
reasonable definition of needs. In practice, many of the indicators of need are very
crudely defined, and they are weighted by a piece of technical wizardry which
1
obscures the bureaucratic conservatism of the exercise. Past expenditure is not only
treated as an indicator of need but is the most powerful indicator in the formula.
Here, then, is an example of a major instrument of social policy failing to become an
instrument of radical change. The landed and market interests which have shaped
and which, by their control over the rating system and the local distribution of public
resources, seek to perpetuate and even accentuate inequalities between communities,
are not seriously threatened.
We can also understand better the ineffectiveness of area deprivation policies by
2
examining regional development and industrial location policies. By 1970, the
1

There are thirty variables used in a multiple regression calculation of ‘needs’, and these are
set out in three pages of definitions in the Rate Support Grant Order, 1975, House of Commons
Paper 31. The method has been criticized by Davies, B., ‘Territorial Injustice’, New Society, 13
May 1976.
2
For accounts of the development of regional policies, see McCrone, G., Regional Policy in
Britain, Allen & Unwin, London, 1969; Richard, H. W., Elements of Regional Economics,
Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1969; Fisk, T., and Jones, K., Regional Development, Fabian
Society, London, 1972.
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government was spending £314 million a year on preferential aid to industry in the
Special Development, Development and Intermediate areas. A committee under Sir
Joseph Hunt on the ‘intermediate areas’ identified a more comprehensive Set of
criteria for assessing an area’s needs for assistance. They included above-average
rates of premature retirement, a slow growth of personal incomes, a low or declining
proportion of women at work as well as a high rate of unemployment and low
earnings. But the diversification of criteria leads to the dispersion instead of the
concentration of resources, because a much larger number of areas become eligible
for aid. Resources are spread thinly, and may make comparatively little difference to
the prosperity of individual areas. Forty-four per cent of the national workforce live
in the assisted areas. Some commentators have argued that policies have had a
negative rather than a small positive effect because they have helped to accelerate
1
the decline of the inner city.
Declining industries become low-paying industries, and, unless new industries
take their place, workers who become redundant stay unemployed or migrate,
leaving disproportionate numbers of the elderly, the middle aged and the poor
behind. The outflow can sometimes even lead to labour shortages - at least for the
low paid. The value of houses falls, properties are not kept in repair and some
houses as well as factories become derelict. A combination of low-paid work and the
availability of some types of housing allows immigrant communities - including
those from Eire as well as the black Commonwealth - to become established in
certain areas. The depressed standard of old council estates and of so-called ‘shortlife’ housing give further examples of local populations being stratified sharply
according to status, income and amenities. The decline of an area in relation to
others within a region will tend to produce some extreme effects - of overcrowding,
streets taken over by squatters or sheer, unrelieved squalor - which lowers the
reputation to outsiders of the area as a whole. Lacking a sufficient basis for raising
rates to meet the greater needs of such communities for services and cash benefits,
local authorities cannot develop policies to direct resources to the poor. Nor have
sufficient powers been taken centrally to ameliorate or limit the downward spiral of
poverty into which some communities are drawn.
Just as some areas are declining, others are experiencing a boom. The decline or
the deprivation of some areas is not explicable except in relation to the advance or
the affluence of others - whether regionally or nationally. The conditions within
each type of area have to be related to some standard, or, alternatively, to other parts
of the economy or the social structure as distributed spatially. Advancing prosperity
is converted into new and more generous forms of consumption and display. The
activities and possessions of a select few become, in time, the expected rights of the
bulk of society. The attainable life-style of the majority is continually changing, and
1

Falk, N., and Martinos, H., Inner City, Fabian Society, London, May 1975, pp. 12-13.
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hence new obligations are imposed upon the poor and new needs are generated and
acknowledged. Action to control and disperse the growing wealth of areas already
wealthy is, therefore, a necessary part of a strategy to reduce poverty, and even more
necessary than action to augment the low resources of the poor. Policies have to be
devised which simultaneously check the aggrandisement of the rich areas and the
impoverishment of the poor areas. These are primarily industrial, employment,
housing and land policies.
Summary and Conclusion
The dispersion of poverty is wide. Although the survey showed there are higher
proportions of the population in poverty in some areas than in others, there are
relatively prosperous people in even the poorest areas, and substantial numbers of
poor people in the richest areas. The areas considered were regions, rural and urban
areas, constituencies grouped according to various criteria, and four specially chosen
small areas, three of them in the poorest quarters of the poorest cities in the United
Kingdom.
Northern Ireland was found by a large margin to be the poorest region, followed
by Scotland, the North-West, Wales and the South-West, and the Northern, Yorks
and Humberside region. Greater London and the South-East contained the smallest
proportions of poor. Scotland had the highest proportion of persons with high
incomes as well as the second highest proportion with low incomes. Anglia and the
East Midlands comprised another region with substantial proportions of the
population at the extremes of poverty and wealth.
The proportion in poverty or on its margins was as high or nearly as high in rural
as in different groups of urban areas, despite the higher proportion of the rich in such
areas.
When constituencies were ranked according to the percentage of the adult population leaving school early, and the percentage voting left at the previous General
Election, there was a correlation of the expected kind with poverty, but it was by no
means marked. When we grouped the 126 wards and districts of the constituencies
visited into four ranks according to the proportion of units interviewed with low
incomes, the highest rank had relatively three times as many poor or marginally poor
people as the lowest. But the two lowest ranks, with 60 per cent of the sample,
included 46 per cent of the poor in the survey.
Four small areas were selected for separate follow-up surveys. Three were the
poorest districts of three of the poorest cities of the United Kingdom. In these three,
the percentage of poor and marginally poor varied from 38 to nearly 50, compared
with 28 for the population in household units in the United Kingdom as a whole. On
the other hand, the percentage of relatively prosperous people varied from 14 to 26,
compared with 39. In studying the results of the four area surveys, we suggested that
the excess proportion in poverty and on the margins of poverty was substantially the
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consequence of the relationship of the populations to the economy and the housing
market. Substantially more were of manual than of non-manual occupational class,
were unemployed, had low earnings and poor working conditions and, living in poor
housing in often crowded conditions, had poor health. To this set of factors should
be added high dependency ratios (loss or lack of family wage-earners and
disproportionately large numbers of sick and disabled people and one-parent
families) and the relatively low incomes of many in the non-working population
(some of the components here being shortcomings of social security schemes). The
analysis calls attention to national control of the rules of access to resources.
Areas or communities cannot be treated as autonomous or self-sufficient in terms
either of economy or culture. Their functions and distribution of prosperity are in the
main decided externally. The pattern of inequality within them is set nationally, and
area variations in the extent of poverty arise through variation in the mix of industry
and use and value of land; employment level; deviation of the wage structure of the
local labour market from the national labour market; the distribution of type of
housing tenure and types of house location; and the deviation of the local housing
market from the national housing market. It is the national structure of unequal
resource allocation, especially in its outcomes for classes and social minorities on
the one hand and the sponsorship of styles of living and modes of consumption by
powerful market and state institutions on the other, which primarily explains area
deprivation. National action to remedy poverty - through incomes policy, full
employment, less specialization of work roles, higher social security benefits, new
forms of allowances and rate support grants and a more redistributive tax structure is implied.

16
Social Minorities

A recurrent theme in the literature is that poverty is due either to individual failing
or to individual misfortune. At the end of the nineteenth century, society was torn by
the dispute between these two and the consequent division into ‘undeserving’ and
‘deserving’ poor. Charles Booth stated at one point that he had embarked on his
great survey of London life and labour with the express intention of resolving the
dispute one way or the other. He produced evidence to show that, whatever they did,
the great majority of the poor could not escape poverty. Through his and others’
influence, attention was instead diverted to misfortune, to the problems of
maintaining income in sickness, unemployment, widowhood and old age, though the
‘secondary’ poverty attributable to drink, improvidence and mismanagement still
1
occupied a prominent place in the analysis.
Misfortune was itself understood as something which could befall the individual
and against which he should safeguard himself rather than something which was
socially created. It was not determined systematically through the organization of
industry and housing, the fostering of social attitudes and values and the production
and distribution of resources. This aspect of poverty was conceived in terms of
chance or fate. The wise individual would save in prosperity, and the wise society
would create institutions to enable him to do so. Only gradually has this conception
widened to include the responsibility of society to provide the institutions whereby
minimum security would be available to all citizens on certain terms.
But certain individual characteristics which have long been recognized to be
associated with poverty are directly or indirectly ‘social’. By virtue of some characteristic which itself may be in society’s power to confer, people are excluded
directly or indirectly from the receipt of a full share of different types of resource.
Their individual situation is one which is stigmatized, that is, they are disqualified
1

See Booth, C., Life and Labour of the People in London, vol. 2, Macmillan, London, 1904,
pp. 230-31. By ‘secondary’ poverty, Rowntree meant a state in which income was in theory
enough to maintain physical efficiency but was misspent. The ‘immediate causes’ were mainly
due to ‘drink, betting and gambling; ignorant or careless housekeeping and other improvident
expenditure, the latter often induced by irregularity of income’. See Rowntree, B. S., Poverty: A
Study of Town Life, Macmillan, London, 1901, pp. 141-2.
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1

from full social acceptance. They are relegated to membership of a minority which,
in some specific sense, is treated as inferior by the rest of the population. I do not
mean that minorities are necessarily treated with contempt. They may be patronized,
like many of the disabled or elderly (as illustrated by the term ‘senior citizens’), or
treated with genuine sympathy but as having a right only to modest comfort rather
than to equal income. As Chapter 6 showed, large numbers in the population
conceived of ‘poverty’ primarily as the conditions experienced by particular
minorities.
Definitions of Social Minorities
The term ‘social minority’ is needed in analysing poverty and requires discussion
before the results of applying it in the survey are presented. It is used here in a different sense from that sometimes understood. Individuals or families which have
some characteristic in common which marks them off, or is perceived to mark them
off, from ‘ordinary’ people, and which prevents them from having access to, or
being accorded, certain rights which are available to others, and who are therefore
less likely to receive certain kinds or amounts of resources, can be defined as
belonging to a social minority. This definition is broader than sometimes understood
and links at least two social categories. There are distinct ethnic and racial minority
groups, whose members have a common history and culture and carefully induct
offspring into conformity with the beliefs and values of the group. They have close
relationships among themselves, whether they are tightly or only loosely integrated
with the rest of society. They can usually be shown to have been depressed into poor
housing and poor jobs, and are in a relatively disadvantaged position in society and
may feel it keenly. This type of social minority is well recognized and studied by
social scientists.
Secondly, there are those who are assigned to a special category or status on
account of their appearance, physical condition, manner or speech, their family or
residential situation or their position in relation to the labour market, and who are
regularly treated as second-class citizens. Their identity as members of groups is
uncertain or ambiguous. Their social position is often very exposed. Some have a
well-developed sense of group consciousness, and may have a network of relations
with similar households or families, though this is rarely, if ever, as extensive as in
an ethnic community. Others may be unaware of families or persons with identical
problems and may turn in upon themselves, and lead an extraordinarily selfcontained or individuated existence. Some minorities may even be regarded as an
aggregation of individuals, leading their lives mainly in isolation of each other.
Their social roles are in various ways supplementary: dependent, subservient or
1

In the sense defined by Goffman, See Goffman, E., Stigma: Notes on the Management of
Spoiled Identity, Penguin Books. Harmondsworth, 1968.
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acquiescent. They may be objects of pity. Frequently they resist acknowledgement
of membership of a minority. Rarely do they believe they are culturally separate.
Many develop defensive or self-protective behaviour. Some elderly and disabled
people, homeless families, social security claimants, one-parent families and even
large families, as well as people living in different types of hospitals and other
institutions, display these traits. Some at least of these minorities, such as the elderly
retired, may be regarded as coming into existence as a result of industrial and social
change.
This second category which I have described can only with reservations be
defined by sociologists as consisting of genuine social groups. For example, while
ethnic or racial status may apply equally to all members of a household and even
many residents in a single locality, other kinds of minority status, like disability or
unemployment, may apply specifically to just one member. This has many repercussions, since life-long affiliation to minority status is rarely shared with other
members of one’s family or other generations within one’s immediate social environment. There is the risk of friction and dissension within the household, and
though other members of the household often compensate the individual for his
stigmatized existence, they tend also to be contaminated by it. The household as a
whole acts and feels differently from other households and is also regarded
differently by the outside community. Its consciousness is dominated more by
inferiority than difference. Geographically, these minorities are distributed thinly.
Social minorities of this second type are dependent less upon the clash of cultures
and self-induced characteristics of their members than upon the evaluation of their
characteristics by society. They come to embody negatively the positive values of
society. Through its legislation, bureaucratic procedures and provisions in welfare,
social security and employment, society expresses its values about certain kinds of
individuals. Willing toil, self-reliance, educational qualifications, up-to-date
occupational training and experience, skill, thrift and attachment to home, marriage
and family are among the cardinal values of British society. People who fall out of
work, become old or are turned out of positions of occupational authority; are
deserted by their husbands or wives; beget a handicapped child or a child out of
marriage; are crippled after an accident at work; or fleeced by an unscrupulous
landlord or employer, are prone to be treated with condescension, suspicion about
their motives and implicit criticism of their behaviour. Many are unfairly regarded
by sections of the public as work-dodgers, Welfare State scroungers, inadequate hasbeens, or unfortunates who cannot survive the highly principled competitiveness of
the market. If society prizes certain virtues, those who patently lack them are bound
to be given short shrift and often suspected of not attempting to acquire them. How
otherwise could populations feel comfortable with the unemployed, the poor and the
dispossessed in their midst?
But they are not just negative examples of what society prides or values, and
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therefore passive recipients of whatever treatment and resources which the majority
cares to mete out. In the capacity of objects of pity they are recipients of tenderness
and compassion, and attract political support, often fainthearted but sometimes
powerful. Their rights and their status become central questions of political dispute
and of the good society. It is rather as if having deprived them of their entitlement to
full participation in community life and resources, and having established their
existence crudely in the public mind, society expresses its regret and guilt for their
condition through the media of pressure-groups, movements and campaigns, and
restores, in part, those resources of which they have been deprived. There is a
continual political struggle therefore for position and dignity - on the part of the
minorities themselves, but also between contesting political factions, in fulfilling for
these minorities their own images of the good society. Embryonic minorities,
recognizing their deprivation, struggle to get themselves publicly identified so that
they might attract political support. Ironically, such struggle, far from alleviating
their conditions, may reinforce or deepen them.
Some minorities are still barely recognized. Only in the late 1960s and early 1970s
did the deprivation of the one-parent family, the long-term hospitalized, the disabled
and the single woman with an adult dependant, for example, come to be discussed
more than cursorily. Tenants deprived of reasonable living conditions by the
selective or inflexible operation of either the private housing market or council
housing, and communities of consumers in poor districts who are exploited by
supermarkets and tallymen alike, are embryonic minorities still requiring adequate
description and analysis. What is important is the classification of groups and the
definition of their relative numbers and conditions.
Thirteen Selected Minorities
Some social minorities, like the families of prisoners, are too small to be separately
identified in a sample of the size described in this book. Thirteen minorities were
distinguished and defined for special study in the survey. They were selected
deliberately because they had been picked out previously by social scientists for
study, or were the subject of popular discussion, or because we hypothesized that the
incidence of poverty among them would be higher than average. Some of these
minorities, such as large families, can be defined fairly easily.
Others, such as the disabled and women and their adult dependants, are difficult to
define and rather complex operational specifications are required. The full list is set
out below:
1. One-parent family. Households in which there was a child, one of whose parents
was not also resident.
2. Woman and adult dependent. Households in which there were two or more
adults, one of whom was an unmarried, separated, divorced or widowed woman

SOCIAL MINORITIES 569
who was partly or wholly supporting the other or others (usually related to her),
none of whom was in employment, by means of either income from employment
or an unearned income which was larger than that of the dependant(s).
3. Large family. Households in which there were four or more dependent children
belonging to the same family.
4. Unemployed. Households in which there was an adult of under 65 years of age
who had been unemployed for eight weeks or more during the previous twelve
months, consecutively or altogether.
5. Households affected by the long-term sickness or injury of an adult under 65.
Households in which there was an adult under 65 who had been ill or injured for
eight weeks or more, and off work, during the previous twelve months,
consecutively or altogether.
6. Households in which there was a disabled adult under 65. Households in which
there was an adult scoring 5 or more according to a special index of disability, or
scoring 1 or more and having a disablement condition: epilepsy, mental
handicap, breathlessness or pain in the chest; difficulty in physical movement;
having a severe nervous condition (such as depression, inability to concentrate
or sleep); inability to read; inability to hear or join in ordinary conversation.
7. Households in which there was a ‘borderline’ disabled adult under 65.
Households in which there was an adult scoring 1 to 4 according to a special
index of disability, or having a disablement condition (as listed above), or
having disability only for certain times of the year.
8. Households in which there was a disabled child. Households containing a child
of under 15 years of age who, through illness or disability, had been
continuously confined to bed or to the house for at least eight weeks; those with
a disablement condition (as listed above); and those attending a special school,
training centre, club, day or occupation centre, out-patients’ department etc., for
reason of long-term illness or handicap.
9. Households in which there was a severely handicapped adult over 65.
Households in which there was an adult of 65 years of age or over scoring 9 or
more according to a special index of disability, or had been confined to bed or
the house continuously for eight weeks or more.
10. Households with low-paid female earners. Households in which women aged
21-59 were earning less than £8 gross per week for at least 30 hours’ work. This
figure was about two thirds of the median for women.
11. Households with low-paid male earners. Households in which men aged 21-64
were earning less than £14 gross per week for at least 30 hours’ work. This
figure was a little lower than two thirds of the median for men of this age.
12. Households in which there was a non-white person.
13. Households in which there was someone born in Eire.
The largest of these minorities was found to be that comprising households with a
disabled adult under 65, and the smallest comprising those with women and their
adult dependants. Table 16.1 shows the percentage of households and of population
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living in such households in the United Kingdom as a whole and in four poor areas.
There are a number of important findings. Long-term disability and sickness affects
a very large proportion of the population. There are over a million people in
Table 16.1. Percentages and number of households in the United Kingdom, and
percentages of households in four areas, with at least one member of a social
minority.
Household characteristics

Households in the UK

%

1-parent family
3.1
Women and adult
dependants
0.9
Large family (4 or more
children
4.4
Unemployed 8 weeks or
more (under 65)
4.2
Sick or injured 8 weeks or
more (under 65)
8.7
Disabled adult (under 65)
9.7
Borderline disabled (under 65) 18.7
Disabled or handicapped
child
1.3
Elderly incapacitated (over 65)
7.1
Low-paid woman (under
£8 per week)
3.8
Low-paid man (under
£14 per week)
4.5
Non-white
2.5
Born in Eire
3.0
One or more of above
characteristics
49.3
None of above characteristics
50.7
Total
100
Number of households/
persons
2,047
a

Estimated
number
(000s)

HousePopulation in households in
holds in the UK
four special
areasa
%
Estimated
number
(000s)

586

4.5

170

0.3

0.8

435

832

6.6

10.4

5,658

794

10.1

5.4

2,938

1,644
1,833
3,534

18-1
14.5
12.7

10.6
9.7
20.2

5,766
5,277
10,989

246
1,342

2.6
-

22
5.4

1,197
2,938

4.6

2,502

6.0
3.3
3.2

3,264
1,795
1,741

53.6
46.4
100

29,158
25,242
54,400

718
850
472
567
9,318
9,582
18,900
-

31
7.8
0.4
3.1
49.0’
51.0
100
1,238

42

6,084

2,285

-

NOTES: An upwards adjustment has been made to allow for losses at the second stage of
sampling. See Chapter 3, page 107.
b
Allowing for the elderly incapacitated interviewed only at the first stage.
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households with a handicapped child; 3 million in households with an incapacitated
elderly person; over 5 million in households with a disabled adult under 65, and 5¾
million in households with someone who has been sick or injured for at least eight
weeks. The borderline disabled comprise an even larger section of the population.
The implications for living standards and social needs are clearly of major
significance.
Many of the minorities account for a higher proportion of population than of
households. This is particularly true of large families who make up nearly 10 per
cent of the population, but is also true of the low-paid, one-parent families, the
unemployed, and, to a lesser extent, the sick and disabled. However, the elderly
incapacitated tend to be found in smaller than average households.
The levels of pay for men and women over 21 which we chose to consider were
arbitrary. The figure of £14 gross pay for men was the figure being advocated by
some unions at the time as a minimum wage. In September 1968, the lowest decile
earnings of male manual workers was, according to a major survey by the
Department of Employment and Productivity, £15.1. The lowest decile earnings for
1
female manual workers was £7.7, and for all full-time adult female workers £8.4.
We found 4 per cent of households (representing 2.5 million population) in which
Table 16.2. Numbers of households belonging to different numbers of social
minorities.
Household characteristic

Number of minority characteristics
1 2
3 4
5
6
8
All
1-parent family
23 21 14 4
- 1
1
64
Woman and adult dependants
4 12 0 2
18
Large family (4 or more children)
37 19 19 9
- 1
1
86
Unemployed 8 weeks or more (under 65) 35 30 16 5
2
- 1
89
Sick or injured 8 weeks or more (under 65) 40 84 34 16 2
1
1
178
Disabled adult (under 65)
77 87 24 12 2
- 1
203
Borderline disabled (under 65)
215 113 42 12 1
1
- 384
Disabled or handicapped child
9
9
6 1
- 1
26
Elderly incapacitated (over 65)
111 23 9 4
1
- 148
Low-paid woman (under £8 per week)
28 34 8 7
- 1
1
79
Low-paid man (under £14 per week)
38 37 19 10 2
1
1
108
Non-white
27 12 4 1
-.
44
Born in Eire
27 11 9 1
48
Number of characteristics
671 492 204 84 10 6
8 1,475
Number of households
671 246 68 21 2
1
1 1,010
1

Department of Employment, New Earnings Survey, 1968, HMSO, London, 1970, p. 5.
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there was a female adult earner with less than £8, and 4½ per cent (representing 3.3
million) in which there was a male adult earner with less than £14 a week.
I have also shown in the table the comparable percentages obtained from the four
poor areas surveyed within Belfast, Salford, Neath and Glasgow (described in the
previous chapter, page 553). As might be expected, these areas contained more
unemployed. They also contained more, but not markedly more, one-parent families
and large families. But the most striking difference was in the proportion of sick,
injured or disabled. There were more handicapped children and adults under 65 who
were sick or injured or disabled to an appreciable or severe extent (for reasons of
economy, the four local follow-up surveys did not include the elderly incapacitated).
About 67 per cent of the households comprising these minorities in the national
sample belonged to only one, but others belonged to two, three, four or more
minorities. Table 16.2 lists the numbers and shows that members of one minority,
for example, the sick or injured and the low paid, were much more likely than others
to fall into at least one other category. Altogether, 49 per cent of households and 54
per cent of population could be classified as belonging to at least one social
minority. They represented over 29 million persons. Even if the large category of
borderline disabled are excluded, the number is still over 18 million.
Nearly half the people in the sample were not in any social minority. They included relatively more of young and middle-aged adults, the employed and the selfemployed, but relatively fewer children and markedly fewer adults in their fifties
and early sixties. Because people with marked disability only among those aged 65
and over were assigned to minority household status, they also included more of the
elderly and retired.
The Incomes of Minorities
How far were these characteristics associated with low income or poverty? The
proportions within these minorities with low incomes tend to be relatively large, as
Table 16.3 shows. By the test of low income, one-parent families are worst off, with
the elderly incapacitated next in ranking. Bearing in mind the low absolute numbers
in some minorities in the sample, the proportion with low income was higher in all
instances than among households not belonging to any minority. Altogether, 50 per
cent of households classified in one or more minorities had low income, compared
with 31 per cent of other households in the sample.
The extent of poverty, as measured by the supplementary benefit standard, also
tended to be greater. The second column in the table shows the proportion of each
minority with an income in the year previous to interview which was below or up to
40 per cent above the supplementary benefit scale rates plus cost of housing, and the
next column includes those who had an income which fell within these limits in the
week, though not in the year, previous to interview. The minority with the largest

Table 16.3. Percentages of households belonging to certain social minorities with relatively low incomes or incomes below or
just above the state’s standard.
Household characteristic

% with low
incomea

1-parent family
Woman and adult dependants
Large family (4 or more children)
Unemployed 8 weeks or more (under 65)
Sick or injured 8 weeks or more (under 65)
Disabled adult (under 65)
Borderline disabled (under 65)
Disabled or handicapped child
Elderly incapacitated (over 65)
Low-paid women (under £8 per week)
Low-paid men (under £14 per week)
Non-white
Born in Eire
At least one characteristic
None of above characteristics
All

73
(64)
53
49
44
46
45
(63)
64
45
58
(36)
(39)
- 50
31
40

% with income below (under
100%) or just above (100-39%)
the state’s standard
Income last
yearb
44 [17]
(28) [0]
51 [17]
28 [8]
31 [6]
37 [7]
26 [7]
(47) [26]
64 [14]
30 [11]
37 [12]
(33) [6]
(22) [5]
34 [9]
28 [5]
31 [7]

Income last year
and/or last week
51
(50)
60
34
37
41
31
(47)
68
30
44
(33)
(32)
40
32
36

% with income
last year below
the deprivation
standard

32
25
53
20
33
39
22
(44)
68
29
46
32
25
29
22
25

Total numbersc

54
14
69
74
144
177
328
19
129
64
81
33
41
857
911
1,768

NOTES: a Defined as having less than 80 per cent of the mean of households of their type: man 60 or over; man under 60; woman under 60;
man and woman; man, woman and 1 child; 2 children; 3 children; 4 or more children; others without and others with children. Each social
minority was distributed among at least three, and sometimes all or nearly all of these household types.
b
The figures in square brackets are those under 100 who are included.
c
These numbers apply to the first two columns but are slightly lower (totalling 1,634) for the final column.
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proportion of poor or marginally poor were the elderly disabled, followed in ranking
by large families, one-parent families and low-paid men. However, poverty among
some minorities, for example, households in which a member of the household had
been sick or unemployed for 8 weeks or more in the year, and the coloured and Irish
minorities, is not very much different from the population not falling into any of
these minorities. This is discussed below. Altogether, 34 per cent of those in one or
more minorities, compared with 28 per cent of those who were not in any minority,
were in poverty, or on the margins of poverty, by the state’s standard.
Much did, of course, depend on the extent to which households consisted of two
or more income units. A large proportion of the low paid were in fact members of
households in which there was at least one other earner. This helps to explain why
the incidence of poverty was about average in households in which there were lowpaid women and only a little over average in households which included low-paid
men. The standards of living of different minorities are discussed in greater detail in
subsequent chapters.
Just as membership of a social minority is correlated with low income, so membership of two or more minorities is correlated more strongly still with low income.
The increase in poverty among people living in households belonging to three or
more minorities is quite striking, as Table 16.4 shows. The picture provided by the
Table 16.4. Percentages of people in households belonging to different numbers of
social minorities who had incomes below, just above and substantially above the
state’s standard.
Number of social
minorities to
which household
belongs
None
1
2
3 or more
All

Net disposable income last year as %
supplementary benefit scales plus
housing cost
Under 100
3.0
7.0
9.1
17.7
6.0

100-39
20.1
22.1
23.0
30.8
21.7

140 +
77.0
71.0
67.9
51.5
72.3

Total

Number

100
100
100
100
100

2,448
1,687
723
305
5,163

criterion of income last week rather than last year is very similar. (See Table A.62,
Appendix Eight, page 1040.)
In the four poor areas there were approximately the same total proportion of
households with minority characteristics. Fewer borderline disabled people were
identified (and this, I should point out, may have been a function of using different
teams of interviewers in some of the areas). There were also few non-white people
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in the areas visited. On the other hand, there were significantly more long-term sick
and disabled and unemployed people, low-paid men and one-parent families. But
more of the households belonging to different minorities (with the exception of the
low paid) were living in poverty or on the margins of poverty (Table 16.5). Large
families and the elderly incapacitated were especially at risk, and many more of the
unemployed were in poverty.
Table 16.5. Percentages of households belonging to certain minorities who were in
poverty or on the margins of poverty.
Household characteristic

Household income last year below 140% of
the supplementary benefit standard
National Four
Number
sample
poor
of the UK areas
National Four
sample
areas
1-parent family
44
(51)
54
45
Woman and adult dependants
(28)
14
3
Large family (4 or more children)
51
63
69
67
Unemployed 8 weeks or more (under 65)
28
58
74
100
Sick or injured 8 weeks or more (under 65) 31
43
144
182
Disabled adult (under 65)
37
48
177
147
Borderline disabled (under 65)
26
40
328
128
Disabled or handicapped child
(47)
(52)
19
27
Elderly incapacitated (over 65)
61
70a
129
80a
Low-paid women
30
(17)
64
36
Low-paid men
37
30
81
77
Non-white
(33)
33
4
Born in Eire
(22)
(43)
41
30
All households belonging to minorities
34
45
857
512
All households not belonging to minorities 28
41
911
548
NOTE: aEstimated in part.

The association between minority status and low income is also one between
minority status and occupational class. Altogether, 54 per cent of the people in the
sample fell into at least one minority. The figure is lower for most of the middle
class, however, and higher for the partly skilled and unskilled among the working
class. It ranges between 40 and 51 percent for the professional, managerial, senior
administrative and supervisory non-manual occupations, is 60 per cent for routine
non-manual occupations, 53 per cent for skilled, 60 per cent for partly skilled and as
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high as 72 per cent for unskilled occupations. By all the tests so far provided in this
book, unskilled manual workers and their families were exceptionally vulnerable to
many of the conditions associated with poverty.
The Characteristics of the Poor
Some of the groups we have discussed were very small. To what extent did membership of minorities account for all those living in poverty? Much does, of course,
depend on which definition we use. By the state’s standard, there were 124 households in the sample with an income of less than the supplementary benefit scales
plus housing cost, and another 423 with an income of less than 40 per cent above
this level. The social minorities that we have considered account for less than 50 per
cent of all households, but for 63 and 51 per cent respectively of these two groups,
as Table 16.6 shows. Moreover, they account for 77 per cent of the population living
below the standard and 56 per cent of the population living just above it.
The table also lists the proportions of poor and marginally poor households and
persons belonging to each of the minorities. Large families account for the largest
proportion of those living below the state’s standard. Even if they were not counted
as a social minority, the majority of them would be found in one or more of the other
categories. Next in ranking are the borderline disabled, followed by low-paid men,
the elderly incapacitated, disabled adults under 65, one-parent families and the
chronic sick under 65. Each of these groups cover more than 10 per cent of those
below the standard. It is also important to note that households with low-paid
women, a handicapped child and someone who has been long-term unemployed
each account for just a little less than 10 per cent of those below the standard. At the
time of the survey, the unemployment rate was lower than it became in the mid
1970s and people with substantial recent experience of unemployment are likely to
account for a very much higher proportion of people in poverty.
Who are the poor not included in any of these minorities? It should be noted that
we did not count either the retired or the moderately disabled elderly as such in the
minorities for special study - on grounds that some disability in old age is very
common and that both society and individuals expect some adjustment to the
physical limitations of ageing. In fact, all but a handful of those unaccounted for
who lived below the supplementary benefit standard (fifty-nine out of seventy-three)
were people in households consisting of men or women over 60 years of age living
alone or in couples.
However, these groups do not explain most of the unaccounted marginally poor.
Less than a third of those living on incomes which were above but not as much as 40
per cent above the supplementary benefit standard who belonged to no defined
minority were in these households. Significantly, more than half of them (287 out of
491 in the sample) were in households consisting of man, woman and children.

Table 16.6. Percentages of households and of people living below and just above the state’s standard who belong to different
social minorities.
Household characteristic

1-parent family
Woman and adult dependants
Large family (4 or more children)
Unemployed 8 weeks or more (under 65)
Sick 8 weeks or more (under 65)
Disabled adult (under 65)
Borderline disabled (under 65)
Disabled or handicapped child
Elderly incapacitated (over 65)
Low-paid woman (under £8 per week)
Low-paid man (under £14 per week)
Non-white
Born in Eire
One or more of above characteristics
None of above characteristics
Total
Number of characteristics
Number of households/people

Net disposable household income last year in relation to the state’s standard
Under 100%
100-39%
Households %
Population in
Households %
Population in
households %
households %
7.3
11.2
3.5
4.8
0.0
0.0
0.9
0.8
9.7
24.9
5.4
12.6
4.8
8.0
3.5
5.2
7.3
10.5
8.3
11.0
10.5
11.5
12.5
12.5
20.2
22.7
14.4
15.1
4.0
8.9
0.9
2.0
14.5
12.1
14.4
10.8
5.6
9.6
2.8
4.3
8.1
16.3
4.7
8.4
1.6
2.6
2.1
2.8
1.6
2.2
1.7
1.8
62.9
76.7
51.3
56.3
37.1
23.3
48.7
43.7
132.3
132.3
124.2
135.6
164
513
525
1,522
124
313
423
1,123
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These were people living on low, but not the lowest, earnings, where there was no
supplementary earner. Particularly when they had children in their teens, or had
relatively high housing costs, they were pushed towards poverty.
The concept of the social minority therefore helps only in part in constructing an
explanation of poverty. We have seen that some of the groups were relatively strong
but others relatively weak predictors of poverty. No doubt additions and refinements
could be made. We have identified some minorities by devising crude cut-off points,
such as eight weeks’ sick or unemployed (a figure chosen officially to mark longterm’ unemployment). For some minorities, like one-parent families and the low
paid, the household may not be the best unit for analysis. Thus, two or more income
units in the same household may or may not pool all their income or consume
jointly. Yet we are judging living standards as if all of them were. Later chapters
will illustrate these points in more detail.
Four of the minorities, small numerically in the sample, will be discussed briefly
in turn in this chapter. Other minorities will form the subject-matter of the next
seven chapters.
Households with Women and Adult Dependants
In the national sample of 2,050 households, there were eighteen in which there were
women with adult dependants, not all of whom supplied information about income
and wealth. A definition has been given earlier (page 568). There are likely to be
between 150,000 and 200,000 such women in the United Kingdom. With their
dependants, they are likely to comprise a total of 350,000 to 400,000 people. The
Society for the Single Woman and Her Dependants has done much in recent years to
call attention to their problems. I will first give an illustration.
Mrs Ive is 51. She cares for her 93-year-old widowed mother who is severely
disabled (incapacity score, 16), and together they live in a council house. The
mother is not confined to bed, but cannot walk more than a few yards outdoors
without help. The daughter had to give up work as a cashier some years ago in order
to look after her parents. For several years she received no income for her services,
but now the county council pays her for eighteen hours’ work a week as a homehelp to her mother. The job, however, is in fact a full-time one ‘from 8 a.m. to 10.30
p.m.’. The cost to the council of the daughter’s wage is £427, of which they are
repaid £1.20 weekly (through the application of a local means test) by the mother.
The only other significant source of income is supplementary benefit, which both
individuals receive, although it took three years of persuasion to convince the
mother that she should apply. Last year, to supplement their income, the mother
spent £50 of her bank deposit savings. Neither of the two women had a holiday last
year, nor have they had a night out for entertainment in the past two weeks. The
daughter says that they can manage on their income, but are not ‘living high’.

SOCIAL MINORITIES 579
Most of the households belong to at least one other minority group - in the
example given above, to the elderly incapacitated. This makes for difficulties in
identifying problems specific to the group. Nevertheless, half the households in our
admittedly small sub-sample conform to the general type illustrated above: namely,
a middle-aged woman either single or separated who lives with her widowed
mother, the latter often disabled. One may speculate, then, that the greatest hardship
arises when the daughter is unable to take employment outside the home because of
the constant attention or supervision needed by the parent. In this case, it is the
daughter who suffers the greater disadvantage in terms of style of living relative to
others of her age and sex. According to the index described earlier (page 250), a
relatively high proportion of those in the sample were deprived, as Table 16.7
shows. Our data on the low income and wealth of this minority (Table 16.9)
Table 16.7. Percentages of persons in selected minorities who were deprived by the
criterion of the deprivation index.
Type of minority

Percentage of people in household Total number
scoring 6 or more according to
in households
deprivation index
Woman and adult dependants
(33)
45
Large family
31
569
Non-white
42
180
Born in Eire
19
182
Total national sample
16
5,710
probably under-represent the hardship suffered, because the extra expenses of
dependency, and loss of income because of dependency, are not allowed for. As
discussed elsewhere about the disabled, expenses are incurred for extra expenses,
and there is an implicit case for extra resources to compensate for activities and
pleasures foregone. Although women and their adult dependants are deprived in
terms of income, resources and style of living relative to the rest of the population, it
should be borne in mind that this may reflect in some measure the high proportion of
dependants who are elderly and incapacitated elderly.
Two Groups of Immigrant Households
The problems faced by any immigrant to the United Kingdom are sufficiently
general to make it worthwhile to consider, at the most abstract level, all immigrant
households (that is, households containing at least one immigrant) together.
Although different solutions will be dictated by different traditions, opportunities
and knowledge, all newcomers have to come to terms with a common set of
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problems of a kind, or degree of difficulty not normally faced by the native population. The immediate and principal aims of the immigrant are to obtain adequate
employment and housing, and to maintain or form a set of social relationships with
persons usually described in a rather question-begging fashion in sociological
literature as ‘significant others’. Although information is available from the survey
on each of these themes, we did not seek to ask immigrants whether they defined
themselves as a group for the purposes of mutual support or local political action.
1
One important dimension of the immigrants’ position was thus left unexplored.
Two minority groups will be compared with the population as a whole. In age, the
minorities differ sharply from the remainder of the population (Table 16.8).
Table 16.8. Percentages of people who live in two social minority
households compared with the total population.
Age
Under 19
20-49
50 and over
Total
Number

Characteristic of at least 1 person in household
Born in Eire Non-white
Total national sample
37
47
32
44
48
38
19
5
29
100
100
100
192
196
6,039

This has repercussions on household composition - there being relatively fewer
households consisting of retirement pensioners and more with single men and
women below retirement age. This is the result of young immigrants arriving in
large numbers in the United Kingdom in the late 1950s and 1960s.
Households with One or More Persons Born in Eke
Despite these qualifications, the hypothesis that the Irish minority is an economically disadvantaged one is not supported by the results obtained from the small subsample in the survey. For example, 19 per cent of the group were either below or on
the margins of the state’s standard of poverty (Table 16.9), compared with 32 per
cent of the population as a whole. When the annuity value of assets is added to
income, the proportion deprived by the state’s standards remains smaller than among
the sample as a whole. When age is allowed for, the group is broadly homogeneous

1

An example of a study of immigrant groups in a particular area and their interrelations with
one another and their English neighbours is Rex, J., and Moore, R., Race, Community and
Conflict, Oxford University Press, 1967.
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Table 16.9. Percentages of people in selected social minorities in or on the margins
of poverty, according to two criteria.
Standard

Percentage of people in households containing:
Woman
and adult
dependant (s)

Income unit income last
year as % of supplementary benefit
standard plus housing
cost
Total
Number
Net income worth last
year as % of supplementary benefit
standard
Total
Number

Large
family

At least 1 person
nonwhite

born in
Eire

All in
survey

under 100
100-39
140+

(32)
(27)
(41)

21
41
38

14
21
65

7
12
80

9
23
68

under 100
100-39
140+

100
37
(15)
(26)
(59)

100
567
18
40
42

100
159
14
19
67

100
168
4
11
85

100
5,339
7
17
76

100
27

100
472

100
139

100
147

100
4,599

in income or resources with the remainder of the population. This is, perhaps,
surprising in view of the social composition of the group, 36 per cent of whom are in
households with heads belonging to the partly skilled and unskilled manual classes
(compared with 26 per cent in the total population), since these are particularly
vulnerable to low income and resources (see Table A.63, Appendix Eight, page
1041). Over 25 per cent of employed males in the group were engaged in the
building and construction industry as labourers, foremen, riggers and so on, and it
may be that the relatively prosperous condition of this fluctuating industry at the
time of the survey has given an unduly favourable impression of the group’s
position in society.
In terms of housing tenure, the position of this minority is remarkably similar to
the native population with 30 per cent of persons living in council houses and a
further 46 per cent in houses either mortgaged or owned (47 per cent in the population as a whole). This supports the overall impression of a group well-integrated in
an economic sense into the host society.
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Households with One or More Non-white Members
The heterogeneity of households containing non-white people complicates the
interpretation of the various statistics beyond the general difficulties mentioned
earlier. The largest national sub-groups are the West Indians and Pakistanis, but
there are also Africans, Indians and others. There were 182 persons in the sample, or
3 per cent, who were non-white, and 128, or 2.1 per cent, who were born in the West
Indies, Pakistan, India or Africa, compared with a figure of 2.7 per cent of the
population who, according to the 1971 Census, were of New Commonwealth ethnic
origin. There was some suggestion from our limited numbers that more were in
income units living in poverty, or on its margins. In relation to poverty the group has
an advantageous age structure, but a disadvantageous occupational structure. Only 5
per cent of the sub-sample were aged 50 or over, compared with 29 per cent of the
total sample. A relatively high proportion were in partly skilled and unskilled
manual occupations, 43 per cent compared with 26 per cent in the sample as a
whole. When account was taken of class of employment, there was no evidence that
the hours worked by men in these households differed from the average.
Asset holdings and numbers of consumer durables were low, and households with
non-white members also tended to have lower values of income in kind -whether
from employers or from other sources. However, we found that when age was
allowed for, the value of social services in kind per household was similar to the
value in general. Table 16.9 shows that when the annuity value of assets is added to
income, a lower percentage of non-white people than others had resources
comfortably above the poverty standard.
There were other indicators of deprivation. A high proportion had high scores on
the style of living or deprivation index (Table 16.7). The validity of the scale is,
however, a matter for debate when applied to the lives of persons whose goals and
order of priorities may be radically at variance with the community in which they
1
find themselves. It is probable that, by citing one particular national group or
another and their customs that arguments could be made against particular items on
the scale. Despite these objections, the figure of 42 per cent scoring 6 or over, which
is almost three times as high as that of the total sample, is very high. One cannot
assume, for instance, that if a household retreats into itself that it does so for its own
reasons, since the attractiveness of alternative activities is conditioned not only by
monetary resources but also by the recognition of those beyond the household.
In housing, the group are distinctive. Only 7.5 per cent lived in council housing
2
(compared with 30 per cent of the total population). This will be partly the result of
1

See Chapter 6, page 250, for a discussion of the scale, its purpose and limitations.
A study of 1,000 coloured people in England in 1974-5 found that there were only 8 per cent
in council housing. See Community Relations Commission, Some of My Best Friends ...: A
Report on Race Relations Attitudes, London, 1976, p. 15.
2
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an absence of residence qualifications for recent arrivals to a town or city but, in
comparison with the numbers in Eire-Irish households who live in this type of
accommodation (also 30 per cent) who must have overcome this problem, the
proportion is low. Numbers are made up by private furnished lettings, where 19 per
cent live, as compared with 4 per cent in the total population. A higher proportion of
people living in this type of tenure than in any other type of tenure have poor
amenities. The proportion in owned or mortgaged houses is, perhaps surprisingly,
slightly higher than the average (42 per cent in mortgaged houses). Calculations of
housing cost as a percentage of net disposable income for income units find the
group scarcely distinguishable from the population in general. However, this does
not take account of what they get for their money. For example, the houses are much
less likely to be in an attractive environment.
An illustration may help to convey the circumstances and attitudes of many in the
group. Mr and Mrs Charles, both in their late thirties, came from the West Indies
eight years previously. They live in a privately rented London flat of only five
rooms (for which they pay £4.50) with their seven children (four sons and three
daughters), ranging in age from 16 to 2. Two of the children had been born in
Britain. The house has a leaky roof and they would like to move to larger
accommodation. They have been on a council list for five years. Both work full
time, she in the day as a domestic worker in a hospital and he at night as a labourer.
He is not eligible for either sick pay or an occupational pension. His net earnings
were £21.75 and hers £14.05, both in the previous week. Both said these were on the
high side. On average they brought home £17 and £13 respectively. In addition,
family allowances amounted to £5.90. He had been out of work recently for eleven
weeks, and she for five weeks. During that period he had drawn supplementary
benefit, but said he was very embarrassed to receive it. They have placed small
amounts for each of the children in the Post Office Savings Bank, but otherwise
have no assets. The older children attend a local secondary modern school and the
younger children a primary school. Three of the children come home for lunch, two
of them because the parents had been told that the lists for school dinners were full.
Strictly they would have been entitled to free school meals for much if not all of the
preceding year, at least while Mr Charles or Mrs Charles were off work. Their eldest
daughter helps to look after the younger children, but in the main this falls on Mr
Charles’s mother who lives nearby and comes in every day to prepare meals. They
have other relatives, including a grandmother, who live locally and whom they see
frequently. Their time is taken up with work and family. They couldn’t compare
their situation with that in the West Indies. They came to give their children a better
chance in life. ‘You can’t compare. In lots of ways we are worse off than our
relations at home and than we were before. If it wasn’t for the children we would go
back.’ She said she felt poor now all the time. Mr Charles is an intelligent man who
is bitter about the fact that coloured people are always treated as stupid and given
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the worst jobs. He seemed to be a very strict disciplinarian in the home, anxious lest
his eldest daughter fall into bad company, and he wanted her to stay at school as
long as possible. When she leaves she will only get a job at the bottom, unless she
nurses, which we hope for.’ All the children go to Sunday school, and on the day I
called all the children were well dressed. The house was well above average. Mr
Charles had decorated the two downstairs rooms. I was served tea on a tray with
handmade lace cloth made by Mrs Charles. She said that at the hospital she was always given the rough jobs in the canteen, everyone thinking you don’t know anything. I would love to be able to show them that I can lay a table for a banquet. Back
home in St Kitts I used to work in the best hotel and always lay up for the most
important guests and do the flower arrangements.’ Mr Charles regretted not being
able to get back into the building trade. ‘It’s the unions won’t recognize anything
can be learned outside this country.’ Although the family were all in good health and
had no medical problems, his ambition was to get out into the country and bring his
children up in a more healthy environment, away from the temptations and bad
company of the towns.
A summary of the position of this group is difficult; the numbers in our subsample were small - though drawn from a large number of areas. In relation to age,
employment, occupational class, tenure and indicators of deprivation the results do,
1
however, reflect the findings of substantial studies carried out in the early 1970s,
while adding data about incomes and other resources - which tend not to be
collected, at least with any degree of precision, in other studies.
Large Families
Large families have become fewer in number and are often picked out for special
social comment. Table 16.9 demonstrates their poor position in respect of income
and other resources. Readers will find data about them, along with a discussion of
household types, throughout this book. In some ways, the comparison with the
population as a whole is misleading because of the substantial number of lowincome retirement pensioners in the latter. Yet comparisons standardizing for age
2
show them to even greater disadvantage.
The composition by occupational class of the group is of special interest. Table
16.10 shows a kind of U-shaped distribution of large family membership by class.

1

For example, Smith, D., The Facts of Racial Disadvantage, Political and Economic
Planning, London, 1976: Community Relations Commission, Urban Deprivation, Racial Inequality and Social Policy: A Report, HMSO, London, 1977.
2
The survey confirms in many different respects the smaller pilot study: Land, H., Large
Families in London, Bell, London, 1969. See also Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of
Families, HMSO, London, 1967.
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Table 16.10. Percentages of persons in each occupational class who belong to a
large family.

Whether
member of
family
In large
families
Not in
large
families
Total
Number

Occupational class of household
Profes- Mana- Supervisory Routine Skilled Partly Unsional
gerial
nonmanual skilled skilled
high low
manual
manual manual
16

11

84
100
225

89
100
189

6

6

5

11

18

20

94 94
100 100
330 424

95
100
201

89
100
890

82
100
505

80
100
288

The families tend to divide into two groups. Altogether, 19 per cent of those in large
families belong to upper non-manual classes, most of them in receipt of a higher
than average income. Most of the remaining 81 per cent were in income units living
below or just above the state’s standard: Table 16.9 shows that as many as 62 per
cent of the whole group were in poverty or on the margins of poverty. The
disadvantage of the large family households can be traced to high costs rather than
lack of access to resources through the employment system. It seems likely from
evidence presented elsewhere that a number of the manual workers would be
earning lower wages than at the time of the birth of the last child. This might be
because they had passed the age of peak earnings for manual workers or because
they had developed a minor disability.
Many of the children in poverty were in large families. While accounting for about
a sixth of all children in the sample, the numbers in or near poverty were a little
under a third (Table 16.11).
The number of children under 15 who needed to be cared for makes it unlikely
that the mother will have outside employment; in those households, 14 per cent of
females in the age range 15-60 worked thirty or more hours per week, whereas for
the total female population the figure was 35 per cent. The effect of this is
counteracted by the greater probability that the men in such households will work
overtime. Thirty-six per cent of men worked fifty hours or over, as against 24 per
cent in the rest of the male population going to work. This bears out the findings of a
1
government study in the late 1960s.
The striking feature of the group’s housing situation is the high percentage - 46 -

1

As illustrated above, Chapter 4, p. 165.
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Table 16.11. Percentages of children aged 0-14 in income units living in poverty or
on the margins of poverty.
Household type

With 4 or more children
Other
Total
Number

Children aged 0-14
In income units with incomes last
year below or on the margins of the
state’s standard
29
71
100
475

All

16
84
100
1,280

in council housing. The proportion living in owner-occupied homes was correspondingly lower. Partly because of this high percentage, the housing costs of these
large households, expressed as a proportion of disposable income, followed the
standard distribution. However, despite the higher percentage in council housing,
more were in need of additional bedrooms, and fewer had good household
amenities.
Working-class households with four or more dependent children suffer disadvantage in many different respects and, among families, run the highest risks,
except for one-parent families, of being in poverty. The major non-means-tested
benefits provided by the state, namely family allowances and income-tax allowances, had patently failed to redress the imbalance in resources and income of these
families.
Summary
In this chapter we have sought to examine the relationship of different social
minorities to poverty. A social minority is defined as a group of households or
families which have some characteristic in common which marks them off from
‘ordinary’ families and prevents them from having access to, or being accorded,
certain rights which are generally available. Membership of one or more of these
minorities is hypothesized to increase the risk of people being in poverty. Thirteen
minorities are defined in this chapter, accounting altogether for just under half the
households and over half the population of the United Kingdom. A higher
proportion of several of them, namely the elderly incapacitated, large families,
households in which there was a handicapped child and a disabled adult under 65,
one-parent families and households in which the male wage-earner was low paid,
had incomes of less than, or only a little above, the state’s standard of poverty.
Households which belonged to two or three minorities instead of one minority were
more likely to be in poverty.
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In this chapter, four of the minorities, based on numerically small sub-samples,
were briefly discussed. The other, larger, minorities will be discussed in the next
seven chapters. Relatively more women with an adult dependant or dependants were
found to be deprived. Households with one or more members who were born in Eire
were found to contribute disproportionately to the partly skilled and unskilled
occupational classes, but none the less to have percentages in poverty or on the
margins of poverty smaller than in the population as a whole. Fewer, however, were
in late middle or old age. If age were to be standardized, income and asset
distribution would be approximately the same as the population as a whole.
The proportion of non-white persons living in poverty or on the margins of
poverty was rather higher than the population as a whole. They are a youthful
population, containing few late middle-aged and elderly people, and if this were
allowed for, substantially more of them would be in poverty. Moreover, fewer than
in the population as a whole had sizeable assets or other types of resource, fewer
were in non-manual occupations, and larger numbers were deprived on different
indicators.
We found a U-shaped distribution of membership of large families by social class,
with proportionately more of professional and managerial, as well as partly skilled
and unskilled manual families, than of lower non-manual families, having four or
more children. Income and asset distribution also tended to be unequally distributed,
but the vast majority of manual worker large families were in poverty or on its
margins.
The form of analysis allowed more to be said about people living in poverty.
Seventy-seven per cent belonged to at least one minority. Most of the others were
elderly people living alone or in couples, who also had some, though not marked,
disability. Fifty-six per cent of the people in the band of incomes just above the
state’s standard belonged to at least one minority, but among the rest only a third
were elderly people living alone or in pairs; over half were in households consisting
of children.
Poverty is not concentrated overwhelmingly among any particular minority of the
population and has its roots in many parts of the social and economic structure. This
is perhaps the chief finding of this chapter. However, there are two supplementary
findings. Disability, among children, adults under the pensionable ages and the
elderly, is a problem experienced in families by an unexpectedly large proportion of
the population. The needs of dependent children are also very marked - in the
families of the low-paid, whatever their size, one-parent families, the long-term
unemployed and especially families with four or more children.
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17
The Unemployed and the Sub-employed

The next two chapters examine the association between poverty and both the employment situation in general and low pay in particular. A majority of people living
in or on the margins of poverty are dependent for their main source of income upon
earnings. This is one of the most striking results of the survey. The fact that a large
proportion of the poor are in work is not exactly a new phenomenon. Seebohm
1
Rowntree found it to be true of York both in 1899 and 1936, and secondary
analysis of government survey data showed it to be true of the United Kingdom as a
2
whole in 1953-4 and 1960. But its scale is bound to be regarded with discomfiture
in any society setting considerable store by the work ethic and self-help. If there are
people in full employment who none the less cannot earn enough even to maintain
themselves and their families according to society’s own definition of subsistence,
that would seem, on the face of it, to pose awkward questions about the ‘efficiency’
and acceptability of the wage system.
Our analysis must start with the fact that about 49 per cent of the resources on
which the population depends for its living standards are net earnings from employment and self-employment, and another 7 per cent derives from employer
pensions and fringe benefits received directly or indirectly by virtue of employ3
ment. Some of the remaining 44 per cent, including, for example, flat-rate and
earnings-related unemployment insurance benefits and redundancy payments, could
also be argued to be indirectly dependent on the employment situation of the worker.
None the less, even 56 per cent is the bulk of the total and although a society could
choose to control differently the living standards of the population (for example, by
separating work from income and by paying incomes or available goods and
services equally to all citizens or according to criteria of need, including age and
1

In 1899, about 77 per cent, and in 1936, about 43 per cent, of those in poverty were primarily dependent on wages. See Rowntree, B. S., Poverty: A Study of Town Life, Macmillan,
London, 1901; and Rowntree, B. S., Poverty and Progress, Longmans, Green, London, 1941.
2
About 40 per cent in poverty in 1960 were primarily dependent on wages. See Abel-Smith,
B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London, 1965. See also The Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967.
3
See Chapter 5, page 226.
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dependency), the fact is that, in the United Kingdom today, the relationship between
employment and income is crucial in understanding and explaining the distribution
of resources and the special condition of poverty.
In this chapter and the next I shall argue that unemployment and low pay must not
be treated as discrete phenomena. Neither can be understood or explained except in
the context of both the occupational and wage structure as a whole. People of
working age, first, are not divided sharply into the employed on the one hand and
the unemployed on the other. Each are differentiated into grades according to their
experience and expectations of security and continuity or regularity of employment.
At one extreme are the continuously unemployed who want work. At the other are
people with continuous experience of employment who have ‘tenure’ and little
prospect of loss of employment or of loss of earnings, even in sickness, until the day
of their retirement, and even then an occupational pension closely related to final
earnings. In between will be the upwardly mobile, with rising expectations of work
security; the downwardly mobile, with increasing exposure to the risks of
unemployment and redundancy; the seasonal and the part-time workers with poor
security who would like, to work full-time throughout the year; people with
recurrent experience of unemployment; people with experience of more than one
change of job because of redundancy; and those with family dependency who have a
fitful and often exploited experience of the labour market. These groups of workers
have arisen historically because of the needs, constraints and fluctuations of the
labour market and their numbers vary according, among other things, to the
officially defined unemployment rate. Society ‘regulates’ their numbers, as it does
the numbers of wholly unemployed. The concept of the sub-employed has been
applied to include both certain groups of workers who are underemployed or
1
vulnerable to loss of job, and those actually unemployed. It is perhaps best treated
as covering unemployed, discontinuously employed, temporary, seasonal and
marginal (e.g. part-time or second job) workers. This has the advantage of
suggesting that some of the problems of the unemployed are shared with certain
groups of people who have an insecure foothold in work, and that remedies for the
conditions of both may have to be found if any realistic policies are to be developed
to protect the occupational and income rights of the unemployed.
Secondly, people in employment are not divided sharply into the low paid and the
rest. There are fine gradations of pay within occupations, and even sometimes within
1

The US Department of Labor adopted ‘subemployment’ and ‘underemployment’ to measure
the extent of ‘employment hardship’. The subemployed were defined to include low-wage
workers, those in part-time work who expressed a desire for a full-time job, the unemployed and
those who had given up looking for a job. See US Department of Labor, Manpower Report of
the President, 1968, Government Printing Center, Washington, DC, 1969, pp. 35-6. See also
Cohen, M., ‘Some Alternative Measures of Sub-employment’, US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 9
September 1968; and Stein, R., ‘Subemployment Measures’, US Bureau of Labor Statistics, 7
May 1969.
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the same occupations of particular firms, as well as within and between industries.
Any line that is drawn will leave many people only a few pence better off than the
low paid’, and some among the latter substantially worse off than others. Again, pay
that may be relatively low in a region or in an industry may not be low for the
country as a whole. Much therefore depends on the reference group selected with
which to compare level of pay. And since people move into and out of employment,
change jobs and experience marked fluctuations in earnings, the population
categorized as ‘low paid’ will change appreciably from year to year and even from
week to week. Much therefore also depends on the time period over which the level
of pay is to be judged. The problem of fixing on a concept of low pay which can be
easily defined and agreed in practice is fundamentally the problem of separating part
of an intricately interwoven structure from the whole, rather like separating tissue
from a muscle in the human anatomy. My point is to suggest the difficulty of tracing
defect except to the whole organism and therefore of recommending restorative
treatment other than by treating the whole organism.
Discontinuous Employment and Poverty
I shall start by demonstrating that there is a systematic association between the
likelihood of poverty and the greater discontinuity of employment. The estimates
from the survey of the population in employment can be compared with census data
about the ‘economically active’ and also with the ‘working population’ as defined
by the Department of Employment. According to the Census, there were in Britain
15,994,000 males aged 15 and over in 1966, and 15,917,000 in 1971, who were
economically active. This suggests a figure of about 15.95 million in 1969, or about
16.40 million for the United Kingdom as a whole, the same as the poverty survey
estimate for the latter. For women, census data and the survey estimates do not
correspond so closely, being 9.31 million and 10.11 million respectively. However,
about 1 million included in the latter (the survey estimate) had been employed for
fewer than twenty-six weeks in the year and had not been off work because of
sickness or unemployment. Many of these would not have fallen within the census
1
definition of ‘economically active’. Indeed the fact, that at one time around a
1

The census definition of the economically active includes persons aged 15 and over who
were in employment at any time during the week before the census day, together with those who
were out of employment during that week but who were intending to get work. The sick would
be included, but only if their jobs awaited them upon their return. There are therefore at least two
points which differentiate the total from the estimates given above from the poverty survey.
Those employed during the twelve months of the poverty survey would have included
additionally: (a) persons who had worked during the year but no longer intended to work (e.g.
retired and disabled people, and women giving up work for childbirth and other reasons); and (b)
persons who were sick and no longer intended to work, or had no job to go back to, but had
worked in the year.
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million women have worked at least one week in the preceding fifty-two but less
than half those weeks suggests how much industry may depend on women working
1
for relatively short spells.
The Department of Employment gave estimates of the working population for the
last three quarters of 1968 and the first quarter of 1969 which averaged about 16.3
million for males and 8.95 million for females, giving a total of 25.25 million for
Britain. These figures would be equivalent to about 16.8, 9.2 and 26.0 million
respectively for the United Kingdom as a whole. The poverty survey estimates are
16.4, 10.1 and 26.5 million respectively for the United Kingdom. Until June 1971,
however, the Department of Employment gave estimates of the working population
based on a count of national insurance cards. It is known that some cards were
exchanged belatedly and some people may have been wrongly collated in the
working population. In June 1971, when the Census of Employment was introduced,
new estimates were 120,000 lower for male and 260,000 lower for female
employees. The department explained that the old count of national insurance cards
included many [though presumably not all] employees who work for part of the year
only, and who would not have been in employment in the particular week in June
when the census was taken ... Another difference is that a person who had two
regular jobs with different employers in the week of the census was counted twice in
2
the census but only once in the card count.’
In the survey, a record for the preceding twelve months was completed for all
adults who had worked for at least one week in the year. The number of weeks at
work, sick, disabled, unemployed, on paid or unpaid holiday and off work for other
reasons (for example, caring for someone ill or children on holiday from school,
childbirth, taking up or resuming full-time study) were listed. Except for holidays,
the principal interruptions of employment were for sickness and unemployment.
Table 17.1 presents a summary. Eighty-two per cent of men and 45 per cent of
women had been employed in the year. As many as 12 per cent of employed men,
and 11 per cent of women, had lost at least five weeks during the year because of
unemployment, sickness or both unemployment and sickness. Another 22 per cent
of both employed men and women had lost from one to five weeks for these reasons.
There were others who had worked fewer than twenty-six weeks, or who, though
working most of the year, had worked short time.
The table therefore identifies some of the groups occupying points on a continuum
from ‘whole’ year full-time employment to ‘whole’ year non-employment. What the
1

Some were young entrants to employment or retirees. Thus, a quarter were aged 15-19 or
over 60. This still leaves substantial numbers in their twenties, thirties, forties and fifties entering
or leaving paid employment. (Of the third of a million men working fewer than twenty-six
weeks in the preceding year, nearly two thirds were aged 15-19 or 65 and over, and most of the
others were in their twenties.)
2
Department of Employment Gazette, September 1974, p. 838.
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table also illustrates is the relatively worsening financial situation of the groups
occupying different points between the two extremes. Our data on net disposable
incomes include income other than earnings, and allow for the effects of personal
taxation. Differences in the composition of income units are allowed for in our
measure of income as a percentage of the appropriate supplementary benefit
standard.
Table 17.1. Percentages and estimated number of males and females aged 15 and
over according to continuity of employment in the previous twelve months and risk
of experiencing poverty.
Continuity of employment
in previous 12 months

Percentage

Males Females

Sick or disabled, 1-4 weeks
(no employment)
Sick or disabled, 5-25 weeks
(no employment)
Sick or disabled, 26 or more
weeks (no unemployment)
Unemployed, 1-4 weeks (no
sickness or under 5 weeks’
sickness)
Unemployed, 1-4 weeks (5 or
more weeks’ sickness)
Unemployed, 5-25 weeks (no
sickness or under 5 weeks’
sickness)
Unemployed, 5-25 weeks (5 or
more weeks’ sickness)

Estimated number Percentage of
in population
those in each
(000s)a
category in income
units in poverty or
on margins of
povertyb
Males Females Males Females

15.3

9.4

3,070 2,120

5.6

3.0

1,110

670

0.4

0.3

80

60

2.3

0.5

460

110

0.3

0.0

60

0

2.4

1.2

470

280

0.5

0.3

30

70

15

9

22

26

(35)

Unemployed, 26 weeks or
more (whether or not weeks
sick)
0.6
Employed, 1-25 weeks (no
sickness or unemployment)
1.8
Employed, 26 weeks or more
(no sickness or unemployment) 52.6
[All employed in 12 months]
81.7

0.3

120

4.8

360 1,070

25.2
45.0

10,550 5,670
16,380 10,110

-

30

(32)

(68)

42

14
17

13
17

60
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Table 17.1.-contd.
Continuity of employment
in previous 12 months

Percentage

Males Females

Estimated number Percentage of
in population
those in each
(000s)a
category in income
units in poverty or
on margins of
povertyb
Males Females Males Females

Not employed in year, aged
15-19
4.5
3.7
900
Not employed in year, aged
20 or over but under pensionable age
3.3 28.5
660
Not employed, of pensionable age
10.5 22.8
2,100
[All not employed in 12
months]
18.3 55.0
3,660
Total
100 100
20,040
Number
1,909 2,249
-

840

27

34

6,420

75

36

5,120

70

71

12,380
22,490
-

61
22
-

51
35
-

NOTES: aRounded to nearest 10,000. To conform with the Registrar-General’s estimates of the
number of males and females in the United Kingdom aged 15 and over, the numbers in the
sample of this age (for whom the information in this table was available) were multiplied by
10,500 in the case of men and 10,000 in the case of women. No other adjustments have been
made to sub-groups.
b
Net disposable income of income unit in previous year of less than 140 per cent of supplementary benefit standard plus housing cost.

Although there are substantial variations of income within most groups, especially in
relation to occupational class, the general trend must be stressed. Despite sick-pay
arrangements and private insurance, national insurance benefits, including
retirement pensions, redundancy payments, earnings-related benefits, and the
possibility of a husband or wife in the income unit going out to work in the event of
absence from work, the chances of being in poverty or on the margins of poverty
rise remorselessly with increasing distance from the status of someone who has
worked full time (with the exception of holidays) throughout the year. Fourteen per
cent of men, and 13 per cent of women, who had worked twenty-six weeks or more
in the year (most of them forty-five or more weeks) were in income units in poverty
or on the margins of poverty. But 70 per cent of non-employed men and 71 per cent
of non-employed women of pensionable age were in a comparable situation, and as
many as 75 per cent of non-employed men aged 20-64. With the exception of people
employed throughout the year who had none the less experienced from one to four
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weeks’ (mostly one or two weeks’) sickness, those in intermediate groups were
more likely to be poor the fewer their weeks in work. The pattern is complicated
only by the question of different combinations of earnings in different married
income units. Sometimes both man and wife may be earning, sometimes only one of
the pair and sometimes neither. As the table shows, more non-employed women of
working age than of those working most of the year are poor, but far fewer than of
non-employed men. This is because more have a spouse in paid employment.
The figures in the last two columns of the table are given in relation to only one
point in the dispersion of incomes, and for persons in income units, not households.
The same trend, however, characterized other points in the dispersion -for example,
at the basic poverty level and at a level three times or more than three times the
poverty level. If the income of the household as a whole rather than of income units
is taken into the reckoning, the numbers in the groups with different work records in,
or on the margins of, poverty are smaller. For example, some old people live with
more prosperous younger relatives and some unmarried young adults with more
prosperous parents. But, partly because most households consist of only one income
unit, the trend remained the same. Thus, the number of men working twenty-six
weeks of the year or more who were in households below or on the margins of the
poverty line was 14 per cent, compared with 22 per cent for men who had
experienced five or more weeks of sickness, 20 per cent for non-employed youths
aged 15 to 19, and 59 per cent for non-employed men aged 65 and over.
The picture presented in Table 17.1 depends on the number of weeks in the year
unemployed, employed, sick or disabled or not employed, and not on current
employment status. Table A.64 in Appendix Eight (page 1041) shows rather more
clearly for both currently employed and not employed that more of those with the
longest spells of unemployment in the year were living in poverty or on the margins
of poverty.
In a society, therefore, in which incomes, despite their complexity, generally
favour the employed, the factors which control the size of different groups of the
employed and non-employed are as important as those which determine the levels of
incomes which are distributed. Without any change in the relativities of different
types of income, the proportion of the population in poverty can increase or decrease
according to a change in the relative numbers of employed and non-employed, and
therefore in access to employment. Expressed in policy terms, employers can
sometimes achieve the same result by restricting or reorganizing manpower as by
opposing wage increase. Historically, the access of adolescent children and older
people to employment has been increasingly restricted by legal means and social
convention. There seems also to have been a tendency in recent decades for the
number with lengthy interruptions of employment in the year be cause of sickness or
disability to increase. The number of wholly unemployed has fluctuated less
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consistently and trends in the numbers of ‘marginal’ workers have been more
problematic.
Quite apart from changes in the size of the different components of a system -in
this case, the occupational role structure of the economy - the system itself may
subdivide or sub-groups may coalesce. One example is the explicit attempts of some
socialist states to abolish unemployment. Another is the emergence in both market
economies and socialist states of a retired category of the population. In theory,
therefore, there can be a marked distinction between the employed and the nonemployed, each group having relatively homogeneous conditions and living
standards. Alternatively, the splitting of each group into different sub-groups might
come to form a hierarchy in which the employed merge almost imperceptibly with
the non-employed. The facts seem to correspond more closely with the latter model.
The Levels of Unemployment and Sub-employment
There is a close relationship, therefore, between people’s employment category,
defined in terms of degree of access to continuous full-time employment, and their
likelihood of being in poverty. And once each category is examined, each is found to
fall into sub-categories differentially placed in access to income. What are the
reasons for this fine grading by income opportunity? On the one hand, in its values,
society is constantly discriminating between the undeserving and deserving in each
situation. Such discrimination has three principal sources: the class structure,
whereby rewards and privileges are graded according to social superiority and
inferiority; secondly the work ethic, whereby a need is felt to inculcate the
importance of productive work, but also, thirdly, from a need which is also felt to
close ranks and integrate. In each disadvantaged group, there have to be those who
are potentially capable of being readmitted to positions of advantage and can be
treated as potentially good citizens. Moreover, if there are, for reasons of economic
and industrial necessity, large numbers of people going through the turnstiles, it is
convenient to establish principles of queuing, so that rules exist to define those who
are at the head of the queue and can be readmitted in an orderly fashion, For these
different reasons, the population as a whole, and the labour force in particular, are
rather finely stratified.
The wholly unemployed are at one extreme of the continuum. In the sample, those
unemployed in the week prior to interview comprised 2.8 per cent of men and 1.1
1
per cent of women employed at all in the year. These figures compare with an
1

These rates would be about 34 per cent and 11 per cent if the figures of those employed in
the year were adjusted to conform with official statistics on the basis of national insurance cards.
If people in the sample were not at work in the previous week they were asked, ‘Why weren’t
you at work last week?’ Our counts refer only to those who said they were unemployed. There
may have been others who were registered as unemployed but giving other reasons for not
working. Our denominator for both sexes is relatively larger than that used by the Department of
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1

average in Britain in 1968-9 of 3.2 per cent and 1.0 per cent respectively.
These rates require explanation. Those published by the Department of Employment are based on the numbers registered as unemployed. When people become
unemployed, they sign on at the employment exchange and call there twice a week
to establish their entitlement to unemployment benefit or supplementary benefit. The
statistics of unemployment are therefore a kind of by-product of the administration
2
of unemployment benefit, and as such have been severely criticized. They do not
reflect unregistered unemployment and hence give a misleading picture of changes
in the labour market. They are not adequately related to occupational or skill groups
or to social characteristics. They therefore underestimate the extent of
unemployment and afford severely limited opportunities for analysis and
3
explanation.
For April 1966 and 1971, the census found many more unemployed than were
then registered with the Department of Employment. Reporting in November 1972,
a government inter-departmental working party conceded that there were ‘some
100,000 males and 130,000 females [who] described themselves as either seeking
4
work or waiting to take up a job but were not registered as unemployed’. For April
1971, the figures were put at 100,000 and 300,000 respectively of those who were
5
‘neither sick nor registered as unemployed’. The difference in the rates, if these
estimates are added to the registered unemployed, is shown in Table 17.2. A careful
estimate of the situation in 1970 suggested that a household survey would have
shown an unemployment rate of half as much again among men instead of the
6
official rate. However, the General Household Survey for 1971 found that only 7½
Employment.
1
Department of Employment Gazette, Unemployment series.
2
U S Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Monthly Labor Review, March 1965,
April 1967, and September 1970; National Institute Economic Review, 1971. See also
Bosanquet, N., and Standing, G., ‘Government and Unemployment, 1966-1970: A Study of
Policy and Evidence’, British Journal of Industrial Relations, 1972.
3
‘The question at issue is whether the unemployment statistics are adequate. An examination
of the record since 1966 suggests that they are not. They have not allowed a proper appreciation
to be made of some important changes in the period. They have understated the general
downturn of the demand for labour and they have not given an adequate picture of its incidence
by industry and occupational group. In the first case this is because of the unsatisfactory quality
of the data at present collected, in the second it is because we lack any relevant data. The
evidence suggests two directions for change. First, unemployment data should be collected on a
household survey basis. Secondly, attempts should be made to calculate rates for specific
occupational groups, particularly the unskilled’ - ibid., pp. 189-90.
4
Unemployment Statistics, Report of an Inter-Departmental Working Party, Cmnd 5157,
HMSO, London, November 1972, p.23.
5
ibid. , p. 23.
6
National Institute Economic Review, May 1971.
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Table 17.2. Percentages of employees who were unemployed.
Year

1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

Britain
(Department of
Employment)a
Men
Women
1.7
0.8
2.9
1.2
3.2
1.0
3.2
0.9
3.5
1.0
4.6
1.4
5.0
1.6
3.6
1.1
3.7
1.2
6.0
2.7
7.2
4.0
7.8
4.4

Britain
(Census)b
Men
2-4
5.2
-

Women
2.1
4.9
-

NOTES: aNot seasonally adjusted. Monthly average. The denominator used in calculating the
percentage rate is the appropriate mid-year estimate of total employees (employed and unemployed).
b
The numbers of unregistered unemployed as estimated by a government inter-departmental
working party have been added to the numbers of registered unemployed.
SOURCE: Department of Employment Gazettes; Unemployment Statistics, Cmnd 5157,
HMSO, London, 1972.

per cent of the men (though as many as 54 per cent of women) looking for work
1
were not registered.
What might be said to be the real level of unemployment? In addition to the
registered unemployed, there are those of working age who are looking for work but
not registered at an employment exchange. The numbers in the poverty survey were
small, but suggested a figure of 220,000 for the United Kingdom - a figure very
close to the 1966 Census figure of 230,000 given above. Of those not working either
in the week of the interview or in the previous week and saying they were looking
for work, only a third were actually registered for work. The following were the
reasons given for not registering with the employment exchange:
Man; 46; former painter and decorator. Had two fingers cut off in accident two years
previously for which he received £1,600 compensation. He had difficulty working
and attended an Industrial Rehabilitation Unit for six weeks. ‘It was pathetic, no
use at all. The Ministry of Labour sent me to six jobs for disabled people. I didn’t
get them.’ He says he does not register now and is looking for a job himself
1

Office of Population Censuses and Surveys: Social Survey Division, The General
Household Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 206.
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because he has had no help. Maybe he is one of those on the Disabled Persons
1
Register who are not included in the unemployment series.
Man; 70; former garage odd-job man. ‘I don’t know. Always being at work I’ve had
a fear of these places. It seems as if you’re trying to beg for something.’
Man; 72; former builders’ labourer. ‘I’d lose my pension if they knew I was
working.’ Man; 76; former windscreen fitter. ‘I’m too proud to go there.’
Wife; 17; 4-month baby; former shop assistant. Husband earns only £7 a week as
welder’s apprentice. ‘My husband doesn’t want me to work. Anyway, I want to
look for my own job. The ones they give you are no good.’
Wife; 22; child of one year; former shorthand typist. ‘My husband is only a
machinist. I’m looking for part-time work in the evenings.’
Wife; 27; child of four; former presser in cleaners. ‘I’m only sort of half working.
My husband doesn’t want me to work.’
Wife; 28 ; three children under 10. ‘I want work either in evenings or in the day if
we can live in, because of the children. There’s no work available. The exchange
don’t help people like me.’
Wife; 33; child of 3; former clothing cutter. ‘I’m on a waiting list for a vacancy
serving school meals. The hours will suit me. [Her child is at nursery school.] I
will finish at 3 p.m.’
Wife; 39; three children aged 6-12. ‘It didn’t occur to me [in looking for a part-time
job to go to the exchange]:
Wife; 40; three children aged 10-16; former clerk. ‘I haven’t bothered. I’m not that
desperate. I’d take a job if a nice one cropped up locally.’
Wife; 43; 1-year-old child; former telephone wirer. ‘They don’t seem to have
anything for you. They don’t seem to bother unless you’re getting unemployment
money.’
Wife; 44; two children of 11 and 21; former telecommunications inspector. ‘I’ve
never been down. I want part-time work; I’ve never thought of going.’
Wife; 45 ; formerly primary-school teacher. ‘I don’t want a full-time job yet. I’m
recovering from hepatitis.’
Wife; 47; daughter of 21 and grandchild aged 6; former egg-breaker for dried-egg
factory. ‘You’ve got to have so many stamps. I haven’t got them. The employment
exchange is no use. They never get you a job.’
Wife; 52; no children; former head waitress. ‘Because they do not have vacancies
for the position I want.’
Wife; 53; children aged 18 and 22; former paper-sorter. ‘I was just looking for parttime work and I don’t pay the full stamps so there’s not much point in my going
there.’
Wife; 54; son of 20 at work; former shop assistant. ‘I’m not looking that hard and I
don’t think there’s a very great chance of getting a job.’
Wife; 60; formerly armaments factory worker in war; husband a colliery surface
worker. ‘I’m too old. There’s no work in this area for young women let alone old
ones.’
Single woman; 62; former company secretary on estate. ‘I don’t think they deal with
1

Unemployment Statistics, p. 18.
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the kind of work I want.’
In addition to the unregistered unemployed who stated they were looking for work
were various categories of non-employed people of socially defined working age.
They could be regarded as ranging from, at one extreme, non-incapacitated people
without conventional types of obligation to dependants in the home, who were not
looking for work only because there was little work to be had, or no appropriate
work, in their locality, to severely incapacitated people, at the other extreme, who
would have had great difficulty in following most forms of employment. Their
attitudes to the question of getting work could be said to be conditioned by both
conventional values about people with their characteristics and status taking paid
employment, and the opportunities that were actually offered to them in their
neighbourhoods. Although they could be classified elaborately, people under
pension age who were not working at all in the year and whose productive energies
could conceivably be tapped could be, said to fall into four groups: (a) relatively
non-incapacitated men, most of them being in their fifties and early sixties; (b)
young, non-incapacitated women, mostly married, without dependants; (c) middleaged and older non-incapacitated women, mostly married, without dependants; (d)
relatively incapacitated men and women who could be employed productively in a
limited range of occupations, or in sheltered conditions. The first, and, in part, the
third group, are discussed in Chapter 19. A distinction is drawn between the second
and third of these groups primarily because there are substantial numbers of middleaged and older women who have not had much, if any, previous experience of paid
employment.
The extent to which these groups are, or might be, drawn into paid forms of
employment depends very much on the employment system of a society and the
views that are held conventionally about the desirability of creating employment for
them. And I have not added young married women with dependants, for many of
whom a different case could be made. In Britain, dramatic changes in employment
occurred during both world wars, and the fact that changes at other times have been
more gradual should not prevent us from recognizing how society, through both its
values and its institutions, directly controls the definition of both the scope of, and
the terms of eligibility for, paid employment.
There are at least two other groups who might be included in any definition of
‘real’ unemployment, namely, the unemployed of pensionable age and the underemployed. (In principle, a group of sick who might be more quickly restored to
health might also be included.) The marked reduction during this century in the
proportion of men aged 65 and over who are in paid employment is discussed in
Chapter 23. Here it should only be noted that the numbers of retired but still
physically and mentally active men (and women) of pensionable age have been
growing rapidly and are very large, and that the evolution of ‘retirement’ status is a
social convention of recent origins.
Finally, among those employed during a year there are the under-employed. Some
are under-employed in the sense they would choose to have more paid employment
(including some who have actively sought more). They would like to work longer
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hours or more weeks of the year. Others work relatively few hours or relatively few
weeks, and although given present assumptions they may not express a wish to work
more, their family situation and health would seem to make it possible. Underemployment might be the subject of a special inquiry. We found that among those
persons who had worked fewer than thirty hours in the previous week, 37 per cent of
men and 17 per cent of women said they would have liked to work longer hours,
some of them with reservations, but 19 per cent and 4 per cent unconditionally.
Another fifth of men and women said they could not work longer, and the rest did
not wish to do so.
On the basis of the survey, we estimated there were 200,000 men and 560,000
women expressing a wish to work longer hours. (These figures are subject to wide
sampling errors.) About a third of the men were young, but the majority were middle
aged or of pensionable age. Just over half the women were in the age groups 40-59,
but nearly half were in their twenties and thirties. More than half the women had
dependent children, including some who were unsupported mothers.
Estimates are given below of different categories of employment and unemployment on the basis of the survey findings (figures in 1,000s, with numbers of
men in brackets):
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.
6.

Employed or self-employed during the year
26,490 (16,380)
At any time saying they were not at work in the previous
week because of unemployment
570
(450)
(including those not registered with employment exchange)
220
(30)
Unemployed
(a) Unemployed for at least one week of the year
(registered and unregistered)
1,800 (1,270)
(b) As (a), including self-employed
1,900 (1,330)
(c) Unemployed for at least 10 of previous 52 weeks
700
(450)
Non-incapacitated people not actively seeking work
(scoring less than 3 on disability index)
(a) Men under pensionable age
168
(168)
(b) Women under 50 (without dependants in household,
other than husband)
900
(c) Women 50-59 (without dependants in household,
other than husband)
220
(d) Men and women of pensionable age
2,512 (1,092)
Relatively incapacitated men and women under pensionable
age (excluding women with dependent children)
461
(241)
Under-employed (i.e. working less than 30 hours and
expressing a wish to work longer hours)
730
(170)

Far more people than are unemployed at any single time experience unemployment in the course of twelve months. While the rates derived for each age group
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Table 17.3. Percentages of males and females employed for one or more weeks
during the previous twelve months who were unemployed in the week previous to
interview and at least one week during the previous twelve months.
Age

Males
Percentage unemployed

week previous to
interview
15-19
6.2
20-29
3.2
30-39
1.2
40-54
2.1
55-64
4.3
65+
0.0
All ages 15+ 2.8

Total
number

for one or
more weeks
during year
17.7
130
10.2
372
6.1
342
5.7
436
6.4
282
3.3
61
7.8
1,623

Females
Percentage unemployed
week previous to
interview
0.8
1.6
0.6
0.3
2.5
3.1
1.1

Total
numbera

for one or
more weeks
during year
8.4
119
5.8
257
5.4
167
3.3
337
5.1
118
(6.2)
32
5.1
1,030

NOTE: aThe self-employed are entirely excluded from the table. Twelve men and two women
not employed during the year but stating they were unemployed are included.

in the poverty survey are subject to a wide margin of error, they are consistently
smaller than the percentage of each age group experiencing unemployment during
the year. Table 17.3 shows that more than three times as many men and five times as
many women who were unemployed in the previous week had been unemployed at
some stage during the year. The high rates for those in their teens and twenties are
particularly striking.
Occupational Class and Unemployment
A high proportion of manual workers, and especially unskilled workers, live in the
shadow of unemployment. While the unskilled accounted for only 9 per cent of the
male labour force experiencing no unemployment in the previous twelve months,
they were 17 per cent of those experiencing from one to nine weeks unemployment
in the year, and 39 per cent of those with ten or more weeks’ unemployment. By
contrast, professional and managerial employees, accounting for a slightly larger
proportion of the labour force (10 per cent), scarcely featured at all among the
unemployed. Only one of the 155 male members of a professional association in the
entire sample had experienced any unemployment in the previous year.
The risk of a man being unemployed for at least one week in the year rose from
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Table 17.4. Percentages of unemployed and employed men and women who were of
different occupational class, and percentages of different classes who were unemployed.
Occupational
class

Number of weeks employed in year

Males
over
10

Females
1 week none
or
more

Percentage of
Number of
economically
economically
active who were
active in sample
unemployed in
year
Males Females Males Females

1-9

none

(0)

0

10

4

2

0

-

167

27

(20)

21

30

44

55

5

4

509

576

Skilled manual (17)

44

34

4

6

7

3

589

62

Partly skilled
manual

(24)

17

17

38

24

9

8

281

259

Unskilled
Total
Number

(39)
100
49

11
13
100 100
55 1,002

18
7
-

5
5
-

171
1,717
-

133
1,057
-

Professional or
managerial
Other nonmanual

17
9
100 100
75 1,596

NOTE: All those employed or self-employed one week in year are included in the
economically active. Also included are twelve men and two women not employed during the
previous fifty-two weeks but saying they were unemployed.

zero, among professional and managerial groups, to 2 per cent, among higher
supervisory grades, 6 per cent or 7 per cent among lower supervisory grades, routine
non-manual workers and skilled manual workers, 9 per cent among partly skilled, to
18 per cent among the unskilled.
The pattern is not quite the same for women. More unemployed during the year
than continuously employed were manual workers (53 per cent, compared with 43
per cent), but there was no marked relationship, as there had been for men, between
declining occupational status and rising risk of unemployment. However, unemployment among women is much harder than among men to define and measure,
especially since a high proportion of women work only for certain weeks of the
year, or fewer than thirty hours a week. Women with a cleaning job occupying
twenty hours a week, for example, who also have family dependants at home, do not
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always categorize interruptions of paid employment as ‘unemployment’. Such
interruptions are due not only to the fluctuating needs and fortunes of their families,
but also to the marginal and often fitful nature of their employment.
The Institutional and Personal Characteristics of the Unemployed
The unemployed have characteristics which derive from the disproportionate
numbers among them who are manual workers, particularly unskilled manual
workers. But it is important to recognize that their liability to unemployment derives
more from the marginal or insecure character of their employment and their
(consequent) lack of resources than from any characteristics which can be claimed to
be exclusively personal to them. Thus, Table 17.5 shows for both men and women
that more of those who were unemployed in the year than the continuously
employed had experienced poor working conditions and insecurity of work. They
were less likely to have had any rights to fringe benefits or to belong to a trade
union. They were also much less likely to possess assets of even low value and
consumer durables of different kinds. Significantly fewer owned their own homes.
Fewer had incomes around or above the mean for their household type.
The differences between the sometime unemployed and the continuously employed in conditions of work, working rights and security, as well as in level of
assets and annual income, were bigger the larger the number of weeks of unemployment in the year. Because of their small numbers, I have not in the table differentiated between women, as I have between men, with ten or more weeks’ and from
only one to nine weeks’ unemployment, but similar trends were discernible. Note
the evidence for men, however. If short-term unemployment were a more or less
random occurrence, one would not expect to find such marked differences between
those experiencing a little unemployment and those remaining continuously in
employment. While the fluctuations in business fortunes and the economy may
indeed lead to the laying off or redundancy of some highly paid, skilled and
previously secure workers, a substantial part of unemployment, even of short
duration, must be ‘structurally’ determined in the sense that there exist many marginal jobs with poor rates of pay, working rights and working conditions which also
carry a high risk of short-term unemployment.
Some indicators of the family situation and the personal characteristics of the
recently or currently unemployed are also given in the table. Rather more of the
unemployed are young, have children and have not lived for as much as a year at
their present address. People who migrate may be less likely to obtain secure jobs.
Certainly they are less likely to be acquainted with informal as well as formal networks of information about vacancies. Without residential or local connections, they
are more likely only to be given temporary or low-paid work. This applies to people
who have come from other regions of the country as well as from overseas.
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Table 17.5. Percentages of unemployed and employed males and females with
different characteristics.
Characteristic

Weeks unemployed in previous 12 monthsa
Males
Females
10 or 1-9
none
1 or
none
more
more

Work:
At latest (last or present) place of
employment:
1. Poor or very poor working
conditionsb
2. Subject to one week’s notice or less
3. No sick-pay entitlement
4. No occupational pension
entitlement
5. Not a member of a trade union
Household resources:
6. Assets under £200
7. Income last week less than 90 per
cent of mean of household type
8. Fewer than 6 of list of 10
consumer durables
9. Not owner-occupier
Family situation:
10. Children in household
11. Less than one year at present address
12. Poor environmental conditionsc
Personal characteristics:
13. Under 30 years of age
14. With disablement condition(s)
15. With moderate, appreciable or
severe disablementd
16. Fewer than 11 years’ education
17. Not born in UK
18. Health said to be poor or only fair
Highest number on which % based
Lowest number on which % based

(55)
(85)
(74)

46
75
66

22
40
34

(29)
(73)
(66)

15
48
33

(78)
(65)

77
68

40
46

(82)
(88)

60
76

(70)

48

24

(43)

24

61

50

39

44

33

53
74

29
65

17
51

18
68

15
54

41
20
(20)

63
17
28

47
12
21

44
20
(23)

36
11
22

36
14

57
13

27
9

47
21

33
10

12
86
9
(25)
58
36

11
84
8
17
76
56

6
72
8
13
1,612
1,246

8
60
14
17
59
33

8
69
6
13
1,015
576

NOTES: aRefers to those employed and self-employed for at least one week in previous twelve
months, plus twelve men and two women not employed in the year saying they had been
unemployed throughout the year.
b
According to scores on work condition index (see page 438). Estimates included for those
working outdoors at more than one place of work.
c
d
See index described, page 535.
See pages 692 and 697.
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As one might expect, the differences in ownership of assets and other household
resources between women continuously in employment and women with at least one
week’s unemployment is less pronounced in the table than it is in the case of men. It
was the man’s, rather than the woman’s, relationship to the labour market which
determined the family’s comparative affluence. But the data suggest that women
who were susceptible to unemployment tended to be in families which were, for
other reasons, relatively poor.
In the survey, age and disablement were less potent factors than they have seemed
1
to be in other surveys. Partly this may be because we were studying those with any
unemployment in the year and not only the currently unemployed; certainly more of
the latter consist of older or disabled persons and certainly older or disabled persons
feature prominently among the long-term unemployed. But our evidence would also
suggest that rather less emphasis may need to be attached to personal factors like age
and disability in analyses of unemployment and more to underlying institutional
factors. So far as disablement is concerned, we say this for two reasons. Among all
men aged 40-54 with some, appreciable or severe disability, for example, 77 per
cent were employed throughout the year, more than two thirds of them without any
spell of unemployment. Among men aged 55-64, the figure is still 68 per cent, and
the non-employed in this age group include men who have retired. And, to give the
second reason, only 11 per cent of men unemployed during the year had some,
2
appreciable or severe disability (that is, scoring 3 or more on the disability index).
While in no way underestimating the severity of unemployment among the disabled,
we must beware of building disablement (and associated ill-health) into being a
dominant causal factor of unemployment. Once unemployment or sub-employed
roles are defined and numbered, disablement is a supplementary allocative factor no more.
3
Scrutiny of official surveys in 1961, 1964 and 1973 would seem to bear this out.
The categories adopted in the surveys to which the unemployed were allocated were
not logically coherent, but in 1973, for example, slightly less than a third of the
unemployed men who were studied were said to have poor prospects of getting work
on account of their age and/or their physical or mental condition. The figures do not
1

Hill, M. J., Harrison, R. M., Sargeant, A. V., and Talbot, V., Men Out of Work: A Study of
Unemployment in Three English Towns, Cambridge University Press, 1973.
2
The figure would be higher, however, if sickness or susceptibility to ill-health were included.
Thus, 51 per cent of men aged 45-64 who were seeking work, compared with 21 per cent
working, reported limiting long-standing illness’ in the General Household Survey of 1971. See
General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 278.
3
‘Characteristics of the Unemployed, 1961’, Ministry of Labour Gazette, April and September 1962; ‘Enquiry into the Characteristics of the Unemployed, October, 1964’, Ministry of
Labour Gazette, November 1965; ‘Characteristics of the Unemployed: Sample Survey, June,
1973’, Department of Employment Gazette, March 1974.
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appear to have been checked against any more objective measure, but even at face
value they represent a minority of the sample. Moreover, a substantial proportion of
these men were found to be in work after a check some months later.
Perhaps the single best method of putting this into proportion is to compare either
fluctuations historically in the unemployment rate or variations in the rate between
regions or areas. In Britain there were, for example, 331,000 unemployed on the
registers on average in 1966, but 521,000 in 1967. In 1955 there had been 213,000,
but in 1972 844,000. It would be hard to believe that age or disability played much
part in explaining these fluctuations, especially those occurring over a short time
span.
Similarly, in any year (irrespective of the rate of unemployment) there are big
differences between areas in unemployment rates. On 14 October 1974, for example,
there were 0.9 per cent unemployed in High Wycombe, 1.4 per cent in Aberdeen,
1.5 per cent in Northampton, 1.6 per cent in Bury, 4.2 per cent in Hull, 6.3 per cent
1
in Sunderland and 10.3 per cent in Londonderry. Variations in the distribution of
the economically active population by age or disability cannot account for more than
a tiny part of such marked variations. While it may seem unnecessary to spell out
these statistics. it remains true that in official and independent studies of the
unemployed, disproportionately great attention is paid to the personal
characteristics, including age and disability, of the unemployed.
A recent study illustrates very well the difficulties of relating any evidence that is
conscientiously collected about the structure of unemployment to popular stereotypes about its causes. An attempt in three towns to examine ‘voluntary unemployment’ was obliged, by its methodology and terms of reference, to devote
extensive attention to the characteristics and attitudes of the unemployed, but the
authors were yet able to point out that in an area of low unemployment (Hammersmith) even the disadvantaged (defined according to age, skill or health) were able
to get jobs again fairly quickly. The ‘personal’ variables were of relatively small
importance, either in explaining the rate or the length of unemployment. ‘Vulnerable
groups in that area tended to suffer very much shorter spells of unemployment than
2
in the other two areas (Coventry and Newcastle).’ In their final chapter, the authors
felt obliged to return to an examination of the economic and employment institutions
which had not featured in their empirical work.
The chief argument of this chapter is that it is not just men’s general relationship
to the labour market, as conditioned by the development of a market economy,
which has to be analysed if we are to explain the facts of unemployment, subemployment and associated poverty. Social and not merely industrial forces have
created a more finely differentiated hierarchy of roles - both in employment and in
unemployment - together with a set of discriminating rules by which the
1

Department of Employment Gazette, November 1974, pp. 1054-5.
Hill, M. J., Harrison, R. M., Sargeant, A. V., and Talbot, V., Men Out of Work: A Study of
Unemployment in Three English Towns, Cambridge University Press, 1973.
2

THE UNEMPLOYED AND THE SUB-EMPLOYED 607
characteristics of those who will normally be recruited to these roles are defined. In
studying poverty, too much attention has been paid to the characteristics of the
unemployed instead of to the characteristics and determinants of the job (or role)
structure.
It is through case-studies that we can understand the powerlessness of the individual to change the job structure or its biases of recruitment. They can be invoked
as examples in support of the general argument.
Mr Bradshaw was a bachelor of 60 who had been unemployed for thirty-four of
the previous fifty-two weeks when first interviewed in May 1968. He lived in a tworoomed flat in Nottingham and was on the Disabled Persons Register. Four years
earlier, as a lorry driver for British Rail, he had had a coronary and was partially
paralysed on his left side. He was then forced to take a succession of light temporary
jobs and had been last in a routine clerical job in the Town Hall.
In the summer of 1968, he obtained work as a weighbridge clerk with a scrap
merchant, and held this job for two years, earning £16.30 gross (£13.10 after deductions) at the final stage. He then became unemployed for most of the next two
years (having one clerical job at the time of the 1971 Census for ten weeks). For
many months he had tried hard to get work:
‘I was offered 15p an hour as a watchman from 7 p.m. to 7 a.m., seven days a
week. It was like going to prison for seven nights a week. I can’t use the language to
you I used to them. I used to tramp all around town looking for work - writing (they
never bothered to answer, never got any replies, waste of postage). It takes all the
guts out of you. You’re on the scrap heap now if you’re over 30. They don’t want to
know. They make excuses about the superannuation scheme. That last job I had I
saw in the news. I rang up right away. They told me my age was against me but that
Saturday morning there was a knock at the door, and there was the Manager. He
said, “Can you start on Monday?” What a lift that was, I can tell you. I thought, “I’m
made for life now.” Then came this takeover and that was that. I must have applied
for over 1,000 jobs.’
He gets (1972) £8.20 supplementary benefit (which includes an allowance for a
diabetes diet). He had been obliged to return his TV set to a rental firm because he
could not afford the rental of 50p per week.
‘I scratch along. I just make it. I can’t afford cinemas or anything like that. This
enforced idleness has been a bit of a let-down, I can tell you. Somehow, I’ve got so
that I accept it, but it’s not living. It’s no joke to know you’re no use. It doesn’t
seem right that all your time is spent just keeping yourself alive ... Somebody said
the poor are always with us. Was it Jesus Christ? It might have been Ted Heath. I
don’t know. Big money rules the world, not Christianity or charity. It always has
and it always will.’
Income Support during Unemployment
Income protection during unemployment is poorer than during other types of
adversity, like sickness, injury, disablement or widowhood. Nearly a third of those
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in the poverty sample who were unemployed at the time of interview or in the
previous twelve months were in income units in poverty or on the margins of
poverty (see Table 17.1 above). About a quarter of the currently unemployed were
receiving supplementary benefit, but another third were not receiving such benefit
and were assessed as eligible. However, some of them (about a third) were members
of households consisting of two or more income units or had a spouse who was
earning.
Why did over half have incomes so low that they were found to be, or would have
been, entitled to supplementary benefit? First, fewer than half those unemployed on
the particular day of interview were drawing unemployment insurance benefit.
Official statistics in the 1970s bear this out. In November 1972, for example,
352,000 of the 790,000 persons registered as unemployed in Britain were drawing
unemployment benefit (including 85,000 also drawing supplementary benefit), but
1
another 273,000 were dependent upon supplementary allowances alone. Secondly,
because of the rules restricting eligibility for insurance benefit, and the rules,
2
particularly the four-week rule, restricting eligibility for supplementary allowances,
some of the unemployed were entitled, at least for a time, neither to insurance
benefit nor supplementary allowances. On 6 November 1972, the Department of
Health and Social Security estimated that 165,000 persons, or 21 per cent (including
3
123,000 men), were receiving neither benefit nor supplementary allowance. Finally,
extra types of allowance were and are far less likely to be paid to the unemployed,
even the long-term unemployed, than other types of beneficiary. Thus, after six
months’ sickness but not unemployment, higher rates of dependence allowance are
paid under national insurance. After two years’ sickness but not unemployment, an
additional ‘long-term’ supplementary allowance is paid. Fewer of the unemployed
than of other groups receiving supplementary benefit are granted exceptional
circumstances additions and exceptional needs grants. For example, although in
1972 many were already better off by virtue of long-term additions, 19 per cent of
retirement pensioners, 20 per cent of widows and 33 per cent of the sick and the
disabled receiving both national insurance and supplementary benefit were also
receiving exceptional circumstances additions, compared with only 6 per cent of the
4
unemployed. Some of the unemployed actually have their allowances reduced
below the basic rate. Thus, in 1969, 31,000 of the 228,000 in receipt of
supplementary benefit were subjected to the ‘wage-stop’ and their allowances were
5
reduced. Again, although in theory those with entitlement to unemployment
insurance benefit can also receive earnings-related supplements, only 36 per cent (or
1

DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1972, HMSO, London, p.21.
For a reasoned and comprehensive criticism of this rule, see Meacher, M., Scrounging on the
Welfare: The Scandal of the Four Week Rule, Arrow, London, 1974.
3
Social Security Statistics, 1972, p. 21.
4
ibid., p. 143.
5
See Elks, L., The Wage Stop, Child Poverty Action Group, London, 1974.
2
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16 per cent of all the unemployed) were receiving such supplements in November
1972. This pattern has persisted through the 1970s.
The total effect has been to build a form of discrimination into the administration
1
of social security. In 1972, the incomes, including supplementary benefit, of a
range of differently constituted families of the unemployed were lower - by about 10
2
per cent - than those of corresponding families of the sick and disabled. The
incomes of those unemployed who were not receiving supplementary benefit are not
included in this comparison. There were, for example, 24,000 families with two
children receiving supplementary benefit who had an average total weekly income
of only £17.73. This compared with an average of £48.13 for all families with two
3
children in Britain in 1972. The former was only 37 per cent of the latter. What is
4
even more striking is that the figure is only 65 per cent of the lowest decile. The
principle of less eligibility has survived remarkably intact.
Although the estimates from the poverty survey of the numbers of unemployed
eligible for supplementary benefits are subject to substantial sampling error, they
suggest that at least as many again as are receiving benefits may be eligible for
5
them. This statement allows for the fact, as shown in Table 17.6, that the numbers
receiving such benefits were proportionately fewer than in the general population:
we have discounted this difference in making the statement. The evidence is
discussed further in Chapter 24.
Existing policy is infused with relatively punitive values which the evidence
shows to be inappropriate. Any analysis of trends in registered unemployment
relative to the number and regional pattern of vacancies; of the avowed interest of
many sections of industry in ‘regulating wage demands’ by creating and perpetuating a ‘pool’ of the unemployed; of society’s implicit interest in scapegoating
so as to preserve crude forms of the work ethic; of the lack of hard evidence in the
available literature of any substantial degree of ‘scrounging’; of the history of work
deprivation and vulnerable personal characteristics of the unemployed; and, finally,
of the telling evidence of the reluctance of many of the unemployed even to apply
1

Early in the 1970s measures restricting the payment of unemployment benefit had been
introduced. In 1971, for example, benefit was no longer paid retrospectively for the first three
days’ interruption of employment. The measure passed into legislation in that year followed a
period of cutting down the numbers receiving discretionary extras through the supplementary
benefits system. See Townsend, P., The Scope and Limitations of Means-Tested Social Services
in Britain, Proceedings of the Manchester Statistical Society, 29 March 1972, p. 27.
2
Social Security Statistics, 1972, pp. 146-7.
3
Family Expenditure Survey, Report for 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 84.
4
ibid., p. 88.
5
A government survey in 1966 suggested that some 50,000 men with two or more children
were unemployed, and that as many as 41,000 received, or were eligible for, supplementary
allowances. Of these, 16,000 or 39 per cent were not receiving such allowances. About a third of
them had been unemployed three months or more. See The Circumstances of Families, pp. 1314.
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Table 17.6. Estimated number of unemployed receiving and eligible for supplementary benefit.
Whether income unit receiving or eligible for
supplementary benefit

DHSS, May 1969
(000s)

Poverty survey
(000s)

Receiving, also with national insurance benefit
not with national insurance benefit
Not receiving, income too high to be eligible
or spouse earning
Not receiving, eligible

62
129

150

381

210
210

Total

572

570

SOURCE: DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 19.

for the grudging or miserly benefits offered by the state, demonstrates the need for a
much more consistent, and generous, system of income support for the unemployed.
In some respects, the existing system could be said to have connived at, if not
actually determined, the rise in the number of unemployed in the late 1960s.
Employment Policy
So far as the unemployed are concerned, the social security system might be said to
have grown up partly to temper the hardships experienced by many people,
especially among manual employees, in a fluctuating market economy, and partly to
regulate and grade the queues waiting to re-enter employment. The Department of
Employment does not seek to control the total number and distribution of jobs
according to the edicts of a full employment policy. That would entail a wideranging and very ambitious strategy. Its objectives are more narrowly drawn in
conformity with both economic theory about ‘frictional’ unemployment and social
stereotypes about a core of ‘hard to employ’.
The job-recovery system is even less effective for the unemployed than the system
of income protection. We were struck by its haphazardness. We asked all those who
were unemployed, both at the time of interview and during the previous weeks, and
who were looking for work, what steps they had taken. A third were registered with
the exchanges, but, as shown above, were not often enthusiastic about the help they
were given. All but a handful were looking in the local papers for a job. Others told
of intensive search for a job, looking regularly at advertisements in shop windows or
posted outside factories and offices; writing unsolicited letters as well as replies to
advertisements; calling in at likely shops or offices and leaving name and address;
inquiring in person at factories and sites; and, in particular, making and following up
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inquiries through relatives and friends.
There was usually a difference between the short-term and long-term unemployed,
especially when this corresponded with younger and older potential workers. The
former were more active, more particular about what they would accept, and more
optimistic about success. In refusing initial offers of a job, a few were risking a
longer spell out of work because they wanted a change rather than return to their last
place of employment. Some were so determined to seek re-engagement at their last
place of employment that they were, at first, unwilling to contemplate anything else.
Older men were more devastated by redundancy and, especially if they had been
unemployed for several weeks or months, more despairing about finding a job again.
Yet, despite discouragements, some of them persisted against all the odds. ‘I spent
two or three hours every day going around the building sites. Today I walked all the
way to X [a town five miles away] and back in answer to an advert, but they weren’t
starting anyone until the New Year. Yesterday I went to the Corporation. They took
on two young Pakistanis, but I was turned away.’
There is evidently a remorseless adjustment with time in job-search behaviour.
Men gradually become less specific about their wants, become ready to accept jobs
with lower pay and status, and experience depression but also bitterness against
others. Sometimes when they say no and turn their backs I feel like going berserk.’
This adjustment corresponds with a kind of structural stratification of the
unemployed, differing in characteristics, behaviour and attitudes. The strata are
defined not so much in terms of the length of current unemployment as of the total
recent experience, both current and recurrent, of unemployment, together with the
1
threat of unemployment or lay-off in jobs marginal to the labour market.
Bankruptcies, mergers and fluctuations in business operations primarily determine
lay-offs. Selective dismissal on the basis of lack of individual skill or effort seem to

1

In a detailed review of the causes of long-term unemployment, Adrian Sinfield shows that,
while studies of redundancy have shown that most men laid off find alternative work quickly,
this does not apply to all and is not inconsistent with greater risk of unemployment subsequently.
‘A man needs luck or a period of labour shortage to establish himself else he becomes fixed on a
downward spiral with less and less security in each job. The next stage may be the day or casual
labour office and the stage after “skid row”.’ The workings of the labour market suggest a
hypothesis of gradual downward displacement. As the number of unemployed in any given area
decreases, the greater vulnerability of the disabled, the aged, the unskilled and poorly educated
and the victims of discrimination becomes evident. There is talk of the residual groups that are
left unemployed as those better qualified in skill, health, etc. return to jobs first . In this gradual
process of downward displacement those least able to compete may find themselves unable to
get back to jobs they previously held.’ This illustrates very well the relationship between process
and structure - in this case the stratification of both employed and unemployed. See Sinfield, A.,
The Long-Term Unemployed, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, Paris,
1968, pp. 41-50.
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1

account for a small proportion of interruptions of employment. Once unemployed, a
man stands more chance, on the ‘last in, first out’ principle, of being laid off in his
next job than the average employed person. And once he has experienced at least
two periods of lay-off within a short period, he may acquire the reputation of
someone who cannot keep, or doesn’t want, a job. He may have to swallow his pride
and accept an insecure, ill-paid job even to re-establish a claim to continuous
employment.
The administration of unemployment benefit on behalf of the Department of
Health and Social Security seems to serve the interests of employers better than of
the unemployed. The threat of withdrawal of benefit is used both implicitly and
explicitly to coax, if not to force, men to apply for jobs which they may not want
and whose conditions and rates of pay may be bad, on the pretext that voluntary
unemployment is not insurable and this is what must be done to protect society from
the workshy. At least in elaborating the functions of the Department of Employment,
this possibility must not be neglected, and detailed analysis is necessary of the
2
process of job referral. This would demand close analysis of the institutional
structure of local and national labour markets.
The very fact that so many employees are subject to short notice (which is highly
correlated with occupational class) suggests how small is the control that individuals
can exert over unemployment.
Any attempt to establish the relative importance of voluntary and involuntary
unemployment bears this out. In a national survey in 1971, for example, Over half
the men were unemployed because they had been dismissed from their previous job
and, if to these are added those who left their last job because of ill-health or
because the job was temporary, 88.5 per cent of the unemployed men had lost their
3
previous job involuntarily.’
The fact that a substantial proportion of real unemployment is unregistered unemployment, especially among women, suggests, too, that the receptivity of employers and the public employment exchanges to expressed public need, and
demand, for work is not all that it might be. This also tilts the balance of responsibility from individual to institutions.
Finally, the scale and character of retraining programmes demonstrates so little
faith in the importance of the level of individual skill that the programmes must be
seen, despite avowed aims, for what they are : as half-hearted attempts to divert
1

Sinfield, The Long-Term Unemployed, pp. 38-42. Sinfield quotes, for example, an official
US survey finding that ‘three of every four of the long-term unemployed had been laid off for
economic as opposed to non-economic reasons’.
2
For evidence of pressure from exchange staff, see Daniel, W. W., A National Survey of the
Unemployed, Political and Economic Planning, Broadsheet No. 546, October 1974, pp. 94-7.
3
The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, p. 211. Although home and family
commitments were common reasons given by women for leaving work, as many as 52 per cent
also left involuntarily.
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attention from institutional responsibility for unemployment.
Thus, 40 per cent of those in employment during the poverty survey said they had
changed jobs in the last five years, representing about 11 million employees. Of
these, only 16 per cent said they had received any form of retraining, most of them
in-service training. Our estimates for the population came to a total of 1,710,000,
made up as follows:
In-service training
Industrial rehabilitation units, etc.
Other

1,300,000
150,000
260,000

We then checked with all men aged 30-64 whether they had been on a trade,
industrial rehabilitation or Government training course of any kind in the last five
years’. This eliminated in-service training after appointment to a job, and referred
only to subsequent training in a job or training during interruption of employment.
We derived the following estimates, which gave a total of 580,000:
Government training courses
Armed services training
Other employer training courses
Other courses

150,000
70,000
300,000
60,000

Only a fifth of those taking a government training course and only a quarter of
those taking other training courses said that it helped them to get a better job. Only 7
per cent of all men aged 30-64 who had experienced at least one spell of eight or
more weeks’ unemployment said they had been on a government training course.
A more comprehensive policy of income protection would, in addition to reducing
deprivation, contribute to people’s prospects of re-establishing themselves in
employment, and thus help to prevent long-term unemployment. Similarly, a
government employment policy which abandoned half-hearted retraining and
instead created and controlled jobs to which the unemployed were deliberately
recruited, would also reduce long-term unemployment.
At bottom, a false economic theory of unemployment has been adopted in policy,
both employment policy and social-security policy. Employment policy
accommodates rather than reduces or prevents unemployment; correspondingly,
social security policies help the short-term skilled but actually deprive and punish
the long-term unskilled.
In much economic theory, unemployment in the post-war years has been characterized as of two types: frictional’ or structural’ unemployment, and ‘residual’ or
hard-core’ unemployment. This conception has the effect of underestimating the
seriousness of unemployment in a market economy, by explaining away part of the
phenomenon as extremely short-term and inevitable, and the other part as wholly
attributable to personal shortcomings. Transitory, short-term, frictional
unemployment is considered as relatively harmless, in the sense that it involves no
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major obstacle to the speedy re-employment of the workers concerned ... For the
vast majority of workers the only risk of involuntary unemployment remaining
under modern conditions is that connected with structural adjustments in the
economy.’ The second category consists of people who ‘seem intrinsically difficult
1
to employ on account of some deficiency which cannot be readily eradicated’.
Another writer states, ‘The post-war experience of many nations of northwestern
Europe, whose full or overfull employment prevailed in the first half of the 1960s,
suggests that there is considerable residual unemployment beyond frictional
2
joblessness.’
This conception seems to have exerted considerable influence upon the policies of
the Department of Employment, which has decided, in effect, to devote less time
proportionately to the unemployed as such and more time to men in work wanting to
3
move from one employer to another. In recent years, the Supplementary Benefits
Commission has developed its own team of Unemployment Review Officers.
Anxiety has been expressed at this shift of priorities and the implication that the far
less experienced (and lower-status) commission will increasingly take on
responsibilities for the long-term unemployed.
The Employment Exchanges were set up to assist the unemployed ... There is a
fundamental value issue at stake here, which should be widely debated ... The
British employment service developed out of a recognition that unemployment was
an economic problem, a problem that could not be left to the Poor Law, with its
conception of worklessness as a consequence of idleness and sloth. But today there
is a danger that a distinction will be made between those whose unemployment is
just a temporary problem of movement from one job to another, and those whose
unemployment results from a seriously disadvantaged position in the labour market,
in such a way that the latter becomes the prime concern of the organization which
has taken over the legacy of the Poor Law, while the former get the benefit of all the
modern developments in methods of counselling, placing and training for
4
employment.
Summary
This chapter has shown an association between unemployment and poverty. In itself,
this is neither a new nor an unexpected finding. But we have shown that the
association exists not only for the unemployed at the time of their unemployment
but also for the much larger number of those who have experienced spells of unemployment (however short) in the recent past. Either they have failed to secure jobs
1

Hauser, M. M., and Burrows, P., The Economics of Unemployment Insurance, University of
York Studies in Economics, No. 3, Allen & Unwin, London, 1969, pp. 10 and 27.
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Hill et al., Men Out of Work, pp. 147-9.
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with earnings high enough to raise their families comfortably above the poverty line,
or they are victims of recurrent sickness and/or unemployment and are never in
work long enough to establish standards of living which are, on average, above that
line.
It is with this statement that the survey can be said to contribute something fresh to
the study of unemployment. There are not two broad states of employment and
unemployment, but a hierarchy of states from whole-time secure employment to
continuous unemployment. Corresponding especially with occupational class, there
are ranks of both employed and unemployed who are differentiated, on the one
hand, by security of employment and various rights to welfare, or lack of such
rights, associated with the status of their employment, and on the other, by eligibility
for different forms of social security as well as by length or frequency of
unemployment. There are, to distinguish only five ranks: those with a high degree of
secure tenure of employment, with no recent experience of unemployment; those
subject to short notice but no recent experience of unemployment; the currently subemployed and unemployed, with recent experience only of single or occasional short
spells of unemployment; the sub-employed and unemployed with recurrent or recent
lengthy spells of unemployment; and the long-term unemployed.
We also probed the meaning of ‘unemployed’, and showed that official measures
underrate the real extent. Thus, the 1971 Census showed that there were 400,000
more unemployed than were at the time on the registers. The number would, of
course, be much higher if the under-utilized productive capacity of non-employed
women with or without dependants, the disabled, the non-incapacitated ‘retired’
elderly and the under-employed were to be included. The exclusion of these groups
from the potential employed population is, of course, socially defined.
For men, the likelihood of unemployment rises sharply with falling occupational
status. While the unskilled accounted for only 9 per cent of the male labour force
experiencing no unemployment in the previous twelve months, they were 17 per
cent of those experiencing one to nine weeks’ unemployment in the year and 39 per
cent of those with ten or more weeks’ unemployment. By contrast, professional and
managerial employees, accounting for a slightly larger proportion of the labour
force, had experienced virtually no unemployment at all in the year.
A distinction has to be made between the institutional factors which define the
roles, including ‘unemployment’, in the occupational hierarchy, and the sociostructural factors which define who is to occupy them. A household survey cannot
contribute more than a limited understanding of the former: other methods of
research, which would include, for example, a survey of firms and of their inter1
relationship in the local labour market, would need to be undertaken. But we have
1

At the University of Essex we have sought to pursue in greater depth the limited findings
about the sub-employed from the national survey. See Norris, G., ‘Employment Participation
and Household Incomes in Two Local Authorities in England’, and Subemployment Amongst
Men’, evidence submitted to the Royal Commission on Income and Wealth, 1977.
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shown that the jobs last held by the unemployed were in very poor or poor working
conditions, with much greater likelihood of being subject to only one week’s notice,
far smaller chance of having any rights to fringe benefits and smaller chance of
being unionized. The differences between the sometime unemployed and the
continuously employed in conditions of work, working rights and security, and also
in annual income, level of assets and number of durables in the home, were greater
the greater the number of weeks of unemployment in the year. The marginality of
jobs at the lower end of the hierarchy, and the tenuousness of income protection and
job recovery services during unemployment, are defined by social institutions and
values. The incidence and severity of unemployment have institutional causes
external to the individual.
Given a role structure with a permanent, or at least long-term, place for the unemployed, there tend to be conventions about those who are selected for unemployment. They are predominantly those from marginal employment - namely, those
lacking formally defined skills and educational qualifications; among the short-term
unemployed therefore proportionately more young and among the long-term
unemployed proportionately more older and disabled workers; and marginally more
migrants from overseas. The state’s social security and employment-exchange
systems act as mechanisms to grade the unemployed according to desert for jobs,
retraining or income, and to adjust them to their status and to a willingness to take
jobs of lower pay and status than those formerly occupied. This facilitates, among
other things, the conferment of seniority rights in large sections of industry. Despite
evidence of the lack of jobs and opportunities, many of the public hold relatively
punitive attitudes towards the unemployed; discretionary additions to benefit are
rarely awarded; there are institutional checks even on types of benefit which are
ordinarily available to other groups in adversity; and a very high proportion of the
unemployed either do not receive supplementary benefits to which they appear to be
entitled, or they receive less than the basic rates. Certainly nothing emerges from our
data to justify the view that many people remain unemployed because it is more
lucrative than working.
Finally, employment and social security policies tend to reinforce the misconception of economic theory that unemployment is of two types: ‘frictional’ and
‘residual’. There are signs that employment exchanges, which were set up in 1909
primarily to help the unemployed, are becoming more concerned with those wishing
to change jobs. The Department of Employment appears to be taking a resigned
attitude to longer-term unemployment, which appears to be left increasingly as an
administrative problem to the legacy of the Poor Law - the Supplementary Benefits
Commission.
Since our national survey was carried out, the rate of unemployment has increased
markedly. Studies in the mid 1970s have called attention to its harsh consequences
and the need for new measures to expand employment as well as to introduce
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improvements in social security benefits. Our findings that there is a hierarchy of
states, differentiated sharply by income, from whole-time secure employment to
continuous unemployment, and a tendency substantially to understate ‘real’
unemployment, imply some growth of poverty and perhaps a greater ‘spread’ of
inequality during the 1970s. This is discussed further in Chapter 26.

1

See, for example, Sinfield, A., ‘The Social Costs of Unemployment’, in Jones, K., and
Baldwin, S., The Yearbook of Social Policy in Britain, 1976, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London,
1978; Field, F. (ed.), The Conscript Army: A Study of Britain’s Unemployed, Routledge &
Kegan Paul, London, 1977; and Barratt Brown, M., et al., Full Employment, Spokesman Books,
London, 1978.

18
The Low Paid

Low pay has some of the same roots as unemployment. Just as people of working
age are not divided sharply into the employed on the one hand and the unemployed
on the other, so they are not divided sharply into the adequately and low paid. Pay is
differentiated into grades just as jobs are differentiated into strata according to their
security and continuity, or indeed according to their other attributes. If we are to
understand and explain low pay in itself as well as in its consequences for poverty,
two things are therefore necessary: to study every level of pay in the earnings
hierarchy, and to study all the occupational and social concomitants of the different
levels.
The Concept of Low Pay
There have been three approaches to the definition of low pay, by estimating the
income ‘needs’ of the individual or an average or standard family, by showing
whether the pay of the occupational group or industry to which the individual
belongs is low compared with other groups of industries, and by finding whether the
pay of the individual is low compared with other individuals in the earning
population as a whole.
The ‘needs’ approach is to compare income from employment with a standard of
individual, family or household needs. Seebohm Rowntree was one of the first to
1
make this approach explicit in his The Human Needs of Labour. Low pay becomes
the pay below that required to maintain the unit of comparison - individual or family
- at a certain standard of living. The problem is, of course, that workers differ in the
number of their dependants, and pay which is sufficient to meet the needs of one
person or two persons may be wholly insufficient for five or six. The concept has
persisted socially, partly because the ‘needs’ of an average family of man and wife
and two or three children has been a convenient yardstick for trade unions wanting
to raise basic wage levels. It has also reflected social values about the desirability of
wives staying at home to rear the children and care for returning menfolk, and about
1

Rowntree, B. S., The Human Needs of Labour, Nelson, London, 1918; rev. edn, Long-mans,
Green, London, 1937.
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the desirability of restricting family size. The idea that a wage should be enough to
support a family survived the introduction of family allowances, because Sir
William (later Lord) Beveridge argued that a man’s wage should normally be
1
expected to cover the man’s wife and the first child in the family, though he had at
least argued for separate subsistence support for the second child. The introduction
of Family Income Supplement in 1971 represented a further erosion of the number
in the family expected socially to be supported by the wage. Society now conceded
that the wage could no longer be regarded as sufficient in all instances to support
even a family of three. In the course of this century, therefore, attachment to the
family-needs approach to low pay has grown and later weakened.
A second approach has been to examine the pay received by members of different
professions, occupations and industries, and compare their pay with other
professions, occupations and industries. The emphasis here has been on elucidating
the pay, conditions of work, security, expectations, qualifications, prestige and status
of the average member, or representative members of the group, with average or
representative members of other groups. Thus, the Royal Commission on Medical
Remuneration confined themselves to looking at the pay and conditions of other
2
professions. And, in a succession of reports on manual workers, the National Board
of Prices and Incomes confined themselves to looking at the pay and conditions of
3
other manual workers in different industries. The pay of non-manual groups is
rarely compared with that of manual groups. Moreover, top salaries are not even
4
compared with the middle reaches of the same professions or industries. Another
point about this group approach to low pay is that the publicity often given during a
strike or during arbitration, as in the Wilberforce Committee’s deliberations during
the miners’ strike of 1972, amounts to a test of the prestige in which the group is
held socially, so that decisions can be made about pay increases.
The third approach is to compare individual pay with that of other individuals in
the general hierarchy of earnings. This can be done by taking a cut-off point at some
level of the total dispersion of pay, say, the lowest decile or lowest quintile, or a
1

Social Insurance and Allied Services (The Beveridge Report), Cmnd 6404, HMSO, London,
1942.
2
Report of the Commission on Doctors’ and Dentists’ Remuneration (The Pilkington Report),
Cmnd 939, HMSO, London, 1960.
3
For example, National Board for Prices and Incomes, Report No. 25, Pay of Workers in
Agriculture in England and Wales, Cmnd 3199, HMSO, London, 1967; Report No. 166, Pay
and Conditions of National Health Service Ancillary Staff, Cmnd 4644, HMSO, London, 1971;
Report No. 167, Pay and Conditions of Workers Employed in the Laundry and Dry Cleaning Industry, Cmnd 4647, HMSO, London, 1971; Report No. 168, Pay and Conditions in the Contract Cleaning Trade, Cmnd 4637, HMSO, London, 1971.
4
See the Reports of the Review Body on Top Salaries, Cmnd 4836, 5001, 5372, 5595 and
5846, HMSO, London, December 1971-December 1974.
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percentage of the mean or median. Each index has advantages and disadvantages,
and incorporates particular values. Thus the identification of the earnings of each
decile helps to ‘fix’ the shape of the curve of income dispersion but discounts any
further degree of dispersion among the tenth with lowest earnings. And because the
distribution of earnings is heavily skewed, earnings (including deciles) which are
expressed in relation to the median are ‘higher’ than when expressed in relation to
the mean. The implicit policy ‘recommendation’ in taking a level of pay in relation
to the median is that pay should be raised in relation to the average worker. The
implicit policy recommendation in taking a level of pay in relation to the mean is
stronger. More of the population are shown to be below the mean than the median,
and the smaller percentages imply a bigger gap to be filled.
To the difficulty of deciding level of pay has to be added that of defining ‘pay’
and deciding whose pay is to be compared. The dispersion of earnings received for a
working hour or in a week is different from that received in a year or in the course of
an occupational career, and different, too, if fringe benefits are excluded from, or
included in, the calculations. The exclusion of the value of fringe benefits, for
example, will tend to make the dispersion of earnings much less unequal. And
doubts can arise about the inclusion in the group whose earnings are being compared
of young people under 21 or 18, part-time workers, women as well as men, nonmanual as well as manual workers, self-employed as well as employed people, and
people from Northern Ireland, Scotland or Wales as well as from different regions of
England.
There is no escape from expressing values in the definition of the low paid. Two
examples might be given. It is common to define ‘full-time’ work as work of thirty
hours a week or more, and common also to compare the weekly pay of such fulltime workers. But since, for example, routine non-manual workers work fewer hours
than manual workers, the real difference between them in their rate of earning,
which might be brought out by calculating an hourly rate of earnings, is obscured.
And if comparisons were restricted to hourly rates of earnings, the inequality
between the non-manual worker earning a particular hourly rate for thirty hours and
a manual worker forced to work sixty hours, including overtime at a much higher
rate, to bring his average up to the same hourly rate, would remain.
Another example is the division between male and female earnings. If male and
female rates of earnings are kept distinct, similar proportions of both sexes may be
found to be low-paid relative to the median or mean for their sex. But the distinction
is a conventional one, even if condoned by most social scientists, and is no easier to
defend in principle than, say, the production of separate pay distributions for
immigrants, Jews or Roman Catholics. By including both men and women in the
distribution, a majority of women and a small minority of men will be found to be
low paid. This radical approach does itself have two limitations. On the one hand, it
ignores what was implicit in the family-needs approach to low pay - namely, that
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whether we like it or not, more men than women have dependent children and adults
to support from their earnings. On the other, it ignores the ‘costs’ of the nonemployed. In the same way that more men may be ‘low paid’ according to criteria
internal to male earners than criteria applied to both males and females, so more
men and women may be low paid’ according to criteria internal to the employed of
both sexes than to those applied to the employed and non-employed as a whole. The
incomes of the non-employed should be considered in any comprehensive analysis
of the low paid. This argument leads back to the suggestion that, among alternative
conceptions of low pay which deserve to be operationalized, one is in relation to the
standard of gross disposable income per head (with possibly some adjustment for
young children).
Low Pay and the Lowest Decile
When called upon in 1970 to report on the general problems of low pay, the
National Board for Prices and Incomes adopted the third of the approaches listed
above, with some reference both to the first and second approaches. The position of
men and women were considered separately. ‘Otherwise the problem of low pay
would be practically synonymous with that of low pay among women, and this
would ignore the social significance of the fact that men’s earnings are normally the
1
main source of family incomes.’ The board went on to define low pay ‘where men
and women in full-time jobs have average weekly earnings which are lower than the
bottom decile of all men and women in full-time manual work in Great Britain. For
part-time workers, the comparison is made in terms of the hourly earnings of part2
time workers.’
The application of this approach to earnings in 1968-9 is shown in Table 18.1, in
which the results from three separate sources, the New Earnings Survey, the Family
Expenditure Survey and the poverty survey, are compared. The first of these three
surveys analysed earnings data for the pay week which included 25 September 1968;
the second earnings distributed evenly throughout the four quarters of 1968; and the
third earnings spread through most of 1968 into the early part of 1969. For this
reason, one might expect the figures from the first study to be a little higher than the
other two. All three surveys are subject to sampling error. The first was of a much
larger sample than the other two, and the second a rather larger sample than the
third. For this reason alone, one would expect a degree of variation in the results.
There are a number of small differences affecting the definitions of pay, manual and
non-manual employees and ‘full-time’ employees, which may also account for some

1

National Board for Prices and Incomes, General Problems of Low Pay, Cmnd 4648, Report
No. 169, HMSO, London, 1971, p. 4.
2
ibid., p. 5.
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Table 18.1. Distribution of gross weekly earnings in 1968 (or 1968-9): data from
three sources compared.
Earning
population

Survey

Full-time men,
manual

Lowest
Lower Median Upper
decile
quartile
quartile
£ per week

Highest
decile

NES
FES
PS

14.6
14.1
14.4

17.8
17.3
16.9

22.0
21.2
19.9

27.2
26.0
24.6

33.6
31.6
31.0

NES
FES
PS

15.1
14.7
14.8

18.4
17.9
17.5

23.2
22.3
21.3

29.5
28.2
27.1

38.0
36.4
35.4

Full-time women,
manual
NES
FES
PS

7.3
7.0
6.7

8.8
8.4
7.9

10.6
10.2
9.8

13.0
12.1
13.0

16.1
13.9
15.9

Full-time women,
all
NES
FES
PS

8.0
7.7
7.0

9.7
9.3
8.7

12.2
11.4
11.5

15.9
14.4
15.4

21.4
19.0
20.3

Full-time men,
all

SOURCE: DEP, New Earnings Survey, 1968, HMSO, London, p. 187. Note that, for purposes
of comparison, the Department of Employment and Productivity compared NES with FES data
using Basis B (defined on p. 3).
1

of the variation. Unlike the Family Expenditure Survey and the poverty survey, the
New Earnings Survey does not include Northern Ireland, and this will tend to make
the earnings figures for the latter relatively higher than the former.
But perhaps the most important reasons for any differences in the results may be
(a) the construction of the samples, and (b), probably to a much lesser extent, the
source of information on earnings. In the New Earnings Survey, a very large sample
1

For example, the manual group thus includes some groups of wage-earners, such as shop
assistants, policemen, and some security, institutional and catering workers, who for Census of
Population and other purposes are classified as non-manual workers’ - Appendix 2, Definitions,
in DEP, New Earnings Survey, 1968. HMSO, London, 1969, p. 181. Some commissions,
bonuses and advances of pay, applying to a different or longer period than the pay periods were
included in the NES but excluded from figures of last week’s earnings in the poverty survey
(they were, however, included in estimates of annual earnings).
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was obtained by approaching employers after identifying employees at random by
using the final digits of numbers on national insurance cards. But only 92,500 of an
estimated total of 116,000 employees, or 79.7 per cent, were in fact pursued through
employers. The explanation offered by the Department of Employment is important,
and suggests why the low paid may be underrepresented in the sample of employees
who were contacted.
Much of the difference was to be expected because, for various reasons, at any particular
time a substantial proportion of employees in the working population are not in employment. These are not solely the registered wholly unemployed, but also those who only
take employment intermittently or at particular times of the year, such as many married
women and students; those temporarily incapacitated by sickness or injury and not
retained on employers’ payrolls; and those attending courses at government training
centres and industrial rehabilitation units. All cards due for exchange are not exchanged
promptly, and it was impracticable to wait for any which were not exchanged within
three months. The remainder of the difference arose because some employees were
inadvertently overlooked when their cards were exchanged and others were identified but
1
their employer was not.

So far as I am aware, no estimates have been made of these different categories.
This has been quoted at length because, among the population who are economically active during a year, a substantial section, up to a fifth, of people who are
bound to include a disproportionate number of the lowest paid, appear not to be
represented in what is intended to be a comprehensive annual review of earnings
carried out by the Department of Employment. This, together with the return of
information by employers rather than earners themselves, may explain the rather
higher earnings figures obtained from that source than through surveys of households. More relatively low-paid employees were found in both the poverty survey
and the Family Expenditure Surveys than in the New Earnings Survey, as Table 18.2
shows. In recent years, the Family Expenditure Survey has continued to differ from
the New Earnings Survey in this way. Although the sample for the poverty survey
was much smaller than the annual New Earnings Survey, it seems to have been more
representative of the employed population.
2
Like other bodies, the National Board of Prices and Incomes seemed to have been
baffled by the problem of defining low pay and therefore of establishing clear
national objectives and clear criteria for the effectiveness of policy measures. The
criterion of the lowest decile, which was chosen for special studies carried out be1

New Earnings Survey, 1968, p. 185; see also p. 3.
An interdepartmental working party made little effort to discuss possible definitions and
criteria. ‘What constitutes “low income” is essentially a matter of subjective judgement and ...
there is no universally accepted definition of social need in either absolute or relative terms’.
And the working party went on to propose a figure of £15 per week as ‘the highest level likely to
be envisaged for a national minimum’ - D EP, A National Minimum Wage: An Inquiry, HMSO,
London, 1969, p. 13.
2
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Table 18.2. Percentages of full-time male and female employees with different
amounts of gross weekly earnings: data from three sources compared.
Gross earnings

Male employees 21 and over
NESa FES
PS
1968 1968 1969 1968-9
Under £10
1.5 1.0
0.9
1.1
£10 but less than £15 8.3 10.1
6.6
11.1
£15 but less than £20 23.4 24.6 21.5
29.3
£20 but less than £30 43.6 44.4 43.0
39.7
£30 but less than £35 10.2 8.5 12.1
8.4
£35 but less than £40 5.3 4.3
5.6
3.4
£40 but less than £45 2.8 2.6
4.1
2.1
£45 but less than £50 1.7 1.4
1.8
1.7
£50 but less than £60 1.6 1.5
1.9
1.1
£60 or more
1.7 1.5
2.4
2.2
100
100 100 100
47,460 4,598 4,289 1,260

Female employees 18 and over
NESb FES
PS
1968 1968 1969 1968-9
27.9 34.7
26.4
36.3
42.4 43.3
42.1
36.9
17.5 13.2
19.0
17.0
9.1
6.5
9.7
6.9
1.6
0.8
1.2
1.2

1.5

1.5

100
100
19,186 1,702

1.6

1.6

100 100
1,607 514

NOTES: aExcluding an estimated 400 with no earnings.
b
Excluding an estimated 100 with no earnings.
SOURCES: New Earnings Survey, 1968, HMSO, London, p. 36 (Basis A).
Family Expenditure Survey, 1969; data on ‘actual’ as distinct from ‘normal’ earnings kindly
provided by the Statistics Division of the Department of Employment. The comparable series
for 1968 of ‘actual’ earnings was not available, but 1968 ‘normal’ earnings have been adjusted
in the light of differences in the distribution of ‘normal’ and ‘actual’ earnings in both 1967 and
1969.

fore the board was wound up, and has since featured prominently in reports of the
annual surveys carried out by the Department of Employment, has a number of
disadvantages. It expresses a point just above the lowest tenth in the earnings dispersion. It therefore cannot act as an indicator of any changes in the number or
proportion of the low paid, except indirectly by inference from any change that is
denoted in its relativity to other points in the dispersion. It tells us nothing about the
dispersion of earnings among the lowest tenth or their mean earnings. It also
represents a technical concept which seems to suggest that low pay is something
whose discussion has to be restricted to technical experts.
A definition based on a percentage of average earnings is clearly preferable. It
allows a target to be set - the narrowing of the spread of earnings so as to eliminate
all low pay which falls below a stated percentage of the average. The only objection
to this raised by the National Board for Prices and Incomes - that the choice would
have to be arbitrary - applies as strongly to their choice of the lowest decile. For
example, why should the lowest decile rather than vigintile or even median be
chosen?
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Low Pay as a Percentage of the Mean
Table 18.3 illustrates some of the different results that can be obtained by applying
different definitions of low pay. In 1968-9, a figure of £15 a week had been quoted
as a figure for a minimum wage by both the Trades Union Congress and a
1
government interdepartmental working party. The table shows that if this figure had
been applied to the adult employed population as defined by the Department of
Employment, 12 per cent of men and 73 per cent of women, or proportionately six
times as many, were low paid. The corresponding figures produced from the New
Earnings Survey for 1968 were 10 per cent and 70 per cent respectively (Table
2
18.2). But we have noted the disadvantages of taking any absolute amount in
pounds to define low pay. Instead, the criterion of 60 per cent of the mean was
applied. The reasons for this are given below. The criterion is applied in two ways in
the table. First of all, like the figure of £15, it is applied to male and female earnings
jointly. The figure for mean earnings takes account of the earnings of both sexes.
The result is that 4 per cent of men and 57 per cent of women are low paid by this
criterion. Secondly, the figure of 60 per cent is applied separately to male and
female earnings, with the result that 11 per cent and 20 per cent respectively are
found to be low paid. We argue below that there is good reason to develop both
these approaches in analyses of the pay structure. Compared with the first, the
second transforms the picture of low pay. The percentage of low paid who are
women slumps from 85 per cent to 43 per cent. On average, the gross weekly pay of
full-time adult males was over 80 per cent higher than of females. In consequence,
more men and fewer women were found to have earnings below 60 per cent of the
mean when that mean applied to the earnings of each sex separately than when it
applied to the earnings of both.
One other possibility is illustrated in the table. Because the distribution of earnings
is skewed, the median is lower than the mean, and if we were to define low pay as
60 per cent of the median instead of 60 per cent of the mean, the proportion found to
3
be low paid among each sex would be much smaller, as the table shows. The effects
for the whole earnings distribution of taking the median rather than the mean are
compared in Table A.65 (Appendix Eight, page 1042).
The fact that gross pay is averaged over the year in the table also needs to be
explained. Mean weekly earnings in the year (or total annual earnings) are less
widely distributed than earnings for any particular pay period of a week or a month.
This is because some workers’ earnings fluctuate substantially from period to period
1

DEP, A National Minimum Wage, p. 13.
By April 1972, the figure for men had fallen to 1 per cent and for women to 26 per cent. Six
per cent and 58 per cent respectively had less than £20 a week. See Department of Employment,
New Earnings Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 25.
3
If the mean of gross earnings plus the value of fringe benefits is taken instead of the mean of
gross earnings, then the percentage of ‘low paid’ is, again, larger, since fringe benefits are more
unequally distributed than earnings.
2
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Table 18.3. Percentages of employees’ who were low paid, according to different
definitions.
Percentage
Definition of
low pay

1.

2.

3.

4.

Absolute
Gross pay
last week was
less than £15
Relative,
sexes combined
Average gross
weekly earnings last year
less than 60%
of mean earnings for earnings of men
and women
combined
Relative, for
each sex
separately
Average gross
weekly earnings last year
less than 60%
of mean for
earnings of
own sex
Relative, for
each sex
separately
Average gross
weekly earnings last year
less than 60%
of the median
earnings of
own sex
a

Numbers in sample

Male
employees
aged 21+

Female
employees
aged 21+

12.2

73.2

4.1

574

All
Male
employees employees
aged 21+

Female
All
employees employees
aged 18+

30.0

1,192

493

1,685

19.9

1,186

502

1,688

11.0

19.7

13.6

1,186

502

1,688

4.1

9.6

5.7

1,186

502

1,688

NOTE: Self-employed and males under 21 years of age and females under 18 years of age excluded, following conventions adopted by the Department of Employment. Those working
fewer than thirty hours in the previous week and fewer than 1,000 hours in the previous year
have also been excluded. The fact that categories of earners are more broadly defined in some
other parts of this report should be noted.

THE LOW PAID 627
1

and are averaged out. For employees working with the same employer throughout a
year, and for those changing their jobs but remaining in the same type of occupation,
there are good grounds for considering pay received during the year rather than for
isolated pay periods. For the much smaller number who have had different kinds of
jobs, the mean weekly pay received during the whole year is less relevant. In
calculating average earnings, we have also preferred to count sick pay and holiday
pay and the appropriate number of weeks for which such pay was received. That this
is a relatively conservative procedure should be recognized. We considered
averaging pay to cover weeks for which pay was not received as well as weeks for
which it was. There is much to be said for the proposition that earnings should be
expected to cover weeks of unpaid sickness or holiday for those who have no rights
to pay during these periods. But the treatment of the long-term sick, housewives
who take jobs only in the school terms, and those intermittently unemployed
between jobs, for example, becomes problematical. National insurance and other
social security benefits, or husbands’ earnings, become major sources of income in
periods when such people are not in work.
Below which point in the percentage distribution might low pay be said to begin?
We decided there were three grounds for looking at male and female earnings
together as well as separately. A large number of the jobs occupied by women are
distinct in type and conditions. For example, proportionately more are non-manual,
more are routine and hours are shorter. Fewer on comparable earnings experience
work deprivation. Fewer also experience social deprivation outside work.
The last two of these three reasons are illustrated in Table 18.4. According to a
tentative index of work deprivation (see page 461), more male than female employees were deprived. This held at different levels of pay in relation to the mean
earnings of each sex (and jointly). More low-paid male than female employees were
also deprived socially. Because the style of living of employed wives is much more
likely than that of employed husbands to be conditioned by the earnings of the
spouse and not the earnings of themselves alone, the association between earnings
and social deprivation can be seen to be much less marked for female than for male
employees.
The table gives two examples of the relationship between pay and deprivation.
There was an inverse association between higher pay and greater likelihood of work
deprivation. Two thirds of men and over half of women with weekly earnings of less
than 80 per cent of the mean for their sex were substantially or severely deprived.
There was little difference among men between those with earnings below 60 per
cent and those with between 60 and 80 per cent of the mean in the number who were
deprived. But, among women, there was a marked difference between these two
1

This is pointed out, for example, by Lydall, H., The Structure of Earnings, Oxford University Press, 1968, Chapter 3.
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Table 18.4. Percentages of male and female employees with different earnings who
experienced substantial or severe deprivation at work or socially.
Form of deprivation

Gross weekly earnings of full-time employees last year as
% of mean for own sex
Under
60
60-79 80-99

Substantial or severe
work deprivation
(scores of 3 or more
on index)
men
67
women
61
Severe social deprivation (scores of 5 or
more on index)
men
38
women
32
Total numbers:
work deprivation:
men
221
women
99
social deprivation:
men
248
women
105

100-19 120-99 200+ Total

65
49

56
44

44
33

32
24

8
(12)

53
41

35
26

22
23

15
16

5
16

(5)
(12)

23
22

345
128

361
115

218
81

200
111

49
24

1,394
558

366
130

372
120

235
80

225
115

68
32

1,514
584

ranges. A rather similar pattern is evident in the case of social deprivation. While
further work may produce reason for choosing a higher point, such as 80 per cent, in
relation to the mean, we believe that 60 per cent can be defended as a justifiable cutoff point for low pay. (The discussion in Chapter 12, pages 461-5, on the
relationship between deprivation and earnings within occupational classes, is also
relevant.)
Because the choice of a cut-off point is bound to be controversial, its advantages
and limitations should be stated clearly. The choice depends on the following
argument. Levels of pay must be studied not in absolute amounts of money nor only
in relation to some limited reference group (such as a profession, industry or even
wage-earners as a whole), but in relation to the sum received by the average member
of the employed population, including both non-manual and manual workers. The
choice of a figure substantially below the mean, such as 60 per cent, has the
advantage not just of being demonstrably low but of posing implicit questions about
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the fairness or justice of the earnings distribution as well the practicability of
redistributive measures to achieve the modest objective of bringing earnings up to at
least that level. The earnings of women have to be considered along with those of
men, but also separately, because the relationship between earnings and deprivation
for the sexes is different both at work and outside work. Employees with earnings of
less than 60 per cent of the mean for their sex are much more liable to be deprived
than those with higher earnings both at work and outside work, according to a fairly
generous spread of indicators, including conditions and facilities at work, the
severity and insecurity of work, entitlement to employer welfare benefits, dietary
customs, housing facilities and conditions, and experience of holidays, and
afternoon or evening outings or enjoyments. Low pay is thus defined by both the
relatively poor conditions and facilities of work and of social life outside work.
Some of the factors may partly explain the lowness of pay - and others represent its
consequences.
Other criteria could, of course, be taken into the reckoning (such as danger, noise,
dusty conditions, intensity of effort, repetitiveness, stress, skill), and this must be
acknowledged readily. There will always be problems of deciding the weight that
should be accorded to individual criteria and how far the same criteria should be
applied to different industries, regions and work situations. Essentially a distinction
should be maintained between low pay as a societal condition and as a condition
relative to some sub-group in society. We have sought to develop ways of defining
and appraising the former.
Low Pay and Poverty
The lower individual earnings are, the more likely will income units and households
be to live in poverty or on the margins of poverty. Table 18.5 shows the trends for
the sample. The correlation is not, in itself, surprising. What may be surprising is
that it is not more marked. Within income units, a wife’s wage may lift the unit out
of poverty. Within households, the wage of an adolescent child who is earning may,
if income is aggregated, lift the household out of poverty. Again, the correlation
during the year is obscured because of variation in the number of weeks during
which people earn. Thus, an above-average earner may have been sick for a long
period, and if he failed in that period to receive sick pay (and supplementary
benefit), the year’s income for the unit or the household might fall to a poverty level.
Finally, the number of dependants varies. A man with low earnings may not be in
poverty if he lives alone and has a low rent. A man with above-average earnings
may be in poverty if he has a large family and a high rent.
The fact remains that, in 1968-9, as many as 14 per cent of men experiencing no
interruptions of employment for sickness or unemployment were living in, or on the
margins of, poverty. They represented 1,450,000 working men among a total of
10,400,000 in the entire male workforce who had experienced no interruptions of
employment in the year. There were, of course, others, usually in full-time
employment, who had been unemployed or off sick for at least a week during the
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Table 18.5. Percentages of male and female employees aged 20 and overa with
different levels of earnings who were in income units and households in poverty or
on the margins of poverty.
Gross earnings
as % of the
mean for each
sex

Percentage of employees
Total numbersc
Living in households Living in income units
in or on margins of in or on margins of
povertyb
povertyb
Males

Last week
Under 50
50-59
60-79
80-99
100-19
120-99
200+
All levels
Last year
Under 50
50-59
60-79
80-99
100-19
120-99
200+
All levels

Females

Males

Females

Males

Females

(41)
29
23
19
10
4
7
16

46
(22)
16
8
9
6
(3)
13

(68)
57
42
36
21
13
7
31

60
(37)
34
40
32
27
(18)
35

32
58
308
338
218
232
57
1,243

59
27
94
106
75
124
37
522

(35)
28
24
16
10
3
(2)
16

(41)
(17)
9
6
4
5
(0)
9

(37)
29
23
16
9
3
(2)
16

(43)
(12)
12
4
5
7
(0)
10

26
83
305
328
197
184
42
1,165

34
24
86
87
69
98
22
420

NOTES: aWorking thirty or more hours in previous week and at least 1,000 hours in the year.
blinder 140 per cent of supplementary benefit scale rates plus housing cost.
b
For households; numbers for income units slightly larger.

year, and who were also living in, or on the margins of, poverty. They accounted for
a proportion representing another 1,310,000 working men.
Consideration of the contribution made by married women to family income
reinforces these statements. But for the earnings of wives, far more men would find
that their earnings did not match the subsistence requirements laid down by the
government for themselves and their families. The proportion of people of different
age in income units in poverty rises if the wife is in part-time rather than full-time
work, and more sharply if she is not at work at all. Table 18.6 shows clearly the
change in percentage in poverty according to different combinations of the
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employment status of husbands and wives. It also reinforces one major theme of
Chapter 17 that poverty is related to degree of access to paid employment.
Studies of women’s employment have frequently called attention not only to a
smaller emotional investment on the part of women than of men in employment, but
to their lesser need for the income from employment. Married women have been
said to take employment for companionship, or for ‘pin money’, rather than to help
pay for the necessities of life. Our evidence shows that their motives may often be
far more serious than these studies have suggested, and that for a very substantial
proportion of married women (our figures suggest about a quarter), paid
employment may, in fact, raise their family incomes out of poverty or near-poverty.
Conversely, the contribution made by married women’s employment to the reduction of family poverty calls attention more sharply to the inadequacies of the
earnings of men with families. If married women’s earnings were discounted, the
proportion of families of men in full-time work who are in poverty or near-poverty
would increase by over 50 per cent.
Low pay therefore has a direct, immediate effect on the numbers in or on the
margins of poverty. But it also has specific indirect effects. It may influence future
life chances. The figures in the tables represent the situation only at a particular
moment of time. They give a snapshot of the circumstances of individuals who are
at different points in their own and their families’ life-cycles. Low pay in the past
can cause indebtedness for years to come, prevent the accumulation of assets, reduce
capacity to overcome such sudden adversity as sickness or unemployment when it
arises, result in under-nutrition, restrict activities and social experience, and hence
1
leaves permanent scars. As we shall show in Chapter 23, position in the
occupational hierarchy in working life affects a person’s chances of surmounting the
poverty line in old age.
Low pay may also have certain indirect current effects. As part of what we will
demonstrate below to be a larger pattern of labour market disadvantage, it may
contribute to the acceptance or even creation of various forms of deprivation in the
work situation. Certainly it is correlated strongly with those forms of deprivation.
It is sometimes argued that a more equal distribution of earnings would not add
much to the living standards of the mass of the population, and hence would not
greatly reduce existing poverty. This argument does not hold water. As an exercise,
we investigated what would be the effect of raising the earnings of men in poverty to
the net weekly mean. Allowing for taxation, we estimated that the number of
working men without experience in the previous twelve months of unemployment or
sickness who were in or on the margins of poverty would be reduced from 1,450,000

1

See also Atkinson, A. B., ‘Low Pay and the Cycle of Poverty’, in Field, F., Low Pay, Arrow
Books, London, 1973.
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Table 18.6. Percentages of individuals in income units in poverty or on the margins
of poverty, according to the economic activity of married couples.
Economic activity
of married
couples

Percentage with income less than 140 % of
the supplementary benefit standard

0-14
1. Husband and
wife working
1,000 or more
hours last
year
2. Husband
working 1,000
or more hours,
wife under
1,000
3. Husband
working 1,000
or more
hours, wife
none
4. Husband
and/or wife
otherwise
having some
form of work
5. Neither husband nor wife
at work
All units with
married couples

15-29

%
30-49

50-64

65+

Number

All
ages

All ages

14

3

7

4

-

7

762

25

(16)

21

6

-

19

362

38

29

29

16

10

31

2,119

(12)

(14)

(8)

(17)

53

23

161

62

(63)

45

52

67

61

582

35

23

22

19

60

29

3,986

NOTE: Unmarried adults and adults and children in one-parent families are not included in this
table.
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to under 300,000 - most of the latter being men with three or more (usually older)
children and/or relatively high housing costs.
The Failure of Family Income Supplement
Another way of illustrating the same point is to show how little the Family Income
Supplement scheme affects the incomes of the low paid. The scheme was directed at
families of the low paid who were in poverty and who were not eligible to receive
supplementary benefit. It received Royal Assent in December 1970 and came into
operation on 3 August 1971. The Conservative government introduced the scheme
instead of making a general increase in family allowances which the Prime Minister
had appeared to promise in the election of June 1970. It was much cheaper, costing
only £10 million in 1972-3 (or 3 per cent of the cost of family allowances) and £13
million in 1973-4 (or under 4 per cent). The supplement helps low-income families
with children where the breadwinner is in full-time work. Half the amount by which
a family’s gross income falls below a prescribed amount is paid in benefit up to a
maximum weekly amount. In October 1972, average male industrial earnings were
£35.92 a week, but 50,000 of the 51,000 two-parent families then claiming
supplement had incomes below £28 per week (including 25,000 with three, four,
1
five, six or more children). At that time the prescribed amount for a family with two
children was as low as £23.50, and even for a family with six children was £32.50,
or considerably less than the mean. Despite intensive publicity, the government has
2
admitted that only about half those qualifying for supplement have claimed it.
The scheme has therefore fallen into disrepute. Our data on earnings suggest the
government’s estimates of families eligible for supplement have been too low, and
therefore that ‘take-up’ has been overestimated. For example, data collected in the
poverty survey suggested there might be between 250,000 and 300,000 families with
incomes (including average weekly earnings in the year from full-time work) falling
3
below the prescribed amounts for at least several weeks. The failure of the scheme
to reach the low paid for whom it is intended may be even greater than has been
4
publicly admitted by government ministers. There are two further arguments. The
1

DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 134.
By the mid 1970s the fraction was believed to have increased to three quarters. But the
estimate was found to depend upon about twenty cases of individuals found to be eligible to
receive FIS (including those who were also receiving it) in the annual Family Expenditure
Survey.
3
The prescribed amounts for 1972 were expressed as a proportion of average industrial
earnings and then applied to the figure for October 1968.
4
For a running account of the Family Income Supplement scheme, see Poverty, the quarterly
journal of the Child Poverty Action Group.
2
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prescribed amounts are extremely low, and the help that is even in principle given to
the low paid is insufficient to allow more than a minority comfortably to surmount
1
the poverty line. Moreover, the evidence we have given in this chapter of
fluctuating earnings does not suggest that a scheme tied to rigid qualifying rules
2
relating to five weeks’ earnings is likely to cover needs successfully.
Wages Councils
Another major policy measure to help the low paid has existed in statutory form
since 1909. There were forty-six wages councils in the mid 1970s, covering retail
distribution, hotels and catering, clothing, laundries, hairdressing and other trades,
which set legally enforceable minimum wage rates for over 3 million workers. The
trouble is that the majority of wages councils have approved very low statutory
minimum rates and that the Department of Employment’s Wages Inspectorate,
which is responsible for enforcing the minimum rates, has not followed a strong
enforcement policy. One study concluded that this is due to the inadequate size of
the inspectorate, lack of knowledge of the wages council scheme among workers,
3
the policy of persuasion and lack of adequate sanctions.
For 1968, the Report of the New Earnings Survey showed that 22.6 per cent of
full-time male manual workers covered by all wages board and council orders
earned under £15 per week, compared with 9.4 per cent of all male manual workers.
The corresponding figures for women earning under £10 per week were 54.7 per
cent and 39 per cent respectively. Non-manual workers covered by wages board and
4
councils were no better placed. Later reports for the early 1970s from the earnings
survey do not suggest any change in the pattern. Indeed, evidence was published for
particular trades of payments below the legal minimum and of other practices
5
requiring searching examination and regulation. None the less, partly on the basis
of recommendations from bodies such as the Commission for Industrial Relations,
the government has abolished, instead of strengthening, certain wages councils.
1

An official survey in 1972 showed that 29 per cent of recipients would have been below the
supplementary benefit standard but for Family Income Supplement payments, but that even after
these payments, 13 per cent were still below that standard. See Knight, I. B., and Nixon, J. M.,
Two-Parent Families in Receipt of Family Income Supplement, 1972, DHSS, Statistical and
Research Report Series No. 9, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 13.
2
A survey of recipients showed that ‘circumstances had changed for over three quarters of the
total FIS sample’ and that the scheme was not ‘sensitive to the increased needs or reduced
income of recipients over a period of time’. See ibid., p.72.
3
Winyard, S., Policing Low Wages, Low Pay Unit, London, 1976, p.28.
4
DEP, New Earnings Survey, 1968, HMSO, London, 1970, pp. 33 and 47-8.
5
For example, Brown, M., and Winyard, S., Low Pay in Hotels and Catering, Low Pay Unit,
London, 1975; Brown, M., Sweated Labour: A Study of Homework, Low Pay Unit, London,
1974.

THE LOW PAID 635
Statutory regulation of wage rates might have been treated as a useful precedent for
the development of legislation on minimum earnings. However, our brief review of
direct government policies to assist the low paid - incomes policy (see also the
discussion in Chapter 4), wages councils and Family Income Supplement - suggests
that they have at most had marginal effect. Indirect measures of family support through taxation, family allowances and national insurance - have had more effect.
Correlates of Low Pay
Why were certain jobs so low paid? The characteristics of jobs and not only those
occupying them have to be documented. Low-paid jobs are separately associated
with poor conditions, vulnerability to early notice, lack of entitlement to fringe
benefits and, in the case of men, unsocial working hours (Table 18.7).
When poor working conditions, unsocial hours, insecurity, lack of entitlement to
holidays with pay and to fringe benefits are taken together in the form of an index,
the correlation with earnings becomes much more marked. As many as 64 per cent
of the low paid, compared with only 5 per cent of the high paid, were found to be
substantially or severely deprived in their work situation - that is, scoring 3 or more
on the index. At higher levels of earnings, the proportion who were deprived fell
sharply (see Table A.66, Appendix Eight, page 1043).
Low earnings were also found to be correlated with poor health and disability,
youth and late middle age, migrants (both those born overseas and those moving
house lately), and relatively small number of years of education. In these respects,
1
the findings are orthodox. Had we included persons aged under 20 and persons
working for fewer than thirty hours in the series presented in the table, some of these
findings (e.g. age) would have been more marked. But these characteristics may not
so much determine level of pay as the people who are recruited to low-paid jobs.
There may be unidentified causal factors of an institutional kind. Certainly the
correlations are not marked. In the sample, there is wide variance of earnings within
2
education groups. This corresponds with evidence from other studies. It indicates
that improving workers’ education and training would not necessarily eliminate low
earnings.
1

For other countries and not only the UK, see, for example, Bosanquet, N. Low Pay: An
International Comparison of Patterns and Policies, OECD, Paris, 1973; and Bluestone, B.,
Murphy, W., and Stevenson, M., Low Wages and the Working Poor, Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, University of Michigan - Wayne State University, October 1971. For a review
of both personal characteristics’ and structural or institutional variables, see the collection of
papers in Field (ed.), Low Pay. For a review of British materials which places stress on age
(including health and physical capacity) and skill (including education and training) as factors in
low pay, see Bosanquet, N., and Stephens, R. J., ‘Another Look at Low Pay’, Journal of Social
Policy, July 1972.
2
See, for example, Thurow, L., Poverty and Discrimination, Brookings Institution, Washington, DC, 1969.
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Table 18.7. Percentages of low and high paid, and all, men and women aged 20 and
over,a with specified job, family and personal characteristics.
Selected characteristics

Men
Low paid
(under
60% of
mean)

High paid
(200 %
or more
of mean)

All

Women
Low paid
(under
60% of
mean)

High paid All
(200%,
or more
of mean)

Job characteristics
1. Working entirely or
mainly outdoors
39
7
23
0
(3)
2
2. Working unsocial hoursb
37
11
39
16
(18)
17
3. Poor or very poor
working conditions’
24
7
23
27
(5)
15
4. No sick-pay entitlement
54
5
36
68
(5)
34
5. No occupational-pension
entitlement
62
10
41
93
(14)
60
6. Working 30-39 hours
last week
24
25
17
65
(32)
47
7. Working 50 or more
hours last week
17
33
23
7
(11)
5
8. Subject to one week’s
notice or less
60
9
41
74
(8)
47
9. Experiencing deprivation
at workd
64
5
52
50
(10)
40
Family situation
10. Children in household
38
62
48
43
(20)
29
11. Less than 1 year at
present address
19
13
12
11
(7)
14
Personal characteristics
12. 20-29 years of age
42
5
26
20
12
36
13. 50 or more years of age
32
28
28
35
(35)
22
14. With disablement
condition(s)
17
5
9
16
(8)
12
15. With moderate,
appreciable or severe
disablementc
10
5
6
15
(15)
8
16. Fewer than 11 years’
education
71
23
73
81
(27)
64
17. Not born in UK
11
7
8
6
(7)
8
Highest number on which
percentage based
102
61
1,337
102
40
581
Lowest number
80
54
1,204
57
28
435
NOTES: aThose working fewer than thirty hours in previous week have been excluded.
b
Working at night; or hours regularly begin before 8 a.m.
c
According to scores on work condition index (see page 438). Estimates included for those
working outdoors at more than one place of work.
d
e
Work deprivation index (scores 3 or more) (see page 461).
See pages 692 and 697.
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In relation to family situation, high-paid and low-paid men and women are
differently placed. Fewer low- than high-paid men were in households with children,
1
but for women this finding was reversed. As in a government survey, our data
showed that, with increasing numbers of dependent children, more men worked long
hours, and they were predominantly in their thirties, forties and early fifties, when
earning rates were highest. On the other hand, more working- than middle-class
mothers with children were in paid employment, some certainly because they felt
compelled by the low, irregular or fluctuating incomes of their husbands to take
work, and others to augment low living standards. They worked relatively few hours
(see, for example, item 6 in the table). Perhaps the need of married women with
children to work near home and leave work early largely explains why
disproportionate numbers among them were either in ill-paid jobs or had relatively
low weekly earnings.
Slightly fewer unionized than non-unionized workers were low paid. However,
this is partly a function of industry and type of occupation. Fewer in the service
industries, for example, were union members. When occupational class is controlled,
unionized workers of both sexes were found to have an advantage in terms of mean
weekly earnings. A weighted average in the case of men gives an advantage of 12.5
per cent, and in the case of women of 34.4 per cent. These are higher estimates than
2
those produced in national studies in the United States, though it should be noted
that our data are not standardized by industry. For non-manual workers, we have
counted members of professional associations and of unions together, and because
of small numbers in some categories, too much should not be read into the results.
For professional and managerial occupations, the data are too few to draw
conclusions, and men in the lower supervisory occupations represent an exception to
the general pattern. Unionized men in this class had weekly earnings of only 95 per
cent of non-unionized men. But, for both sexes, membership of unions gives a clear
advantage in earnings on average for routine non-manual workers of more than a
tenth. And for both sexes, the advantage of manual workers is marked, as Table 18.8
shows. Male union members received gross earnings 17.3 per cent higher than nonunion members; female members received 32 per cent more. We found that the
broad trends of these results were not materially affected when we standardized for
age and years of education.
To a considerable extent, the association between low pay and poor conditions or
insecurity of work is a reflection of an association between both these factors and
1

The percentages of men working more than forty-five hours a week were 56, 58, 63, 62 and
68 respectively for those with two, three, four, five and six children. See Ministry of Social
Security, The Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, p.40.
2
‘When personal characteristics, occupation and industry are taken into account, the estimated wage for union members is $5.20, compared to $4.84 for non-union workers - a difference of 7.4 per cent’ - Duncan, G., ‘Non-Pecuniary Work Rewards’, in Morgan, J. N. (ed.), Five
Thousand American Families-Patterns of Economic Progress, vol. II, Survey Research Center,
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1974, p. 185.

638 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Table 18.8. Mean gross weekly earnings in previous year of union and non-union
members of each occupational class?
Men

Women

Number in sample
Men
Women
Union/ Union Non- Union Nonnonunion
union
union
as %

Occupational Uniona Nonclass
(£)
union
(£)
as %

Union/ Unionb
non(£)
union

Nonunion
(£)

Professional
Managerial
Supervisory
high
Supervisory
low
Routine
non-manual
Skilled
manual
Partly
skilled
manual
Unskilled
manual

24.33

-

37
30

16
14

-

6

54.03
36.87

53.93
35.29

100.2
104.5

-

29.36

27.59

106.4

23.71

14.71

161.2

73

65

34

14

22.99

24.31

94.6

17.36

13.50

128.6

43

66

14

42

18.69

16.88

110.7

13.28

11.53

115.2

30

45

34

178

23.05

19.60

117.6

13.77

8.63

159.6

308

197

13

26

20.55

17.71

116.0

11.88

9.57

124.1

151

95

56

75

17.89

15.07

118.7

11.66

7.81

149.3

57

68

5

24

NOTES: aThe table applies only to those working 1,000 hours or more in the previous year. Of
the total of 2,060 for whom average weekly earnings were available, 185, or 9 per cent, could
not be classified either on grounds of occupational class or membership of unions or professional associations.
b
In the case of non-manual workers members of unions and professional associations.

low occupational class or status. But this is by no means the whole story. At the
same level of earnings we found that fewer manual than non-manual workers had
good working conditions (Table A.67, Appendix Eight, page 1044), entitlement to
relatively long periods of notice and rights to fringe benefits. In other words, manual
workers had to endure worse working conditions, longer hours, less security and
fewer fringe benefits to earn the same money as non-manual workers. Within both
skilled and other manual classes, for example, we found that more high than low
earners worked unsocial hours (Table A.68, Appendix Eight, page 1045).
None the less, within broad occupation classes (formed by splitting both manual
and non-manual groups into two further groups), low pay tended to be associated
with poor working conditions, the shortest periods of notice (Table A.69, Appendix
Eight, page 1046) and lack of fringe benefits.
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The implication of these findings is that the level of earnings is not only determined by the nature of the job, or its value to an employer, but by the material
correlates which largely govern its status. Any variation in working conditions,
entitlement to notice, range in relation to custom of working hours and conferment
of fringe benefits will tend to correspond with variation of earnings. The prevalence
of low pay will therefore depend on statutory and non-statutory measures to limit
work deprivation.
Level of earnings is also associated with continuity of employment. Fewer of
those who were continuously employed than of those who had been unemployed for
short or long periods of the year, or employed only seasonally or for fewer than
twenty-six weeks of the year, were low paid (Table 18.9). People experiencing short
or long periods of sickness were not markedly at a disadvantage.
Table 18.9. Percentages of discontinuously and continuously employed males and
females aged 15 and over who were low paid.
Continuity of employment in previous
12 months

Sick or disabled, 1-4 weeks (no
unemployment)
Sick or disabled, 5 or more weeks
(no unemployment)
Unemployed, 1-4 weeks (whether or
not additional weeks of sickness)
Unemployed, 5 or more weeks (whether
or not additional weeks of sickness)
Employed, 1-25 weeks (no sickness
or unemployment)
Employed, 26 weeks or more (no
sickness or unemployment)
All employed in previous 12 months

Percentage with
Total number
average gross weekly
earnings of less than
60% of mean
Males
Females
Males Females
10

11

272

142

19

(17)

104

46

49

7

(24)

-

26

(24)

61

25

(41)

(23)

17

31

14
15

18
17

941
1,444

327
528

Fluctuations in Manual Pay
There is another good reason for shifting our attention from the characteristics of
persons to the characteristics of jobs in explaining low pay. The population receiving different amounts of pay is much less stable than the structure of pay understood in the sense of the frequency of amounts of pay relative to the mean or
median. Some of the low paid remain low paid, at least for several years, but others
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soon experience higher levels of pay. There is a considerable movement across any
boundary by which low pay is defined. In the survey, for example, 54 per cent of
men and 33 per cent of women said their pay varied. For non-manual workers, the
figures were 37 per cent and 27 per cent respectively, and for manual workers 63 per
cent and 41 per cent. For rather more than a quarter of these men and women, the
lowest pay had been less than 50 per cent of the highest pay received during the
previous twelve months.
There is a great deal of movement between strata; especially during periods longer
than twelve months. This is illustrated for the years 1970-72 in Table 18.10. Fewer
than half of the lowest paid tenth of male manual employees in 1970 stayed in the
Table 18.10. Percentages of full-time male manual employees in relation to the
lowest paid tenth (1970-72).
Whether above or below
£17.7 in 1970 £19.8 in 1971 £22.0 in 1972
%
above
above
above
83.2
above
above
below
2.7
above
below
above
2.4
above
below
below
1.7
below
above
above
3.1
below
above
below
1.0
below
below
above
1.3
below
below
below
4.6
Total
100
Number
27,752
SOURCE: DEP, New Earnings Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 259.

lowest tenth in 1971 and 1972. Another group started in the lowest tenth, rose above
that tenth, and then fell back again. Altogether, as many as 17 per cent of male
manual employees were in the lowest tenth in at least one of the three years.
The fact that a substantial proportion of manual employees are liable to be low
paid for at least some considerable period of a short span of years is only one (if
major) consequence of the insecurity of the wage system for manual workers. Far
fewer non-manual employees experience fluctuations of earnings; far fewer experience any decrease of earnings; and far fewer experience really substantial decreases
of earnings. This can be illustrated from official earnings data. Between 1971 and
1972, 54 per cent of male manual employees, earning £40-45 a week, compared
with only 11 per cent of non-manual employees, experienced a decrease of earnings.
As many as 21 per cent had a cut of £10 per week or more, compared with 3 per
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cent. The same difference existed between female manual and non-manual
employees (Table 18.11). The higher the earnings the higher the proportion of
manual workers who were liable to experience drastic reductions in the following
Table 18.11. Percentages of manual and non-manual employees with selected earnings in April 1971 who experienced a change of earnings by April 1972.
Change of
earnings

Males aged 21 and over
working full-time,
earning £40-45 p.w.
Non-manual

Decrease
over £20
£15-20
£10-15
£5-10
£0-5
No change
Increase
£0-5
£5-10
£10-15
£15-20
over £20
Total
Number in
sample

Change of
earnings

Manual

1
1
1
3
5
2

3
6
12
16
17
0

32
36
13
3
3
100

20
13
5
3
4
100

1,856

1,240

Decrease
over £8
£6-8
£4-6
£2-4
£0-2
No change
Increase
£0-2
£2-4
£4-6
£6-8
over £8

Females aged 18 and over
working full-time, earning
£25-30 p.w.
Non-manual

Manual

2
1
1
2
4
2

4
3
6
10
13
2

10
33
29
9
7
100

21
19
9
5
8
100

1,551

203

SOURCE: DEP, New Earnings Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 264.

year. Thus, among the most affluent male manual employees in 1971, those earning
£60 per week or more, 36 per cent experienced a fall of £20 per week or more by the
1
following year, and 55 per cent a fall of £10 per week or more.
On average, non-manual employees with the same earnings as manual employees
can expect to be earning more twelve months later; and on average, male manual
employees with relatively high earnings can expect to be earning less twelve months
later. Both these findings are clearly illustrated in Figure 18.1.

1

New Earnings Survey, 1972, p. 264.
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Figure 18.1 Average percentage changes in earnings against level of earnings.
SOURCE: Department of Employment, New Earnings Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, p. 262.

The Instability of the Pay and Conditions of Manual Work
The variability, indeed the instability and insecurity, of conditions and of pay during
the careers of the great majority of manual workers remains to be thoroughly
documented. Even those who do not change their jobs for periods of five or ten
years can experience marked fluctuations of earnings, can be subject to short notice
and may have poor conditions of work as well as few or no rights to fringe benefits.
In Chapter 17 we found that three times as many men and five times as many
women as were unemployed in the week previous to interview had been
unemployed for a week or more during the previous twelve months. Among male
manual workers, 9 per cent had been unemployed during the year. It may be that,
during a period of three years, the number unemployed would be at least double that
figure. In this chapter we have seen that during the three years 1970-72, 17 per cent
of male manual workers were among the poorest tenth in at least one of the
(relatively brief) survey periods in those three years. Even allowing for overlap, it is
very likely that between a quarter and a third of manual workers are either
unemployed or low paid according to the Department of Employment (i.e. below the
lowest decile of earnings) for at least part of a period of three years. Perhaps during
ten years the fraction may rise to over a half.
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A Case-history of Low Pay, Unemployment and Poverty
The story of one man and his family, living in Manchester, with whom we kept in
touch between 1968 and 1972, illustrates several of the points about the low paid
made in this chapter and the unemployed in the last chapter.
When we first visited Mr Hanniman in 1968, he and his family would have had an
income of little more than the state’s poverty line but for his wife’s earnings. Both
he and his wife were then 34, with two children of 10 and 8, living in a ground-floor
council flat with one living room and three bedrooms. His take-home pay as a
builder’s labourer for the previous week was £12.10, though during the year it had
fluctuated between £12 and £15, averaging about £12.50. His wife was then a
machinist with a clothing manufacturer. Her previous week’s take-home pay had
been £7, but because she was paid according to piece-work rate’s and demand
fluctuated considerably, her earnings during the year had varied between £5 and £18
per week. One had worked for fifty-one weeks in the year and the other fifty weeks.
When a third child was born at the end of that year, Mrs Hanniman gave up full-time
work. She did ‘outwork’ and had an industrial sewing machine. But the flow of
work was irregular and ill-paid - ‘That stopped in 1971. They haven’t even enough
work for machinists in the workshop.’
Mr Hanniman worked as a labourer with several firms, and then in 1969 obtained
a job as a chainmaker for coal belts. He had £25 a week take-home pay and regarded
this as a very good job. ‘I had one job from leaving school for ten years and then had
many jobs. I never got the chance to settle. I fell to pieces. Then I got this job as a
chainmaker. But after two years it folded up. I always seemed to be the first to go
when there was a redundancy. When I went for jobs it was always, “We’ll let you
know” or “Sorry, it’s taken”.’ After many months’ unemployment, constantly
looking for work, he went on a course at a government training centre. ‘I know this
course is my last chance. Either I get a job now or I go under.’ When visited in April
1972, he had been at the training centre for six months. At that time the income for
man and wife and four children was made up of £2.90 family allowance and £18.98
supplementary benefit (allowing £1.98 for bus fares and money for meals at the
training centre).
Mrs Hanniman was fully aware of the effects of this work history upon her
husband. ‘He has no confidence and has trouble with his nerves. Everything was
getting him down. He picks on everything. When I tell him, he says, “I know I do”.’
Two years earlier she had lost a baby of six months through pneumonia. Whether
or not this was related to their poverty is, of course, debatable, but she gave various
illustrations of that poverty. ‘The HP people don’t want to know you if you’re on
t’dole. I want a washer very much, but they need a £10 deposit. I have asked them to
alter my electric meter so that I get less electric and save the deposit that way, but
they won’t.’ ... They have not been on holiday for eight years. ‘The children are
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going mad to go away. Oh, I would love to give them a holiday.’ The family have
fresh meat only at the weekends.
When Mrs Hanniman was asked whether she’d had a new winter coat in the four
years since we had first met her in 1968, she said, ‘No. All my clothes are what I’ve
had given me’ ... ‘I’ve not been able to get myself a purse. I can’t afford it. But what
good is a purse to me? I’ve nowt to put in it ... It’s the children, you see. They can’t
understand why they can’t have things. You feel awful when they keep moithering
on for things that they can’t have. It’s him too. He would love to give us everything.
He’s a good man and never kept us short when he had it to give ... Look at my
cooker. I’ll have to wait until I can afford some Brillo and Ajax, we’d have to go
short of food. People say being poor is no excuse for being dirty, but I say if you’re
poor and feeding your family properly you can’t be clean. Stands to reason. If you
buy those things it comes off the food.’
On the day we saw her in 1972, she was visited by two men from a local shop who
came to examine a loaf in which she had found a maggot. She was told that she
could visit the shop to replace the bread and choose a ‘nice cake’ in addition. Our
interview was interjected with remarks like, ‘Fancy a nice cake on Tuesday. He did
say that, didn’t he? You heard him, didn’t you? The kids will be that excited.’
Excitement at having a cake on a Tuesday could fairly be regarded as symptomatic
of a state of poverty.
*
I have quoted this example at some length because it illustrates the existence of the
hierarchies of employment and earnings, and the way in which employment security
and level of earnings combine with the extent of family dependency to bring about
prosperity or poverty. The vulnerability of a man at the foot of the occupational
hierarchy in an unskilled manual job, especially when his wife is completing her
family, is evident. They start with few assets (in their case £32 savings, few
household durables and a second-hand car worth £40). As an unskilled manual
worker in a relatively insecure industry, he is subject not only to a week’s notice but
a working life characterized by relatively short spells with different employers.
While his wife is young and strong, the family small and she able to get work, they
can keep their heads above water, but only just. Their situation is highly precarious.
And so it proves. She loses her job at a time of contraction of employment and has a
third baby, loses another, and then has a fourth child. He strives to better himself and
manages to obtain a reasonably good job. But when business is obliged to contract a
man like him in his late thirties with only two years’ service and an unskilled
background is almost bound to be at the head of any queue for redundancy. Once
redundant, it becomes that much harder, at a time of higher or rising unemployment,
to find any job, least of all a secure job. Displacement from work is a handicap not
just because it can result in unemployment but because it remains a source of
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discrimination. Employers often assume the loss of job is the fault of the individual
rather than of his former employer or the fluctuations of the economy. Therefore he
may have difficulty in finding work, or in retaining it, and in obtaining promotion.
He is likely to be particularly subject to the practice of ‘last in, first out’, and once
he has lost jobs two or three times, especially if he is in his thirties or forties, he
becomes the object of further discrimination. For the rest of his working life he is
liable to carry scars which are supposed to have been self-inflicted, so remorselessly
do we translate institutional into individual causation.
The Dual Labour Market Theory
The situation of the sub-employed and low paid is sometimes explained in terms of
dual labour market theory. Classically, the labour market was assumed by
economists to be a single system in equilibrium, meaning that workers with similar
training and ability would receive the same earnings. If some jobs were paid more,
everyone would flock into them and equality would quickly be restored by the
competitive process. In this model the price of labour is determined by ‘pure’ market
forces unencumbered by restrictions and preferences imposed by employers, groups
of workers or governments. This conception of a perfectly competitive labour
market has been frequently criticized, most devastatingly by Barbara Wootton in her
Social Foundations of Wage Policy, and modern economists increasingly favour a
1
concept of a segmented labour market. Sometimes emphasis is placed on
2
3
segmentation due to different degrees of control by trade unions, or geographical,
4
5
occupational and industrial segmentation. Sometimes emphasis is placed on there
being an internal labour market within a firm or plant which is largely insulated
from the outside labour market. Jobs are arranged in a hierarchy with entry limited
to certain points at the bottom of the hierarchy, and most vacancies higher up the
hierarchy are filled by promotion. As a result, most jobs are protected from external
competition. This model has been used to help explain large variations in pay
6
observed within single occupations in a local labour market.
1

For a succinct review, see Atkinson, A. B., The Economics of Inequality, Oxford University
Press, 1975, Chapter 6.
2
Kerr, C., ‘The Balkanization of Labour Markets’, in Bakke, E. W. (ed.), Labor Mobility and
Economic Opportunity, John Wiley, New York, 1954.
3
Robinson, D., Local Labour Markets and Wage Structures, Gower Press, London, 1970.
4
Reder, M. W., ‘The Theory of Occupational Wage Differentials’, in McCormick, B. J., and
Owen Smith, E. (eds.), The Labor Market, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1968.
5
Mackay, D., et al., Labour Markets under Different Employment Conditions, Allen & Unwin, London, 1971.
6
‘Seventy-five jobs in a local labour market of forty firms were examined: the large majority
showed enormous spreads of average hourly earnings for the same job’ - Robinson, Local
Labour Markets and Wage Structures, p. 20.
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Sometimes the model has been developed into the concept of the dual labour
market, which consists of a primary sector, itself largely incorporating an internal
1
labour market, and a secondary sector. The primary sector is characterized by
stability of employment, strong trade unions and high pay. The secondary sector is
characterized by unstable employment, poor prospects of promotion, low pay and a
low level of unionization. Little mobility between the two sectors is assumed to take
place. Although the division between the two sectors leaves certain industries and
firms wholly, or almost wholly, in one sector or the other, the division normally cuts
2
across both industries and firms.
The virtue of the dual labour market theory is that it restores the demand side of
the labour market to an important place in theories about the determination of wage
levels. Many economic explanations of low pay are heavily supply orientated: they
concentrate on personal characteristics, including age, health, skill, intelligence,
education and training. In the 1960s, many economists came to adopt the so-called
3
‘human capital’ approach. Yet personal characteristics are clearly subsidiary in any
explanation of expansions or contractions of the labour force, or of its subdivision
into secure and less secure groups. Through the concept of the secondary labour
market the problems, for example, of the unemployed can more easily be explained.
They tend to comprise a kind of reserve’ army for this market. And who would
attribute wage or salary increases, and any change as a consequence in differentials
as well as earnings levels relative to other industries, to the personal characteristics
of the workforce?
The disadvantage of the theory is that it is oversimplified and insufficiently related
to the occupational class structure. Some low-paid jobs are stable and have low
turnover rates. This applies particularly to two groups: (a) ‘family’ employers with
few employees; and (b) public services, including nationalized industries. Some
high-paid jobs, especially in building and construction, are very unstable and have
high turnover rates; these industries have a high proportion of temporary and
marginal jobs. The characteristics of the two posited markets do not coalesce nearly
as often as hypothesized. The variations are perhaps best understood as
compensations or privations affecting pay, or security, or work conditions, but not
1

Doeringer, P., and Piore, M. J. Internal Labour Markets and Manpower Analysis, Heath
Lexington Books, Lexington, Mass., 1971; Bosanquet, N., and Doeringer, P., ‘Is There a Dual
Labour Market in Britain ?’, Economic Journal, 1973; Bluestone, B., ‘The Tripartite Economy:
Labor Markets and the Working Poor’, Poverty and Human Resources Abstracts, July-August
1970.
2
Some writers have added a third sector - the ‘irregular’ economy consisting of undeclared
second jobs, undeclared activities within the self-employment, subcontracted activities, as well
as illegal activities like gambling, peddling or prostitution. See Ferman, L. A., The Irregular
Economy, Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations, University of Michigan - Wayne State
University, mimeo, 1969; Bluestone, ‘The Tripartite Economy’, loc cit.
3
For example, Becker, G. S., Human Capital, National Bureau of Economic Research, New
York, 1964.

THE LOW PAID 647
affecting all or even most of the characteristics defining occupational class position.
In some hands, the theory gives spurious justification to deprivation. Among other
things, the secondary labour market is presumed to be a necessary creation of
employers having to adjust their policies according to fluctuations in product
demand. There have to be employees who can be easily dismissed, it is supposed, if
the market contracts. A group of temporary jobs and employees defined in various
ways as temporary workers allows that contraction to be effected with least
difficulty and disruption. Therefore there has to be a pool of temporary jobs. with a
pool of people willing to take them. But this applies only if the presumption already
exists that there are greater and lesser jobs, and greater and lesser people filling
those. jobs. Otherwise contraction might take the form of a shorter week shared by
everyone. It also ignores statutory regulation of the market and the existence of
massive public services.
Although little attempt has yet been made to trace and explain the origins and
history of the hypothesized dual labour market, some writers seem to suppose it is
largely a post-war phenomenon, arising because of the need in modern economic
conditions to establish a primary sector. However, there is clear evidence of
1
segmentation at much earlier stages - which implies long-standing occupational
class division of the labour market. It may be that knowledge of the occupational
class structure of work organizations and the social class structures of local and
national communities determine, to a very substantial extent, decisions on changes
in work organization, work conditions and earnings, and hence perpetuate those
structures.
It was not one of our objects to collect evidence of a possible segmentation of the
labour market into internal and external markets, or into primary and secondary
sectors, but the evidence presented in Chapters 12 and 17 and this chapter of the
marked division between non-manual and manual workers, and of a more graduated
segmentation into classes of each of these groups, certainly appears to reduce the
possible significance of either the distinction between internal and external markets
or primary and secondary sectors.
The rather amorphous structure of a dual labour market may indeed depend on the
existence of occupational classes. The manifestations, for example, of an internal
labour market may simply be reflections, to be found in any established firm, of the
occupational class hierarchy at large. The form of the market probably draws
heavily on the historical examples of the class structure of the traditional
community, and the system of employer-employee relationships within the family
firm, based on benevolent paternalism on the one hand and grateful compliance or
acquiescence on the other. The policy responses of employers using or organizing
the market to new situations are likely to be governed by their knowledge of existing
1

As pointed out by Barron, R. D., and Norris, G. M., ‘Sexual Divisions and the Dual Labour
Market’, in Barker, D. L.„ and Allen, S., Dependence and Exploitation in Work and Marriage,
Longman, London, 1976. They cite as an example, Rowntree, B. S., and Lasker, B.,
Unemployment: A Social Survey, Macmillan, London, 1911.
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inequalities or differences of circumstance and values they hold about those
differences. Moreover, through the home, the school and the further education
system, the tentacles of occupational class reach out to affect many of the personal
characteristics of those whom the different labour markets will recruit. Many of the
personal characteristics which are listed to account for differences in working skills
and propensities, as well as levels of pay, are themselves a product of occupational
class differences. Both job-opportunity structure and many personal strengths and
shortcomings thus stem from the same origins.
Approaches to Policy
In the mid 1950s, the growing importance in contemporary wage and salary settlements of conventional and social, as contrasted with purely economic forces, began
to be recognized. As Barbara Wootton declared. ‘The pattern of income distribution
1
is essentially a political question.’ In the 1960s, successive governments attempted
to develop an incomes policy without giving any evidence, as argued in Chapter 4
above (pages 128-32), that incomes other than wages were going to be controlled or
that practical alternatives to collective bargaining were even being considered.
Yet if low pay in the sense defined in this chapter is to be eliminated, and poverty
thereby reduced, an incomes policy which is comprehensive will have to be
considered. Existing measures for the low paid include Wages Councils and Family
Income Supplement. As we have seen, they have had minimum effect. In the short
term, there is no doubt that some improvements could be made in Wages Council
2
machinery, and that poverty could be reduced by substantially increasing family
allowances. An Incomes Gains Tax could pave the way for a fairer structure of
3
incomes and minimum earnings legislation might make a small contribution to a
fairer structure. But in the absence of strenuous attempts to introduce alternative
principles of distribution across the whole range of incomes, the latter may have
only a marginal effect or actually have negative effects, as appears to have been the
4
case in some countries.
In the long term, low pay can be eliminated only by recognizing that it is but one
of the institutional ramifications of class inequality, and therefore by tracing the
1

Wootton, B., The Social Foundations of Wages Policy, Allen & Unwin, London, 1955, p.
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ramifications to the institutions themselves and reconstructing them accordingly.
The most critical inequality in incomes is that between incomes from employment
and incomes in non-employment, and the most critical inequality in status is that
between people in, and people outside, paid employment. Paradoxically, therefore,
the low paid can be helped most by indirect measures designed to increase the
relative income and status of those outside paid employment, including redefinition
of the roles of the workforce, improvements in the work situation, and full
employment (giving opportunities for occupation as of right to the non-employed,
including the disabled and elderly).
In the early stages of a radical programme, new forms of taxation, like incomes
gains tax, could encourage the process of social adjustment. But experience suggests
that the institutions of inequality respond to such devices by offsetting their effects.
Increases in the rates of tax, for example, have often been countered either by
disproportionate increases in the gross salaries paid, or by a proportion of remuneration being switched to fringe benefits. In making its recommendations, the
Review Body on Top Salaries has taken careful account of increases in gross salary
1
required to produce the same real net salary at different dates. Quite apart from
actions by managements to assist the high paid in ways other than through salaries,
this is a good example of the methods by which government intentions in incomes
policies are subtly contraverted.
Summary
Three approaches to the definition of low pay have been tried - by comparing
earnings with the ‘needs’ of the individual or family, with the earnings of occupational groups or industries, and with other individuals. In outlining these
approaches, the view taken here is that there is no escape from expressing values in
the definition of the low paid. Measures adopted in government studies are criticized
and grounds are given for adopting instead a measure of 60 per cent of the mean
weekly earnings during a year. That level is correlated with both deprivation at work
and social deprivation.
Because of variation in income other than earnings, in the income of a spouse, in
the number of dependants and in housing costs, the correlation between low pay and
poverty is not found to be marked. Among the low paid, those with children
(especially with three or more) are most likely to be in poverty. We found that, but
for the employment of married women, far more families of men in full-time work
would have been in poverty or on the margins of poverty.
Far less emphasis is placed in our analysis than is usual upon the personal
characteristics of the low paid in explaining wage differentials. There are two reas1

Review Body on Top Salaries, Report No. 6, Report on Top Salaries, Cmnd 5846, HMSO,
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ons. First, the surface correlations between level of pay and personal characteristics
are quite weak. For example, we found there were considerable numbers of people
with relatively few years of education, who were not born in the United Kingdom,
who were older and even in poor health who were numbered among those with
relatively high earnings. And even allowing for a range of ‘personal’ factors of these
kinds, women’s earnings remain much lower than men’s earnings. This difference is
perhaps an incontrovertible reason for abandoning any idea that the level of earnings
is individually ‘deserved’.
Secondly, certain kinds of evidence make necessary a distinction between the
characteristics of jobs and the characteristics of the people who occupy them. While
the hierarchy of pay is in many respects resistant to change, the number of people
passing up and down the hierarchy is quite large - for example, we found that over
half the men and a third of women experienced variations in pay, a substantial
proportion among them quite marked variations, in the course of a single year.
Again, this applies much more to manual than to non-manual workers. And data
from an annual Department of Employment survey for periods of three years shows
that those who are low paid are not a stable group, and even that male manual
workers who are high paid usually experience a drastic reduction of pay during the
following year.
It would be hard to believe from this evidence that personal characteristics, or
even the distribution of such characteristics generally in the population, play more
than a very minor part in determining pay structures. More important are the
material attributes of jobs - which greatly influence the regard in which particular
jobs and classes of job are held.
Low pay is associated with various forms of deprivation in the work situation poor working conditions, small period of entitlement to notice, unsocial working
hours, and lack of fringe benefits. The severity and scope of low pay must therefore
depend in part on statutory and non-statutory measures to limit work deprivation.
These measures could usefully be studied in future research and could be improved
or augmented as a deliberate act of government policy. Conditions and terms of
work are therefore important, and not just the strengthening of Wages Council
legislation or the introduction of minimum-earnings legislation.
In explaining the incidence and scope of low pay, current dual labour market
theory has the advantage of restoring to importance the demand side of the labour
market. Classically, the labour market was assumed to be a single system in equilibrium, where personal characteristics such as age, education, skill and training
were paramount. By contrast, the dual labour market is presumed to consist of a
primary sector, characterized by stable employment, strong unions and high pay
(itself largely incorporating an internal labour market) and a secondary sector
characterized by unstable employment, poor prospects of promotion, low pay and a
low level of unionization.
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The theory is oversimplified and insufficiently related to the occupational class
structure and the evolution of the labour market to that structure. Some low-paid
jobs are stable and have high turnover rates, while some high-paid jobs have the
opposite characteristics. Our analysis has called attention to the wide range of
material attributes which stratify occupations, especially manual occupations, and
indeed depreciate them.

19
The Older Worker

The older worker has not yet attracted much notice in the development of the
sociology of work.1 This is surprising, because of his significance for theories of
change. On the one hand, seniority rights closely associated with age have been
steadily established in industry, public administration and the professions, and a
‘career structure’ has come to characterize many types of work. On the other, a
growing army of redundant and retired but active people of late middle age has been
created partly by technological and scientific innovation and partly by the expanding
educational opportunities for the young. These two trends are marked and might
appear to be contradictory. How are they to be reconciled and explained? This
chapter puts forward the hypothesis that they are causally related, and is based on a
dual comparative perspective. Younger workers are compared with older workers
and the structure of the workforce is compared at different points of time.
What is happening to the older worker can best be understood in terms of two
possible developments in industrial society as a whole. One development might be
described as follows. Society might become more of an ‘unequal technocracy’.
There may be highly paid elites of young wage-earners and salary-earners in various
forms of skilled manual and non-manual employment. Except for a smallish subsection of the middle aged, who fill key managerial, supervisory, professional and
training posts, most of them and of the elderly will fall into a number of groups
which are marginal to, or outside, the labour market. Thus there may be a large
section of the middle aged, especially women, in unskilled service occupations with
low pay and status; a large section of redundant and prematurely retired middle-aged
people living on modest pensions (but also a small sub-section living on very high
pensions and substantial capital gains); and a class of frail elderly people living on
meagre pensions supplemented by public assistance or its equivalent. This would be
a society in which adults were more commonly split into the proficient and the
1
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redundant. The retired, the redundant and marginal workers would meet the costs of
paying for the rewards and status of the proficient through relatively reduced living
standards. At the same time, social and industrial order and the values of the class
system would be maintained by the device of strengthening the seniority rights
accorded to a proportion of the middle aged. In any case, seniority rights have
rapidly improved as a means of restricting lateral mobility of the highly skilled and
managerial elements in the workforce at a time of rapid industrial change, including
in particular the growth of large firms.
A number of assumptions underlie this likely development. One is that two older
generations are taking the place of the so-called third generation. A four-generation
social structure is evolving, partly because of greater longevity but also because the
children who are produced are borne by mothers earlier in the life-cycle.1 There is a
more noticeable division among the elderly between the active and the frail, or
among those who may be separated in age by twenty or even thirty years.
Another assumption is that an increasing part of the third generation is retiring
while still active. This will be discussed below. And yet another is that men who are
made redundant are not only expected, in terms of pay and seniority rights, to start at
the bottom again in any new employment, but increasingly have to compete for the
kind of service occupations often filled by women. As a consequence, they are
poorly rewarded. Redundant middle-aged men are having to compete with an
increasing number of middle-aged women who have been released not only from
child-rearing but, through relaxation of social norms, from strict allegiance to the
role of housewife. Redundancy of middle-aged men and depression of their
subsequent pay and status is, in some respects, a response offered by the market to
the pressures for equal pay and access to employment on the part of women. Finally,
in this form of society the majority of the third generation who are retired are
assumed to draw, in relation to the earnings of younger employed adults who do not
have dependants, very modest pensions. The fourth generation are assumed to draw
even smaller pensions. By the time the third generation becomes the fourth
generation, their incomes will also have declined, relatively to those of the employed
population.
A second possible development would be for society to become more ‘community
orientated’. Far-reaching assumptions might be made about the reconstruction of the
distribution of power, rewards or status in society. Thus, through greater public
control of employment opportunities, more middle-aged and older people would be
offered work and work would be organized more commonly in work teams of men

1

In 1962, 23 per cent of people over 65 with children in Britain, 23 per cent in Denmark and
40 per cent in the United States had great-grandchildren. See Shanas, E., et al., Old People in
Three Industrial Societies, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1968, p. 141. There is good
reason to suppose that these figures are increasing (ibid., pp. 168-74).
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Figure 19.1. Percentage of men aged 65 and over who are economically active.
SOURCE: International Labour Office, Yearbook of Labour Statistics, 1938, 1949, 1959, 1969.
NOTE: Some of the national statistics are based on estimates made by official sources in
different countries, though others are drawn from census material. Among the qualifications
that need to be made about the figures on which the graph is based are the following. Japan:
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and women drawn from all the adult age groups. Thus, the still active members of
the third generation might increasingly move to service occupations; some of which
would be of new types, which would be generated deliberately by government.
These would include relatively prestigious social service occupations designed to
improve the quality of community life and the environment. But a deliberate attempt
would be made to ‘spread’ the performance of skilled and interesting work. The
more disabled members of the third and fourth generations would also have
opportunities of participating in an occupational programme, though this might have
to be restricted in many instances to sheltered workshops, outwork, play-centres, the
household and the immediate environment of the home. Finally, the resources made
available to the fourth generation would be increased by special measures, such as
disability supplements, rent allowances and housing maintenance services and
allowances. In these ways, occupational, social and financial divisions between the
young and the old could be minimized.
The extent to which reality approximates to either of these models will depend on
whether or not some current trends in industry and economic and fiscal policy are
checked and social as much as economic values stressed in policy.
The Increasing Trend towards Retirement
The proportion of the elderly population who are economically active has been
falling rapidly, as shown in Figure 19.1. The direction of the trend is the same for all
industrial societies. Although the fall has been relatively small in Japan and has
ceased, temporarily at least, in Denmark, its extent has been very similar for the
United States, France, Belgium, Sweden, the Netherlands, Norway, Italy and the
United Kingdom.1 From 40 to 65 per cent of men who were employed by 1930, the
proportion had diminished to 10 to 38 per cent (excluding Japan) by the 1960s.
During the 1960s and early 1970s, this trend continued. In the United Kingdom, for
example, there was no slackening of the trend in the late 1960s. The percentage of
1955, persons only over 15 years of age; the number of economically active does not include
659,073 unemployed. France: 1931: estimated in part; 1954: excluding personnel stationed
abroad. United States: 1960: based on 25 per cent sample. Denmark: 1955: based on 17 per
cent sample of census. Sweden: 1965: the number of economically active excludes persons on
compulsory military service, persons seeking work for the first time, and those unemployed for
more than four months. United Kingdom: 1931: estimated in part; 1966: based on 10 per cent
sample of census.
1

Part of the difference between countries is due to the adoption of different retirement or
pension ages and part to the structure of the economy. The proportion of men remaining at
work tends to be higher in countries with a relatively large part of the labour force engaged in
agriculture. This is also related to the question of self-employment. The proportion of the selfemployed who remain economically active after the age of 65 is relatively large.
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men aged 65 to 69 last birthday who were not retired was 27 in 1964 and 16 in 1971.
By the late 1970s, it was officially predicted, only about 7 per cent of men in this
age group would remain at work. 1
Possible Explanations of Earlier Retirement
How is the fall in numbers remaining at work to be explained? In any comprehensive examination of this question, at least four sets of variables would have to be
considered: (a) characteristics of individuals, including their age, health, education
and training; (b) the different attitudes held towards work and retirement by
individuals, families and other social groups; (c) internal structural factors
concerned with the distribution of the workforce in relation to business enterprise
and profit; and (d) external factors concerned with the social definition of the scope
of paid employment, including the values held by society about work and retirement.
We will illustrate these four possibilities.
The first is whether there has been any change in the characteristics of the
individual elderly. Provisionally we might argue that, among the population aged 65
and over, the proportion aged 75 and over has tended to grow. This factor in itself
will have contributed to the overall reduction in the percentage remaining at work.
But it is only a small factor in the explanation. Thus, in the United Kingdom, those
aged 75 and over formed 18 per cent of all those aged 65 and over in 1911 and 25
per cent in 1969. We might also argue that, until the introduction of pensions, men
were obliged to work virtually until they dropped; now that they can retire at 65 (or
some other age, such as 60 or 67), many who are no longer fully fit choose to do so.
The trouble with this sort of explanation is that the fall in proportions at work is not
closely correlated with the introduction of pension schemes. There are countries in
which the value of the pension which is available has not changed much during a
period of thirty or more years, at least in relation to earnings levels, and why the
effects are taking so long to make themselves felt would have to be explained.
Moreover, there is the complicating problem of disability. The time has long since
passed when it was possible to argue that the introduction of pensions allowed only
the disabled and those in ill-health to retire. The numbers of ‘active’ retired people
are now quite large. This concentrates attention on whether it is structural factors
within industry or the workforce, or social controls rather than individual
characteristics or attitudes, which are shaping retirement practices. Pension ages, for
1

DHSS, Report by the Government Actuary on the Financial Provisions of the National
Superannuation and Social Insurance Bill, Cmnd 4223, HMSO, London, December 1969, p.
21. Strictly, some of those who are ‘retired’ are earning although receiving pensions. This
explains the differences between the percentage not technically ‘retired’ and the percentage
‘economically active’ (Table 19.1) on the basis of census questions. Some are working very
few hours. Between the ages of 65 and 70, a man who retires and draws a retirement pension
may take paid work. Beyond certain levels of earnings, his pension has been reduced.
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example, do not appear to have been chosen on the basis of knowledge of the onset
of disability. The ages chosen either by societies or the managers of occupational
pension schemes do not correspond even roughly with a change in the statistical
distribution of capacity or health at successive ages. But these have been treated as
axiomatic in much research on retirement and the elderly and the characteristics of
representative samples of the population just under the pensionable ages, for
example, have attracted scant attention. For such reasons, changes in retirement
practices have been ‘explained’ in terms of individual instead of organizational or
social characteristics and values. Among samples of those of pensionable age, the
non-retired have been found to include more active people than the retired and
explanation has ceased. But the significant facts that some disabled people remain at
work and, correspondingly, that some active people under the pensionable ages are
not in the workforce, suggests that this explanation is too facile.
Much the same is true of explanations built on individuals’ attitudes towards
retirement. There are difficulties enough in obtaining reliable information about
attitudes, but for different countries there is evidence of substantial minorities of the
retired who would prefer to be at work (and sometimes vice versa).1 The relationship
between individual attitudes and retirement is complex. Attitudes change as the day
of retirement approaches and recedes. Attitudes depend also on a variety of
unspoken assumptions about the availability and kind of alternative employment and
the social and ‘occupational’ as well as financial consequences of retirement, which
need to be made explicit if any consistent interpretation is to be produced. And
attitudes change according to the ‘level’ of self-revelation. People sometimes admit
different things to strangers than to their intimates and to anyone else than to
themselves.
Some of the structural factors internal to industry which are involved in explanations of retirement are familiar. The replacement of unskilled jobs by smaller
numbers of skilled jobs, the decline and even the disappearance of certain types of
industry and the reduction in the relative importance of small firms and the selfemployed during the emergence of the giant corporation, have all attracted notice in
accounts of unemployment and retirement. The contracting industries are those
which tend to have older workforces. Research into redundancy and redeployment
shows that it is the older men who are more likely to remain unemployed.2 Periods
of high unemployment would seem likely to correspond with an acceleration in the
numbers of people of pensionable age leaving work, and correspond also with an
1

Shanas et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, pp. 320-45 and 447.
A study of the closing of a colliery in Durham showed that (a) the workforce contained a
relatively high proportion of employees in late middle age; (b) the proportion of men still unemployed six months after closure was very high among the oldest age groups and was
strikingly correlated with advancing age. See D EP, Ryhope: A Pit Closes, HMSO, London,
1970, pp. 11 and 67.
2
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acceleration in the numbers of people retiring earlier than the usual pensionable age.
Despite the need for detailed analysis of trends, this cannot be more than a fitful part
of the story, however. For example, the retirement rate increased steadily in Britain
during the very low rates of unemployment in the 1950s and early 1960s. There are
at least two possible effects of industrial reorganization upon the older male worker.
In accordance with the decline in relative numbers of unskilled and semi-skilled in
the workforce, and possibly also because of the return to the workforce of larger
numbers of middle-aged women, some unskilled and semi-skilled male manual
workers may find themselves forced into unemployment. Older skilled manual and
non-manual workers who become redundant may be able only to obtain unskilled
jobs.
This brief preliminary discussion may help to suggest lines of inquiry. Cohort
analysis of the distribution by occupational status needs to be related for successive
points in time to the structural changes taking place in individual industries as well
as the occupational system as a whole. The characteristics and attitudes of people of
different age, both at work and not at work, also need to be examined and related.
Changes in Activity Rates
The trends in relation to employment below as well as above the pensionable ages
will first be presented. Table 19.1 shows recent changes in the proportions of people
of different age in the United Kingdom who are in paid employment. The
‘economically active’ are defined to include the unemployed and the short-term sick
as well as those in paid employment. As already stated, the proportion of men aged
65 and over remaining at work has continued to fall steadily, but there has also been
some reduction of activity rates among men in late middle age, certainly since 1961.
By contrast, there was a pronounced increase in the percentages of older married and
widowed women who were economically active, even of women aged 60 and over.
Since 1966, unemployment has increased and the rates in Table 19.1 conceal this
change. In 1971, the monthly average was 799,000 in the United Kingdom,
compared with 346,500 in 1961.1 Proportionately more older than younger workers
are usually unemployed for long periods. There is also evidence of a proportionate
increase of men in late middle age who are chronic sick and who draw national
insurance sickness benefit. Table 19.2 shows the change in a short span of years. To
a certain extent, the classification of older men as unemployed rather than retired, or
as sick rather than unemployed, is fortuitous. Government surveys of the
unemployed have shown that a high proportion are in fact sick or

1

Social Trends, No. 6, HMSO, London, 1975,p. 85.
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Table 19.1. Economic activity rates, Britain, 1951-71.
Sex

Age

Males

20-24
25-29
30-34
35-44
45-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70 and over
Females 20-24
single
married
widowed
25-34
single
married
widowed
35-44
single
married
widowed
45-54
single
married
widowed
55-59
single
married
widowed
60-64
single
married
widowed
65 and single
over
married
widowed

Percentage of each age (or age and
marital status) group economically
active
1951
1961a
1971b
94.9
93.2
90.3
97.6
97.9
97.2
98.3
98.7
98.2
98.6
98.8
98.4
97.8
98.6
97.7
95.0
97.1
95.4
87.7
91.0
86.6
47.7
39.9
30.5
20.3
15.2
10.9
91.1
89.5
82.1
36.5
41.8
45.8
66.8
62.7
50.5
86.9
89.5
85.8
24.4
29.5
38.4
67.8
68.4
60.2
81.0
85.1
85.1
25.7
36.4
54.2
63.8
71.7
70.9
74.8
81.7
82.6
23.7
35.3
56.8
54.1
66.7
73.9
63.9
75.1
76.4
15.6
26.0
45.1
39.1
51.8
62.2
34.9
39.2
33.3
7.2
12.7
24.8
19.3
28.2
33.7
11.8
10.9
8.2
2.7
3.4
6.3
4.9
5.6
5.7

NOTES: aNot completely corrected for bias.
b
Ten per cent sample.
SOURCE: Social Trends, No. 6, HMSO, London, 1975, p.84.
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Table 19.2. Number (thousands) of men, and percentage of each age group, drawing sickness (invalidity) benefit for more than six months.
Year
Numbers
1959
1965
1969
1973
Percentages
1959
1965
1969
1973

20-24
3
2
4
2
0.2
0.1
0.2
0.2

45-49

50-54

55-59

21
20
28
26

33
34
34
44

57
63
70
65

1.3
1.4
1.7
1.7

2.0
2.1
2.5
2.8

4.0
4.0
4.6
4.7

60-64
83
115
138
146
8.2
8.6
10.0
10.6

65+
4
6
9
15
1.9
2.7
5.5
5.2

SOURCES Department of Health and Social Security (private communication) and Social
Security Statistics 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, pp. 32-3. The statistics are for dates in May or
June of each year. The 1959 figures, unlike those for later years, are based on age as given six
months beforehand, and are therefore slightly higher than they should be for purposes of strict
comparison.

handicapped.1 Men with chronic mental or physical handicaps sometimes refuse to
acknowledge any suggestion that they are different from other men of their age and
endeavour to maintain registration with the employment exchange. A large
proportion of the men who draw sickness benefit for a lengthy period intend to reenter employment. There are also disabled men who desire work and who look for
work although they do not seek to be placed on the disabled persons’ register at the
employment exchange. Moreover, over 11,000 disabled persons classified as
‘unlikely to obtain employment other than under special conditions’ are excluded
from the unemployment figures.2
The fact that the numbers drawing sickness benefit for long periods have been
growing may be attributable less to a proportionate increase in the incidence of
clinically verifiable chronic disease than to the classification of some redundant
workers as sick instead of unemployed (or retired). To some men, the status of
‘sickness’ may be preferable to that of ‘unemployability’. The long-term sick also
have fewer difficulties than the long-term unemployed in obtaining help at all and
discretionary additions from the Supplementary Benefits Commission.
1

A special survey of the unemployed by the Ministry of Labour in 1964 found that 60 per cent
of the men were ‘poor placing prospects on various personal grounds’. This curious terminology in fact included a large number who were disabled or had a history of ill-health. See
also Sinfield, R. A., The Long-term Unemployed, OECD, Paris, 1968, p.35.
2
Employment and Productivity Gazette, July 1971, p. 626.
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The data imply that, in the United Kingdom, the proportions of men under as well
as over the pensionable ages who are economically active may continue to decrease,
while the proportions of women may continue to increase. Indeed, it might be
hypothesized that, because substantial reductions can no longer be made in the male
labour force of pensionable age, the rate of withdrawal from the labour force of men
aged 55-64 will actually rise.
What are the factors contributing to this situation? Is it that more older men are
sick and disabled or that more of that proportion who have always been disabled are
choosing to draw sickness benefit and avoid the stigma of unemployment? Is it that
older men particularly lack the educational qualifications and occupational skills
which are felt to be required in the modern labour force - in which case it would be
difficult to explain the growth of women’s employment, unless this is linked with
the brutal fact that their labour is cheaper? Is it, more generally, that the labour force
needs of the industries which are expanding can be met without recruiting older
workers made redundant in the industries which are contracting? Or is it that these
trends have even deeper causes, such that they make it possible, through the
reduction of the relative incomes of a larger proportion of the middle aged, for class
differentials to be preserved at a time when more young people are ascending into
the upper middle class.
The Employment Record of the Older Worker
We will examine the individual characteristics of older workers and their place in
the social structure, and go on to consider their industrial situation. The survey data
Table 19.3. Percentages of older men and women who were economically active.
Employment status
Men
Employed
Self-employed
Not employed in year
Total
Number
Women
Employed
Self-employed
Not employed in year
Total
Number

40-54

55-64

65-74

75+

86
12
2
100
506

79
10
11
100
345

26
4
70
100
217

5
1
94
100
81

58
4
38
100
578

32
4
64
100
361

11
2
87
100
283

1
99
100
176
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but allow the picture to be filled out in some respects. Table 19.3 shows the
correspond with census and Department of Employment and Productivity data,
proportions of men and women of different ages who were employed, self-employed
and not working at all during the twelve months preceding the survey. As many as
11 per cent of the men aged 55-64 did no work in the year. This includes men sick
or unemployed throughout the year. The corresponding figure from the 1966 census
is just under 10 per cent.
Among the economically active, fewer of the older than of the younger men
experienced any unemployment in the year, for example, 6.4 per cent of men aged
55-64, compared with 10.2 per cent of employed men aged 20-29 (Table 17.3, page
601, above). The difference between older and younger men was, however, mainly
in experience of very short spells of unemployment. Younger men’s unemployment
in the year was frequently limited to a few weeks, and similar percentages of
younger and older workers had spells of more than eight weeks.
On the other hand, proportionately more of the older employed men had been off
work sick, and 10 per cent had been off work sick for more than five weeks. But the
Table 19.4. Percentages of employed men of different age according to weeks of
sickness in year.
Number of weeks
None
1-2
3-5
6-9
10 or more
Total
Number

20-29
71
19
4
3
3
100
369

30-39
70
15
8
4
4
100
342

40-54
74
12
7
4
4
100
435

55-64
67
12
12
2
8
100
274

65-74
63
14
16
4
4
100
57

NOTE: Self-employed excluded.

trends with age in absence because of sickness, as shown in Table 19.4, are less
marked than might be expected. Two thirds of employed men aged 55-64, and even
of men aged 65-74, had not been off work during the previous twelve months.1
The volume of work, as measured by the numbers of hours worked in the week, is
also sustained. Although fewer employed men aged 55-64 worked more than sixty
hours a week, slightly fewer of them worked less than forty hours. The tendency for
1

Between 1954-5 and 1967-8, the average number of days of certified sickness per annum of
employed men and women of different age increased, for example, of men aged 50-54 from
16.2 to 18.9 and men aged 55-59 from 25.3 to 26-9. The higher average for older than for
younger employees is attributable to the more lengthy absence of a very small percentage,
however. See Central Statistical Office, Social Trends, No. 1, HMSO, London, 1970, p. 112.
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women of comparable age to work fewer hours and for a substantial proportion of
them to work less than thirty hours a week is, however, very marked. Among the
relatively small number of elderly people remaining at work, there is a marked
increase, for both sexes, in the number working under thirty hours (Table 19.5). It
also seems that, in addition to the contraction during the 1960s in numbers aged 65
and over of men remaining at work, there has also been a reduction in the proportion
of them working forty or more hours a week.1
Table 19.5. Percentages of employed men and women in certain age groups,
according to hours worked in previous weeks.
Hours
1-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+
Total
Number

Men
40-54
0.4
0.6
1.3
15.2
53.2
17.8
11.4
100
455

55-64
0.3
0.3
0.6
13.1
63.2
14.8
6.8
100
277

65+
10.9
20.0
25.4
10.9
20.0
5.4
7.2
100
55

Women
40-54
7.9
11.4
23.5
24.5
27.4
1.9
3.1
100
314

50-64
12.4
11.5
27.4
21.2
22.1
1.7
3.5
100
113

65+
(31.2)
(15.6)
(21.8)
(15.6)
(6.2)
0
(6.2)
100
32

Incapacity and Age
The sickness and working record of men in their fifties and early sixties seems
exceptionally good in relation to the evidence we collected about physical incapacity. In the national survey, an incapacity index was developed, based on
experience in a number of previous surveys.2 This was an elaborate method devised
to enable adults and children aged 10 and over to be classified carefully and as
objectively as possible according to the degree to which they had difficulty in
managing personal and household needs without help. Table 19.6 presents the
results for the economically active and, where possible, for the economically inactive, of different age. The freedom of young men from even slight incapacity is
striking. By contrast, the proportion of men with slight incapacity rises sharply with
age after the age of 40. There is also a substantial minority of men in employment
1

Only about a third worked fewer than thirty hours in 1962, compared with well over half in
1968-9. Shanas et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, p. 303.
2
See Shanas et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, Chapters 2 and 3, for an account
of the history and use of an index applied to the elderly. See also Sainsbury, S., Registered as
Disabled, Bell, London, 1970. See Table 20.2, page 692 below, for the list of activities
included in the index.
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Table 19.6. Percentages of economically active and inactive men and women of
different ages, according to degree of incapacity.
Degree of incapacity Economically active
(score)
20- 30- 405529
39 54
64
Male
None
0
97
94 83
65
Slight
1
1
3
5
14
2
1
1
5
6
3
1
1
2
4
Some
4
0
0
1
3
5
0
0
1
1
6
0
0
2
2
Appreciable 7-8
0
0
1
3
or severe
9+
0
0
1
3
Total
100 100 100 100
Number
369 342 435 274
Female
None
0
95
89 78
57
Slight
1
2
5
9
12
2
½
1
5
6
3
1
1
2
2
Some
4
0
1
2
4
5
1
1
2
8
6
0
1
1
3
Appreciable 7-8 ½
0
1
6
or severe
9+
0
1
0
2
Total
100 100 100 100
Number
257 167 336 117

Economically inactive
6574

2029

47
23
11
7
5
2
2
4
0
100
57

30- 40- 5539 54 64

65- 75+
74

(24) 24
9
(3) 21
9
(11) 15
4
(3)
3
11
(8)
8
11
(11) 11
7
(3)
4
5
(8)
6
8
(29)
8
37
100 100 100
37 151
76

(27) 91 91 66 42 15
5
(20)
3
5
8 16 17
5
(20)
1
2
4 12 14
4
(17)
1
0
4
4
5
8
2
2
3
3
5
9
(10)
1
0
4
5
7
9
(3)
1
0
1
4
10
5
(3)
0
0
4
6 10
15
(0)
0
0
4
8 17
40
100 100 100 100 100 100 100
30 157 154 218 231 247 174

NOTE: Self-employed not included among economically active.

with some or appreciable incapacity, rising from 8 per cent (age 40-54) to 16 per
cent (age 55-64). The great majority of men aged 65-74 remaining in employment
have little or no incapacity.
On the other hand, the evidence for the economically inactive is not quite as might
be expected. For example, although a large proportion of the men aged 55-64 are
severely incapacitated, over a third have little or no incapacity. The numbers in the
sample are small, but if representative mean that nearly 15,000 men in the
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population with little or no incapacity are inactive. Again, proportionately more of
the men aged 65-74 who are not than of those who are in the labour force are
incapacitated to a marked or a severe degree; none the less 60 per cent, representing
over 90,000 men in the population (with another 20,000 aged 75 and over) have
little or no incapacity.
Skill, Training and Education
Incapacity is one factor which helps to explain patterns of work and retirement in
late middle life and old age, but is clearly not the only one. For example, as already
noted, the numbers of women aged 40-59 in employment has been rising, a
considerable proportion of whom are significantly incapacitated. What part is played
by other individual characteristics, such as skill, training and education?
The distribution of economically active older men and women by occupational
class is shown in Table 19.7. Thirty per cent of men aged 55-64, compared with 23
per cent aged 40-54, were in occupations classified as unskilled or partly skilled.
Table 19.7. Percentages of economically active men of different age according to
occupational class.
Occupational class
Professional
Managerial
Supervisory

- high
- low
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual
Total
Number

Men
40-54
7
7
9
16
6
32
15
8
100
478

55-64
5
4
9
13
7
32
18
12
100
305

65+
3
1
4
10
7
30
14
30
100
70

Women
40-54
3
5
10
11
11
33
18
9
100
336

55-64
1
3
3
13
8
41
21
9
100
117

Although the numbers in the survey were small, we also noted that a fifth of the
unskilled among those aged 55-64 were already economically inactive and around a
seventh of those in supervisory and lesser supervisory non-manual occupations. By
contrast, less than a tenth of the people in skilled manual, managerial and
professional occupations were economically inactive at these ages. There seems
therefore to be some tendency for people in the supervisory but less well-paid nonmanual jobs as well as unskilled manual jobs to retire prematurely.
The age groups differ in their educational experience. Fewer of the older than of
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Table 19.8. Percentages of economically active men according to years of education.
Years of education
Under 5
6 or 7
8
9
10
11
12
13 or 14
15+
Total
Number

20-29
3
0
1
3
54
17
10
7
5
100
385

40-54
4
1
4
54
15
10
4
4
4
100
494

55-64
2
3
9
59
9
9
2
3
4
100
308

65+
3
4
31
46
11
1
1
0
3
100
71

Men of all ages
3
1
5
34
30
14
5
4
3
100
1,770

the younger workers have had ten or more years’ education. Table 19.8 shows the
changes in distribution for the older age groups. The table chiefly represents the
changes that took place when the upper limit of compulsory schooling was raised
first to 14 and then to 15.
We found that the percentage with apprenticeship training was about 10 among
those still economically active over the age of 65 but varied between 15 and 20
among younger age groups. The majority of these had been apprentices for between
five and seven years. Among those over 65, there was little evidence that those with
longer education or any form of apprenticeship tended to remain economically
active. Among people aged 55-64, those who had served apprenticeships tended not
to be among the economically inactive, and this finding reflects the fact that nearly
all skilled manual workers remained active at these ages, as reported above. Rather
more of the economically inactive had experienced very little education, but the
tendency is slight and the absolute numbers in the sample are small. In general,
activity rates in late middle and old age did not offer much obvious correlation with
years of education or apprenticeship training.
Among these middle-aged workers there was little evidence of retraining by
employers or government. All men aged 30-64 were asked whether they had been on
a trade, industrial rehabilitation or government training course of any kind in the
previous five years, whether or not they had changed jobs. We found that 4.4 per
cent had done so, representing rather less than 600,000 men in the country.
However, over half of these had gone on a course arranged by employers, and some
on courses arranged in the armed services, and by voluntary associations. Only a
quarter, representing 150,000, had gone on a course arranged by the government.
Most of these had gone in their thirties or early forties. The percentages by age are
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Table 19.9. Percentages of men of different ages who had been on a training course
in the previous .five years.
Training course in last 5 years
Yes
No
Total
Number

30-39
6.4
93.6
100
371

40-49
3.8
96.2
100
345

50-59
4.1
95.9
100
318

60-64
1.6
98.4
100
126

shown in Table 19.9. When the men who had been on training courses were asked
whether that had helped them get a better job, three quarters said it had not.
In developing a rounded picture of the relationship between general educational
and specific vocational skills and the place of older men in the labour force, it will
be important to investigate ‘skill’ in wider senses, and with specific reference to
work situation. Some of the findings by Welford, for example, might be checked in
relation to the allocation of roles in particular industries.1 Reliability and steadiness
of performance as well as time-keeping, and the ability to sustain heaviness of work
as well as utilize experience can often afford compensation to an employer which
more than off-sets diminished speed and agility with age.
Trends in Social Class by Age
Analyses of trends in social class distribution by age suggest both that each succeeding generation of young workers tend to have jobs of higher occupational status
than their predecessors, but also that there is some downward mobility as well as
upward mobility in later working life. It would seem that some skilled manual and
non-manual workers, forced out of their present jobs, are displacing some of those
who have had unskilled manual jobs, who themselves are forced into, or are
accepting, premature retirement.
Table 19.10 shows the composition of the male labour force by age and social
class at successive censuses between 1951 and 1971. Because there have been major
changes in official classification, and our method of standardization is necessarily
rough, the actual figures in the table must be treated with care. The principal trends
revealed are, however, reliable enough. The proportion of partly skilled and
unskilled workers declined in the 1950s and continued to decline in the 1960s, but
the rate of decline was smaller. The same is broadly true for different age groups.
There is a long-term trend in favour of a larger non-manual labour force, but the
trend in the skilled manual labour force is more debatable. At the younger ages,
there has been a remarkably swift increase in the proportion who are professional,
1

Welford, J., Skill and Age: An Experimental Approach, Nuffield Foundation: Oxford
University Press, 1961.
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Table 19.10. Percentages of men aged 25+ in five social classes in 1951, 1961 and
1971 (England! Wales), according to 1960 (and 1970) classification of occupations.
Age

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-59

60-64

65-69

70+

Total

Year

1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971
1951
1961
1971

Professional
I
2.1
5.3
7.5
2.1
4.3
6.2
1.9
3.3
4.8
1.8
2.9
4.0
1.7
2.6
3.7
1.9
2.7
3.4
1.9
3.2
3.3
1.9
3.9
5.2

Intermediate
II
7.9
12.9
18.1
12.6
16.6
20.7
13.1
18.8
21.3
14.0
17.8
20.5
13.6
17.5
18.7
13.3
17.9
17.2
14.7
19.2
19.4
11.9
16.8
19.7

Skilled
III
54.5
55.9
53.2
49.0
53.4
50.5
43.5
48.5
48.8
39.9
45.0
46.3
38.3
42.7
45.3
42.6
41.8
43.2
46.1
41.7
44.0
47.1
49.3
48.7

Partly
skilled
IV
26.8
18.4
15.2
26.7
18.8
16.1
28.5
21.1
17.9
29.5
23.5
20.2
30.0
24.5
21.4
29.1
24.5
22.5
25.4
24.0
21.6
27.5
21.0
18.1

Unskilled
V
8.6
7.5
6.1
9.8
6.9
6.6
12.9
8.2
7.3
14.7
10.8
9.1
16.3
12.7
10.9
15.0
13.1
13.7
11.8
11.9
11.8
11.5
9.0
8.3

NOTE: An attempt has been made in this table to allow for changes of classification brought
about after the introduction of the 1960 Classification of Occupations. (There were only a few
further changes in the 1970 Classification and the figures from the 1961 and 1971 Censuses did
not need to be adjusted before being compared.) However, for 1951 we have changed the
figures for each age group by the proportion suggested for all age groups in an exercise
reported in The General Report, General Register Office, Census 1961, Great Britain, HMSO,
London, 1968, p. 193. The 1961 data were reclassified for a sample using the 1951
Classification and compared with the 1961 data classified according to the 1960 Classification
of Occupations. We have worked back to the 1951 data for social classes and changed the
figures for each class by the proportion suggested by the results of the exercise carried out by
the GRO. The 1951 figures given above must be treated as approximate only. But they are
more nearly comparable with the 1961 and 1971 Census results than the figures published in
the 1951 Census reports.
SOURCES: General Register Office, Census 1951, England and Wales, Occupation Tables,
HMSO, London, 1956; General Register Office, Census 1961, England and Wales, Occupation
Tables, HMSO, London, 1966, Table 20; Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Census
1971, Great Britain, Economic Activity Tables, Part IV, HMSO, London, 1975, Table 29.
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managerial and senior administrative workers. Among older workers, the
proportions in the highest two classes have also continued to rise beyond the levels
reached by the corresponding cohorts ten years earlier. However, the percentage of
men aged 55-64 who were unskilled manual workers in 1971 was higher than the
corresponding percentage of men aged 45-54 who were such workers in 1961.
The changes among older workers are brought out in Table 19.11, which shows
the increase or decrease between 1951 and 1971 in the percentage of each age group
Table 19.11. Increase or decrease in the percentage of economically active men in
different social classes between 1951 and 1971 (England and Wales).a
Age
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
Total

I
+5.4
+4.1
+2.9
+2.1
+2.0
+1.5
+3.3

II
+10.2
+8.1
+8.2
+6.5
+5.1
+3.9
+7.8

III
-1.3
+1.5
+5.3
+6.4
+7.0
+0.6
+1.6

IV
-11.6
-10.6
-10.6
-9.3
-8.6
-4.6
-9.4

V
-2.5
-3.2
-5.6
-5.6
-5.4
-1.3
-3.2

NOTE: aAdjustments made throughout for changes in classification, on the basis of Table 55,
Census 1961, Great Britain, General Report, HMSO, London, 1966. The changes were assumed to apply in equal proportion to each age group.
SOURCES: General Register Office, Census 1951, England and Wales, Occupation Tables,
HMSO, London, 1954; Census 1961, England and Wales, Occupation Tables, HMSO, London, 1966; Census 1961, Great Britain, General Report, HMSO, London, 1966; Census 1971,
Economic Activity Tables (Ten Per Cent), Part IV, HMSO, London, 1975.

falling into the Registrar General’s five categories. As in the previous table, the data
should be treated with caution, because adjustments have had to be made for
changes in administrative classification between the two dates. The actual
proportion of men who were in unskilled and partly skilled occupations declined and among those in occupations in social classes I, II and HI increased - for all age
groups except men aged 25-34 in class III. The percentage of older workers in
professional occupations increased slightly during the two decades, while the percentage of younger workers in those occupations rose strikingly.
These changes mask what has happened to different cohorts of workers as they
have grown older. Table 19.12 suggests that during the 1950s there was a movement
at the younger ages from manual, particularly partly skilled and unskilled,
occupations into intermediate occupations, particularly certain types of senior
administrative and managerial, supervisory and self-employed occupations. At older
ages, the flow into administrative, supervisory and self-employed occupations was
smaller. During the next ten years, there continued to be upward mobility into
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Table 19.12. Increase or decrease in the percentage of each cohort of men of a
particular age belonging to each social class (England and Wales), 1951-61 and
1961-71.
Age of cohort in
1951
1961
25-34
35-44
35-44
45-54
45-54
55-64
55-64
65-74
1961
1971
25-34
35-44
35-44
45-54
45-54
55-64
55-64
65-74

I
+2.2
+1.2
+0.9
+1.1

II
+8.7
+6.5
+4.5
+4.8

III
-1.1
-0.5
+0.3
+2.6

IV
-8.0
-5.6
-4.5
-5.5

V
-1.7
-1.6
-1.1
-3.0

+0.9
+0.5
+0.5
+0.6

+7.8
+4.7
+0.8
+0.6

-5.4
-4.6
-2.7
-0.3

-2.3
-0.9
-0.3
-1.9

-0.9
+0.4
+1.8
+1.0

SOURCES: As for Table 19.11.

classes I and II, though the movements at older ages was small. The class losing its
percentage share now became social class III rather than IV. Older men were now
also moving into social class V. There were signs of a bimodal trend. However,
these indicators of movement must be treated with reserve. There are the problems
noted above of making adjustments for changes in administrative classification. And
although each age group in 1951 is compared with an age group ten years older in
1961, and the same for 1961 and 1971, these are by no means exactly comparable
populations. There will have been losses because of death, disability, illness,
retirement, long-term unemployment and emigration, and gains because of
immigration, recovery from long illness and re-entry into the workforce of some
unemployed and disabled people.
In examining movements between ‘skilled’, ‘partly skilled’ and ‘unskilled’ occupations, it is important to keep in mind the changing realities of occupations to
which these labels are attached. Some types of labourers (such as building and
agricultural labourers) are today expected to display familiarity with, as well as
knowledge of, a wide variety of machinery, including dumper trucks, bulldozers,
cranes, combine harvesters, tractors and milking machines. It would be difficult to
classify some of them as ‘unskilled’ according to practical criteria.
Some evidence of greater mobility in the early and the late stages than in the
middle stages of working life emerged from a question we asked all those aged 30
and over: ‘What was the best job you have ever had in your life?’ More men aged
40-49 than either younger or older men named the same job that they currently held.
Partly skilled and unskilled men in their thirties, and in their fifties and sixties, were
more likely than those in their forties to name a different job of similar occupational
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status or a skilled manual or non-manual job. For example, 20 per cent in their
thirties, and 29 per cent in their fifties and sixties, compared with 16 per cent in their
forties, said the best job they had held had been a skilled manual or non-manual job.
There was a similar peak in middle life for women workers, though this applied not
just to the forties but throughout the fifties as well. Only about a third of both men
and women in their sixties declared that their present job was their best job.
Changes in the Type of Industry and Employment
The skills that individuals can offer are not the only or even very important factors
determining the employment of older workers. Industry itself has experienced
profound changes in size, technology and organization, and is governed by changing
values. In the ten years up to 1961, the number of women in employment rose by 12
per cent, but of men by only 4 per cent. These increases were more pronounced in
many of the expanding occupations, such as the professions, technical occupations,
administration and management, and clerical, typing, commercial and financial work
(Table 19.13a). On the other hand, there were big decreases in the declining
industries, like mining, agriculture and textiles. There does, however, seem to be
some evidence that in many of the declining industries the contraction of the
women’s labour force has been greater than of the men’s labour force. Conversely,

Table 19.13a. Changes in occupation, men and women, 1951-61 (England and
Wales), and percentage aged 55 and over (1961).
Numbers
of men
Occupation
Total occupied population
15 and over
1. Fishermen
2. Agriculture, horticulture and forestry
3. Mining and quarrying
4. Workers in treatment
of non-emalliferous
mining products
5. Coal, gas and coke,
chemical and allied
trades

Numbers
of women

1961

% of
1951

14,649,000
10,800

104
70

741,400
469,600

1961

Percentage aged
55 and over
(1961)
% of
1951

Men

Women

7,045,400
-

112
-

19.9
18.7

14.7
0.0

77
79

70,800
200

73
15

27.3
21.3

18.7
-

76,600

94

40,200

87

a

a

108,800

117

10,000

90

17.4

11.6
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Table 19.13a. - contd.
Numbers
of men
Occupation
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

Engineering (manufacturing) and
allied trades
Textile workers
Tanners, etc.
Makers of textile goods
Food, drink and
tobacco
Woodworkers
Paper-workers
Makers of other
products
Building workers
Painters and decorators
Administrators and
managers
Transport and
communications
Commercial and
financial
Professional and
technical
Defence services
Entertainers and sport
Personal service
Clerks and typists
Warehousemen,
packers, etc.
Crane and tractor
drivers
Workers in unskilled
occupations

1961

Numbers
of women
% of
1951

Percentage aged
55 and over
(1961)
Men Women

% of
1951

1961

2,460,600
144,600
83,600
96,800

109
73
71
80

199,600
245,400
65,200
364,400

101
68
100
83

14.9
26.4
26.4
23.8

10.8
17.6
14.7
14.0

134,800
428,400
200,800

90
99
124

65,600
12,000
84,400

78
90
104

18.8
15.6
15.9

12.5
10.0
10.4

94,200
838,200
283,000

111
100
95

43,400
1,000
9,200

107
72
88

14.6
18.9
18.6

9.9
36.0
14.3

525,600

129

67,600

147

22.2

23.7

1,400,000

100

147,600

113

18.7

6.5

1,462,400

119

910,600

120

17.7

14.8

1,108,000
486,200
77,000
492,400
956,200

155
71
94
106
111

674,600
13,600
21,800
1,555,800
1,725,400

129
69
100
106
136

14.0
0.3

13.3
0.6

a

a

29.5
21.2

26.1
7.6

398,800

114

213,600

118

28.2

12.4

226,000

100

1,800

91

25.0

10.8

1,193,600

107

437,000

115

27.4

14.8

NOTE: aDirectly comparable figures not available. Some other percentages are not precisely
comparable and are approximations.
SOURCE: General Register Office, 1961 Census, England and Wales, General Report,
HMSO, London, 1968, Table 54; and Occupation Tables, HMSO, London, 1966, Table 8, p.
261.
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Table 19.13b. Changes in occupation, men and women, 1966-71 (Britain), and percentage aged 55 and over.
Number
of men

Total occupied
population 15
and over
15,883,900
1. Farmers, etc.
643,040
2. Miners, etc.
256,230
Gas, coke
workers
126,200
3. Glass,
ceramics
63,810
4. Furnace,
forge
159,620
5. Electrical, etc. 529,140
6. Engineering
and allied
2,501,040
7. Woodworkers 415,330
8. Leatherworkers 57,190
9. Textile
143,130
10. Clothing
78,440
11. Food, drink,
etc.
266,730
12. Paper and
printing
219,100
13. Other products 206,090
14. Construction
551,860
15. Painters and
decorators
279,200
16. Drivers, etc.
307,320
17. Labourers
1,103,630
18. Transport and
communications
1,267,430
19. Warehousemen, etc.
502,900
20. Clerical
1,073,360
21. Sales
1,182,780
22. Service
workers
910,770
24. Administrators
and managers 846,310
25. Professional,
technical
1,683,340
26. Armed forces 239,790

1971
as %
of
1966

Number
of women

99.3 9,137,530
84.7
96,770
68.7
520

1971 Numbers aged 55 Percentage aged
as % and over
55 and over
of
1966
Men
Women Men Women
103.1 3,288,210 1,696,940
92.2
195,320
21,530
179.3
69,460
150

20.7 18.5
30.4 22.2
27.1 28.8

98.6

13,230

75.2

22,760

1,730

18.0 13.0

92.3

28,860

81.8

11,950

5,160

18.7 17.9

80.2
100.2

8,920
88,220

73.0
101.7

32,550
55,540

1,550
7,770

20.4 17.4
10.5 8.8

101.6
91.2
78.7
88.8
92.5

295,740
12,290
57,160
166,790
329,840

96.5
95.3
90.0
68.5
86.2

377,590
77,610
15,430
30,590
20,770

41,460
1,880
9,940
43,520
56,560

15.1
18.7
27.0
21.4
26.5

93.6

113,810

92.8

58,740

19,350

22.5 17.0

98.5
99.5
93.3

95,870
108,700
1,610

84.6
84.4
83.4

39,160
31,470
121,140

13,510
15,630
380

17.9 14.1
15.2 14.4
22.0 23.6

89.5
97.4
92.3

8,600
3,750
137,180

80.9
108.1
143.9

62,930
71,440
306,540

1,680
570
34,240

22.5 19.5
23.2 15.2
27.8 25.0

95.0

155,750

94.8

248,470

14,120

19.6

94-2
295,410
96.5 2,485,340
96.0 1,064,470

89.9
108.6
92.5

154,650
257,930
272,340

52,280
108,250
220,940

30.8 17.7
24.0 4.3
23.0 20.7

104.9 2,037,000

95.9

281,690

594,180

31.0 29.2

78,110

136.6

178,240

15,000

21.0 19.2

115.0 1,066,520
100.4
12,010

117.1
98.6

251,940
1,750

366,580
110

15.0 12.8
0.7 0.9

119.4

14.0
15.3
17.4
26.1
17.1

9.1

SOURCES: Census 1971, Economic Activity Tables, Part II; HMSO, London, 1975, Table 5;
Part IV, HMSO, London, 1975, Table 35.
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in several of the expanding industries (with the very notable exception of
professional and technical occupations), the increase in the women’s labour force
has been greater than of the men’s labour force.
Although there has been an overall decline in the number of partly skilled and
unskilled workers, slowing down in the 1960s, the number has fallen dramatically in
some industries, such as railways. Thus, an analysis of changes between 1961 and
1966 showed a marked reduction in numbers of porters, ticket collectors and
lengthmen, for example, whereas there were during the same period increases in
numbers of office cleaners, caretakers, domestic helps and ward orderlies in hospital.1 A contraction within manufacturing industries has been accompanied by
expansion in service occupations - especially within city areas.2
Unfortunately, because of changes in definition of occupations and the introduction of new occupations, it is difficult to trace changes continuously for all or
even most occupations from 1951 to 1971, and the Registrar General has not been
able to standardize and publish numerical estimates of the changes which have
occurred throughout that period. Table 19.13 has therefore been divided into two
parts which show trends for the first ten and last five years of the period of twenty
years. Several of the totals in each part are not directly comparable with the
corresponding entry in the other part. However, some trends, like the decline in
textile, mining and agricultural occupations, have plainly continued throughout the
1960s. These declining occupations account for a disproportionately large number of
workers, both male and female, over 55. On the other hand, some of the expanding
occupations, such as services, administration and clerical work, include a substantial
and fast-growing proportion of women. The proportion of female clerical workers
and typists over 55 is tiny, but there are more than average proportions of women of
that age in services, sales and administration (Table 19.13b). These jobs have been
created with pay and conditions which have persuaded women, including older
women in their fifties, to apply for them. Many, of course, are not in places where
there are older men seeking work, but some are, and yet they are presented in a form
which excludes such men from applying for them or where men, at least, are not
expected to apply. Those who return to paid employment after many or several
years’ absence, nearly all of whom will be women, are unlikely to be union
conscious and do not expect to receive high rates of pay. Even if indirectly more
than directly, women are under-cutting older men. There is a relationship therefore
between the weakening employment position of many older male workers and both
DEP, ‘Employment Changes in Certain Less Skilled Occupations, 1961-66’, Employment and
Productivity Gazette, April 1969, pp. 308-11. See also Knight, R., ‘Changes in the
Occupational Structure of the Working Population’, Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,
vol. 130, Part 3, pp. 408-22.
2
Pahl, R. E., ‘Poverty and the Urban System’, in Chisholm, M., and Manners, G. (ed.), Spatial
Problems of the British Economy, Cambridge University Press, 1971.
1
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the changing occupational structure and the increasing availability of relatively
cheap female labour.
During the 1970s, a much higher rate of unemployment, combined with a rate of
employment of men aged 65 and over which had reached a very low level, provoked
new demands for a lowering of the pensionable age. For example, backbenchers in
Parliament introduced a Bill in 1976 to reduce the pensionable age of men to 60. 1 In
some respects these demands can be regarded as rationalizations of what had already
occurred - increasing numbers of older men had been made redundant and had found
it difficult to get back into work. Earlier retirement also continued to be thought of
by leading union officials and Members of Parliament as a desirable as well as an
expedient objective. A lower retirement age, they believed, would reduce the
numbers listed as unemployed and allow attention to be concentrated, in discussion
about economic and manpower policies, on the needs of younger men. The
assumptions being made by these influential figures - that the economy could not be
organized with higher numbers of men and women employed; that earlier retirement
is preferable to a shorter working week; that older men want to retire earlier, even
when still physically active; and that it is better to dispense with older workers than,
for psychological and social as well as economic reasons, to retain a balance of such
workers and younger workers - could all be challenged. The problems for
individuals and society of creating a considerable section of the population who are
still physically active but under-employed (and perhaps under-occupied) have not
been faced.
Earnings and Age
Rates of earnings help to reveal the labour market position of older workers. Median
earnings tend to be highest for men in their thirties, but are almost as high for men in
their forties, as Table 19.14, which is drawn from the results of three national
surveys by the Department of Employment, shows. Median earnings fall for men in
their fifties and fall again for men in their early and their late sixties. This applies to
both manual and non-manual workers, and to skilled, partly skilled and unskilled
among the manual workers.2 But while there seems to be a marked downward drift
in earnings of the majority of men at successive ages after the thirties, there is
evidence of continued high earnings among the top 10 per cent or so (though some
On 14 July 1976, Mr Gwilym Roberts, MP for Cannock, moved ‘That leave be given to bring
in a Bill to provide that the pensionable age of men be reduced to 60 by not later than 1
January 1985.’ See Hansard, 14 July 1976, cols. 663-5.
2
In 1968 median earnings were highest for manual workers among those aged 30-39, and were
£24.1 compared with £21.6 for men in their fifties and £19.6 for men in their early sixties. The
peak of median earnings was reached among non-manual workers aged 40-49, and comparable
weekly amounts were £31.1, £29.5 and £26.4 respectively - DEP, New Earnings Survey, 1968,
HMSO, London, 1970, p. 103.
1
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Table 19.14. Earnings (in pounds) of all men employed full time, 1968, 1970, 1975.
Age
15-17
18-20
21-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65+
All

Lowest decile
1968
1970
5.0
6.1
9.0
10.4
13.9
16.0
16.1
18.6
17.5
19.7
16.7
19.1
15.3
17.5
14.0
16.0
10.0
12.9
15.5
15.8

1975
16.3
23.4
33.3
38.6
40.6
40.0
37.5
33.9
26.8
34.1

Median
1968
7.2
13.2
19.7
23.4
25.9
25.5
23.0
20.6
17.5
23.6

1970
8.8
15.4
22.9
27.0
29.7
29.4
26.8
23.8
20.2
26.3

1975
23.1
35.6
47.1
55.2
60.4
59.8
55.5
49.8
44.2
54.3

Highest decile
1968
1970 1975
10.9
13.3
34.6
21.1
24.7
54.4
28.8
33.0
67.8
34.5
29.0
79.7
40.2
45.9
91.8
41.4
47.6
96.3
38.4
45.2
90.3
33.9
38.9
77.4
30.6
34.8
73.4
38.1
42.8
86.5

SOURCE: Department of Employment and Productivity, New Earnings Survey, 1968, HMSO,
London, 1970, p. 31; Department of Employment Gazette, January 1971, p. 48; New Earnings
Survey 1975, HMSO, London, 1976, p. E35.

of this may be non-manual workers receiving promotion and increments and
replacing high-paid manual workers, whose capacity or opportunity to get high rates
of overtime pay has faded). Indeed, the earnings at the highest decile were higher in
each of the three years we examine in Table 19.14 for men in their forties than in
their thirties, and were only a little lower among men in their fifties. With advancing
age, therefore, there is a loss of status and of earning power among a large number if
not a majority of men, but a consolidation or maintenance of status and earnings
among the best paid, especially non-manual workers. It is likely that, because parttime workers are excluded from these calculations, and because of the tendency of
the New Earnings Survey to under-represent the low paid (see Chapter 18, pages
621-4), the disadvantages of older workers are not fully brought out here.
Our national survey allows the changes with age to be traced clearly. Among men
in their forties, 42 per cent earned more than the mean, compared with 40 per cent in
their thirties, 26 per cent in their twenties and only 20 per cent in their early sixties.
As many as 17 per cent of men in their fifties earned less than 10 per cent of the
mean, and in their early sixties 31 per cent (Table 19.15). The distribution of the
actual amounts for different age groups is shown in Table A.70 (Appendix Eight,
page 1047). The numbers of men in the sample aged 65 and over who were
employed and for whom information about earnings was available was small, but
nearly all had earnings below the mean and nearly half below 60 per cent of the
mean. However, a number of these were working considerably fewer than forty
hours. One further exercise was to compare the mean earnings of different age
groups, standardized by occupational class and number of hours employed.
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Table 19.15. Percentages of men of different age employed full time, according to
the percentage of mean earnings that their earnings represented (gross weekly
earnings).
Percentage of
mean gross
earnings
less than 50
50-59
60-79
80-99
100-19
120-59
160-99
200+
Total
Number

Age

20-29

30-39

40-49

5
11
30
27
12
11
2
1

4
6
24
27
17
13
4
6

5
7
25
22
19
11
6
6

100
319

100
338

100
322

50-59

60-64

65+

5
12
32
21
13
10
3
4

9
22
29
20
9
6
2
3

(35)
(10)
(40)
(5)
(5)
(5)
(0)
(0)

100
285

100
107

100
20

In the survey we also endeavoured to find whether people who were in, or who
had been in, employment, had ever experienced a big fall in earnings. The individual
was left to decide what he would regard as a ‘big’ fall. The results are given in Table
19.16. The great majority aged 65 and over were retired. Because some of them had
been retired for several years, their information may not be so reliable as that for
younger workers. About a fifth of men in all age groups below the pensionable ages
Table 19.16. Percentages of men saying they had experienced a big fall in earnings.
Experience of
big fall in
earnings
No
Yes
Total
Number

Age

30-39

40-49

50-59

60-64

65-69

80
20

80
20

83
17

77
23

81
19

100
376

100
349

100
329

100
134

100
123
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said they had experienced a big fall in earnings. According to this broad criterion, it
does not seem that more men experienced a fall in earnings in their fifties than
earlier.
Fringe Benefits and Work Conditions
The mean value of fringe benefits increases with age for both manual and nonmanual employees (Table 19.17). For men in their fifties and sixties, this helps to
offset the decline, relative to younger men, in their earnings. However, the fact that
information was not always complete for fringe benefits, and that the value of
certain benefits, such as the use of an employer’s car or the provision of accommodation, were received by only a small minority of workers, should be remembered.
While fringe benefits slightly redress inequalities in average earnings between
younger and older workers, they reinforce the tendency among older workers for
remuneration to be exceptionally unequal. Older male non-manual employees derive
substantially greater benefit than do manual employees from fringe benefits, as
Table 19.17 shows.
Table 19.17. Mean value of fringe benefits of non-manual and manual employees of
different age, expressed as a percentage of their gross earnings.
Age
15-29
30-49
50-64
All ages
Number

Men
Non-manual
9.3
14.0
29.4
17.2
355

Manual
4.1
4.9
9.9
6.5
600

Women
Non-manual Manual
6.1
2.5
7.8
5.4
17.4
25.5
8.8
10.0
197
144

NOTE: Calculations made only for employees for whom information on fringe
benefits in every particular was gained.
There is little official information on cover according to age. The inquiry by the
Ministry of Pensions in 1961-2 found that cover increased slightly among older male
workers. Altogether 57 per cent of men were said to be covered by some kind of
sick-pay arrangement. For men aged 55-63, however, the figure was 62 per cent,
whereas for men aged 25-34 it was 55 per cent.1
Table 19.18 shows the cover for selected fringe benefits of both manual and non1

See Ministry of Pensions, Report of an Enquiry into the Incidence of Incapacity for Work,
HMSO, London, 1964, p. xiii.
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Table 19.18. Percentages of non-manual and manual male employees of different
age with selected fringe benefits.
Age

Men
15-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+
Women
15-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+

Occupational
Paid holiday
Numbersa
pension
NonManual NonManual Non- Manual Non- Manual
manual
manual
manual
manual
Sick pay

82
89
89
91
(87)

41
49
46
62
63

77
82
86
77
(79)

34
41
49
61
42

49
58
57
55
59

14
23
25
30
21

160
176
152
129
53

337
200
192
173
130

79
77
76
(84)
(92)

26
(38)
53
(42)
(36)

54
47
50
(49)
(69)

12
(27)
20
(16)
(0)

33
38
44
42
(37)

10
17
20
19
12

246
103
139
79
35

113
77
112
97
51

NOTE: aNumbers giving information on paid holiday.
manual workers according to age. There is a marked difference in the proportions of
manual and non-manual employees receiving sick pay and occupational pensions,
and the expected growth in cover among middle-aged and older groups. The rise up
to the fifties in the percentage with fringe benefits among manual workers is offset
to some extent by downward occupational mobility, especially among skilled
manual workers, a matter which was discussed earlier.
Conditions of work are known to vary widely, but quantifiable indices of these
conditions have not been developed. In the UK survey, an experimental index of
Table 19.19. Percentages of employed men of different age according to work
conditions.
Index of conditions at work 20-29
Very poor
0-4
4
Poor
5-6
10
Adequate
7-8
33
Good
9-10
53
Total
100
Number
227

30-39
2
9
30
59
100
238

40-54
3
10
24
63
100
280

55-64
4
6
31
59
100
185

65-74
(10)
(10)
(45)
(35)
100
20
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both work conditions and work deprivation was compiled. This is discussed fully in
Chapter 12 (pages 438 and 461). Table 19.19 illustrates one of these measures.
There is no consistent trend with advancing age. In the context of our previous
discussion, it is likely that some skilled manual workers who have high rates of pay
in their thirties or forties but poor work conditions, move into partly skilled or
unskilled work at lower rates of pay but more adequate work conditions in their
fifties and sixties. This may offset the general tendency for lower rates of earnings to
be associated with poorer conditions of work.
The Woman Worker
We have suggested that the entry or re-entry of large numbers of middle-aged women into the labour force may be making it more difficult for some men in their
fifties and early sixties to retain existing status and jobs and pay, relative either to
younger men or to women of comparable age with whom they are directly or indirectly competing. It is important to realize that ‘competition’ between the sexes is
more indirect than direct. In a number of industrial contexts, there is plainly no clash
of interests because of the very different nature of employment which men and
women are expected to fill. But the reorganization of industry and the growth of new
industries are bound to reflect the opportunities which now abound for firms to
utilize relatively cheap womanpower instead of relatively expensive manpower.
The reasons for the expansion of employment of women, of course, lie in part in
changing patterns of social structure, particularly earlier marriage and childbirth,
smaller families, earlier completion of child-rearing and changing social norms
about the roles of women. They also lie in the nature of the ‘lighter’ jobs made
possible by scientific innovation and the service occupations increasingly made
necessary by social, particularly urban, organization. Many of these jobs have long
been regarded as the preserve of women, and more women are attracted into them as
they expand in number.
We have seen (Table 19.1, page 659) the increase since the war in the proportions
of women of different age, particularly aged 45-54, who are economically active.
There have been increases among married and widowed (though not unmarried)
women even at the older ages. A large proportion work part time, and few of them,
unlike men, work more than fifty hours a week. A surprisingly large minority, about
a fifth, of middle-aged female workers, have at least some trace of incapacity, and
some of them have marked incapacity. The distribution of educational experience
among the economically active is very similar to that of men. However, practically
none of them (0.6 per cent among those aged 40-54, and none over this age) claimed
to have had any apprenticeship training.
About the same proportions of employed women as of men, 3 per cent aged 40-54
and 4 per cent aged 55-64, said they had been unemployed in the year, most of the
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latter for more than ten weeks and most of the former for under five weeks. Again,
about the same proportions of women as for men, 28 per cent aged 40-54 and 29 per
cent aged 55-64, had been off work sick during the year, and the spells off work
were roughly comparable in duration. Fewer older than younger women had been
off work sick, but they tended to be off work longer.
Married women in more than 5 million families are now in paid employment and
their earnings enhance family living standards. Fewer women than men tend to be in
professional, managerial and supervisory occupations in middle age, and more in
skilled and partly skilled manual occupations. But even allowing for this and the
smaller number of hours worked, their gross earnings are much smaller. For 1968,
the Department of Employment found that the median earnings of all women
working full time was £12.5, compared with £23.6 for men. In 1975, the
corresponding figures were £33.4 and £54.3. In relation to the earnings of men of
the same age, women’s earnings among both manual and non-manual groups are
higher in the twenties than they are in the thirties and forties. They begin to rise
again in the fifties, and by the sixties reach, or approach (for non-manual employees) the levels reached in the early twenties (Table 19.20). In the poverty survey, the proportion of women earning more than £12 a week reached a peak in the
thirties and then fell off markedly, partly because substantially more women over
this age worked part-time (Table 19.5, page 663) and more of them took up, or
returned to, manual employment (Table 19.7, page 665). For full-time employees,
the New Earnings Survey showed relatively little variation by age among women
between 20 and 64, if manual and non-manual groups are considered separately. The
majority of women workers have jobs of low non-manual status or of partly skilled
manual status, with few opportunities of promotion.
Even when, as in the case of many non-manual employees, they are on incremental scales, the departure of young women to raise families before they have
reached the top of their wage or salary scales and the entry of middle-aged women
into employment at the foot of these scales results in little observed variation by age
in earnings. When more and more women have held employment for the bulk of
adult life, it is likely that the lowest earners among women will be, like men, those
in their fifties and sixties.
The evidence of a connection between the growth of employment for women and
the pressure upon older men to retire early is at this stage tenuous. The fall in
employment of older men began in the inter-war years, when the female labour force
was roughly static, although, of course, there was heavy male unemployment during
many of these years. But after the war, when the unemployment rate was very small,
the proportion of men retiring by 65-9 increased as steadily as the proportion of
women entering the labour force also increased. On the face of it, this is a paradox
which requires better explanation. A much more detailed analysis of trends in the
labour force, industry by industry, needs to be made, particularly of patterns of

682 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Table 19.20. Median earnings of women of different age, expressed as a percentage
of men’s median earnings at that age (New Earnings Survey, 1968 and 1975).
Age

21-24
25-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65+

Percentage
Manual
1968
55.2
51.6
45.2
46.4
49.5
51.0
59.6

1975
64.4
59.9
56.4
57.4
59.2
63.4
62.2

Non-manual
1968
72.2
62.8
52.5
52.1
58.6
65.2
70.3

1975
78.9
69.5
57.5
53.7
59.0
68.8
66.7

NOTE: Full-time employees paid for a full week.
SOURCES: Department of Employment and Productivity, New Earnings Survey, 1968,
HMSO, London, 1970, p. 32, and New Earnings Survey, 1975, HMSO, London, 1976, p. E35.

employment for each sex and patterns of retirement and redundancy. All we can do
is call attention to the suggestiveness of the trends and ask whether a larger number
of physically active middle-aged males will be pensioned off to facilitate
occupational opportunity for women?
Conclusion and Summary
This chapter has called attention to the vulnerability of the older worker, especially
the man, during industrial and social change. We have traced the decline in the
proportion of men over 65 remaining in paid employment and have predicted that
now that the numbers have reached such low proportions, there is likely to be an
acceleration in the withdrawal from the labour force of men aged 55-64. This
withdrawal has so far been small, though we have brought forward data to show that
it may take the form of increases in the number classified as chronic sick and
unemployed as well as retired.
We have suggested that this process of withdrawal may be accelerated first by the
rigidity of class and income differentials in a society in which the annual rate of
recruitment to higher education and to the professional and managerial classes has
increased in recent years. Thus, the national salary bill increased by 198 per cent,
but the wages bill by only 106 per cent between 1955 and 1969.1 As a percentage of
all income from employment, salaries increased from 34 to 42. Yet there is no
1

National Income and Expenditure, 1970, HMSO, London, 1971.
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corresponding evidence in general of depreciation of salary levels relative to wages.
Secondly, the withdrawal of middle-aged men from the labour force may be
accelerated by the pressures from married women, particularly of middle age, to
enter or re-enter employment or, rather, of employers eager to accommodate them at
lower wages. We have hypothesized that the differentials in earnings between the
occupational classes is being preserved by the employment of more women at rates
of remuneration much below those of men, by the reduction of the proportion of
men in late middle age who are employed and by the acceleration of downward
mobility in middle age, through redundancies, reduction of recruitment opportunities
for older men and failure to expand and create effective retraining facilities for men
of this age.
The evidence is, however, inconclusive. Older men (i.e. aged 55-64) are vulnerable in the sense that their earnings are lower, and more of them have low earnings
than men, say, in their thirties; more of them experience two or more weeks of
sickness in the year, and substantially more of them have some degree of incapacity.
However, despite some reduction of overtime earnings, the survey data did not show
that more of them worked fewer than forty hours a week or had markedly inferior
educational or apprenticeship skills. Trends in social class by age show both that
each succeeding generation of younger workers tend to have jobs of higher
occupational status than their predecessors, but also that there is some downward
mobility as well as upward mobility in later working life. Some skilled manual and
non-manual workers who are obliged to leave their jobs are displacing some
unskilled workers who are forced into or are accepting premature retirement. But the
proportion aged 55-64 is still small. In some of the declining industries, the
contraction of the women’s labour force has been greater than of the men’s labour
force. In several of the expanding industries, on the other hand, the increase in the
female labour force has been correspondingly greater. Moreover, the increase in
service occupations, particularly in city areas, has tended to expand the employment
of older women with relatively low earnings, at the expense, if indirectly, of older
men, who are squeezed into insecure jobs or into premature retirement. Some
pensioners have been willing to accept, and employers to offer, poor rates of pay for
a small number of hours, to keep within the earnings rule and not suffer any loss of
benefit.
Research on a larger cross-section of the population may help to clarify the trends,
for there are a number of cross-currents. On the one hand, the development of
seniority rights in large organizations and the disproportionate increase of such
organizations seems to be strengthening the situation and earnings of some
employed men in the older age groups - even if they are becoming more dependent
that previously on the firm. Thus, the mean value of fringe benefits to men in their
fifties and sixties, for both manual and non-manual employees, particularly non-
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manual employees, is much greater than for younger men. On the other hand,
redundancies from certain types of skilled job and the lagging of pay and conditions
in the older industries, together with the demand for employment of women, is
tending to increase the proportion of older male workers occupying low-paid and
insecure jobs. These trends can amount to a major new source of inequality and of
poverty in society.

20
Disabled People and the Long-term Sick

The financial and social consequences and the sheer scale of the problem of disability have been underestimated in the United Kingdom as much as in other
industrial countries. Partly this is because of the dominance of clinical and administrative criteria of disability, which have caused the disabled to be seen as a heterogeneous collection of people with different medical needs instead of a group having
predominantly similar, if complex, educational, occupational, financial, housing and
1
social needs. Partly it is because the professional organization of welfare activities
on behalf of the disabled has been ill-developed inside and outside government. This
chapter will show that limited access to resources on the part of people who are, or
have become, disabled accounts for a substantial proportion of poverty. The concept
of disability will be discussed and its extent measured, so that its different effects
can be examined in turn.
When the survey was being planned, no comprehensive information existed and
pilot work had persuaded us that disability was closely related to poverty and that
2
substantial efforts had to be committed to its elucidation. Fortunately that and other
work and pressures had also persuaded the government to undertake a national
3
survey and the results of the two surveys can in some respects be compared.
1

See, for example, Handicapped Children and Their Families, Carnegie United Kingdom
Trust, Dunfermline, 1964, esp. pp. 10-11 for the categorization of groups ; or Sections VI, VII
and VIII of Famdale, J. (ed.), Trends in Social Welfare, Pergamon Press, Oxford, 1965.
2
At the University of Essex in the mid 1960s, two pilot studies of the disabled were undertaken by Sally Sainsbury and Michael Humphrey, and another pilot study of the mentally
handicapped by Lucianne Sawyer. A pilot study of the chronic sick by John Veit Wilson also
preceded this national survey. See Townsend, P., The Disabled in Society, Greater London
Association for the Disabled, London, 1967; Sainsbury, S., Registered as Disabled, Bell, London, 1970.
3
Harris, A. I., with Cox, E. and Smith, C. R. W., Handicapped and Impaired in Great Britain,
Part I, and Buckle, J. R., Work and Housing of Impaired Persons in Great Britain, Part II, and
Harris, A. I., Smith, C. R. W., and Head, E., Income and Entitlement to Supplementary Benefit of
Impaired People in Great Britain, Part III, an inquiry carried out by the social survey division of
the Office of Censuses and Surveys on behalf of the Department of Health and Social Security
and other government departments, HMSO, London, 1971, and December 1972. The inquiry
was announced on 23 October 1967 by the Minister of Health and followed a great deal of
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The Concept of Disability
1

From the start, the different meanings of disability should be recognized. There are
at least five concepts. First, there is anatomical, physiological or psychological
abnormality or loss. In this sense, the disabled are people who have lost a limb, or
part of a limb, or part of the nervous system through injury or surgery. Some are
blind, or deaf or paralysed, or are physically damaged or abnormal in specific,
usually observable, respects by comparison with their compatriots of like age and
sex. Such loss or abnormality may have a considerable or an inconsequential effect
on activity. Thus someone with discoloured skin tissue, a humped back, a phobia, or
even a missing finger may perform as well as an ‘ordinary’ person of similar age
over a vast range of activities.
Secondly, there is chronic clinical condition altering or interrupting physiological
or psychological process - such as bronchitis, arthritis, tuberculosis, epilepsy,
schizophrenia and manic depression. The two concepts of loss or abnormality and of
chronic disease tend to merge, for just as a loss may have irreparable or unchanging
effects, so long-continued disease usually has some lasting physiological or
2
anatomical effect.
Thirdly, there is functional limitation of ordinary activity, whether that activity is
carried on alone or with others. It is therefore not quite coincident with a limitation
of role, in the sociological sense, though, of course, it is very close to it. The
simplest example is incapacity for self-care and management - such as being unable
or finding it difficult to walk about, negotiate stairs and wash and dress. But by
considering different reference groups, an estimate can also be made of the
individual’s relative incapacity for household management and performance of
different general roles as husband, father or mother, neighbour or friend, as well as
of any limitation of capacity to follow specific occupational roles.
A fourth meaning is pattern of behaviour which has elements of a socially deviant
3
kind. This pattern of behaviour can be determined by an impairment or pathological
condition - such as a regular physical tremor or limp, or an irregularly recurring fit.
Thus, activity might not necessarily be limited, or only limited, but different. But the
behaviour may not be determined only or even at all by physiological impairment,
pressure by the Disablement Income Group and others about the desirability of a new pension
scheme.
1
The following passage draws on a similar passage in the author’s paper, The Disabled in
Society, pp. 3-6.
2
See also the analysis by Nagi, S. Z., ‘Some Conceptual Issues in Disability and Rehabilitation’, in Sussman, M. B. (ed.), Sociology and Rehabilitation, American Sociological Association, Washington, DC, 1966, esp. pp. 100-3.
3
Goffman, E., Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1968; Freidson, E., ‘Disability as Social Deviance’, in Sussman (ed.), Sociology
and Rehabilitation.

DISABLED PEOPLE AND THE LONG-TERM SICK 687
but by a mixture of what society expects of someone in certain situations and what
the individual falls into doing. Sociologists have called attention to the concepts of
1
the sick role and of illness behaviour. Society expects the blind or the deaf or the
physically handicapped to behave in certain approved or stereotyped ways.
Individuals come to learn what is expected of them by nurses and doctors, and by
their families and neighbours. Individuals can be motivated towards such behaviour
when their physical or neurological condition does not compel it. A family or subculture can condition it. There are cultural differences in disability behaviour.
People of different nationality or ethnic group vary in their stoicism in face of pain
2
or impairment. People may also be motivated to simulate deafness, blindness and
other types of impairment. People with little or no impairment may play the disabled
‘role’. Those with the same kind and even degree of impairment may see it
differently. One might act up to the limit of his capacities, even at the risk of
exposing his abnormality. Another might refrain from actions of which he is
capable. In each case, the sociologist would explore variations in social conditions
and processes for an explanation for the difference.
Finally, disability takes on the rather general meaning of a socially defined class
and status. In some respects this can be ‘subjective’, and in others ‘objective’. An
individual who is ‘disabled’ is not just impaired, or limited, or different in his
activities; he occupies a position in the social hierarchy determined by the kind of
resources allowed to people like himself and a (usually) corresponding status which
the disabled, when recognized as such, occupy in that particular society. By virtue of
the social perception of disability, he attracts a mixture of deference, condescension,
consideration and indifference. Resource or class level may not be defined very
clearly or consistently, and the proportion of the population who are accorded the
status of ‘disabled people’ may vary in different societies. There are populations
which do not recognize or identify mild forms of mental handicap, schizophrenia or
infirmity, for example. In working-class British society, euphemisms for certain
handicaps are used. People have ‘nerves’ or are ‘hard of hearing’ or are ‘a bit
simple’. The technical, conclusive and often stigmatizing labels are avoided. A place
is not taken in a rank of a hierarchy. This may mean that special needs may be
overlooked and social resources withheld; but it may also mean that people are not
set apart like lepers or treated with aloof condescension. Disability usually means
3
inferior and not just different status. Social perception is at least in part related to
material conditions and opportunities. Society designs buildings and methods of
1

See, for example, Mechanic, D., ‘The Concept of Illness Behaviour’, Journal of Chronic
Diseases, vol. 15, 1962; Mechanic, D., Response Factors in Illness: The Study of Illness Behaviour’, Social Psychiatry, vol. 1, August 1966.
2
See, for example, Zborowski, M., ‘Cultural Components in Responses to Pain’, Journal of
Social Issues, vol. 8, 1952; Jaco, E. G. (ed.), Patients, Physicians and Illness, The Free Press,
New York, 1958.
3
See ten Broek, J., and Matson, F. W., ‘The Disabled and the Law of Welfare’, California
Law Review, vol. 54, No. 2, May 1966, p. 814.
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transport, organizes occupations and develops codes and rules which circumscribe
social behaviour - and hence ‘creates’ disability. The status of ‘disabled person’ is
governed loosely by general public opinion and more exactly by the rules of
entitlement to social security, the definition of interest on the part of voluntary
associations, employers and public services, membership of clubs and centres and
the special sets of relationships with doctors, nurses and social workers.
Each of these conceptions of disability can be pursued fruitfully to achieve a fuller
understanding of the phenomenon and therefore of policies of aid and service which
would be effective. Each has its drawbacks. For example, the isolation and study of
particular clinical conditions is necessary if advances in medical treatment and
prevention are to be made, but may in the process emphasize the separateness rather
than the similarity of many disabled conditions, with consequential confusion,
fragmentation of effort and injustice.
Each of the conceptions can be considered subjectively as well as objectively. We
might list them for convenience as conceptions of (a) ‘impairment’ (combining the
first two, which might be regarded as merging); (b) ‘functional incapacity’ ; (c)
‘disability deviance’ ; and (d) ‘disability status’ and ‘class’. The individual and the
group may take a different conception, in any of these respects, from that of society
as a whole, and attempts to provide independent or objective criteria may produce a
different conception still. This amounts to saying that individual, collective and
objective assessment of disability, or of impairment, functional incapacity, deviance
and social rank may not be concordant. For example, although society may have
been sufficiently influenced in the past to seek to adopt scientific measures of
disability, so as to admit people to institutions, or regard them as eligible for social
security or occupational and social services, these measures may now be applied in a
distorted way, or may not be applied at all, or may even be replaced by more
subjective criteria by hard-pressed administrators, doctors and others. At the least,
there may be important variations between social’ and objective assessments of
severity of handicap.
Two Operational Definitions
Two measures which corresponded with the conceptions listed above of ‘impair1
ment’ and ‘functional incapacity’ were developed in some detail in the survey.
1

During 1966-7 there were consultations among a number of research workers engaged on
studies of disability. Present at one meeting at the end of 1966, arranged by the directors of the
poverty survey, were Walter Holland, who was in charge of a study of the disabled from St
Thomas’s Hospital, Margot Jefferys, supervising with Michael Warren a series of studies of
impairment of function, particularly of the upper and lower extremities, from Bedford College,
London, and Sally Sainsbury, undertaking a pilot study of the disabled in Essex, Middlesex and
London. There was common agreement that the local-authority registers of the handicapped
were grossly deficient and that methods had to be devised to establish the true numbers. All were
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First, we asked whether each person in the household suffered from any condition
which prevented him from doing things which an ordinary person of the same age
might expect to do - prompting whether he or she had any trouble with chest or
lungs, back or spine, joints, sight, hearing, speech, nerves, fits or blackouts, diabetes,
a mental handicap or anything else, and also presenting the individual with a similar
list on a card. Depending on the answer, further specific questions sought to confirm
whether or not, in the informant’s opinion, the condition really did have a restricting
effect on activity (see page 1141). This approach allowed vague or general claims to
disablement to be tested. It was comprehensive, if summary, and searching, and
meant that clinical conditions were often called to our attention which might
otherwise have been missed or their effects underestimated. Our objective was to
find whether the individual really did claim to have one or more disabling
conditions. People saying they had trouble with the chest or lungs were asked
whether they became breathless or had any pain or fits of coughing when they
hurried. People saying they had trouble with the back or spine or joints were asked
whether they had any difficulty in moving freely and fully and using their hands.
Those saying they had trouble with nerves were asked four specific questions about
depression, anger, concentration and sleep. They were also asked whether they were
consulting a doctor. Such supplementary questions had been found in research
previously by doctors and epidemiologists to be reliable indicators of serious
disabling conditions.
Table 20.1 presents the full list and shows the proportions of males and females in
the sample having trouble with different bodily and mental faculties; and also,
among them, those saying further that in one or more specific respects their activity
was restricted. Thus 62 per cent said they had trouble with chest or lungs, and most
of these, representing 4.7 per cent of the entire sample, also said they became
breathless or had pain or fits of coughing. The incidence of trouble with chest or
lungs was higher among males than females, but with back or spine, speech, fits and
mental handicap was about the same among males as among females. Trouble with
joints, nerves, sight, hearing and diabetes was, however, more common among
females than males. The proportion of women having trouble with nerves was much
higher than of men, and this applied to all age groups over the age of 20. The
relative excess was maintained after supplementary questions had been put, and was
also confirmed in the proportions saying they were seeing their doctors about this
condition. About four fifths of the men and three quarters of the women saying they
had trouble with nerves also said they were seeing a doctor about their trouble.
Altogether more than a fifth of the population had trouble of one sort or another, and
12 per cent a definitely disabling condition. It should be noted that this latter figure
is a slight underestimate, because people saying they had some other trouble than the
experimenting with functional tests or criteria, though there was disagreement about the extent
to which the same set of criteria could be applied to groups of people suffering from widely
different types of disability.
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items listed in Table 20.1 were not asked any specific supplementary questions and
were therefore excluded from the total with a marked or specific disablement
condition.
Table 20.1. Percentages of males and females with disablement condition.
Trouble with

Chest or lungs
Back or spine
Joints
Nerves
Sight
Hearing
Speech
Fits or blackouts
Diabetes
A mental handicap (apart from
nerves)
Any other
trouble
At least one of
above
Total number

% with condition said to give
trouble
Males Females Males and
females
7.0
5.5
6.2
3.5
3.9
3.7
3.9
6.2
5.1
2.0
6.7
4.4
2.1
3.5
2.8
2.1
3.0
2.6
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.6
0.6

% with marked or specific
restriction of activity
Males Female Males and
females
5.1
4.3
4.7
1.8
1.8
1.8
2.6a
3.3a
3.0a
1.5
6.0
3.8
1.8
2.6
2.2
1.6
2.6
2.1
0.3
0.4
0.3
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.5
0.7
0.6

0.5

0.4

0.5

0.5

0.4

0.5

3.9

5.3

4.6

-

-

-

20.6
2,895

25.3
3,069

23.0
5,964

9.9
2,888

14.3
3,059

12.2
5,947

NOTE: aEstimated on basis of incomplete information.
Secondly, questions about a selected list of activities were designed to establish
the degree to which the individual was limited in caring for himself and managing a
1
household. This approach was based on early work with the aged, and had been
2
developed in pilot research with the disabled of all ages. Irrespective of the type of
1

Townsend, P., The Last Refuge, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1962, pp. 257-61 and
464-76; Shanas, E., et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1968.
2
Sainsbury, Registered as Disabled, pp. 26-49. This research was carried out in 1965. In
1966, a survey of disabled adults aged 16-64 was undertaken in the United States which developed both the health impairment and functional definitions of disability. Some of the results
of this survey were published in 1968, but most papers on the results have been published in the
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illness or disability from which people might be suffering, it was hypothesized that
they could be ranked according to degree of capacity to perform ordinary activities.
Thus disability itself might best be defined as inability to perform the activities,
share in the relationships and play the roles which are customary for people of
broadly the same age and sex in society. One problem is to distinguish what are the
different activities, relationships and roles. We can group activities into those which
(a) maintain personal existence, such as drinking, eating, evacuating, exercising,
sleeping, hearing, washing and dressing; (b) provide the means to fulfil these
personal acts, such as obtaining food, preparing meals, providing and cleaning a
home; (c) are necessary to immediate family and household relationships, such as
sexual, marital and parental relationships; (d) are necessary to external social
relationships, at work, in the neighbourhood, travelling and as one of a crowd; and
(e) are necessary to the instrumental roles performed at home and work as a member
of society. Many specific activities might be listed. It is evident that some would
correlate with others very closely and questions about a selected cross-section might
give, for any individual, a broad approximation of his capacities as a whole. We
chose to concentrate on the first two of these five groups - that is, on personal and
household activities - partly because it is difficult in a national survey to provide an
adequate framework of questions about relationships inside and outside the home,
and also about possible as well as actual roles performed, but also because these
groups of activities tend to underlie and correlate with instrumental and expressive
social activities.
Table 20.2 presents the list of activities included in our index, which was produced
1
on the basis of both previous and pilot research. People were asked whether they
had difficulty in carrying out any of these activities. If they had difficulty a score of
1 was registered; if they could not carry out the task at all, a score of 2 was
registered. The table shows that over a quarter of the sample had difficulty with at
least one item, and substantially more women than men had difficulty. In fact, the
only item over which fewer women than men had difficulty was that of preparing a
hot meal.
While this is not the place for a full discussion of the index adopted, its limitations, and also some of its principal advantages, should be mentioned. Only a selperiod 1970-72. The two most general papers are Haber, L. D., ‘Prevalence of Disability among
Non-Institutionalised Adults under Age 65: 1966 Survey of Disabled Adults’, Research and
Statistics Notes, US Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Social Security
Administration, Office of Research and Statistics, 20 February 1968; and Allan, K. H., and
Cinsky, M. E., ‘General Characteristics of the Disabled Population’, Social Security Survey of
the Disabled: 1966, Report No. 19, US Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office of
Research and Statistics, July 1972.
1
The items were chosen from a list of sixty-four examined in a pilot study. Subjective reports
on whether difficulty was experienced with particular activities were found to correlate
significantly with the time taken by individuals in performing those activities. See Sainsbury, S.,
Measuring Disability, Bell, London, 1974.
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Table 20.2. Percentages of males and females who have difficulty with certain
activities.
Activity

Percentage who have difficulty Total number
or cannot perform activity
Males
Females Males and Males Females Males and
females
females

Washing down
(whether in bath
or not)a
Removing a jug,
say, from an
overhead shelfa
Tying a good
knot in stringa
Cutting toenailsa
Running to catch
a busb
Going up and
downstairsb
Going shopping
and carrying a
full basket of
shopping in each
handb
Doing heavy
housework, like
washing floors
and cleaning
windowsc
Preparing a hot
mealc
At least one of
above

3.2

5.3

4.3

2,315

2,535

4,850

4.5

8.9

6.8

2,313

2,532

4,845

2.4
4.8

4.3
8.4

3.4
6.7

2,311
2,313

2,532
2,531

4,843
4,844

19.5

27.3

23.6

2,313

2,524

4,837

9.0

14.2

11.7

2,312

2,524

4,836

11.3

22.4

17.1

2,304

2,521

4,825

12.0

19.2

15.8

2,047

2,276

4,323

4.0

3.4

3.7

2,048

2,277

4,325

27.1

2,264

2,485

4,749

21.6

321

a

NOTES: Excludes children in sample under 10 (numbering 1,065).
b
Excludes children under 10 and bedfast.
c
Excludes children under 16 and bedfast.

ected cross-section of activities are included; difficulty with each activity is given
equal weighting; and changes in individual capacity from day to day or season to
season are ignored. These are just three limitations. A more comprehensive approach would have to include a greater number of activities and weight some activities more heavily for some sections of the population than for others, not just by
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sex and age, but according to variations in pattern of activity among different
classes, communities and ethnic groups. Although people were rated according to
present abilities (in the case of the short-term sick, immediately before their sickness), we did ask about variations in disability, and these are discussed below.
The advantages also need to be recognized. The social conception and assessment
of disability has had an erratic history. Some kinds of disability have been treated
indifferently or stigmatized, while others, like blindness, have attracted wide public
sympathy. Both medicine and social service have been susceptible to fashion and
fragmentation. Just as there have been consultants for particular diseases and
hospitals for particular parts of the body, so there have been a wide variety of
statutory and voluntary organizations for different types of handicap, some of them
far better staffed and financed than others. As a consequence, local authorities
compiled registers of the handicapped which were not only incomplete but were
divided quixotically into registers for the blind, deaf, and a general register for the
physically handicapped. In social security those disabled in war were, and are,
favoured by comparison with those disabled in industry and civil life. Yet, in recent
years, society has begun to evolve a more unified conception of disability. Thus, an
attendance allowance has been introduced for all severely disabled people and not
just for war and industrial injury pensioners, even if it is paid at only two rates, a
higher and a lower rate, compared with three rates paid under the industrial injuries
disablement scheme and four rates under the war pensions scheme. The Chronically
Sick and Disabled Persons Act 1970 has encouraged local authorities to adopt a
1
more comprehensive approach to registration. And the reorganization of local
social services departments, following legislation also passed in 1970, together with
a more general course of basic training of social workers, has helped to integrate
methods of help.
The Need for a New Approach to Assessment
There is, then, an important relationship between society’s conception of a problem,
and the policies which are followed in relation to that problem. Yet the assessment,
or operational definition, of disability is still not subjected to the critical attention is
deserves. We are imprisoned within outdated conceptions, and are even
unimaginative about alternative forms of assessment. Consider various methods of
assessment in Britain. In the mid 1960s the McCorquodale Committee on the
Assessment of Disablement reiterated the principle that assessment should be
determined by ‘means of a comparison between the condition of the disabled person
and that of a normal healthy person of the same age’, and they recognized that this
involved measures of loss of faculty but made no efforts to collect information about
either the disabled or ‘normal healthy people’. Nor did the committee review the
1

But that legislation was, in the end, drawn up ambiguously and delayed and even softened in
implementation. See Jaehnig, W., ‘Seeking Out the Disabled’, in Jones, K. (ed.), The Yearbook
of Social Policy in Britain, 1972, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1973.
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rationale of current medical assessment. They gave attention to problems which only
affected a small minority of the disabled - such as amputations and loss of limb or
eye - and even for these problems did not provide any empirical or even reasoned
substantiation for percentage assessments. The committee accepted, for example, the
loss of both four fingers and of a leg below the knee as equivalent to 50 per cent
disability. The following were each treated as equivalent of 30 per cent disability:
the loss of three fingers; the amputation of ‘one foot resulting in end-bearing stump’;
the amputation ‘through one foot proximal to the metatarso-phalangeal joint’; and
1
the loss of vision in one eye. Most informed observers agree that this approach is
inappropriate for many kinds of disability and has no bearing on questions of
severity of disablement or restriction of function.
A second example of administrative assessment is the Department of Employment’s Register of Disabled Persons. To qualify, a person must
(i) be substantially handicapped on account of injury, disease (including a physical
or mental condition arising from imperfect development of any organ), or congenital
deformity, in obtaining or keeping employment or work on his own account
otherwise suited to his age, qualification and experience; the disablement being
likely to last for 12 months or more; (ii) desire to engage in some form of
remunerative employment or work ... and have a reasonable prospect of obtaining
2
and keeping such employment or work.
No detailed criteria for ‘substantially handicapped’, ‘handicapped in obtaining or
keeping employment’, ‘desire’ for work, ‘reasonable prospect’ of obtaining work
and even what is ‘suited’ to age, qualification and experience have been spelt out
and related to empirical evidence by the Department of Employment or independent
3
workers. Society therefore has no clear idea of the numbers of people who deserve,
and are getting, help.
A third example is the attendance allowance, introduced in 1971. At the higher
rate, the allowance is paid to someone who
is so severely disabled physically or mentally that he requires from another person,
in connection with his bodily functions, frequent attention throughout the day and
prolonged or repeated attention during the night; or ... is so severely disabled
physically or mentally that he requires continual supervision from another person in
4
order to avoid substantial danger to himself or others.
1

Report of the Committee on the Assessment of Disablement (The McCorquodale Report),
Cmnd 2847, HMSO, London, December 1965.
2
Disabled Persons (Employment) Act 1944.
3
The Department of Employment did not seek to fill these gaps during its ‘comprehensive
review’ of its policies and services for helping disabled people to obtain and keep suitable employment. See The Quota Scheme for Disabled People, Consultative Document, 1973.
4
Section 4, National Insurance (Old Persons’ and Widows’ Pensions and Attendance
Allowance) Act, 1970.
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An Attendance Allowance Board was set up to advise the government on procedures and administration. A medical report has to be completed for every applicant, detailing whether he or she can without help or only with help
(i) change position whilst in bed; (ii) get out of bed; (iii) walk; (iv) use stairs; (v)
dress and undress; (vi) wash; (vii) bathe; (viii) shave (men); (ix) eat; (x) drink; (xi)
go to the toilet.
Other questions ask about the frequency of help at night and in the day. A modified list is applied to children. This approach represented an important innovation in
that it paved the way for the identification of disability according to a set of
functional criteria and allowed the classification of the disabled into groups with
different degrees of incapacity.
The argument for identification according to functional criteria were also accepted
in a national survey mounted in 1968-9 by the government. People were classified
into eight categories of handicap in terms of their ability to undertake such activities
as feed themselves, change position in bed, get to and use a WC, put on shoes and
1
socks or stockings and do up buttons and zips.
These developments have two principal advantages. Attention is called to the wide
range of different effects of disability, with the possibility that social resources will
be mobilized less erratically to deal with them or offset them. And although the risks
of misclassification must be considerable, degrees of disability are more accurately
identified, so that fairer methods of compensation are devised, and benefits and
services can be allocated according to some scale of priorities.
The Disabled Population
The number of disabled in the United Kingdom is larger than believed by the
government. The poverty survey produces estimates which, even allowing for differences of definition, are considerably larger than estimates for the same year ac2
cepted by the government on the basis of one of its own surveys. In view of its
importance, this finding must be explained in detail and with care.
First, Table 20.3 shows that 122 per cent of the non-institutionalized population
both said they had a disablement condition and went on to specify that it prevented
them doing things which were normal for someone of the same age. They
represented over 6½ million in the United Kingdom, of whom nearly 1½ million had
two or more disablement conditions. More women than men had such conditions. It
is, of course, important to remember throughout the subsequent analysis that

1

Harris et al., op. cit., esp. Appendix D.
The estimates were made on the basis of a statement of policy in 1974. Social Security Act
1973, Social Security Provision for Chronically Sick and Disabled People, House of Commons
Paper 276 1974.
2
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Table 20.3. Estimated number and percentage having disablement conditions restricting activity and specifying limiting effects on activities (United Kingdom).
Number of
disablement
conditions

None
1 or more
1
2 or more
Total
Number in
sample

Estimated number in noninstitutionalized population
(1,000s)a
Males
Females Males

Percentage

23,800
(2,650)
2,080
570
26,450

90.0
(9.9)
7.8
2.1
100

-

23,950
(4,000)
3,100
900
27,950
-

Females

47,750
(6,650)
5,180
1,470
54,400
-

2,888

Males
85.7
(14.3)
11.1
3.2
100
3,079

Males and
females
87.8
(12.2)
9.5
2.7
100
5,967

NOTE: aExcluding persons residing in hospitals, residential hostels and homes, children’s
homes and prisons.

disabled people living in most types of non-private households, especially those
living in hospitals and residential homes or hostels, are not included. Many of these
are elderly, and national estimates have been made of the distribution by incapacity
1
of elderly people in institutions.
Secondly, the findings from applying the incapacity index are given in Table 20.4.
The estimates for each specific score on the index must, of course, be treated with
caution because they are subject to considerable sampling error. But when different
categories are grouped together, the estimates may be treated as reliable to a high
degree of probability. There are approximately 1,100,000 persons who are severely
incapacitated (with a score of 11 and over), and nearly another 2 million who are
appreciably incapacitated (with a score from 7 to 10 inclusive). It will be seen that
nearly 12 million in the population who are aged 10 and over call attention to some
incapacity, however slight. Yet some of them did not specify any disablement
condition in answering the alternative series of questions. If the numbers of these
people, shown in the table, are deducted, the total who are severely incapacitated
(with a score of 11 or more) and appreciably incapacitated (with a score of 7-10)
is reduced from approximately 3,095,000 to 1,935,000. Even this latter figure is
1

For the elderly in psychiatric and non-psychiatric hospitals and residential homes, see
Townsend, P., ‘The Needs of the Elderly and the Planning of Hospitals’, in Canvin, R. W., and
Pearson, N. G. (eds.), The Needs of the Elderly for Health and Welfare Services, University of
Exeter, 1973. For the elderly in residential homes, see Carstairs, V., and Morrison. M., The
Elderly in Residential Care, Report of a Survey of Homes and their Residents, Scottish Health
Service Studies No. 19, Scottish Home and Health Department, Edinburgh, 1972.

Table 20.4. Percentages and numbers of people (aged 10 and over) with different degrees of incapacity.
Incapacity score

Percentage

Males

Estimated number (000s)
UK

Females

0
79.1
69.0
1
Slight
5.8
7.3
2
3.4
4.6
3
2.0
2.6
4
Some
2.0
2.4
5
1.7
3.2
6
1.2
2.2
7
1.2
1.9
8
Appreciable
0.5
1.4
9
0.6
1.5
10
0.6
1.0
11
0.6
0.9
12
0.1
0.7
13
0.1
0.4
14
0.3
0.2
15 Severe and very severe
0.3
0.3
16
0.1
0.3
17
0.1
0.1
18
0.2
0.2
Total
100
100
Number
2,373
2,603

Males Males
and
females
73.8 17,160
6.6
1,250
4.1
740
2.3
440
2.2
430
2.5
375
1.7
265
1.5
255
1.0
120
1.1
135
0.8
130
0.8
135
0.4
30
0.3
30
0.3
65
0.3
55
0.2
20
0.1
30
0.2
35
100
21,700
4,976
-

NOTE: Estimates of population are rounded to the nearest 5,000.

Females Males
and
females
16,180
33,340
1,720
2,970
1,090
1,830
600
1,040
560
990
740
1,115
500
770
440
695
335
455
340
475
235
365
205
340
160
190
100
130
55
120
65
120
65
85
20
50
35
70
23,450
45,150
-

Estimated number (000s)
specifying effects of disablement
condition
Males Females Males
and
females
725
950
1,675
205
405
610
225
380
605
120
195
315
250
205
455
240
450
690
160
205
365
165
220
385
105
165
270
85
205
290
105
110
215
130
150
280
30
130
160
10
55
65
20
45
65
25
65
90
10
35
45
10
20
30
30
10
40
2,650
4,000
6,650
-
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Table 20.5. Thousands in the United Kingdom who are estimated to be
handicapped.
Degree of
handicap

Government
survey

Very severe

161

Severe (score 12
or over)

366

Appreciable
(score 6-11)

633

Minor (score 1-5) 699

No handicap
(score 0)
non-motor
disorders
motor disorders
Total

757
540
3,155

Degree of incapacity (and whether disable- Poverty
ment condition(s) specified separately as
survey
limiting activities)
Score
Very severe
(15+)
(i)
1 or more
disablement
conditions
205
(ii) No condition
specified
120
Severe
(11-14) (i)
1 or more
disablement
conditions
570
(ii) No condition
specified
210
Appreciable
(7-10)
(i)
1 or more
disablement
conditions
1,160
(ii) No condition
specified
830
Some
(3-6)
(i)
1 or more
disablement
conditions
1,825
(ii) No condition
specified
2,090
Little or
(0-2)
(i)
1 or more
none
disablement
conditions
2,890a

Total

9,900

NOTE: aThis figure includes approximately 180,000 children aged 0-9.

substantially in excess of the figure estimated in the government survey, which, for
1
purposes of broad comparison, is approximately 1,160,000. The discrepancy has
serious implications and therefore requires discussion.
Some of the key figures derived from the two surveys are brought together in
Table 20.5. Although the difference between the two is largest among the groups
1

Harris et al., op. cit., p. 17, adding an estimate for Northern Ireland.
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who are least disabled, it is still considerable among the very severely, severely and
appreciably handicapped or incapacitated, and remains considerable even when
those not in fact both specifying a disablement condition and saying it limits their
activities are subtracted from the estimates derived from the poverty survey.
Why Official Estimates of Handicapped are Low
Why are the government survey estimates relatively low? First, children under 16
are not included in them. Children under 10 were not included in the attempts in the
poverty survey to assess degree of incapacity and are not therefore included in the
poverty survey estimates. But those with a disablement condition, estimated at
approximately 180,000, are included, as has been noted. Children aged 10-15,
assessed for both incapacity and disablement, are included with adults. They account
for only about 100,000 of the total of 9,900,000.
Secondly, the authors admit that some people with impairment are not included.
While the total sample will reflect the incidence of locomotive impairment, whether
this impairment is a handicap or not, it only covers those who are handicapped due
to mental or sensory impairments. A man who is totally deaf, or blind or mentally
impaired, would not be included unless he feels his impairment limits in some way
his getting about, working, or taking care of himself, or he also has some physical
impairment. The same conditions apply to disorders such as diabetes or epilepsy.
It is later suggested that groups including the blind ‘may well be understated’,
either because people may not consider the impairment to be a handicap or un1
willing to admit to their condition. This seems prima facie unlikely in the case of
the blind, and although the government’s survey widens the category to include
diseases of the eye and partial blindness, the estimates fall short even of the numbers
of blind and partially sighted on the registers of local authorities at the end of 1968.
In other instances, the numbers estimated in the government survey seem
astonishingly small. For example, 27,000 were estimated to be mentally handicapped, yet in 1968 there were 111,000 mentally handicapped people under the care
2
of the local authorities in Britain alone, and it is known that there are many
handicapped people not in contact with the local authorities. An estimate of 252,000
was derived from the poverty survey. Again, 72,000 were found to be suffering from
mental illness and nervousness, and although there are no comprehensive statistics
of people with mental illness in the community, there were, in 1968, 91,000 in the
care of the local authorities and 247,000 new outpatients as well as 19,000 new day
3
patients who attended hospital. Yet again, the government survey found 30,000
with diabetes, 41,700 with epilepsy, migraine and dizziness, and 1,187,000 with
1

Harris, et al., op. cit., pp. 3-4, and 9.
Social Trends, 1971, HMSO, London, p. 105.
3
ibid., p. 105.
2
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diseases of the bones and organs of movement (including arthritis, osteoarthritis and
rheumatoid arthritis), while the roughly comparable estimates in the poverty survey all of them specifically referred to in the questionnaire as conditions affecting
activity - were 315,000, 350,000 and 4,670,000 respectively. Even allowing for
substantial numbers included in the latter whose degree of handicap may have been
mild, the figures from the government survey seem worryingly small.
Thirdly, the definition of degrees of handicap may be a little severe in the government survey but cannot account for much of the discrepancy. The list of activities
about which questions are asked is admittedly different from that used in the poverty
survey. The chief difference is that the latter includes items which refer to the
1
running of the home as well as to self-care, but the approach is similar in principle
and a number of the questions are the same or very similar (involving mobility,
control of the body and manual dexterity). In broadly relating the two sets of
estimates in Table 20.5, I have tried to allow for the heavier scoring of items in the
2
government’s survey, but also for the inclusion of more ‘difficult’ housekeeping
items in the poverty survey. Thus scores of up to 2 in the incapacity index used in
the latter have been discounted. It is likely, however, that a substantial proportion of
the final two categories (‘some’ and ‘little or no’ incapacity) should be discounted in
roughly comparing the two sets of estimates.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the methods adopted in the government
survey seems to have led to underestimation of the handicapped. A large sample of
100,000 households were screened by post. It is possible that a substantial proportion of the handicapped, including some who were severely handicapped, were
missed in the survey. Some may have been missed through failure to respond to
letters, though personally I do not believe this to be an important factor; some may
have been missed because of the design of the postal questionnaire; but probably
most were missed because of the lack of skilled probing that can be carried out in
interviewing, particularly when two or more methods rather than a single method of
approach are employed. Response to the postal questionnaire was 85.6 per cent, and
although there was no reason, from a scrutiny of the types of response day by day, to
1

The authors of the government survey justify the restriction to self-care because, although
‘there may be other ways of classifying degrees of handicap taking into account other factors
such as the effect of impairment on work and housekeeping ... the only function which applies to
the whole sample is self-care.’ - Harris et al., op. cit., p. 257. It might be objected, however, that
among the items listed shaving is certainly not undertaken by all men, and it would not usually
be regarded as equivalent in difficulty to ‘combing and brushing hair’, which was asked of all
women. Putting on shoes and stockings clearly depends also on type of shoes and stockings, and
buttons and zips are not necessary, even if common, aspects of dress.
2
Difficulty in doing certain items was scored 2 and other items 4, compared with 1 in the
poverty survey; and inability to undertake the activity without help was scored either 3 or 6
compared with 2. The criteria by which ‘minor’ activities were distinguished from ‘major’
activities and thus counted 3 rather than 6 were not satisfactorily defined. See Harris et al., op.
cit., pp. 258-61.
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believe the impaired were more likely than the non-impaired either to reply or not to
reply, it is, of course, possible that relatively more impaired people, especially living
alone, were among the non-respondents. At the subsequent interviewing stage about
89 per cent of eligible informants were seen, so the final response from the two1
stage approach can be said to represent around 76 per cent of the impaired .
The postal questionnaire and covering letter had to be designed to maximize
response, and therefore both had to be simply expressed. The opening sentence of
the letter states, ‘The Government Social Survey is anxious to find out whether
people aged 16 or over, including the elderly, can get about and look after themselves, whether they have difficulty, but manage on their own, or whether they have
or might need help.’ This seems very straightforward and comprehensible, but it is
arguable that a direct reference to handicap from the start might have conveyed the
objects of the survey more clearly to more people; thus: ‘The Government Social
Survey is anxious to find out exactly how many in the population have minor,
appreciable or severe handicap of any kind.’ The one-page postal questionnaire is
addressed to the whole household, and it might have been better if there had been a
questionnaire for each person, or alternatively, a column for each person against the
2
questions on that page so that the chances of omission could have been reduced.
The questions, moreover, are not in the form elaborated in the questionnaire at
interviewing stage (there is, for example, no reference to getting to and using the
WC, and the reference in the postal questionnaire to ‘kneeling and bending’ does not
re-emerge in the interviewing). The first question in a series affecting handicap asks,
‘Has anyone lost the whole or part of an arm, leg, hand or foot by having an
amputation, or accident, or at birth?’ This might predispose some respondents into
believing that the other questions were aimed entirely or mainly at people with
handicap of this observable kind. The question is, too, the only one which is not
wholly related to limitation of activity. Thus, someone with an amputated finger
might say he had no restriction as compared with someone else of his age. And the
1

Harris et al., op. cit., pp. 240-42.
In these respects, the survey of disability carried out in 1966 in the United States was more
satisfactory. The Bureau of the Census had adopted a two-stage postal and interviewing approach and the Government Social Survey followed suit (though no reference is made anywhere
in the report to this corresponding work in the US). The covering letter sent out in the US was
more directly addressed to both ‘healthy’ and ‘impaired’ households. Thus it began, ‘The
Bureau of the Census has been asked by the US Department of Health, Education and Welfare to
collect information on the extent to which health problems may affect the normal, day-to-day
activities of individuals. The results of this survey will be of great importance to both public and
private organizations engaged in planning and research in the area of health ...’ Entries had to be
made in separate columns for every individual in the household and simple Yes/No answers had
to be ticked: ‘Does your health limit the kind of work you can do? Does your health limit the
amount of work you can do? Does your health keep you from working altogether? (For women)
Does your health limit the amount or kind of housework you can do?’ Then people were asked
to describe the condition causing any limitation and a check-list of possible conditions was
printed on the back of the questionnaire.
2
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possibilities of turning the question into a short-list of questions of a kind like our
disablement conditions index (or giving a check-list as in the US study), are not
developed. Our evidence shows that some people who are in fact functionally
handicapped may be missed by a selected list of questions about activities, as
presented in the government’s postal questionnaire. In using a more comprehensive
list in the poverty survey (shown in Table 20.2), 4.2 per cent of the sample aged 10
and over, representing 1,863,000 people, said they had no difficulty with any of the
ten items, but declared at another stage of the interview that they had a disablement
condition which prevented them from doing all the things which it was normal for
people of their age to do.
But even those who might respond positively to a list of questions about functional
activities in an interview do not all do so if they are approached by post or if the
postal questionnaire is not comprehensive. This seems to be the chief explanation
for the government shortfall. Of the 100,000 addresses originally approached in
order to assemble a sub-sample of the disabled, rather less than 98,000 proved to be
eligible. Of these, 82,516 responded and a sub-sample of 13,541 (16.4 per cent)
seemed to include at least one impaired person. My belief is that among the 68,975
households not approached for an interview, there were bound to be a substantial
number of impaired persons. Indeed, even within the 16.4 per cent of households
followed up for interview there were ‘100 persons, found at the interviewing stage,
who had been permanently impaired at the time of the postal survey but who had
1
been omitted from the postal form’. Without following up a sample of the
respondents who returned questionnaires saying they were not impaired, it was
wrong to conclude that the postal survey had successfully screened out nearly all the
2
impaired. During an interview, questions about impairment can be probed and
check-lists can be scrutinized and explained. Interviewers can explain wording to
informants. The poverty survey demonstrates both the value of the interviewing of a
full random sample and a double-banking’ method of approach to ensure that the
numbers of disabled are not underestimated.
There is independent evidence supporting the conclusion that the figures from the
1

Harris et al., op. cit., p. 242.
The decision to screen postally was based partly on the pilot experience of the Bedford
College research team. But that experience was extraordinarily slender as the basis for a major
decision on a national survey. Thus, only 31 households among 335 responding to a postal
questionnaire but saying none of their members were impaired were visited in pilot research, as
a check. Three of these refused an interview. In each of the remaining 28 only one member of
the household was tested, and yet three impaired people were found. Although it may seem
absurd to estimate on such a slender basis, even that experience would suggest that at least 10
per cent of households completing a postal form about impairment negatively in fact include at
least one impaired person. Applied to the estimates given above, about 7,000 (i.e. 10 per cent of
the 68,975 saying no one was impaired) might therefore be added (or over 50 per cent) to the
13,541 impaired in the sub-sample. See Jefferys, M., Millard, J. B., Hyman, M., and Warren, M.
D., ‘A Set of Tests for Measuring Motor Impairment in Prevalence Studies’, Journal of Chronic
Diseases, vol. 22, 1969, pp. 303-19
2
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government survey are likely to be underestimates. In a national study of people
aged 65 and over, the numbers found to be very severely or severely incapacitated
and appreciably incapacitated were approximately 580,000 and 950,000
1
respectively, compared with 337,000 and 378,000 respectively in the government’s
national survey of the handicapped. The sampling and interviewing in the study of
the elderly were carried out by the Government Social Survey. Another study of the
elderly in 1965-6 by the Government Social Survey produced estimates of
proportions of people in different areas having difficulty with a variety of functions
(getting out of doors on own, getting up or down stairs on own, getting about house
on own, getting in and out of bed on own, washing, bathing and dressing) which
corresponded so closely with the national figures obtained in 1962 survey that it is
2
difficult to believe that the latter were seriously wrong. These two studies
correspond with the results of the poverty survey rather than those from the
government’s survey of handicap.
More recent national data also throw doubt on the government’s estimates of the
disabled population. The introductory report of the General Household Survey
pointed out that 20 per cent of persons aged 15 and over had some limiting longstanding illness, compared with only 8 per cent in the 1968-9 survey of the handicapped and impaired who had any specific impairment, or had problems with
specific activities, or had some other permanent disability which stopped or limited
3
their working or getting about or taking care of themselves. While different
definitions were used in these two surveys, this large discrepancy could not be satisfactorily explained, For 1972, a total of 12.1 per cent of the population of all ages
in households covered by the General Household Survey were said both (a) to suffer
from a long-standing illness, disability or informity, and (b) to be limited in their
4
activities as a consequence compared with most people of their own age. This
formulation is close in principle to the two-stage formulation adopted in the poverty
survey described above, and the results similar. A total of 12.2 per cent in the
poverty survey (Table 20.1) were found to have a disablement condition. The
General Household Survey data for different age groups also correspond closely
with the poverty survey, as shown in Figure 20.1.
1

Townsend, P., and Wedderburn, D., The Aged in the Welfare State, Bell, London, 1965, p.
25. An estimate has been added for both Northern Ireland and the increase in the population
aged 65 and over between 1962 and 1968.
2
Compare, for example, Harris, A. I., assisted by Clausen, R., Social Welfare for the Elderly:
A Study of Thirteen Local Authority Areas in England, Wales and Scotland, vol. I, HMSO,
London, 1968, Table 19, p. 84, with Townsend, P., ‘The Needs of the Elderly and the Planning
of Hospitals’, Table 3, which gives a more elaborate account of the proportions of people of
different age in both stages of the 1962 survey who had difficulty in performing certain
activities.
3
Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 270.
4
Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, The General Household Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 190.
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Figure 20.1. Two measures of limiting disablement.
SOURCE: General Household Survey, 1972, HMSO, London, p. 190.
Localized surveys of younger adults have also produced much higher rates of
prevalence. A research team working in North Lambeth in 1966 and 1967 found that
7.2 per cent of men and 9.7 per cent of women aged 35-74 were disabled in the
sense that they were unable to perform unaided defined activities essential to daily
1
life. Comparable estimates from the government’s survey in 1968-9 are
approximately 2.3 per cent and 3.4 per cent. Even if those with ‘minor handicap’ are
added to the latter figures, they are still considerably below the North Lambeth rates.
Secondly, the results for the adult population under 65 are different from those
obtained in other countries. The British government’s survey produced estimates of
3.9 per cent of those aged 16-61 who were impaired, including only 1.2 per cent
who were ‘very severely, severely or appreciably handicapped’. The US survey,
however, which was also based on a first-stage postal questionnaire, produced
estimates of 17.2 per cent long-term disability among adults aged 18-64, including
2
5.9 per cent who were severely disabled. Among the severely disabled there were
two thirds who were unable to work at all whose functional limitations involved
1

Bennett, A. E., Garrad, J., Halil, T., Chronic Disease and Disability in the Community: A
Prevalence Study’, British Medical Journal, 26 September 1970.
2
Haber, L. D., ‘Prevalence of Disability Among Non-institutionalized Adults Under Age 65:
1966 Survey of Disabled Adults’, Research and Statistics Note, U S Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, 20 February 1968, p. 12.
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1

‘moderate loss, severe loss’, or who were ‘functionally dependent’. The latter
represented 3.6 per cent of the entire population of this age. The discrepancies
between the two countries are too great to be plausible. On the other hand, the
poverty survey produces estimates which in certain respects are broadly comparable
with the US estimates. There were 3.3 per cent aged 15-64 who were appreciably,
severely or very severely incapacitated, according to the incapacity index.
2
Altogether there were 12 per cent of this age with a disablement condition.
A national survey carried out in Denmark in 1960-61 found that 6.5 per cent of the
3
population aged 15-61 were physically handicapped. Allowing for the exclusion of
the mentally ill and handicapped, and of those aged 62-4, the figure is about double
the corresponding figure obtained from the British government’s survey. Yet certain
disabling conditions, such as bronchitis, are known to be more prevalent in Britain.
So while differences in the prevalence of handicap between countries should be
expected, the British rate again seems suspiciously low.
Careful scrutiny of the estimates derived from the poverty survey, and also of
other research in Britain, the United States and Denmark, therefore all point to the
same general conclusion. Even when allowances are made for differences of
definition and measurement, the government’s estimate of the handicapped population of Britain, which was derived from a government survey, are, for the severely and appreciably handicapped and the moderately handicapped, only about half
the real figure.
Disability Increases with Age
There is a strong correlation between incapacity and advancing age. As Figure 20.2
shows, the rate of those who are appreciably or severely incapacitated fluctuates
around 1 per cent up to the forties and then rises for both sexes in the fifties and
more sharply for women than men in the sixties and subsequently. By the early
seventies, over a fifth of men and a quarter of women are appreciably or severely
incapacitated.
While the proportion of women who are appreciably or severely incapacitated
does not begin to outstrip that of men until the fifties, the proportion with minor or
1

Allan, K. H., and Cinsky, M. E., ‘General Characteristics of the Disabled Population’, Social
Security Survey of the Disabled: 1966, Report No. 19, US Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, Social Security Administration, Office of Research and Statistics, July 1972, pp. 9 and
27.
2
After a modification in method, the General Household Survey is now producing estimates
of those with limiting long-standing illness which broadly correspond to the United States data
about prevalence. See, for example, General Household Survey, Introductory Report, pp. 27071.
3
Andersen, B. R., Fysisk Handicappede i Danmark (The Physically Handicapped in Denmark), vol. 2, Report No. 16 of the Danish National Institute of Social Research, Copenhagen,
1964, p. 109.
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some incapacity outstrips that for men from the twenties onwards. The differences
between the sexes are shown in Figure 20.2. (See also Table A.71, Appendix Eight,
page 1048.)

Figure 20.2. Percentages of males and females of different ages with any incapacity
and with appreciable or severe incapacity.
There are approximately 325,000 people aged 10-49 who are appreciably or
severely incapacitated, but they form only 10.5 per cent of all who are incapacitated
to such a degree. But when those of this age with some incapacity (scores of 3-6 on
the incapacity index) are added, the total is increased to 1,165,000. This is a
substantial number of young people and people in early middle age. As many as
1,945,000 (or 63 per cent) of the total of 3,095,000 who are appreciably or severely
incapacitated are aged 65 or over. As many as 3,835,000 (or 55 per cent) of the total
with some, appreciable or severe incapacity are of this age (Table A.72, Appendix
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Eight, page 1049).
The alternative measure of number of disablement conditions is also strongly
correlated with age. The proportion with one or more conditions rises steadily for
each successive age group. But whereas among age groups over 50 the proportion of
women and of men with one or two or more disablement conditions is broadly the
same, substantially more women than men aged 20-29, 30-39 and 40-49 called
attention to a disablement condition which restricted their activities. (See Fig. 20.3,
and Table A.73 in Appendix Eight, page 1050.) We found that much of this

Figure 20.3. Percentages of males and females of different ages who have trouble
with a disablement condition and have a marked or specific restriction of activity.
difference was due to the higher incidence of incapacitating mental anxiety among
women of this age. The relatively higher incidence among women continues into
older age groups, but more of the men than of the women are incapacitated by chest
and lung troubles.
Table 20.6 shows that there are significant minorities of even the young age
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Table 20.6. Percentages of males and females of different ages who have one or
more disablement conditions which limits their activities.
Age

Males

Females

Males and
Total number in
females
sample
1 dis2 or
1 dis2 or
1 dis2 or
Males Females
ablement more
ablement more ablement more
condidisable- condi- disable- condi- disabletion
ment
tion
ment
tion
ment
condicondiconditions
tions
tions
0-9
2.0
0.0
1.0
0.8
1.5
0.4
540
502
10-14
2.6
0.0
0.9
0.4
1.7
0.2
233
225
15-19
4.1
0.0
3.8
0.0
4.0
0.0
219
208
20-29
3.3
0.8
7.9
0.5
5.6
0.6
389
407
30-39
5.6
0.5
10.0
1.1
7.7
0.8
378
360
40-49
6.1
1.7
12.3
1.8
9.3
1.8
360
381
50-59
13.7
4.9
15.2
5.2
14.5
5.1
329
363
60-64
21.3
3.7
20.3
7.9
20.8
6.1
136
177
65-69
17.9
5.7
21.6
4.9
19.9
5.3
140
162
70-79
26.5
12.4
28.2
10.5
27.6
8.1
113
209
80+
(32.3)
(25.8)
36.1
22.2
35.0
23.3
31
72
All ages 7.7
2.2
11.1
3.2
9.5
2.7 2,868
3,066
groups who have a disablement condition and, indeed, between 1 and 2 per cent of
people in their twenties, thirties and forties have not one but two or more disablement conditions. The ratio of people with two or more disablement conditions to
those with only one disablement condition is about 1:10 at these ages, but in the
fifties and sixties rises to between 1:3 and 1:4, and by the, eighties is more than 1:2.
The difference between the two measures is summarized below (Table 20.7).
There are substantially more young and middle-aged people who call attention to a
disablement condition which, by comparison with others of their age, is felt to
restrict their activities, than there are people of this age who say they have difficulty
with more than one or two of a list of activities affecting personal and household
care and mobility. Among the elderly this situation is more or less reversed. More of
them admit to difficulty in carrying out several personal and household tasks than
actually specify a disablement condition.
The two measures produce roughly the same total numbers, but whereas 68 per
cent of those assessed according to the first measure in Table 20.7 are aged 60 or
over, the figure is only 48 per cent according to the second measure. The fall is
larger for women than for men (Tables A.72 and A.74, Appendix Eight, pages 104950).
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Table 20.7. Estimated number of disabled people in the non-institutionalized population of the United Kingdom (thousands).
Age

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+
All ages

Having some, appreciable or
severe incapacity (with scores
of 3 or more on incapacity index)
160
200
225
580
1,090
2,000
2,755
7,010

Having disablement condition with
specific or marked effect on
activities
185
240
460
585
755
1,240
1,480
1,705
6,650

NOTE: Population estimates rounded to nearest 5,000.

Low Social Status of Disabled
Is marital status related to incapacity? The distributions of incapacity scores among
single and married men were not markedly different, for each of the age groups 1529, 30-49, 50-59 and 60 and over. The same may be said of single and married
women over 30. Thus, among women aged 30-49, 6 per cent of the married,
compared with 5 per cent of the single, had some, appreciable or severe incapacity;
among women aged 60 and over, were 49 per cent and 51 per cent respectively. But
among women aged 15-29, 9 per cent of the married, compared with 2 per cent of
the single, had some degree of incapacity, including minor incapacity.
Widows and widowers were worse placed than either the single or the married.
Their numbers in the sample under age 50 for women, and under age 60 for men,
were too few to allow generalization. Over these ages, the proportions with appreciable and severe incapacity were larger than of other men and women, even
when their greater average age is allowed for.
The correlation between disability and occupational class is marked. Table 20.8
shows that a significantly higher proportion of the manual than of the non-manual
classes had minor, some, appreciable or severe incapacity. The disadvantage of both
men and women in the unskilled manual class is particularly striking.
The correlation between disablement conditions and class is even more marked.
Among men, those belonging to the non-manual classes who had a disablement
condition which limited their activities numbered 7.4 per cent, compared with 11.2
per cent of manual classes. Among women, there were 10.8 per cent and 16.2 per
cent respectively. As Table 20.9 shows, there was, for males, a higher proportion of
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manual than non-manual people who had a disablement condition among every age
group except one, and for females, among every age group except two. When
specific occupational classes are examined, the disadvantage at different ages of the
Table 20.8. Percentages of males and females aged 10 and over in different occupational classes, according to incapacity.
Sex
incapacity
(score)

Men
None (0)
Minor (1-2)
Some (3-6)
Appreciable
or severe
(7+)
Total
Number
Women
None (0)
Minor (1-2)
Some (3-6)
Appreciable
or severe
(7+)
Total
Number

Professional
and
higher
managerial

Managerial

Supervisory
Higher Lower

Routine Skilled Semi- Unskilled
nonmanual skilled manual
manual
manual

88
8
3

90
4
4

87
6
3

84
7
5

82
7
5

85
5
5

80
10
7

70
14
8

1
100
177

2
100
146

4
100
279

4
100
397

4
100
166

4
100
940

3
100
483

6
100
298

85
7
6

78
8
8

83
7
6

80
8
7

76
8
9

72
9
10

72
11
9

58
20
9

2
100
175

5
100
148

4
100
297

5
100
440

7
100
317

9
100
910

8
100
485

13
100
273

unskilled and semi-skilled is quite marked (Table A.75, Appendix Eight, page
1051), though the disadvantage of some age groups in the routine non-manual class
should be noted. There is, of course, a tendency for young daughters and middleaged wives of manual workers to take non-manual jobs, which may partly explain
why some in this ‘class’ have a disablement condition.
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Table 20.9. Percentages of non-manual and manual males and females of different
age, with one or more disablement conditions.
Percentage with disablement
condition
Age
Males
Females
nonmanual nonmanual
manual
0-9
1.3
2.6
1.0
10-19
1.7
3.8
3.2
20-29
2.9
4.9
7.0
30-39
4.6
7.5
8.6
40-49
8.3
7.0
11.3
50-59
13.8
21.9
14.0
60-69
25.0
25.5
20.2
70+
36.4
45.6
45.3
All ages 7.4
11.2
10.8

Total number in sample
Males
Females
manual nonmanual nonmanual
manual
manual
2.1
227
310
209
288
1.9
179
265
218
207
9.7
139
243
214
186
13.6
175
200
174
184
17.6
156
200
186
188
23.0
138
187
143
204
30.7
83
184
114
202
42.0
44
92
95
162
16.2 1,141
1,681
1,353
1,621

Poverty
Not only do disabled people have lower social status. They also have lower incomes
and fewer assets. Moreover, they tend to be poorer even when their social status is
the same as the non-disabled. This will now be demonstrated. Table 20.10 shows the
distribution of cash incomes in relation to the state’s standard of poverty. With
increasing incapacity, proportionately more people lived in households with incomes
below, or only marginally above, that standard. Fewer lived in households with
relatively high incomes. More than half those with appreciable or severe incapacity
were in households in or on the margins of poverty, compared with only a fifth of
those with no incapacity.
More of the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated are aged 65 and over, and
it might be supposed that the correlation shown in the table is explained more by the
low incomes associated with advancing age than disability as such. But while
changing age distribution underlies the correlation, poverty is still associated with
increased incapacity, even when age is held constant. Indeed, when attention is paid
to the income of the income unit rather than of the household as a whole, and to
household stocks, and assets, the association between poverty and disability is more
marked. Nearly three times as many people aged 40 and under pensionable age who
were appreciably or severely incapacitated as of those who were not incapacitated
were in units with incomes close to or under the poverty line. The increase in risk of
poverty with increase in incapacity was marked even among those of pensionable
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Table 20.10. Percentages of people with different degrees of disability living below
and above the state’s standard of poverty.
Net disposable household income last year
as % of supplementary benefit scales
plus housing cost

Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

Degree of incapacity (score)

None
(0)

Minor Some
(1-2) (3-4)

Some
(5-6)

5
19
36
41
100
4,026

11
25
27
37
100
453

11
36
24
29
100
185

12
29
26
33
100
189

Appreciable
(7-10)
11
39
23
27
100
197

Severe
(11+)
12
46
24
18
100
109

age (Table 20.11). Another method of examining the effects of disability is to
examine income according to the level of disability of the most disabled member of
the income unit (Table A.86, Appendix Eight, page 1059). There is a marked inverse
relationship between increasing income and disability.
More of the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated, for each major age group,
were in debt or had no assets or had less than £100. Fewer had assets over £5,000.
Table 20.11. Percentages of people of different age with different degrees of incapacity who were living in income units with incomes in previous year below or on the
margins of the state’s standard of poverty.

Age

15-39
40-pensionable age
Pensionable age and over
All ages 15 and over
Number all ages
NOTE: aEquals number below 20.

Degree of incapacity (score)
None
Minor Some Appreciable
(0)
(1-2)
(3-6) or severe
(7+)
a
25
(30)
(64)
15
22
30
49
48
62
65
73
23
41
52
68
2,802
464
389
311
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Fewer of the disabled were owner-occupiers, held a personal bank account, owned a
car or had personal possessions other than furniture or clothing (such as jewellery,
silver and antiques) worth £25 or more.
The next table is perhaps the most compact illustration that the survey can offer of
the deleterious effects upon living standards of disability. In this the annuity values
of the assets owned by the incapacitated and non-incapacitated are added to their net
disposable incomes for the previous twelve months, and the resulting ‘income net
1
worth’ is expressed as a percentage of the state’s standard of poverty, that is, the
supplementary benefit rates which were in force at the time of the survey, plus
housing cost (Table 20.12). A significantly higher proportion of the incapacitated
than of the non-incapacitated, within each major age group, had an income net worth
Table 20.12. Percentages of people of different age and degrees of incapacity in
units whose income net wortha was below or only marginally above the state’s
standard of poverty.b
Age

15-39
40-pensionable age
Pensionable age and over
All ages
Total number, all ages

Degree of incapacity (score)
None
Minor Some Appreciable
(0)
(1-2)
(3-6) or severe
(7+)
c
21
(31)
(44)
9
13
27
43
28
36
35
52
17
25
33
50
2,434
416
342
266

NOTES: aAnnuity value of assets plus net disposable income in previous year (less any income
from savings and property) for income units.
b
Supplementary benefit scales for income units of different size and composition plus actual
cost of housing.
c
Number below 20.

of below, or only marginally above, the state’s standard of poverty. The
incapacitated were at a disadvantage throughout the income scale. For example,
among those in their fifties, only 20 per cent of those with appreciable or severe
incapacity, compared with 31 per cent of those with some incapacity and 56 per cent
of those with no incapacity had an income net worth of more than 250 per cent of
the supplementary benefit standard.
One result of this analysis had not been anticipated. Although the measure of
incapacity that was adopted was based on previous research by the author and
1

For a discussion of the concept and measurement of ‘income net worth’, see Chapter 5,
pages 210-15.
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others, it was admittedly crude. We did not expect those with scores of 1 or 2 to be
very different in various respects from those with no score at all. After all, they
admitted difficulty with only one or two of nine activities listed, and it did I not
seem likely that significantly larger proportions of them would have had lower
incomes, fewer assets and so on. But a number of tables show that even marginal
incapacity, crudely measured, is associated with lower living standards and with
different forms of deprivation.
Deprivation
Deprivation as a consequence of, or in conjunction with, low income and low assets
takes many forms. Some indices are summarized in Table 20.13. More of the
incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated had poor housing facilities. This was not
just because a higher proportion of the incapacitated were older people. After all,
more late middle-aged and old people become outright owner-occupiers, and some
of the most infirm widowed elderly had left their homes to live with their children.
1
We found that more of the incapacitated in each age group had poor housing (Table
A.76, Appendix Eight, page 1051).
According to other measures too, more of the incapacitated than the nonincapacitated lived in poor housing. Despite a tendency to be older and to live in
smaller accommodation, more lacked heating in winter for at least half their accommodation. Fewer lived in structurally sound dwellings. The only measure of
housing according to which the incapacitated did not show to disadvantage was
overcrowding. This was because more were older, widowed or lacking dependent
children. Even so, nine per cent were overcrowded, ranging from 22 per cent of
those in their twenties, 19 per cent in their thirties and forties, 10 per cent in their
fifties and 5 per cent of those aged 60 and over. These percentages corresponded
closely with the percentages among the non-incapacitated.
The depreciation of the necessities and comforts of life because of disability is
complex to trace, if pervasive. During the interviews we had asked whether or not
there were any or all of a list of ten consumer durables or fitments in the home. The
incapacitated had fewer than the non-incapacitated (Table 20.13). The deficiency
was marked among the older age groups, but applied at all ages - although small
numbers in the sample at the younger ages have to be remembered. In late middle
and old age there was strong evidence of an association between increased
incapacity and reduced stock and fitments in the home. Altogether, 35 per cent of
those with appreciable or severe incapacity had fewer than five of ten listed items
(television, record player, radio, refrigerator, washing machine, vacuum cleaner,
telephone, central heating, armchairs or easy chairs for each member of the house
1

81.

See also Buckle, Work and Housing of Impaired Persons in Great Britain, op. cit., pp. 74-
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Table 20.13. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated experiencing
certain forms of deprivation.
Form of deprivation

Does not have sole use of four basic
housing facilitiesa
Not had week’s holiday away from
home
No sole use of garden or yard
Less than half rooms heated in winter
Deficient in household durablesb
No electricity
Fresh meat fewer than 4 times a week
Missed cooked meal at least one day
in last fortnight
Short of fuel
No relative to meal or snack during
last four weeks

Degree of incapacity
None
Minor Some
(0)
(1-2)
(3-6)

Appreciable
or severe
(7+)

18

20

25

26

50
12
59
11
2
16

58
13
70
17
2
27

60
17
64
24
2
31

73
19
65
35
4
39

5
5

10
5

11
5

18
11

32

39

35

38

NOTES: aIndoor WC, sink with tap, bath and cooker.
b
Having fewer than 5 of 10 listed items, as set out at the foot of page 714.

hold, and living-room carpet) in the home, and only 10 per cent had nine or all ten of
the items, compared with 11 per cent and 25 per cent respectively of the nonincapacitated.
More of the incapacitated also had dietary deficiencies and experienced certain
kinds of social deprivation. A few measures are given for illustration in Table 20.13.
Thus, significantly more of the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated had
missed cooked meals and eaten fresh meat infrequently. Nearly three quarters of
those with appreciable or severe incapacity, compared with half of the nonincapacitated, had not had as much as a week’s holiday away from home in the
previous twelve months.
In all these instances there is no particular reason why incapacitated people should
be worse off than the non-incapacitated. In principle, they can go on holiday, visit
friends or enjoy a garden like other people. What we have found, however, is not a
different pattern of activity and relationships on their part but, rather, a systematic
association between incapacity and deprivation. The more severe the incapacity the
greater the deprivation. This can be illustrated best by our index of social
deprivation. As explained earlier, an index comprising items which included not
going on a summer holiday, not receiving relatives or friends for a meal or a snack
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in the house during the preceding fortnight, not having adequate housing facilities
and not having a refrigerator, as well as not eating customary types and amounts of
food, was compiled. The higher the score out of a total of 10, the greater the
deprivation. As Table 20.14 shows, there was a markedly significant and progressive
Table 20.14. Percentages of people with minor, some, appreciable, severe or no
incapacity with different levels of deprivation.
Deprivation
indexa

0-1
2-3
4-5
6-7
8 or more
Total
Number

Degree of incapacity
None
(0)
19
40
28
11
2
100
4,279

Minor
(1-2)
11
36
32
18
3
100
521

Some
(3-6)
10
31
34
21
5
100
419

Appreciable Severe
(7-10)
(11+)
6
1
27
15
29
35
32
32
7
17
100
100
210
117

NOTE: aItems as specified on page 250.

association with incapacity. Thirteen per cent of people having no incapacity,
compared with nearly half those with severe incapacity, had scores on the index of 6
or more. Nearly 60 per cent of the former had scores of 3 or less, compared with 16
per cent of the latter.
Subjective Deprivation
Evidence has been offered of the lower incomes and greater objective deprivation of
the disabled among all age groups. But evidence can also be offered of more of them
feeling deprived, even at similar levels of income. This may reflect their difficulties
in conforming with social norms as consumers. It may reflect greater anxiety,
depression or pessimism among them as a consequence of physical and mental
limitations. Or it may reflect the greater costs of disability. For any one of these
contingencies it would be possible to put forward a case for additional income whether to meet higher prices or restricted range of consumer choice, to compensate
for measurable handicap or to meet the costs of meeting additional needs. Certainly
a higher proportion of the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated said they had
difficulty in managing their incomes, even at levels of income above the
supplementary benefit standard, as well as below that standard (Table 20.15). A
higher proportion also said they felt poor (Table A.77, Appendix Eight, page 1052).
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Table 20.15. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated in units with
incomes above and below the state’s standard of poverty who said they had
difficulty in managing on their incomes.
Net disposable income last
year as % of supplementary
benefit scales plus housing
cost

Degree of incapacity (score)

None
(0)
Under 140
140-99
200+
All
Total number

46
25
14
24
1,189

Minor
(1-2)

Some
(3-6)

52
36
22
38
247

54
29
14
39
206

Appreciable
or severe
(7+)
62
33
30
53
164

NOTE: Heads of households or chief wage-earners only.

Some of the Problems of Disability in the Home
The problems of poverty and of objective and subjective deprivation will be illustrated with individual examples drawn from our interviews, both for those with
incomes below the government’s poverty standard and for those with higher incomes. (See also the listed illustrations between pages 305 and 335 in Chapter 8,
Nos. 1, 3, 6, 8, 11, 15, 17, 18 and 20.)
1. Disability in late middle age
Mr and Mrs Donaldson are both aged 60 and live in a four-roomed council flat in
South London. Although both were in paid employment, Mr Donaldson had been
off work sick on two or three occasions in the year, totalling thirteen weeks, and
works only with difficulty. His wife works part time. In the previous week he had
worked thirty-two hours and she twenty hours. He had been a printing compositor
until an illness laid him low. He says it started in the war when he experienced fits
of deafness, loss of speech and giddiness when attached to a heavy antiaircraft gun
battery. Then he said he was accused of malingering and was put on guard duty,
when he was court-martialled for failing to challenge an officer returning to camp.
He was in hospital for two years in 1963 and was operated on for the removal of
varicose veins and had five other operations. He had electro-convulsion therapy, and
after leaving hospital was told he would only be fit to work part-time for the rest of
his life. After leaving hospital he took a so-called rehabilitation course. ‘It was no
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use whatsoever.’ It only made it worse because he was taught such menial things
and was among many handicapped people. Eventually his former employers gave
him a much less well-paid job as a copyholder. He said his earnings dropped from
£25 per week to about £14. He cannot stand for more than fifteen minutes without
becoming giddy, and has been taken to hospital several times after having a fit or
blackout. His fits are characterized by speechlessness, deafness, foaming at the
mouth, or giving the appearance of being drunk, and he says that though sometimes
fully conscious and aware of what is going on, he is unable to speak or hear. He had
spent about fifty days in bed from illness in the last twelve months. He can only get
to work by using two buses, and he and his wife have had little help from the council
in finding a flat nearer his work. They had been offered three separate flats in tower
blocks. His employers do not allow him sick pay for odd days off in the week, and
because his job is not skilled he is dissatisfied with it. Last week his net earnings
were £13.85 and those of his wife £4.80. This is about average for the weeks when
he can work. When off work for an entire week at a time, he can claim £2 from the
compositors’ sick club. He said he had applied for a rent rebate and would normally
have qualified, but because the council take account of eight weeks’ earnings, and
because he had had unusually little illness in this period, the rebate had not been
granted. He and his wife have about £350 in a trustee savings bank. Their flat is
comfortably furnished, and they said they could do with one room fewer. A son who
married only last year lives near by and they see him and his wife quite frequently
and help each other with shopping, occasional meals and gifts. They had not had an
evening out in the last fortnight, but had had a fortnight’s summer holiday. Mr
Donaldson believed their situation was worse than it had ever been, but that they
were about as well off as others in the neighbourhood. He did not think they could
be considered as poor, and thought that ‘some people are getting too much money
from the government on false pretences, whilst other more deserving cases don’t get
anything or don’t get enough’.
2. Extreme disability in middle age and old age
Mr and Mrs Millen, both 47, live with a son of 23 and Mr Millen’s father, aged 80,
in a semi-detached council house in a southern town. Mrs Millen was said to have
acute diabetes (believed, however, by the interviewer to be leukaemia) and had been
bedfast throughout the previous twelve months (incapacity score 17). The condition
had begun five years earlier. The father had Parkinson’s disease and was severely
incapacitated, spending most of his time in bed or sitting by the bed (incapacity
score 18). He had recently returned from a stay of three weeks in hospital. Mr
Millen earned £12 net a week as a Gas Board meter reader, and the son £13 as a
french polisher. The father had a retirement pension and also a war disability
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pension amounting to £8.10, but Mrs Millen had no source of income. Housing
facilities were good and the family had a small garden. Mrs Millen’s mother calls
every day, as does Mr Millen’s sister, to prepare meals, shop and look after the
invalids.
3. Chronic sickness in middle age
Mr and Mrs Newtonstone, 60 and 58, live in a semi-detached pre-war council house
in a Yorkshire town. He is confined to bed much of the time and needs help to sit in
a chair (incapacity score 15). He says that nine months earlier, while working as a
labourer in a smelting works, an ulcer burst, and after fifteen weeks in hospital he
has spent another five months at home in the present condition. During that period
his GP has called about once a fortnight. Two of their daughters visit every day to
help with shopping and other minor tasks, though Mrs Newton-stone bears the brunt
of the work. One of the neighbours has also been very helpful. Their total income is
now £9.35 sickness benefit, and the firm continues to pay £1.50, although he
received full pay only for the first month of hospitalization. Rent amounts to nearly
£3 a week. They had not applied for supplementary benefit, but were very bitter
about people ‘on the assistance’ who were ‘car-owners’ or who were ‘black
prostitutes and our own people have to go short’. Until recently Mrs Newtonstone
had earned a wage as a canteen worker, so in a short period they have experienced a
sharp fall in income. She had not been out for an afternoon or evening for many
weeks. They had not been on holiday and were aware they led a very restricted life.
4. Severe disability in middle age
Mr and Mrs Ophelia, 55 and 56, rent a council bungalow in Northern Ireland. They
have lived in poverty and on the margins of poverty for years. She is stone deaf in
one ear and also suffers from depression, weeping frequently. He has a serious heart
condition and is also a diabetic, having been off work, confined to the house for
several years (incapacity score 14). He has been ill in bed throughout the last twelve
months, and is visited once a week by the G P. He had been a farm labourer. At the
time of interview (January 1969) they had £7.30 sickness benefit and received in
addition £2.20 supplementary benefit, including an exceptional circumstances
addition for a diabetic diet. They have no money assets whatsoever, and only two of
a list of ten household durables. They have several married children living locally
and are visited every day, getting various kinds of help, and the wife, despite her
own condition, returns some of that help. They have not had a holiday this year, and
say they cannot afford any extras.
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5. Severe disability in old age
Miss Hulpermatch, 89, lives alone in one room in Bristol. She is one of the most
incapacitated people in the sample found to be living alone (incapacity score of 14).
She gets up for one hour a day and sits in an armchair near the window. She suffers
from spinal curvature, arthritis, poor hearing and sight and stomach trouble.
Everything she eats makes her feel sick. A district nurse calls weekly and a home
help three times a week. The doctor has been five times in the last twelve months.
Two other tenants in the house give an average of three hours’ help to her every day.
One of these is an ex-seaman of 70 who used to store his belongings in her second
room for 2s. 11d. a week. When he retired she let him move into the room, still at a
sub-letting charge of 2s. 11d. - though he appears to perform many small services in
exchange. She pays the other tenant to give her meals. She also has a niece next door
who brings food and other gifts. She proclaimed strong opinions. ‘I have never
voted in my life. I did not believe in woman’s suffrage when it was introduced and I
have not changed my mind since.’ Until she retired at the age of 60 she had sold
vacuum cleaners. In 1960 a woman friend who had lived with her for fifty years
died, and she had been alone ever since. She does not feel poor. ‘I would be poor if I
was able to eat three good meals a day because I could not afford to pay for them.
But I can’t eat so I’m not poor.’ She lives in squalid surroundings with no
electricity, no functioning bathroom, and has to share toilet facilities. She has a radio
but no television and no access to a garden. Pension and supplementary benefit
amount to £6.10, of which 60p is said to cover additional medical expenses.
6. Disability in young adulthood and early old age
Mr and Mrs Dobey, 66 and 63, live with a mongol son of 35 in a five-roomed
council house in Lincoln. There is no W C indoors, but otherwise facilities are adequate. The house is sparsely furnished and there is no washing machine or refrigerator. They have a small garden at the back. Mr Dobey had been a labourer
working with the county council and had been retired for just over a year. He had
left school at 12 and held one job most of his working life. ‘I had to cycle to work
each day, starting at five o’clock in the morning, and I wasn’t a minute late in thirtytwo years. When I started at 12 I worked for 1s. 6d. per week.’ He suffers from
bronchitis and can only do physically demanding tasks with difficulty (incapacity
score 5). He had spent three weeks in bed this year and obtained a prescription every
week from his doctor (by sending a stamped addressed envelope) His son attends an
adult training centre and seems very happy. The family gives the impression of
being very integrated and contented. Mrs Dobey says she puts food before luxuries
and warmth and makes sure they have fresh vegetables every day and salads in
summer. She buys three pints of milk every day, always has a Sunday joint, and they
also have fresh meat three or four times in the week. She pays a lot of attention to
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diet and is anxious to keep her son’s weight down. They have a beautiful garden
which last year won the local prize for the best garden, and that offers plenty of
occupation. They did not have a summer holiday or go away to stay with relatives
during the previous twelve months, but had had relatives to stay with them for a
fortnight. In the evenings they do not go out, except for Mrs Dobey’s weekly trip to
play bingo. They go to church (Church of England) every Sunday. A married son
lives next door and they see the family every day. They took the view that poverty
applied to old people having a job to manage’ and felt that it could be reduced by
making the devils work harder. The family allowance should be taken away and put
on the pension. The young have it too easy and the old have it hard now.’ Mr and
Mrs Dobey have a combined retirement pension of £7.37½ a week, plus a council
pension paid monthly, which is equivalent to £3.45 per week. Their rent is £1.10 a
week. They have no savings and their only assets are life insurance policies
amounting to a total of about £400. Their son receives supplementary benefit
allowance of £4.50. Their total income is rather less than £3 above the state poverty
line. They take the view that they could not manage financially without Mr Dobey’s
occupational pension.
7. Extreme disability in late middle age
Miss Sulman, 25, lives with her mother, 61, in a small semi-detached house owned
by themselves in a country town in Suffolk. The mother suffers from chronic arthritis and is bedfast (incapacity score 18). She cannot move of her own accord, or even
wash her face and hands. The doctor visits about once a fortnight and a home help
five days a week. Mrs Sulman spent about ten weeks in hospital this year. She has
not been away on holiday, but a friend has been to stay for a fortnight while her
daughter took a holiday. Miss Sulman is a secondary modern schoolteacher with net
weekly earnings of about £60 a month (gross £83) or £15 per week. Mrs Sulman has
a widow’s pension of £4.60 a week and supplementary benefit of another 90p. Miss
Sulman sleeps in the same room and makes her mother comfortable during the night,
gets breakfast and prepares an evening meal. The home help cleans and prepares a
midday meal.
8. Severe disability in middle age
Mr and Mrs Fullmester, aged 56 and 55, live in a tiny terraced house owned by
themselves in a rundown area of Liverpool. A lodger lives temporarily in a top
room. Mrs Fullmester is usually confined to bed and can only sit in a chair by her
bed. She has a heart complaint, enormously swollen legs and weighs 27 stone
(incapacity score 16). During the last year she spent twelve weeks in hospital. She is
visited weekly by a local-authority bath attendant, but the main task of caring for her
has been assumed by her daughter, who lives locally and comes each day, shopping,
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preparing meals and cleaning for her. Although known to the council, she is not on
the register of the handicapped. Her husband has a job as a driver’s mate and his
take-home pay for the previous week was £13.50.
Chronic Illness or Invalidity
We have considered four groups of disabled people: children, young adults, the
middle aged and the elderly. Merging with them, although more distinct than many
would suppose, as we will show, are the chronically ill. Chronic or long-term illness
is difficult to define. There are the questions of the duration of the illness;
expectation of recovery; medical or administrative classification of illness; and
whether ill in the sense of being in bed or confined to house or simply having a
condition which results in absence from work or school. In the survey we measured:
1.

2.

3.
4.

Weeks off work in previous twelve months for reasons of sickness. As a check
on this question, the number of weeks making up fifty-two at work, on holiday,
unemployed, etc., were listed.
Numbers ill on day of interview, and (for economically active people and
school children):
(a) weeks off work;
(b) weeks off school.
And for all those currently ill or unwell, the number confined to bed or house,
and number of weeks. As a check on these questions, people were asked
whether they were seeing a doctor regularly and asked to name the illness.
Days illness in bed in previous twelve months. As a check, people were asked
about consultations with a doctor.
Those with long-term illness or disablement condition (adults aged 15-64 only).
Years since long-term sickness or condition started. As a check for this,
questions were asked about the year and job held at the time.

For the sample as a whole, Table 20.16 shows how many were chronically ill
according to different criteria (see Table A.78, Appendix Eight, page 1053 for more
detail). More males than females had been ill for ten weeks or more at the time of
the survey, in the sense that they had been off work or school or had been confined
to the house or to bed for that period because of illness. They represented three
quarters of a million people, nearly half a million of whom were under pensionable
age. More than half were in their thirties, forties and fifties. On the strict criterion of
spending fifty or more days in bed in the previous twelve months, the numbers of
males and females were proportionately about equal.
Nearly a million economically active men and women were found to have had ten
weeks or more off work ill during the previous fifty-two weeks, proportionately
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Table 20.16. Percentages and estimated number in population of men and women
chronically ill.
Definition of chronic illness

Currently off work or school or confined
to bed or house ill for more than 10 weeks
Employed and self-employed off work
ill for 10 weeks or more in last 52
50 or more days ill in bed in last 12 months
Has chronic illness or condition

Percentage
Males
Females

1.6

1.2

3.9a
0.6
13.1b

3.2a
0.6
14.9b

Estimated total
numbers in
population (000s)
760
945
340
4,860

NOTES: aThose not employed in course of year excluded from base.
b
Applies only to those aged 15-64.

more of them being men. More men than women have heavy manual work and work
in bad or poor conditions, and there are greater pressures upon them both to sustain
paid employment and perhaps occupy the status of someone who is sick rather than
someone who is unemployed when both might reasonably be applied.
Finally, people representing nearly 5 million between the ages of 15 and 64 said
they had a chronic illness or condition, proportionately more of them being women
than men. About half of them had been ill for ten or more years.
There was less overlap between current long-term illness and incapacity or
disability than might have been expected. For both our measures of appreciable or
severe incapacity (with scores of 7+) and disablement conditions, the vast majority,
81 per cent and 90 per cent respectively, were not currently ill. Only 12 per cent and
7 per cent respectively had been ill for ten weeks or more. Only 5 per cent of those
with one disablement condition, and 14 per cent with two or more, had been ill off
work or confined to house or bed for ten weeks or more (Table A.79, Appendix
Eight, page 1054).
Many people ill for long periods did not have a disablement condition, or rather,
because of its uncertain degree or outcome, not one which had yet been recognized
medically or socially. Of those who had been ill for ten weeks or more, 60 per cent
had a disablement condition. This was about the same percentage as were
appreciably or severely incapacitated. The estimated numbers of disabled and
chronically ill in the population as a whole are given in Table A.80 (Appendix Eight,
page 1054). There were over 400,000 people with appreciable or severe incapacity
who had been ill for over ten weeks.
Prolonged current illness is associated with low income. Nearly twice as many
people who had been ill for over ten weeks as of those who had not been ill live in
income units with incomes below or on the margins of the supplementary benefit

724 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
standard. The majority of the former had, in fact, been ill for more than thirty weeks.
Altogether more than half of those with long-term illness had incomes assessed for
the previous twelve months as under or just above the poverty standard, compared
with under a third of those not currently ill (Table 20.17). This pronounced
association also applies to the larger category of people with chronic illness or
Table 20.17. Percentages of people experiencing different numbers of weeks of current illness living in units with incomes below and above the state’s standard of
poverty.
Net disposable income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales plus housing
cost
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

Weeks’ illness

None
9
23
29
39
100
5,167

1-9
7
16
36
41
100
100

10 or more
15
43
14
28
100
72

condition, of whom 64 per cent of the sample said the condition had begun five or
more years earlier (24 per cent saying it had begun twenty or more years earlier). As
many as 35 per cent were in or on the margins of poverty, compared with 22 per
cent of the rest of the population.
There is further national evidence of the impoverishing effects of illness, and
particularly of chronic illness. A survey by the Department of Health and Social
Security in the early 1970s found that the percentage of those ill for six months who
were below or on the margins of a notional supplementary benefit assessment was
more than half as much again as the corresponding percentage of those ill for only
one month (46 per cent compared with 28 per cent). This government study showed
that nearly half the people who had been ill for both six months and twelve months
were in or on the margins of poverty. Compared with the period immediately preceding their illness, more than half had sustained a fall in income of more than £5,
most of whom of more than £10. The risk of poverty was highly correlated with lack
1
of sick pay.
1

Martin, J., and Morgan, M., Prolonged Sickness and the Return to Work, an inquiry carried
out in 1972-3 for the Department of Health and Social Security of the circumstances of people
who have received incapacity benefits for between a month and a year, and the factors affecting
their return to work, HMSO, London, 1976, pp. 43, 58 and 61.
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Mental Illness
Following advice about methodology from epidemiologists, people saying they
suffered from mental anxieties and problems, along with those suffering from other
disabling conditions, were identified in the survey. Nearly 7 per cent of women,
compared with 2 per cent of men, said they had trouble with nerves. These persons
(numbering 268 in the sample) were then asked whether they were affected for
example,
(i)

by depression or weeping so that you can’t face your work or mix with other
people? [53 per cent affirmative]
(ii)
by getting in a rage with other people? [30 per cent]
(iii) by being unable to concentrate? [37 per cent]
(iv)
by sleeping badly ? [58 per cent]
or (v) by none of these? [12 per cent]
These criteria had been found to correlate very significantly in other research with
those diagnosed as requiring psychiatric treatment or supervision. It can be seen that
the great majority specified one or more of these criteria. Moreover, 77 per cent of
the total saying they had nervous trouble said they were seeing a doctor
Table 20.18. Percentages of males and females of different age having trouble with
nerves.
Nervous trouble

None
Trouble
Trouble with
specified effect
Total
Number
None
Trouble
Trouble with
specified effect
Total
Number

Age
(males)
0-14
99.6
0.3

15-29
99.4
0.0

30-39
97.4
1.0

40-49
97.3
0.5

50-59
95.9
0.9

60+
All ages
95.9
98.0
0.9
0.5

0.1
0.6
100
100
749
621
(females)
99.7
96.2
0.1
0.3

1.6
100
383

2.2
100
364

3.2
100
339

3.2
1.5
100
100
438
2,894

92.4
0.8

89.9
1.8

88.8
0.5

88.3
1.3

93.2
0.7

0.1
100
709

6.8
100
367

8.3
100
387

10.7
100
374

10.4
100
634

6.0
100
3,095

3.5
100
624
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about it or were having treatment, and one in four of the others, representing a
further 6 per cent, said they should consult a doctor about it. These two checks
therefore appeared to provide strong support for the use of this measure.
Among all age groups over 15, more women than men complained of nervous
trouble, and more said they suffered as a consequence from depression, anger or
lack of concentration or sleep. The percentage complaining of nervous trouble also
tended to increase with age - though after the fifties there was little further change.
On the basis of the findings, we estimated that approximately 2,400,000 in the noninstitutionalized population were suffering from nervous trouble, 2,100,000 of
whom specified one or more particular effects.
We found that significantly more of those in the sample complaining of trouble
with nerves than not so doing were in or on the margins of poverty. This also
applied at each age, and especially to people in late middle age (Table 20.19). Conversely, significantly fewer were in units with incomes of twice, or more than twice,
Table 20.19. Percentages of people with and without depression or other nervous
troubles, whose income was below or on the margins of the state’s poverty
standard.a
Incapacity
None (0)
Minor or some (1-6)
Appreciable or severe (7+)
All
Age
15-39
40-49
50-59
60+
All ages
Incapacity
None (0)
Minor or some (1-6)
Appreciable or severe (7+)
All

Depression and other
nervous troubles
20.5
49.5
69.0
46.4
33.9
23.8
49.0
62.2
46.2b
Number in sample
95
95
58
248

No nervous trouble
reported
26.9
34.4
66.4
31.6
25.1
16.2
17.6
57.5
31.5b
4,057
646
256
5,079

NOTES: aNet disposable income last year under 140 per cent of the supplementary benefit
scale rates plus housing cost.
b
Including children under 15.
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the state’s poverty standard. The data also suggest that at different levels of incapacity people indicating they were suffering from a psychiatric condition were
poorer than people who did not.
Hitherto, evidence of the low incomes of mentally ill people and ex-mental hospital patients has been sparse. Attention has been called to the problems of the single
1
and homeless, particularly men, living in lodging-house areas of the major cities.
But psychiatric illness reduces earning power, prevents close relatives from taking
paid employment, imposes additional expenses and creates the need for additional,
2
for example, diversionary, spending.
The Disadvantages of Employment
What brings about the low resources of disabled people? Major controlling factors
are the economic and social expectations and obligations governing access to
employment and, once in employment, access to types of jobs and levels of earnings. We will demonstrate four specific disadvantages: fewer are employed; fewer
have high earnings and more have low earnings; more hours tend to be worked to
secure the same earnings; and slightly fewer have good conditions of work.
Table 20.20 shows that a larger percentage of non-incapacitated than of incapacitated men and women of different ages were employed or self-employed during
the twelve months preceding the survey. A work record was compiled for everyone
working at least one week in the year. While there were few non-incapacitated men
in their twenties, thirties, forties and fifties who were not employed, the numbers
began to fall in the early sixties and fell steeply after 65. We estimated from the
sample that there were, in the population, probably between 200,000 and 300,000
men under 65 (half of them over 30) not employed during the previous twelve
months (including registered unemployed) who were not incapacitated, even to a
minor extent. (Those at school and college are excluded.) There were also some
50,000 men under 65 with minor incapacity who were not employed, as well as
345,000 with some or with appreciable incapacity who were not employed (see
Table A.81, Appendix Eight, page 1055). This gives some indication of the scope
for an adequate employment policy for disabled people.
Our estimates are subject to large sampling errors but are derived from a sample of
the entire population. We estimated that there were 1,220,000 men and 1,245,000
women with some, appreciable or severe incapacity who were under pensionable
age. The unemployment ‘rate’ was, on this basis, 28 per cent for men and 56 per
cent for women. The rate would, of course, be higher if disabled people of
pensionable age, whether employed or not employed, were to be included in the
1

McCowen, P., and Wilder, J., Lifestyle of 100 Psychiatric Patients, Psychiatric Rehabilitation Association, London, 1975.
2
See the review by Hughes, D., How Psychiatric Patients Manage Out of Hospital, Disability
Alliance, London, 1978.

Table 20.20. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated men and women of different age employed (including selfemployed) during the previous twelve months.

Age

15-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65-69
70+
All ages
Total number
all ages

Degree of incapacity
Men
None
Minor
(0)
(1-2)

60
97 91
100
99
98
92
(46)
(28)
90
1,644

Some,
appreciable
and severe
(3+)

(94)

65

(100)
97
(89)
36
(6)
68

(81)
69
(69)
(27)
6
42

216

267

All

59
96
99
98
94
85
36
10
82
2,127

Women
None
(0)

56
63 57
49
68
57
36
(26)
(11)
57
1,568

Minor
(1-2)

(64)
44
29
(11)
(14)
35

Some,
All
appreciable
and severe
(3+)
56
57
62
50
(54)
66
34
50
18
27
11
14
2
5
17
46

310

490

50

NOTE: Percentages not calculated on base of less than 20, and placed in brackets on base numbering 20-49.

2,368
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calculation. By contrast, the Department of Employment statistics of unemployment
1
among the disabled are based on a limited register of the disabled. None the less,
the unemployment rate among those registered has been higher than among the
economically active as a whole in all years since the war, and increased in the late
1960s and early 1970s. Thus the rate was 8.9 per cent in 1948, reached a low point
of 5 per cent in 1955 and was 7 per cent in 1958, 8 per cent in 1962, 10 per cent in
2
1968, 11.4 per cent in 1970 and 14.9 per cent in 1972.
A surprisingly large number of men who were appreciably or severely incapacitated (with scores on the incapacity index of 7 or more) were employed. We estimated that there were 300,000. The great majority were satisfied with their jobs, and
with conditions of work. While more needs to be known about their employment,
the fact that they were employed gives encouragement to energetic efforts to employ
others of equivalent incapacity.
In every age group, fewer women than men were at work. There was a substantial
number under 60 years of age in the sample who were not incapacitated and who
were neither employed nor self-employed. They represented nearly 5½ million in
the population (Table A.81, Appendix Eight, page 1055). Those not at work and
having minor or more severe degrees of incapacity represented a further 725,000
and 695,000 respectively. But, again, there were appreciably or severely incapacitated women aged under 60 in paid employment, representing 110,000 in the total
population.
Altogether, 11 per cent of employees had one or more disablement conditions,
rising from 3 per cent of those in their late teens to 16 per cent of those in their fifties and 23 per cent in their sixties (Table A.82, Appendix Eight, page 1056).
About the same numbers of self-employed as employed had a disablement condition, 12 per cent compared with 11 per cent, but not consistently for every age
group. (Table A.82, Appendix Eight, page 1056.) According to the alternative
measure, 19 per cent of the self-employed (19 per cent of men and 21 per cent of
women), compared with 12 per cent of the employed, were incapacitated to a minor
or greater degree.
Earnings of the disabled at work were significantly lower than of the non-disabled.
Table 20.21 shows that, according both to the measure of incapacity and number of
disablement conditions, more of those with incapacity or a disablement condition
had relatively low earnings, and fewer had relatively high earnings for the year as a
whole. Again, the difference between the non-incapacitated and those with only
minor incapacity was significant. For example, there were 35 per cent of employed
1

The department has admitted that only about half of the disabled people in employment are
registered, while about three quarters of unemployed disabled people are registered. Department
of Employment Consultative Document, The Quota Scheme for Disabled People, HMSO,
London, 1973, p. 10.
2
Hansard, 25 November 1974.
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Table 20.21. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated men and women,
and men and women with and without a disablement condition with gross earnings
in previous year as a percentage of the mean.a
Gross earnings
last year as %
of mean

Degree of incapacity

Men
None
(0)
Under 60
60-79
80-99
100-39
140+
Total
Number

11
24
26
26
13
100
1,200

Minor
(1-2)
11
34
26
22
7
100
121

Some,
appreciable
or severe (3+)
17
26
31
15
10
100
87

Women
None
(0)
14
18
21
29
18
100
427

NOTE: aMen and women aged 20 and over and working 1,000 or more hours in the year.

men with no incapacity, compared with 45 per cent with minor incapacity, who had
earnings for the year as a whole below 80 per cent of the mean.
This finding is not much affected either by the tendency of some disabled to be off
ill for more weeks of the year than the non-disabled or by the inclusion of small
numbers of employees working fewer than thirty hours a week. More men with than
without a disablement condition had relatively low earnings in the week preceding
the survey (Table A.83, Appendix Eight, page 1056). More full-time male
employees had gross earnings under £15 and full-time female employees under £10
(Table A.84, Appendix Eight, page 1057).
Up to the age of 40, the earnings of men with any incapacity score were distributed much the same as for other men, but their numbers in the sample were very
small. In the forties and fifties, more had low earnings. For example, 21 per cent of
men in their fifties with minor incapacity (scoring 1 or 2) and 23 per cent of those
with some, appreciable or severe incapacity (scoring 3 or more) compared with 12
per cent with no incapacity, had earnings in the week previous to the survey of
below 60 per cent of the mean. The corresponding percentages with earnings of
more than 140 per cent of the mean were 5 per cent, 7 per cent and 12 per cent.
A higher proportion of the lowest than of the highest paid had some degree of
incapacity, as Table 20.22 shows. If a comprehensive state scheme of income maintenance for the disabled were introduced, the problems of poverty and relative lack
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Table 20.21- contd
Number of disablement conditions

Men
Minor, some,
None
appreciable or
severe (1+)
24
10
17
25
18
27
23
25
9
13
100
100
75
1,269

1 or more

19
25
26
22
8
100
129

Women
None

15
18
21
29
17
100
440

1 or
more
20
32
19
22
7
100
54

of resources among the disabled both in employment and not in employment would
be reduced. But although incapacity is associated more strongly with low than with
high pay, clearly it does not explain low pay.
Slightly more of the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated worked under
thirty hours in the week preceding interview. But the great majority worked as many
hours, and, indeed, about a quarter of the men worked more than fifty hours, roughly
Table 20.22. Percentages of low paid and high paid with some degree of incapacity.
Low paid
High paid
Earnings last week as % of mean Earnings last week as % of mean
Under 60
60-79
140-99
200+
Men
25
17
9
(13)
Women
20
16
(5)
(6)
Total men
165
297
67
37
Total women
96
128
40
34
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Table 20.23. Percentages of people with different earnings and hours of work who
were incapacitated to any degree.a
Number of hours Percentage with incapacity:
worked last week average gross earnings last year as per cent of mean b
Under 60
60-79
80-99
100-139
30-39
24
10
9
8
40-49
19
16
15
13
50+
27
17
10
15
All hoursc
22
16
13
13
Number working
all hours
310
521
437
447

140+
5
9
5
7
233

a

NOTES: With scores of 1 or more on incapacity index.
b
In relation to mean for own sex.
c
Including those working under thirty hours, whose numbers were too few to compute
separately.

the same proportion as of the non-incapacitated (Table A.85, Appendix Eight, page
1058). Significantly more of the low than of the high paid working approximately
the same number of hours had some degree of incapacity. Put another way, for the
same numbers of hours’ work, the incapacitated had relatively lower earnings. This
is shown in Table 20.23 for people working different numbers of hours. The finding
applies both to men and women. Seventy per cent of incapacitated men with gross
earnings of below 60 per cent of the mean, and 81 per cent below 80 per cent, were
working more than forty hours a week.
Table 20.24. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated with differing
conditions of work.
Conditions of
work (index)a

Very poor (0)
Poor (1-6)
Fair (7-8)
Good (9-10)
Total
Number

Men:
Women:
degree of incapacity
degree of incapacity
None
Minor, some or None
Minor, some or
appreciable
appreciable
39
39
12
12
8
8
10
13
17
25
28
35
36
28
50
40
100
100
100
100
1,180
211
484
75

NOTE: aFor a list of the ten items, see page 438.
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Finally, slightly fewer of the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated enjoyed
good conditions of work, as measured by an admittedly crude index (Table 20.24).
(The ten items are listed on page 438.) There did not appear to be much variation
according to degree of incapacity.
Disabled Housewives
In the mid 1960s, public attention was called to the plight of disabled housewives in
the United Kingdom. Partly because of the historical exclusion of married women
from the obligation to pay national insurance contributions, even when employed,
and a consequent lack of entitlement to benefits in their own right, housewives when
disabled usually had no claim to benefit. Pressure groups like the Disablement
Income Group quoted stark anomalies in the social security system, and the public
became aware of the fact that people who were equally disabled were treated very
unequally. They might be getting a relatively high weekly benefit if they were
disabled in war or industry, a relatively low benefit if they were long-term sick, or
nothing at all if they were the wives of men in paid employment, even if
considerable sums had to be found, or were needed, for aids and services. Following
the announcement of government proposals, including one for a non-contributory
invalidity pension in September 1974, MPs staged a protest at the exclusion of
married women, and gained the government’s agreement in principle that a small
category of housewives should become entitled to a reduced rate of invalidity
pension. A non-contributory invalidity pension scheme was introduced in November
1977.
The poverty survey adds to previous knowledge about housewives in at least two
respects - in giving estimates of numbers, according to severity of incapacity, and
risk of being in poverty relative to other married women. We estimated that there
were approximately 2,100,000 married women with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity, including 715,000 who were appreciably or severely disabled. Two
thirds of the latter were aged 60 and over, but we estimated that some 195,000 were
aged under 60, including approximately 65,000 under the age of 50. For the reasons
discussed earlier, for the disabled population in general, these estimates are higher
1
than those produced in the corresponding government survey. The government had
accepted an estimate of only 40,000 disabled housewives who would qualify for
2
benefit.
Married women who are disabled are significantly more likely to be in or close to
poverty than women who are not disabled. As Table 20.25 shows, there is a
systematic relationship between income and severity of disablement, despite the
fact that any direct association must be blurred by the inclusion of the husband’s
1
2

14.

See pages 699-705 above.
Social Security Act 1973, Provision for Chronically Sick and Disabled People, op. cit., p.
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Table 20.25. Estimated numbers of disabled housewives, and percentages whose incomes were above and below the state’s poverty standard.

Aged

15-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60+
All

%
0-99
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

Estimated number (000s)a of married women
No
Minor
Some
Appreciable
incapacity incapacity
incapacity or severe
incapacity
(0)
(1-2)
(3-6)
(7 or over)
2,390
110
75
10
2,300
135
100
10
2,070
285
175
45
1,230
550
285
130
485
585
570
520
8,480
1,670
1,200
715
Percentage in income units with income expressed as a % of
supplementary benefit scale rates plus housing cost
4.0
16.8
30.4
48.9
100
925

11.5
23.1
26.9
38.5
100
182

8.4
32.1
23.7
35.9
100
131

11.5
35.9
21-8
30.8
100
78

NOTE: aEstimated to nearest 5,000.

earnings and other income. This relationship exists at younger and not only older
ages. Thus 29 per cent of married women aged 15-59 in the survey with some, appreciable or severe incapacity were in or close to poverty, compared with 19 per
cent of married women of that age with no incapacity. The corresponding figures for
the over-sixties were 54 per cent and 38 per cent.
Explanations of Poverty among the Disabled
In general, the greater poverty of disabled people is explained by their uneven or
limited access to the principal resource systems of society - the labour market and
wage system, national insurance and its associated schemes, and the wealth-accumulating systems, particularly home ownership, life insurance and occupational
pension schemes; by the indirect limitation which disability imposes upon the capacities of relatives, pooling personal resources in full or part in the household or
family, to earn incomes and accumulate wealth themselves; and by the failure of
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society to recognize, or to recognize only unevenly or fitfully, the additional resources that are required in disablement to obtain standards of living equivalent to
those of the non-disabled.
Part of this explanation applies to other minorities and is discussed in a number of
the chapters in the latter part of this report, and particularly the conclusion. Here
attention will be called to matters which could be demonstrated or illustrated for the
disabled and long-term sick from the survey. First, we have seen how disability
restricts access to employment. It is not just that employers are less likely to employ
people who are disabled or that people are less likely to apply for jobs which they
are incapable of carrying out. Disablement restricts the range of possible choice of
jobs - because journeys would take too long, and transport is non-existent or costs
too much; because redundancy or dismissal from certain types of job makes other
employers reluctant to recruit, often unjustly; and because employment is organized
inflexibly so that the disabled cannot be accommodated into its operations. There are
two aspects of work organization. It could be said to have been planned
‘thoughtlessly’ because some types of potential employees have been excluded. Or
put more strongly, by excluding part of the population potentially employable, it
could be said to ‘create’ disablement. More of the earnings of those disabled people
who are employed are low and, indeed, they tend to work more hours to secure the
same earnings as the non-disabled. Conditions of work are sometimes bad presumably because a number of disabled feel that as beggars they cannot be
choosers and because some employers operate with ‘marginal’ workers who have
poor pay and/or poor conditions of work, and who may include other minorities as
well as the disabled. After disablement, people are often re-employed at much lower
rates of pay in jobs which are called, sometimes euphemistically, ‘light’; or for a
time they are allowed to retain pay and seniority rights while being deprived of
responsibility, before being obliged, or persuaded, to accept redundancy or
premature retirement. A substantial sum at 55 or 60 can have its immediate
attractions, but by comparison with a non-disabled man who serves out his full term
of employment to 65, the financial ‘reward’ (assessed over the rest of life, including
pension as well as lump sum on retirement, and related to years of working service)
may be puny. These are only some of the ways in which remuneration,
responsibility and reward from employment are reduced.
The social security system has a number of disadvantages. Except for those with
relatively large families, incomes are normally much below those of people currently in employment, even when they are of comparable age. The war pensions and
industrial injury schemes are sub-systems which are relatively more generous than
other contributory and non-contributory national insurance schemes, but they are
limited access schemes: the majority of disabled people have no entitlement. Within
the sickness insurance system, contribution rules sometimes reduce the incomes
received initially by the sick or disabled. After six months, entitlement to earnings-
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related supplement ceases. Subsequently invalidity benefits do not do much to
cushion the fall in income experienced by most men who have been receiving
earnings-related sickness benefits. Of course, some disabled men start off at a
disadvantage, because their employment has been interrupted before its final
termination, and entitlement to earnings-related benefit has been reduced, or because
of disability has brought them to a level of pay which has been so low for so long
that they may not be entitled to any supplement at all. Long-term receipt of sickness
and invalidity benefit or supplementary benefit is also subject to a series of checks
and investigations by special officers of the Department of Health and Social
Security. While efforts are made to administer these in a humane way, they often
reflect popular prejudices about abuse of the social security system and are not
informed by professional instruction about the nature and additional needs of
different forms of disablement. Additional allowances are received by a minority.
Thus, in November 1974, only 27 per cent of sick and disabled people receiving
1
supplementary benefit were also receiving an ‘exceptional circumstances addition’.
Other resource systems than the social security system have rules and administrative procedures which obstruct or limit access. People with a disablement condition have difficulty in obtaining life insurance, or have to pay high premiums.
Building societies and banks are reluctant to make loans, or only at special rates.
Motor insurance cover may be difficult to obtain. In general, credit, and therefore
the means to accumulate wealth on a small as well as a large scale, is restricted.
Disability can also have the indirect effect of reducing the resources or access to
resources of the immediate family. The best-documented instances are those of
wives and daughters who give up work, or lose time from work or can only accept
low-paid work near by, because of the disability or illness of a husband, child or
parent. By introducing the invalid care allowance for those of working age who can
show they have been obliged to give up paid employment, though not for wives, the
2
government has conceded the principle.
Many of the harsh and inconsistent features of the employment and wage system,
the social security and other resource systems, merely reflect popular prejudices and
low standards of information. Neighbours are sceptical of men who appear to have
nothing wrong with them. They suppose they should be back at work and that they
are living on the state. Often they do not know that the man may be epileptic,
diabetic, manic depressive or have a terminal cancer, and has been medically
advised not to work or cannot get work; or they may not understand what these
conditions involve, psychologically and socially no less than clinically. It may be
possible in some circumstances to change the resource systems of society without
1

DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 156.
Social Security Act 1973, Social Security Provision for Chronically Sick and Disabled
People, op. cit.
2
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directly attacking popular prejudices and malinformation. Changing them may also
have some effect on reducing those prejudices and improving that standard of
information. But, in the long run, much will depend on the level of public education
and on determined efforts to make employment and other occupations and pursuits
more rather than less widely available to people of all ages.
Although invalidity benefit became payable from September 1971 as a replacement of sickness benefit after six months’ incapacity for work, it added only small
amounts to the incomes of most of the minority of disabled people who qualified for
such benefit. The benefit includes an invalidity pension which was at first paid at the
same rate as sickness benefit, but later at a higher rate. In late 1978, for example, the
single rate was £19.50 a week, compared with £15.75 a week. The rate of £19.50
was the same as for the retirement pension. An invalidity allowance could be
granted in addition to the invalidity pension - £4.15 per week if incapacity began
before the age of 35, £2.60 before 45, £1.30 before 60 for men or 55 for women, and
nothing if after that age. The amounts are not related to degree of disablement, and
four men, all aged 61 with equally severe disablement, might be receiving different
amounts and, presuming they lived into their 80s, would go on receiving these
different amounts for the next twenty years irrespective of any change in the severity
of their disablement.
The new benefits for disabled people introduced in the early 1970s increased
certain incomes relative to the non-disabled, but did not increase them much for
more than a minority. They further complicated the anomalous structure of state
support. The attendance allowance, first introduced in 1971, was paid in 1976 at a
1
higher rate to 139,000 people and at a lower rate to 121,000. The non-contributory
invalidity pension was expected to be paid to 150,000 (in addition to patients in
psychiatric hospitals), the vast majority of whom have their supplementary benefit
reduced, leaving them with the same amount of income as before. The invalid care
allowance was planned for only 11,000 recipients, and the mobility allowance (paid
2
by 1978 at a rate of £10 a week) for only 100,000. Most blind, mentally ill and
mentally handicapped people, as well as all those of pensionable age, do not qualify
for this allowance. Organizations representing disabled people have argued in detail
that government schemes of income support are uneven and inequitable, and that a
comprehensive scheme of allowances graded according to severity of disablement is
3
necessary.
1

Social Security Statistics, 1976, HMSO, London, 1978, p. 96.
Social Security Act 1973, Social Security Provision for Chronically Sick and Disabled
People.
3
Disability Alliance, Poverty and Disability: The Case for a Comprehensive Income Scheme
for Disabled People, London, 1975; see also Disablement Income Group, Realizing a National
Disability Income, London, 1974.
2
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Summary
The scale of disability in the United Kingdom has so far been underestimated. The
survey produces estimates which, even allowing for differences of definition, are
considerably larger than government estimates for the same year. Twelve per cent,
representing over 6½ million, both said they had a disablement condition and that it
prevented them doing things which were normal for people their age. According to
an alternative measure, 15½ per cent of people aged 10 and over, or 7 million, had
some, appreciable or severe incapacity, including 1.1 million with severe incapacity.
Although nearly 3 million of the 7 million were aged 70 and over, and nearly 2
million in their sixties, over 2 million were under 60 years of age.
More of the working than the middle class, particularly unskilled manual workers
and their families, are disabled. Increasing incapacity is correlated with falling cash
incomes and 58 per cent of those with appreciable or severe incapacity, compared
with 24 per cent of the non-incapacitated, were in households with incomes below or
close to the government’s supplementary benefit standard. At successive ages,
greater incapacity was associated with greater risk of being poor.
The incapacitated also had fewer assets and personal possessions of different
kinds, and when the value of these are taken into account, the gap between the living
standards of the incapacitated and non-incapacitated widens. Indeed, the difference
is marked for people at every age (see in particular, Table 20.12, page 713).
These differences corresponded with differences in measures of various forms of
deprivation. Compared with the non-incapacitated, more of the incapacitated lived in
poor housing, had poor facilities, missed cooked meals, ate meat infrequently, were
short of fuel and lacked winter heating. Fewer had been on a week’s summer
holiday. More confessed to difficulties in managing on their incomes.
Prolonged current illness is also associated with low income. Nearly twice as
many people who had been ill for over ten weeks as of those who had not been ill
lived in income units with incomes below or on the margins of the supplementary
benefit standard.
The vast majority of people with a disablement condition were not currently ill,
and of those who had been ill for ten weeks or more, only 60 per cent had a disablement condition. On the basis of the survey, it was estimated that there are at any
one time three quarters of a million people who have been ill off work or school or
ill in bed or confined to the house for ten weeks or more, including over 400,000
with appreciable or severe incapacity.
Significantly more of those in the sample complaining of trouble with nerves than
not so doing were in or on the margins of poverty. This applied at each age. A
disproportionately large number of them were women. There was evidence, too, of
the mentally ill being poorer than other people at similar levels of incapacity.
Four specific disadvantages of the employment system are demonstrated: fewer of
the incapacitated than of the non-incapacitated are employed; fewer have high
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earnings and more have low earnings; when they secure the same earnings, they tend
to have to work longer hours; and slightly fewer have good conditions of work.
We estimated there were 2,100,000 married women with some, appreciable or
severe incapacity, including 715,000 who were appreciably or severely disabled.
These women were more likely than other married women to be in income units in
or close to poverty.
The principal argument of the chapter is that poverty among disabled people is
explained by society denying them access to different kinds of resource. This is discussed in relation to the employment and wage system, the social security system
and other resource systems. There are multiplier effects of deprivation from disability which are not fully recognized. Disabled people often need a higher income
than the non-disabled to secure comparable living standards. People are unable to
get work and their relatives sometimes have to give up work too, or are obliged to
accept low-paid jobs. They are prevented from sharing, or sharing to the same
extent, the activities and pleasures of most people of their age.

21
Handicapped Children

Comparatively little systematic work has been carried out in the United Kingdom to
establish the total numbers of handicapped children of different kinds, and to
establish their family and social situations and needs. Although the poverty survey
was insufficient in scale to discover large numbers and allow a full picture to be
given, it does, in certain respects, provide a more accurate estimate of numbers and
proportion in the population and a preliminary account, for different types of
handicap, of standards of life and circumstances.
The government’s survey of the handicapped in 1968-9 excluded children under
1
the age of 16. There are at least three independent sources of information. First, the
2
Department of Health estimates the number cautiously at 150,000, and Table 21.1
gives the numbers of handicapped on local-authority registers and receiving certain
types of service. But there are a number of deficiencies in these statistics. Some
children are counted twice - for example, some of those in the care of local-authority
mental-health services and those awaiting admission to special schools. A few small
groups of physically handicapped and chronic sick children in ordinary schools and
in hospitals are not separately identified. And there are wide variations in the
numbers registered in different regions and areas. These variations have been shown
by research and special administrative measures to be due more to laxity of
administration in registering children than to variations in prevalence. Many
handicapped children are not known to any service. More strenuous efforts have
been made in Scotland than in England to locate the handicapped, and though the
Scottish Home and Health Department admitted in 1973 that there was still some
way to go, far more physically handicapped children have been registered there than
in England although the latter had nearly ten times the population. According to
Scottish experience there should be 80,000 to 100,000 handicapped children,
1

There have been a series of studies of illness and handicap among children in Britain, but
these have not attempted to measure the duration and degree of handicap of different types of
condition. See, for example, Spence, J., et al., A Thousand Families in Newcastle-upon-Tyne,
Oxford University Press, 1954, and Miller, F. J. W., et al., Growing Up in Newcastle-upon-Tyne,
Oxford University Press, 1960.
2
Report of the Committee on Local Authority and Allied Personal Social Services (The
Seebohm Report), Cmnd 3703, HMSO, London, 1968.
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excluding children who are mentally handicapped, deaf, blind or partially sighted,
1
on the English local registers. In 1971 there were fewer than 6,000. Even if the
Department of Health and Social Security total is revised conservatively on the basis
of that experience, the numbers of handicapped children must be considerably in
excess of 200,000.
Table 21.1. Numbers of handicapped children in the United Kingdom estimated
from official sources.a
Number of mentally handicapped children in hospital
Registered blind
Registered partially sighted
Registered deaf and partially deaf
Handicapped (general classes) on local authority registers
Number physically handicapped and delicate children in special
schools
Number of educationally subnormal children in special schools
Additional number attending special schools, formerly training centres
Number educationally subnormal children awaiting admission to
special schools, and those receiving education in their own homes
Numbers in care of local-authority mental-health services

7,100
2,300
3,300
6,300
15,700
19,500
59,000
21,400
10,400b
31,300

NOTES: aEstimates have in some instances been made in proportion to the population of
children, for Northern Ireland and also Wales.
b
England and Wales only.

SOURCES: Census of Mentally Handicapped Patients in Hospital in England and
Wales at the end of 1970, HMSO, London, 1972; Digest of Health Statistics 1970, HMSO,
London, 1971; DHSS, Annual Report for 1971, HMSO, London, 1972; Health of the School
Child 1966-68, HMSO, London, 1969.

Secondly, the National Children’s Bureau found in a survey of 7-year-olds that 2.6
per cent were congenitally handicapped and another 1.6 per cent had been injured
after accidents, had progressively disabling illnesses, were severely or partially deaf
2
or were otherwise in need of special educational treatment. If these two percentages
are applied to children of all ages, a total in the United Kingdom of more than
500,000 children is reached. However, some will be only slightly handicapped, for
the National Child Development Study, as the bureau’s follow-up survey is called,
includes medical examinations but does not establish functional effects.
Thirdly, a major survey in 1964 and 1965 of the education, health and behaviour
of 9- to 12-year-old children living in the Isle of Wight, undertaken with extensive
cooperation of the medical and local authorities, offers an alternative source of
1
2

DHSS, Annual Report for 1971, HMSO, London, 1972, p. 240.
Davie, R., et al, From Birth to Seven, Longmans, Green, London, 1972.
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estimation. Among the total population on that island of children aged 10-12, 5.7 per
cent were identified as having physical disorders, including (in order of prevalence)
asthma (2.3 per cent); eczema (1.0 per cent); epilepsy (0.6 per cent); cerebral palsy
(0.5 per cent); other brain disorders (0.4 per cent); orthopaedic conditions (0.3 per
cent); heart disease (0.2 per cent); severe deafness (0.2 per cent); diabetes (0.1 per
cent); neuromuscular disorders (0.1 per cent); and miscellaneous disorders (0.4 per
1
cent). However, some of these, especially with transient asthmatic attacks, had no
difficulty with everyday activities. The authors classified the children according to
severity of handicap : after allowances are made for incomplete information, it
seems that 1.1 per cent were moderately, severely or extremely handicapped, in the
sense that they had difficulty or discomfort or restriction or inability to perform
ordinary activities, or needed substantial regular help with dressing, washing,
bathing or feeding, or needed help with all or nearly all ordinary activities; a further
2.2 per cent were slightly handicapped, in the sense that while they had no difficulty
with everyday activities, they did have difficulty or discomfort or restriction in
performing any strenuous activities, or had a limp or wore surgical shoes or other
aids, or had dietary restrictions; and finally, 2.4 per cent who had a chronic
condition but, except for transient episodes, no limitation of daily or even strenuous
2
activities. These proportions apply, of course, only to children aged 10-12, and
children living on the Isle of Wight. If they are applied to all children aged under 16
in the United Kingdom, they would produce population totals of 157,000, 314,000
and 343,000 in the three categories respectively.
This evidence leads to the conclusion that there must be at least 400,000 children
in the United Kingdom whose activities are restricted because of handicap, 150,000
3
of them substantially or seriously. But, by the nature of the evidence, this
conclusion must be imprecise, and there is an obvious need for more comprehensive
work which identifies the incapacitating effect of the different types of handicap,
and goes on to show what financial and social needs arise as a consequence.
Different Forms of Handicap
There were 1,543 persons, or 25 per cent, in the present sample who were aged
under 15. A variety of questions sought to show how many had any trouble from illhealth, injury or disablement and, in particular, how many had a marked handicap.
1

Rutter, M., Tizard, J., and Whitmore, K., Education, Health and Behaviour, Longman,
Green, London, 1970, pp. 285-96.
2
In ibid., chronic handicap is defined a little inconsistently (compare, for example, the emphasis on pp. 275-8 on conditions lasting twelve months with the emphasis on p. 288 on inability
to undertake ordinary or strenuous activities). The totals allocated to degrees of handicap in
Table 18.3 (p. 289) were aggregated and adjusted in terms of information on p. 286 about
children with asthma and eczema. See ibid., pp. 288-91.
3
A review of previous evidence will also be found in Bradshaw, J., The Financial Needs of
Disabled Children, Disability Alliance, London, 1975, pp. 2-5.
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Table 21.2 lists the percentages and estimated numbers in the population with a
disablement condition who were handicapped in various other senses.
Over 5 per cent, representing 780,000 in the total population, had a disablement
condition giving trouble. Over a third had trouble with chest or lungs, several of
whom had asthma, and about a quarter had trouble with speech, hearing or eyesight.
About a tenth were specifically said to have a mental handicap other than nerves, the
equivalent rate in fact being 5 per 1,000 for all children under 15, in fact slightly
higher for children under 10 and slightly lower for children aged 10-14. Others had a
range of different conditions, including spinal trouble, trouble with joints, diabetes
and mental illness. Three children suffered from a kidney disorder, including one
with four kidneys.
The numbers in the sample with differing disabling conditions correspond closely
with estimates derived from other sources. For example, the rate per 1,000 produced
by children found to be having trouble with chest or lungs is 22, and the
corresponding rate for children aged 5-15 with asthma, published in the Seebohm
1
Report, was 23, and for children aged 7 in the National Child Development Study
2
was 27. The rate per 1,000 for the mentally handicapped was 6, compared with
3
rates for the ‘ severely subnormal’ of 3.5 and 2.7 respectively.
The parents of the children were also asked one or more questions to check
whether the condition had a restricting effect on activity (see also pages 688-91
above). When they answered positively, this was counted as confirming the existence of a disablement condition. This procedure gives a minimum estimate of those
in fact having a disablement condition which has a marked or specific restriction on
activity. Had there been time to ask further questions, other forms of restriction on
activity might have been established. Altogether, 2 per cent of children were so
identified, representing 265,000 in the total population. Here, as elsewhere in this
chapter, the small numbers on which our estimates are based are subject to
considerable sampling errors. We have chosen to put forward the estimates, however, on two grounds: first, that the sample has been shown to correspond very
closely in its structure to the structure of the population, as demonstrable from the
census and other sources; and secondly, that there is a lack of reliable information
about handicapped children.
Questions about incapacity were asked of children aged 10-14 but not of younger
children. An entirely different set of questions would have been required for very
young children, and we were aware that the questions that were used for active older
1

Packman, J., and Power, M., ‘Children in Need and the Help they Receive’, Appendix Q in
the Report of the Committee on Local Authorities and Allied Personal Social Services, HMSO,
London, 1968.
2
Younghusband, E., et al. (eds.), Living with Handicap, National Children’s Bureau, London,
1970, p. 82.
3
ibid.
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Table 21.2. Percentages and estimated number of children aged under 15 who had
different forms of handicap.
Characteristic

%

1. Health said by parent to be poor for age
2. (a) Having trouble with a disablement condition
(b) Having a disablement condition with
marked or specific restriction of activity
3. Ill off school and/or at home or in bed for 10
weeks or more
4. (a) Normally confined to bed
(b) Not confined to bed but cannot walk
unaided
5. (a) Attending training centre
(b) Attending special school
6. (a) Of those aged 10-14 slight incapacity
some incapacity
appreciable or severe

1.1
5.4

Estimated number in
non-institutionalized
population (000s)
155
780

1.8

265

0.2
0.2

30
35

0.2
0.2
0.3
0.6
0.9
1.3

35
35
65
25
35
55

NOTE: The figures are subject to considerable sampling errors and are put forward for reasons
given in the text.

children and adults would have had to be modified for children aged, say, 7-9.
Otherwise incapacity might merely have been equated with immaturity. But the
problem is deeper even than this, because children do not all develop at the same
1
pace in conformity with their chronological age. Previous research on handicap
among young children shows how difficult it is to assume that differences among
children can be measured simply by varying sets of questions to children according
to their chronological age. Slow development can be mistaken for incapacity and
2
vice versa, as parents of mentally handicapped children have found. In principle,
measures for the very young (and perhaps very old) either have to be related to
modal behaviour at that age or to standard adult activity. Agreed research
procedures which apply functional criteria to young children are likely to be
important explanatory tools and also devices for the allocation in policy of services
and other benefits.
1

Further research between 1974 and 1976 financed by the DHSS, on functional assessment
scales, including research on children, was undertaken by Alan Walker at the University of
Essex.
2
Jaehnig, W., Mentally Handicapped Children and Their Families, unpublished Ph.D. thesis,
University of Essex, 1974.
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Among children aged 10-14, relatively few were found to have incapacity: 0.6 per
cent slight (representing 25,000), 0.9 per cent some incapacity (35,000) and 1.3 per
cent appreciable or severe incapacity (55,000).
Parents were reluctant to say that the health of their children was generally poor
for their age, and only just over 1 per cent did so. These included a disproportionately high number of children with disabling conditions, but not all. Again,
the combined numbers of children found to be attending special schools and training
centres, of just under 100,000 compared fairly closely with annual totals produced
1
by central and local departments.
In order to examine standards of living of households in which there was a
handicapped child, we employed strict criteria of handicap. We included the immobile, those who were normally confined to bed or to the house or off school for at
least ten weeks; the long-term ill, those confined to bed or to the house or off school
for at least ten weeks; those with a marked disablement condition (epilepsy, mental
handicap, deafness, blindness, etc.); those attending a special school, training
centre, day or occupational centre, outpatients’ department, etc., for reason of longterm illness or handicap. No child was counted as having a disablement condition
without also being said to suffer some specific impairment of function (i.e.
becoming breathless; having fits of coughing; or having difficulty in moving freely
or in moving hands, hearing ordinary conversation; joining in ordinary conversation
outside the family; reading ordinary print, even with glasses) or, in the case of a
psychiatric condition, being known to be receiving treatment by a doctor or believed
to require such treatment.
Poverty among Handicapped Children
Twenty-eight children were so identified, living in twenty-six households comprising a total of eighty-three people in the total sample of 6,098. The numbers are
small, and for this reason any comparison between their distribution among different
income groups and that of the rest of the population must be regarded as provisional
only. However, if twenty-eight children found to be handicapped among 1,500 is
representative, then there are 250,000 in the United Kingdom. The proportion in any
particular income group is, of course, subject to substantial sampling error. But, for
the reasons given above (page 743), we believe it right to put forward the figures.
Table 21.3 suggests that substantially more people in such households are in
poverty, and fewer have relatively high incomes. About half in the sample were in,
or on the margins of, poverty by the supplementary benefit standard. Nearly a third
were in poverty by the deprivation standard.
A supplementary measure was of incapacity among children aged 10-14. Nearly
twice as many children living in income units in which at least one of the children
1

For example, 19,955 children were in junior training centres in 1968 and 57,000 day pupils
in special schools, in England and Wales. Department of Education and Science, Statistics of
Education, 1968, vol. 1, HMSO, London, 1969.
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Table 21.3. Percentages of people in households with a handicapped child, other
people, and all children, who are in poverty.
Net disposable income last year
As % of supplementary benefits
scale plus housing cost
%

Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

People in
households
with
handicapped
child

25
25
25
24
100
83

People in All
other
children
households with

6
22
29
43
100
5,076

7
27
40
26
100
1,332

As % deprivation standard of poverty
People in
People in
households other
households
handicapped
child

55

23

36
8
100
5,063

57
20
100
1,263

All children

29
57
14
100
1,355

had a score on the incapacity index of 1 or more as other children were in or on the
margins of poverty (Table A.87, Appendix Eight, page 1059). But their numbers in
the sample were small.
Over three quarters of the families were working class, dividing equally between
parents with skilled manual and those with partly skilled manual and unskilled
manual jobs, thus suggesting the likelihood of a higher proportion in these less
numerous classes. Three of the families were professional or managerial, and the
remainder other non-manual classes.
The children belonged to a range of different types of families: nine in households
with parents and one, two or three children, five in households with parents and four
or more children, twelve in households with three adults and children, and the
remainder in other types of household.
Illustrations of Families with a Handicapped Child
1. Tom
Tom, 11, lives with his mother and father, in their late thirties, and three younger
brothers of 8, 2 and 1, in a four-roomed flat above an unoccupied shop in a northern
city (rent £2.50). There is no garden. He has asthma and a hole in the heart and he
cannot run about or climb stairs without becoming breathless. He attends a special
school. Two of his brothers also have chest troubles. The family live in poverty,
having an income less than 90 per cent of the supplementary benefit standard. Their

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 747
income consists of £10 sickness benefit plus £2.90 family allowances. They were
not receiving supplementary benefit. They had no assets, and although the home was
very clean, there was little furniture. They had only one of the durables (a television
set) on our list. The flat was structurally damp and they felt overcrowded. Tom’s
father has not worked for two years and was previously a clothing cutter. He has had
a series of stomach operations and had part of his stomach removed. He has spent a
period of twenty-six days in hospital this year and has spasms of acute pain. He has
applied to go on a government resettlement course, but will not be accepted until
declared fit. His wife has anaemia and finds the demands of sick husband and
children a strain. Until the birth of her two youngest children, she had worked as an
auxiliary nurse. The family have not had a holiday and had not had an evening out
lately, though the mother and two of the children go regularly to a Catholic church.
Rarely do they eat fresh meat, except for the two older children who have free meals
at school. At the time of interview (January), husband and wife were going to bed
early to save fuel ‘for next day when the children would be up’. She said her
husband gave her the entire £10. ‘He scarcely spends any money on himself - five
shillings a week. Newspapers, that’s all.’ They felt poor ‘all the time. We haven’t
two pennies to rub together.’
2. Gillian
Gillian, aged 13, had acute rheumatic fever three years earlier and has to be watched
carefully. She is delicate, had had twenty-eight days’ illness in bed in the previous
twelve months, and is in frequent regular contact with the G P. She has difficulty in
performing everyday activities such as washing, bending down, stretching, going up
and down stairs and running. Her parents are in their mid forties and also have an
older son of 16, who is at a Government Training Centre, and two younger
daughters. The father works for the Electricity Board as a patrolman and earned
£11.95 after deductions the previous week. The house is terraced in a village in
Scotland, and has no WC indoors. Both husband and wife’s parents live locally and
see the family daily. Even allowing for the 16-year-old’s low earnings (after
expenses), the family’s income is on the margins of the state poverty line.
3. Vivien
Vivien is 4, the youngest of a young family consisting of husband and wife and five
children all under 10. They live on the margins of the state poverty line on a wage of
£15 in a council house in Norwich. Vivien is mentally handicapped and has a speech
defect. She has been given a place in an ordinary nursery class because she is
backward. Vivien had been to see a doctor at the hospital twelve times in the year
prior to interview, and had been visited once by the children’s officer in the same
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period. She had not been on holiday or away from home in the past twelve months,
although the family does go on picnics sometimes.
4. Ann
There are two daughters aged 8 and 6, the eldest of whom, Ann, has been in bed for
sixteen weeks after an operation to her back and is encased in plaster, except for her
head and legs. Ann suffers from spina bifida, and her hearing and speech are
impaired. She normally attends a special school. Her parents, 34 and 32, were
among the most prosperous parents with a handicapped child in the survey. They
own a semi-detached house worth £3,500 in Gloucestershire, with all amenities
except central heating, and had spent £400 improving it in the last twelve months.
The father is an electrician and his wife a nurse working two nights a week at a
mental hospital. His take-home pay in the previous week was £17 (for a short week),
but he normally earns about £25 a week. His wife earns about £33 a month. They
have a car and are paying a substantial sum for furniture in hire purchase. Except for
her night work at hospital, when her husband can, of course, look after their
daughter, the wife does not go out and their social life is severely restricted.
5. Michael
Michael, 10, lives in a semi-detached council house with a small garden, in a Midlands city, with his parents in their forties and five older brothers and sisters. He has
a weak heart and also a chest complaint and spent twenty-one days in hospital this
year. He is taken to an out-patients’ department for a check every few months, and
has difficulty in joining in ordinary activities, including climbing stairs and running.
He attends a special school. His father is a Post Office sorter, earning a low wage,
but three of the older children are at work and contribute to household expenses. The
chief problem is that the mother is frequently ill, has St Vitus’s Dance, migraine,
arthritis and is mentally unstable. She sleeps badly and says she weeps from
depression all the time. She has been in mental hospital for a fortnight this year, has
also had twenty-four days altogether ill in bed and attends an out-patients’
department regularly for treatment.
6. Tony
Tony is 10. He lives with his mother and father, older sister and grandfather. His
father, a maintenance worker with a water-softener firm, has take-home earnings of
about £17. They had moved as owner-occupiers into a six-roomed detached house in
mid Wales only six weeks previously, and extensive repairs remain to be
undertaken. Tony has a spinal disablement, such that he has difficulty in moving
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freely and using his hands. He also has kidney trouble for which he needs to have
frequent injections, and to see the doctor regularly. He experiences difficulty in, for
example, reaching overhead and bending down, say, to cut his toenails. Also he
finds it impossible to run anywhere and to carry a light load in each hand. He attends
the local state primary school, but comes home to dinners because his mother prefers
it. He had spent six nights in hospital in the year prior to the interview, visited the
hospital doctor three times, and been to his own doctor’s surgery seven times.
Although he had not been away from home in the past twelve months, or out in the
evening in the past two weeks, Tony has friends in to play and there is a garden.
7. Jenny
Jenny, 12, has a condition affecting her joints and cannot move freely. She cannot
carry a shopping basket or run to catch a bus, and has difficulty climbing stairs,
washing down and engaging in other activities. Her brother of 11 is mentally backward and attends a special school. Their parents are in their forties and have a third
child, a daughter of 4. In addition to the two handicapped children, the mother has
the care of her father, 76, who is severely incapacitated with arteriosclerosis. The
family occupies a modem five-roomed council house with a substantial garden
(Bristol), and the father has net earnings of about £20 a week as a sales
representative.
8. Joan
Joan is 13 and has a brother of 15 and a twin sister. Her father is a shop assistant
earning about £13 a week, and her mother has cleaning work in a factory for £6 a
week. The family lives in a self-contained flat in London on the second floor of a
large council block (there is a lift). Joan has four kidneys; consequently she is a
delicate child and frequently ill. Because of her condition she must regularly attend
hospital for check-ups, and had spent ten days there during the twelve months prior
to interview. She had also spent a total of fifty-six days at home in bed due to
illness, being visited by the doctor each day. She had been to the doctor’s surgery a
further twelve times. Joan had been dancing with her sister in the previous fortnight
and had a friend at home to play.
9. Mary
Mary, 12, has attended a boarding school for the mentally handicapped since she
was five. She sees her parents and older brother of 15 at home during school holidays. Her father is a miner, working underground for about £18.50 a week. Her
mother is a canteen assistant, earning £10 a week, and her brother is a shop assistant,
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earning £5. According to her father, Mary has some sort of muscular disease, but he
does not know what it is. Mary is severely handicapped because she is completely
unable to reach overhead, tie a knot, cut her toenails or carry light loads, and finds it
hard to wash herself and go up and down stairs.
*
In the four area samples surveyed in Belfast, Neath, Glasgow and Salford, there
were twenty-nine households in which there was a handicapped child (following the
same definition as that given above). Five of these had a net disposable income in
the previous year of below the state’s poverty standard, and another eleven of less
than 40 per cent above that standard - amounting to more than half the families
altogether. Only two of these families had an income of more than twice the poverty
standard.
Summary and Conclusion
The data obtained in the poverty survey about handicapped children were limited
but, first, help to confirm that the number of handicapped children is much larger
than is officially estimated, and secondly, suggest that disproportionately large
numbers of the families affected are in, or on the margins of, poverty - whether
defined according to the deprivation standard or whether by the state.
The chapter also suggests how urgent it is to obtain comprehensive evidence about
all children, on a national basis. It must be comprehensive in the sense that it is
restricted neither to a particular cohort nor to particular types of disability, must
identify degrees of incapacity and changes in degree over time, and must show the
various family and social problems to which handicap give rise. Little is known
about numbers with different degrees of handicap. Some children may be only
mildly handicapped and require little more parental supervision and care than
children who are not handicapped. Others place severe psychological, physical and
financial demands on their parents. Some need special aids, frequent replacements
of shoes and clothing, a special diet, a specially designed home environment, or
1
regular subsidies for transport.
One reason why a comprehensive approach is urgent is that the pattern of
handicap is changing and therefore shaping the need for a new grouping of treatments and services in adulthood as well as childhood. During the past fifty years,
cerebral palsy and spina bifida have begun to replace poliomyelitis and heart disease
as principal causes of handicap. The change is, of course, based largely on the
development of new drugs and methods of surgery, but also on the acceptance by
1

These have been discussed more fully in Bradshaw, Financial Needs of Disabled Children,
pp. 5-7. Also see Baldwin, S., ‘ The Financial Problems of Families with Handicapped Children:
An Evaluation of the Attendance Allowance’, Family Fund Project Paper, November 1974; and
Baldwin S., Disabled Children - Counting the Costs, Disability Alliance, London, 1977.

HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 751
more of the medical profession and of the public of malformation, at least among
children. The numbers of handicapped children who survive the critical weeks after
birth is likely to increase.
A working party on children with special needs, under the chairmanship of Dame
Eileen Younghusband, concluded:
Overall national planning of services and provision for handicapped children - and
adults - is at the present time conspicuous by its absence ... There is an urgent need
for effective machinery for co-ordinated appraisal, clarification of priorities and
1
policy determination in relation to the total well-being of handicapped children.
Another reason why a comprehensive approach is urgent is that while such an
approach to a maternity service has been achieved within the National Health Service, nothing comparable has yet been devised for children. This will involve new
2
forms of organization and training for doctors and unification of educational and
community services for children. There have been a number of recent studies and
pressures questioning the policy of placing many handicapped children in special
3
schools. There is illustrative evidence that the educational content of that ex4
5
perience is sometimes neglected and its emotional and social content limited. The
transfer of junior training centres for mentally handicapped children to education
authorities makes acute the balance of choice between ordinary and special school.
And the fragmented and inadequate methods of registering handicapped children
implies the need for the new social service departments of local councils to replan
the services they can provide for families.
Some progress has been made in outlining successive stages of child development
in statistical terms, but attempts to understand handicap must be based in large
measure on estimates of incapacity at successive ages. Prediction of handicap is very
6
restricted, especially for mental handicap. The most remarkable discovery from the
many longitudinal studies of children now completed is the variability in the pattern
of individual development. Some children develop at a steady rate, others show
7
large fluctuations from year to year. The course taken in handicap needs to be
1

Younghusband, E., et al. (eds.), Living with Handicap, National Children’s Bureau, London,
1970, p.23.
2
Chamberlain, R. N., ‘Children in the Integrated National Health Service’, Lancet, 4
November 1972.
3
For example, Eckstein, H. B., and Macnab, G. H., Lancet, (i) 1966, p. 842; and ‘The
Handicapped Child at School’, editorial note in Lancet, 11 March 1967.
4
See Rawlings, H. E., ‘The Handicapped Child at School’, Lancet, 15 April 1967.
5
Hunt, P. (ed.), Stigma, Chapman, London, 1966.
6
See, for example, Yarrow, L., in Glass, D. C. (ed.), Environmental Influences, New York,
1968.
7
See the review of ‘Influences in Child Development’, Lancet, 4 November 1972.
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traced and can be classified as static non-adaptable, static adaptable, degenerative,
regenerative or intermittent. If the relative importance of these types of handicap are
to be elucidated, base-lines have to be established from some kind of cross-sectional
study at a preliminary stage of research.
Some major disabilities are not in practice identified in early infancy and only
come to light, or develop, much later. Muscular dystrophy, for example, may not
become apparent until a child begins to walk, and severe mental handicap may not
be diagnosed among children under 5, or even under 10. The reported incidence is
only 0.5 per 1,000 under 5 years of age, compared with 3.5 per 1,000 at 15-19. As
the Tunbridge Committee stated in a recent report on Rehabilitation: ‘Disability in
children is rarely easy to analyse in the early years. The early identification of
1
disability is best achieved by a periodic developmental assessment for all children.’
Finally, a comprehensive approach is required if the different financial needs of
families are to be properly compared and explained, and a government policy to be
formulated to meet those needs and remedy the situation found in this survey. In
1972, public interest was aroused on behalf of 400 Thalidomide children and
pressure put on the Distiller’s Company to provide adequate compensation. The
government also announced the allocation of £3 million in the first instance, to be
administered by the Joseph Rowntree Memorial Trust on behalf of severely congenitally disabled children, including the Thalidomide children. But the latter
comprise only about 1 in 1,000 handicapped children, and the group which the
government was indirectly helping with limited grants was also only a small min2
ority. Moreover, the attendance allowance which had been introduced in 1970 had
by 1973 been taken up by only 2,000 of the parents with severely handicapped
children, and parents of infants under the age of 2 are not eligible. Any attempt to
consider all handicapped children must imply a more rational approach to a state
system of allowances, and one with a better-ordered sense of priorities. Such a
system will need to include a principal system of maintenance allowances, perhaps
on the model of family allowances, though related as a percentage of a maximum
allowance according to degree of incapacity, supplemented by different grades of
attendance allowance (there are four rates of attendance allowance in the war
pension scheme), special allowances for the expenses of extra clothing, transport
and services, and a more equitable system of compensation (following the report of
the Pearson Commission).

1

DHSS, Central Health Services Council, Rehabilitation, Report of a Sub-committee of the
Standing Medical Advisory Committee, HMSO, London, 1972, p. 55.
2
In October 1974, a further allocation of £3 million was made. By 1975, about £4 million had
been distributed to 17,000 families as lump-sum grants for items ranging from adaptations and
cars to clothing grants.

22
One Parent Families
with Dennis Marsden

This chapter will explore the economic and social disadvantages of one-parent
families. They are a minority, albeit a substantial one, in a society in which, by
1
numerical standards, marriage has become increasingly popular, and in which the
two-parent family, headed traditionally by the man, has been regarded as the most
appropriate group for rearing children. Previous studies have established how, in
consequence of their atypical membership and their apparent transgression of
traditional standards of family life, one-parent families tend to suffer severe
2
disadvantages. Those studies have also shown that some families among them
suffer more than others and are by no means regarded by the public as equally
deserving. By manipulation of levels of, and access to, income support, in ways
which will be discussed in more detail below, attempts have been made to control
what is felt to be undesirable deviation from normal standards of behaviour. As a
result, income support for the families reflects differing degrees of public esteem for
parents of different marital status.
The national and special area samples will be used to illustrate how the living
standards of such families are affected by social disapproval of their minority status
and also change during the cycle of home-building and child-rearing. The national
sample produced sixty one-parent families (including motherless families), and the
special area samples an additional forty-nine one-parent families. Our data therefore
1

The Finer Committee summed up its popularity in the following way: ‘Among women born
in various nineteenth century quinquennia, a steady proportion amounting to 860-880 in each
1000 had married by the ages of 50-54 years. By contrast, a more sophisticated nuptuality
calculation based on the marriage registrations of 1951-1955 showed that as many as 945
women in each 1000 (that is, some 75 in each 1000 more than in the Victorian period) would be
likely to marry before they were 50.’ By the 1960s the figure touched 960. See Report of the
Committee on One-Parent Families (The Finer Report), Cmnd 5629, HMSO, London, 1974,
p.25.
2
For example, ibid. ; Hunt, A., et al., Families and Their Needs, HMSO, London, 1973;
Marshall, R., Families Receiving Supplementary Benefit, DHSS Statistical and Research Report
Series No. 1, HMSO, London, 1972; George, V., and Wilding, P., Motherless Families,
Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1972; Marsden, D., Mothers Alone, Allen Lane, London,
1969 (rev. edn, Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1973).
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refer to a total of 109 families. We also obtained individual information for the 211
children in these families which could be compared with information about the
much larger number of children in two-parent families.
The geographical dispersion and wide range of social situations among one-parent
families make the collection of representative data on different types of family very
difficult, and these numbers cannot be regarded as sufficient for detailed analysis.
However, while small, they are drawn from a large total number of households and
can be regarded as broadly representative of one-parent families throughout the
United Kingdom (and the group from the area samples of some of the poorest areas
of country). When the national survey was being planned, the lack of information at
that time about fatherless families led us to devote one of the preliminary pilot
1
reports to that subject. That work was part of a general sustained pressure which led
the government to set up a special Committee on One-Parent Families, under Mr
2
Justice Finer, which reported in 1974. Special studies were carried out for the
committee, and other official and privately conducted studies now provide further
3
information on the social and economic conditions of one-parent families. These
various studies comprise a valuable yardstick in interpreting the findings from our
own survey and will be reviewed in conjunction with those findings in the following
pages.
The Total Numbers of One-Parent Families
Until comparatively recently, there was, significantly, no collective name for, and no
4
official estimate of the numbers of, one-parent families. It now transpires that, at
any one time, rather less than one in ten of all families with dependent children have
only one parent by reason of death, divorce, separation or births outside marriage.
The largest group are the separated, followed by the divorced and the widowed, then
motherless families and finally unmarried mothers. In the United Kingdom, nearly
two thirds of a million parents, at least five in every six of whom are mothers, are
looking after 1 million children single-handed.
Table 22.1 compares national estimates produced from the 1971 Census and by
the Department of Health and Social Security for the Finer Committee with estimates from the survey. Bearing in mind the inclusion of Northern Ireland in the
survey, and the substantial sampling error to which small sub-samples in the survey
are subject, the total estimates from the two sources are not very dissimilar. What
needs to be remembered is that the survey estimate is based on a definition which is
1

Marsden, Mothers Alone.
The Finer Report.
3
Hunt, Families and Their Needs; Marshall, Families Receiving Supplementary Benefit; and
George and Wilding, Motherless Families. See also the Finer Report, vol. 2, Appendices.
4
The book by Wynn, M., Fatherless Families, Michael Joseph, London, 1969, appeared in
1964, making a case for common treatment and producing the first composite estimate; but it
was not until 1967 that government reports began to present statistics on fatherless families.
2

ONE PARENT FAMILIES 755
Table 22.1. Estimated numbers of one-parent families with dependent children.
Family status

Female:
Unmarried
Married but
separated
Divorced
Widowed
Male:
Unmarried,
separated,
divorced or
widowed
All 1-parent

Census 1971
DHSS estimates for
Survey estimates UK,b
a
(Britain)
Britain, 1971(000s) 1968-9 (000s)
Families Children Families Children
Families Children
49

77

90

120

105

160

187
131
119

354
213
235

190
120
120

360
240
200

170
90
90

355
135
180

116
601

187
1,066

100
620

160
1,080

80
535

180
1,010

NOTES: aThese are estimates made by the Statistics and Research Division of the DHSS for
the Finer Committee, which were based on a 1 per cent sample of census forms for 1971 and
adjusted in the light of information from other sources, especially the General Household Survey of 1971 and 1972. See Report of the Committee on One-Parent Families (the Finer
Report), Cmnd 5629, HMSO, London, 1974, p.22 and Appendix 4.
b
Information collected and coded individually by interviewers and checked subsequently in the
office against other information. Note that in some respects the definition of one-parent family
is narrower than in the census. The total sample for which data were obtained was 6,084 and,
since the total non-institutionalized population for the UK in 1968-9 was estimated to be
54,400,000
54,400,000, sample numbers have been multiplied by
6,084
and a population estimate is
given to the nearest 5,000.

rather narrower than official estimates based principally on the census. Since
variations of definition can lead to substantial differences in the estimated numbers
of one-parent families, we will briefly describe the sources of these estimates.
Special efforts were taken to ensure that one-parent families could be identified. In
the survey, the interviewer established the sex, age and marital status of everyone in
the household, and then asked of each person whether or not they had stayed in the
home last night. This was particularly useful in correctly classifying both
membership of the household and marital status. In the case of married people
whose husbands or wives were away, the interviewer also asked how long it was
since they had been at home or since they had been living together as man and wife.
The answers usually allowed the interviewer to decide whether the separation was
believed to be permanent or temporary. Married people were classified as follows:
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1
2.
3.
4.

Married, present, last night.
Married, away, last night.
Married, separated, no court order.
Married, separated, court order.

In the case of husbands or wives who had been away for thirteen weeks or more,
or who were away and were not expected back within that period, they were not
counted as members of the household. If their spouses had children and expected
their partners home or clearly believed they were living together as man and wife,
they were not counted as a one-parent family.
The interviewer also put questions for each dependent child in the household to
establish whether one or both natural parents were present. This enabled us to
classify separately those children who had both one natural and one legal or accepted stepfather or stepmother (there were twenty-eight in the sample representing
some 250,000 children in the population) and children neither of whose natural
parents were living in the household, including children with both parents dead.
These children were adopted or fostered (there were fifteen in the sample,
representing some 135,000 in the population). The distribution of dependent
children, according to the presence or not of both parents in the household, is shown
in Table A.88 (Appendix Eight, page 1060), both for the UK sample and the
samples in four special areas.
Accordingly, we defined a one-parent family as an income unit in which there was
only one natural or adoptive parent together with her or his dependent children at
school or of pre-school age. The parent was not counted as heading a one-parent
family unless no adult of the opposite sex was living there (or had lived there for at
least three months) as the parent’s partner (whether as common-law or legal spouse)
or as father or mother of the children.
In two respects, this definition is stricter than that used by the Department of
Health and Social Security, and therefore produces lower total numbers of families
and children. Students, including those under 19 in receipt of a local education
authority grant, are not counted as dependent children, whereas the official
definition includes children ‘under the age of 19 and undergoing full-time education
1
or training’. And the criteria to exclude parents temporarily separated from their
husbands or wives seem to have been more specific than in the census, which
excludes persons from the household who are not ‘normally’ resident. As the department has admitted, ‘This may lead to an over-statement of the number of
permanently separated parents with children, for the borderline between permanent
2
and temporary separation is not distinct.’ Husbands in prison, in the armed forces or
at sea are given as examples. Identification of separated status is particularly
1
2

Finer Report, vol. 2, p. 78.
ibid.
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difficult since spouses themselves will, in some instances, be unable to decide or
1
unwilling to report whether the separation is temporary or permanent. We believe
that our attempt to distinguish between people who are separated (i.e. no longer
living as husband and wife) and people who are married and expecting a husband or
wife to resume membership of the household, but not within a total period of at least
thirteen weeks, and to count these categories in defining one-parent families, is
socially realistic. Nearly a third of the families whose head was married but
‘separated’ were in this latter category - a fraction identical with that produced by
2
the General Household Survey.
On the other hand, the survey estimate of unmarried mothers is larger than that
made by the Department of Health and Social Security, and is likely to be nearer the
true figure. The department has stated baldly that both the 1966 and 1971 census
analyses ‘understate the probable number of unmarried mothers; the figure is clearly
too low as it is exceeded in both years by the number of unmarried mothers in
3
receipt of supplementary benefit’. Consequently, the department adopted a central
estimate of 90,000 (a figure higher than those produced in the General Household
Survey for 1971 and 1972). Our data are, of course, based on interviews with
income units and not just households, and depend on a more comprehensive set of
questions, and in this respect on a fuller checking procedure, than in either the
census or General Household Survey.
Widowed and divorced mothers tend to have older children than other lone
mothers, and because of the exclusion of mothers with student children as well as a
few in fact saying that they shared the household with an adult of the opposite sex,
the survey estimates are lower than the official estimates. The estimate of lone
fathers is also lower and represents rather less than one in seven of the total, compared with one in six of the official estimate. In the General Household Survey, the
Table 22.2. Estimated numbers of children of different ages in one-parent families.
Age
0-4
5-9
10-14
15-18
Total
1

DHSS estimates, Britain, Survey estimates, UK,
1971 (000s)
1968-9 (000s)
260
285
370
350
330
230
120
145
1,080
1,010

See Marsden, Mothers Alone, pp. 140-41 and 341-2. There are also problems with other
groups who may not report their marital status correctly. As well as concealment of illegitimacy,
divorced women are apt to report themselves to be widowed. See Registrar General’s Statistical
Review of England and Wales, Part III, 1963, pp. 21-7.
2
See the Finer Report, vol. 2, p. 81.
3
ibid., p. 80.
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1

corresponding fraction was one in six for 1971 and one in nine for 1972.
The total estimated numbers of children of different age in one-parent families
from the two sources are listed in Table 22.2. In the survey, 7.4 per cent of family
units consisted of one-parent families. They comprised 6.8 per cent of all dependent
children at school or of pre-school age.
Trends in Numbers of One-Parent Families
Strangely, while commenting at length on various demographic trends, the Finer
Committee did not attempt to develop any conclusions about trends in the numbers
2
of one-parent families. The numbers of husbands dying during the period when
children are dependent has fallen rapidly, not only because mortality among young
and middle-aged adults has greatly declined, but because there has been a shift to
families with two and three children, younger marriage and childbirth, and a
compression of fertility. Three quarters of all children are now born within eight
years of their mother’s wedding. Early in this century, more marriages were broken
by death than by divorce. With the growth of equality before the law, this position
has now been reversed. There were 110,722 petitions for divorce in England and
3
Wales in 1972, compared with 27,478 annually in 1956-60. Much of this increase is
attributable not so much to evidence of the breakdown of more marriages as an
increase in the numbers of those separating who are not deterred from seeking a
formal dissolution, including many who want to marry again.
Between the 1950s and 1970s, there has been scarcely any change in the numbers
of married women in England and Wales taking matrimonial proceedings in
magistrates’ courts (varying only by 1,000 or 2,000 for different years above and
below a figure of 26,000).
As a proportion of all live births, illegitimate births increased from around 5 per
cent per annum in the 1950s to over 8 per cent in the early 1970s. A large number of
such births are to married women, to women living in a stable partnership, or to
women who marry soon after the birth. Nearly a fifth of such births are reregistered
subsequently as legitimate and about another quarter result in adoptions. Hitherto
only a minority of illegitimate children born in any year have gone on to live in
fatherless families, and as a result the proportion of unmarried mothers with older
children is as yet very small, possibly because of the social stigma and financial
1

The General Household Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 72; and The
General Household Survey, 1972, HMSO, 1975, p. 23.
2
Thus in a forty-three page chapter on demographic data, there is no discussion of overall
trends in numbers. There is, however, a brief reference on later pages to the effect that there has
been an increase in recent years, but nothing like as large as the increase in numbers of lone
parents dependent on supplementary benefit, which is mainly attributable to a switch by many
mothers from relying on earnings to relying on benefit. See the Finer Report, pp. 247-9.
3
ibid., p. 41.
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difficulties hitherto suffered by unmarried mothers; although it might be anticipated
that any change in these respects would permit more lone mothers to keep and raise
their children in a single-parent household.
Little is known about trends in the numbers of motherless families (about one in
six or seven of one-parent families). The number sharing households with their
1
relatives is high, and others are heavily dependent on relatives living outside the
household for domestic support. There seems to be a very slight tendency (much
publicized) for more fathers to seek and be granted custody of their children and to
bring them up themselves.
The influence of access to earnings and entitlement to social security benefits
upon numbers of one-parent families cannot be neglected. The living standards of
widowed mothers has greatly improved and enhanced their remarriage prospects,
although, by the same token, they do not need to remarry to achieve a decent living
standard. Apart from abolition of the earnings rule, and special tax concessions
(since extended to other families), widows receive a weekly allowance for each
child (including family allowance) which is much higher than other national
insurance scale rates for children (in 1976 being 84 per cent higher). For other oneparent families, conditions remain difficult. Supplementary benefit payments have
tended to increase relative to the women’s median earnings, for although
maintenance and family allowances are deducted, the value of these has declined,
and supplementary benefits include an allowance for housing costs which have risen
steeply, especially for one-parent families. This relative movement of supplementary-benefit rates and wage rates has meant that during the 1960s an in2
creasing proportion of lone parents other than widows became dependent, preferring to stay at home and look after their children, perhaps working part time
rather than take a lower wage working full time. This trend of growing dependency
among fatherless families was a major influence which led to the setting up of the
Finer Committee in 1969.
The Chances of Being in Poverty
By comparison with two-parent families, more one-parent families have relatively
low incomes and substantially more of them live in poverty or on its margins. This
can be demonstrated from both the survey and government studies. In the survey,
more of the children than of children in two-parent families were found to live in
households with income smaller than the minimum scales of the Supplementary
Benefits Commission (Table 22.3). Taking income of the income unit in the
previous year as the criterion, nearly half the families and three fifths of the children
were in poverty or on its margins. They represented 265,000 families and nearly
1

George and Wilding, Motherless Families, p. 4-7.
See Wynn, M., ‘FIS and Fatherless Families’, Poverty, No. 16/17, Child Poverty Action
Group, for a discussion of dependency among widows and other lone mothers.
2
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Table 22.3. Percentages of one-parent and two-parent families and children in those
families, according to level of income of income unit in relation to the state’s
poverty standard.

Net disposable
income last year as
of supplementary
benefit scales plus
housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200-99
300 or more
Total
Number
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200 or more
Total
Number

Families
1 parent
(married)

2 parents
(married)

25
4
24
22
31
41
15
24
5
8
100
100
55
637
Four special areas
(33)
10
(35)
30
(24)
44
(9)
16
100
100
46
363

Children in familiesa
1 parent
2 parents

34
25
26
11
4
100
104

7
27
37
20
9
100
1,337

53
20
19
6
100
96

14
37
38
11
100
842

NOTE: aForty-one children in the national and twenty in the four area samples with neither
parent present, or with one present, the other being a step-parent, or with both parents being
unmarried, have been excluded.

600,000 children respectively in the general population. In the four special areas,
there were proportionately more one-parent families than in the nation as a whole 1
13 per cent compared with 7.4 per cent in the national sample (and 10 per cent1 of
children in such families compared with 6.8 per cent). Over two thirds of these
families, and three quarters of the children in them in the four areas, were in poverty
or on the margins of poverty. Again these fractions were much higher than in the
case of two-parent families (Table A.89, page 1060).
Government data confirm the disproportionately large numbers with low incomes,
but do not suggest such a large number below the state’s poverty line. Thus the Finer
1

These are estimates which have been adjusted to take account of losses at the second stage of
interviewing. See Chapter 3, page 107.
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Committee quote mean figures for the period 1969-71 of 200,000 fatherless families
receiving supplementary benefit, plus 43,000 not receiving benefit who are living
below the supplementary-benefit level and another 22,000 having resources of less
than £2 higher than that level. Allowing for an estimated 15,000 motherless families
in poverty or on its margins (including about 7,000 actually receiving supplementary
benefit), the total number of one-parent families living on supplementary benefit, or
1
below or within £2 of that standard, was 280,000 or approximately 45 per cent.
This official figure of 280,000 compares with the figure of 265,000 derived from the
survey which is given above. The former includes all the families receiving
supplementary benefit, however, and not only those whose net disposable income
was less than 40 per cent higher than the basic scales.
Another measure of low income is obtained by comparing the mean income of the
two groups of families. A 1970 study in five areas by the Social Survey Division of
the Office of Population Censuses and Surveys found that ‘in all areas (Dorset,
Dundee, Glamorgan, Halifax, Haringey) the mean usual income and the mean
adjusted income (allowing for size of family) of fatherless families are less than half
2
those of two-parent families’.
In the survey, 43 per cent of one-parent families lived in households consisting of
3
two or more income units. This compares with 22 per cent of two-parent families.
But even if it is assumed that household incomes are pooled, the number of families
in or on the margins of poverty only falls from 49 to 40 per cent (and of children in
those families from 59 to 49 per cent) (Table A.89, page 1060).
Do many of the poorest families have assets which indirectly help them to raise
their low living standards to tolerable levels? The short answer is no. When the
potential income represented by the value of all assets, expressed as an annuity, is
added to net disposable incomes, the number of children of lone parents living at a
level below, or just above, the supplementary benefit basic scale rates is reduced
only from 59 to 54 per cent. Indeed, one of the critical problems of many one-parent
families is the total or almost total lack of assets of any kind - whether savings,
houses or even consumer durables in the home. Nearly half the one-parent families,
compared with only 13 per cent of two-parent families, had assets of no value at all
or were actually in debt (though some lived in households with other income units
having assets). Another 17 per cent had less than £100. Only 11 per cent had more
than £5,000, compared with 21 per cent of two-parent families.
Many of the families living below or just above the state’s poverty standard al1

Finer Report, p. 254; and vol. 2, Appendices 9 and 10.
Hunt et al., Families and Their Needs, p. 31.
3
This corresponds closely with other estimates. The government’s Family Expenditure
Survey produced an average figure of 46 per cent for the three years 1969 to 1971. See Finer
Report, vol. 2, Appendix 10,p. 331.
2
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Table 22.4. Percentages of one-parent families and of dependent children in such
familiesa in the United Kingdom and in four special areas, according to eligibility to
receive supplementary benefits.
Eligibility of
income unit
for supplementary
benefit

United Kingdom
Four Areas
1-parent families 2-parent families
1-parent families 2-parent familiesb
Families Children Families Children Families Children Families Children

Unclassifiable
2
Currently
receiving
benefit
28
Could not
claim
48
Ineligible
(income
too high)
15
Eligible but
not receiving
7
Total
100
Number
60

4

1

2

0

1

1

1

38

1

1

49

54

7

9

39

94

92

35

26

83

78

10

2

2

8

14

5

5

9
100
112

1
100
744

2
100
1,509

8
100
49

5
100
96

4
100
400

6
100
920

NOTES: aIncluding children aged 15 and over at school.
b
Parents married.

ready receive supplementary benefit. Table 22.4 shows that 28 per cent of oneparent families in the survey, accounting for 38 per cent of dependent children in
such families, were said to be receiving benefit. The figures represented 150,000
families and 385,000 children in the population. These totals correspond fairly
closely with administrative totals for the same period. In 1968, for example, there
were, according to official sources, approximately 360,000, and in 1970 420,000,
1
dependent children in one-parent families receiving supplementary benefit. But
there were an additional 9 per cent, representing 90,000, who were in 35,000 families eligible for supplementary benefit but not receiving it.
The table also shows that a higher proportion of one-parent families in the four
poor areas than in the United Kingdom as a whole were dependent on supplementary benefits. It brings out the difference between one-parent and two-parent
families in income status.
1

There were 182,000 fatherless and 6,000 motherless families receiving benefit in 1968, and
212,000 and 6,000 respectively in 1970, with an average of 1.91 and 2.26 children. See Finer
Report, vol. 2, Appendix 9, pp. 313 and 316.
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Changes in Numbers in Poverty: the Introduction of
Family Income Supplement
1

The Family Income Supplement scheme was introduced subsequent to the survey.
What effect will this have had on poverty and dependency on supplementary
benefits among one-parent families? Both in proportion receiving and not receiving
but eligible for benefit, children in one-parent families are at a disadvantage when
compared with other children. But even those children in families unable to claim
benefit are at a disadvantage. Their mothers (or fathers) are in full-time employment,
but usually earning less than parents in two-parent families, and sometimes so much
less that they are in poverty. In 1968-9 we estimated the numbers of such children to
be 100,000. The introduction of Family Income Supplement was intended to help
such groups. The incomes of one-parent and two-parent families in full-time
employment with low incomes is supplemented by one half of the amount by which
their gross weekly income falls below prescribed levels. Because the prescribed
amounts were set a lot higher than the supplementary benefit scale rates for oneparent families, the effect was to raise the disposable income of one-parent families
whose incomes were already higher than the supplementary benefit level - that is,
the supplements increased the positive net resources of lone mothers who work
rather than transferred families from negative net resources to positive net resources’
(or from an income position below to an income position about the supplementary
2
benefit level).
There is little evidence that the distribution of one-parent families above and
below the income represented by the supplementary benefit standard has changed
since 1968-9. Only 37,000 one-parent families with about 62,000 children were
receiving family income supplement at 31 December 1974. The average amount
3
received per family was £3.41 a week. As conceded by the Department of Health
and Social Security, many of these would not beforehand have been in poverty or on
its margins. Moreover, although the survey estimate of 580,000 dependent children
and 265,000 mothers or fathers in one-parent families in poverty or on its margins
would have been reduced because of the introduction of the Family Income
Supplement scheme, these numbers will also have increased, first, because oneparent families have themselves increased (without much change in the proportions
of families having incomes of different amounts relative to the supplementary
benefit scales), and secondly, because many one-parent families have ceased to rely
on full-time employment and have applied for supplementary benefits. The
Department of Health and Social Security reported that one-parent families drawing
supplementary benefit increased from 188,000 in November 1968 to 269,000 in
4
November 1974, or by 43 per cent.

1

The Family Income Supplements Act 1970 became effective from August 1971.
Finer Report, vol. 2, Appendix 10, p. 355.
3
DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 142.
4
The 1974 figure includes 5,000 prisoners’ wives. See ibid., p. 148.
2
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One-Parent Families Who Are Not Poor
One-parent families come fairly representatively from both non-manual and manual
occupational classes (defined in terms of the husband’s or former husband’s or, in
the case of unmarried mothers and motherless families, father’s occupation), the
proportions among one-parent families being 46 per cent and 54 per cent
respectively, compared with 45 per cent and 55 per cent of married parents. But a
small proportion of predominantly non-manual lone parents had relatively high
incomes and other resources.
Thus one in three non-manual lone parents had incomes in excess of 200 per cent
of supplementary benefit scale rates, and one in six had an income over 300 per
cent, while less than one in fifteen manual lone parents had an income over 200 per
cent of the rates and none had an income as high as 300 per cent. Similarly, almost
one in three of non-manual lone parents had assets of more than £5,000 (several in
1
excess of £10,000), compared with less than one in fifteen manual lone parents.
The presence of comparatively well-off one-parent families invites further
elucidation. Although numbers in sub-groups are small, it is worth returning at this
point to the individual interview schedules to explore in more detail which families
are better and worse off. Usually we quote data from the national survey, and only
quote the special areas when the data are of particular interest.
Variations of Living Standards between Different Types of One-Parent
Families
Families headed by men tended to be better off. Only one man had an income below
2
140 per cent of supplementary benefit, and he was unemployed (as, incidentally,
was the only other father who had more than two children). Two of the three richest
families, with incomes over 300 per cent, and in one case over 600 per cent, of
supplementary benefit, were headed by men. Thus our data repeat the earlier finding
that motherless families are better off because they depended principally upon a
man’s wage.
In fact, a high proportion of lone mothers, that is, 57 per cent, also were in paid
employment, compared with only 34 per cent of other mothers (and the difference is
more striking if it is remembered that the families of lone mothers contained a
disproportionately large number of young children); and a higher proportion worked
full-time (thirty hours or more), 40 per cent as against only 14 per cent of other
1

In this respect, the families from the special areas were very different: less than 10 per cent
were from non-manual origins, while half were partly skilled or unskilled manual workers’
families. The low socio-economic status of the families was also reflected in their lack of assets:
only two families had more than £1,000; three quarters of them had nothing.
2
In the special areas samples, there was also only one man with an income below 140 per
cent of the supplementary benefit standard. He, too, was unemployed.
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1

mothers. However, with one or two notable exceptions, such as a woman GP
working very long hours, these lone mothers could not make enough money from
their earnings alone to take them very far above the poverty level: one mother
received only £8 for thirty-seven hours work, and over one in three of mothers who
worked full time still fell below 140 per cent of supplementary benefit rates, though
none fell below 100 per cent. We will discuss further below how opportunities to
work to supplement other small incomes were not always available and were
distributed unevenly between mothers of different marital status in ways which
tended to increase rather than decrease inequalities between the various types of
family.
Among families headed by women, the widows were relatively better off. All the
widows had full state pensions, and one third had additional income from their
husbands’ occupational pension schemes. One half worked full time and one third
worked part time, and almost half these widows, who tended to be older, had some
income from a working son or daughter who shared the household with them. As a
result, none of them depended on supplementary benefit. Apart from the motherless
families, the only other lone parent whose income exceeded 300 per cent of
supplementary benefit was a widow. The only very poor widow was a young woman
with four young children who could only work part time.
This pattern of relatively better incomes among widows was also found in the
special area samples. Although more of the widows, like other types of families in
these areas, had relatively low incomes, only two of thirteen widowed mothers had
an income smaller than 140 per cent of the supplementary benefit standard.
Lacking pensions, none of the other groups of mothers in either the national or
four area samples received very much support directly or indirectly from their
children’s fathers. For example, the average amount received per family was less
than £2: one woman who received £5 for herself and her six children, actually returned £1.25 to her husband because he took the oldest child for a day. Plainly the
collection of maintenance from fathers by legal procedures was no solution to the
income problems of the divorced, the separated and the unmarried.
Included among lone mothers in the national sample were seven women not
formally separated, whose husbands were away in prison or working at a distance
from home. One husband had been in prison for eighteen months, another was in the
navy and had not been home for thirteen months, and a third had been in a mental
illness hospital for over a year, though he visited his home for occasional days and
nights. Another three were in the army or merchant navy and were not expected
back for periods longer than three months. The seventh was a husband who was said
to live elsewhere, who visited his wife occasionally. In four of these families, the
money remitted by the father was insufficient to raise the family above the state’s
1

Rather fewer mothers in the special area samples (42 per cent) were in paid employment (30
per cent worked full time). This may reflect poorer employment opportunities in those areas.
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poverty line, and in a fifth sufficient only to surmount that line marginally.
Lacking support from the fathers, the situation of divorced women was rather
varied, with almost equal proportions of them being relatively comfortable and
rather poor. The better off had fewer dependent children and were working full time.
About one third had incomes from working children, though, because the children
were still young, such incomes do not appear to have boosted the living standards of
the whole households by very much. In the four special areas, there were
proportionately fewer prosperous divorced mothers and proportionately more who
had manual working origins.
Motherless families, widowed and divorced mothers were the only groups to have
any substantial capital assets. Between a quarter and a third of these lone parents,
compared with none of the separated and unmarried mothers, had assets in excess of
£5,000, which meant that they were more likely than other groups to have adequate
housing and household goods. On the other hand, it must not be forgotten that there
were divorced mothers who had lost the marital home during the divorce, or who
came from poorer circumstances initially, so that, as a group, divorcees are likely to
show a wider range of inequality of assets than any other. In the four area samples,
very few one-parent families had any assets, but those who had were widows: one
had over £5,000, and another over £1,000.
The living standards of the unmarried mothers were to some extent protected (or
in some instances their poverty was concealed) because all of them in the sample
lived with relatives. This enabled some mothers of very young children to go out to
work, which gave them an adequate income, although it postponed the expense and
problems of homebuilding. On the other hand, there were two unmarried mothers
who did not work but who acted as housekeepers for rather little reward: one of
these was judged to live at a standard considerably below supplementary benefit
rate. Another risk of continuing to live with relatives after the birth of an illegitimate
child is overcrowding - well over half of these particular families were
1
overcrowded.
Of all one-parent families, the very poorest tended to be separated wives living
alone on supplementary benefits supporting large families. Over a third of them,
with an average of more than three children each, had incomes below the basic
supplementary benefit rates. Moreover, they were usually drawing supplementary
benefit allowances. (To underline these results from the national sample, we found
in the four area samples that seven out of fourteen separated wives who lived with
only their children had incomes below the supplementary benefit standard, and yet
six of these seven were drawing supplementary benefit allowances.) From the
2
interviews (and following similar findings from our pilot work), a considerable part
1
2

A finding echoed in the pilot report, Marsden, Mothers Alone, pp. 120-24.
ibid. , pp. 263-4.
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of the explanation appears to be that the supplementary benefit allowances of these
mothers took into account maintenance allowances which their husbands were
supposed to be paying them (in one instance an unpaid court order, but in the
remaining instances hypothetical rates of undeclared income from the husband) incomes which, however, there was no evidence of the women receiving. These
poorer mothers almost invariably had separated from husbands who were partly
skilled or unskilled manual workers. There was only one separated wife whose
income exceeded 200 per cent of the supplementary benefit scale rate.
We have not been able to follow up for these sub-groups the changes in the lone
parent’s contacts with relatives during the home-building and child-rearing cycle.
Twenty-three per cent of the lone parents said they saw relatives most days of the
week, and another 44 per cent at least weekly. These proportions were similar to
those of other parents. But more of the lone parents also lived with relatives, so on
the whole they had more intense, though not necessarily more successful, interaction
with members of their families. This applied especially to unmarried mothers. Once
again, separated wives, who are in an intermediate position in the family cycle,
appeared to be the least fortunate in neither living with an older relative, like a
number of the unmarried mothers, nor having support from a younger adult
(including an elder child), like the widows and some of the divorced mothers.
An Illustration of the Contrasts in Living Standards
It is difficult to quote families ‘typical’ in most of the respects described above,
since, as has been pointed out, in each marital status there is a considerable range.
Nevertheless, the following two contrasting examples of one-parent families drawn
from the national sample are roughly representative of the extent of variation to be
found in income, social security protection, wealth and possessions, and family
situation - variations which are due to class situation and stage of home-building, as
well as to marital status. Other illustrations will be found in Chapter 8 (pages 31336).
1. Mrs Meare
Mrs Meare was a widow, aged 52, with a son of 16 and a daughter of 11. Her
husband, a tax inspector, had been dead less than three months, so she was drawing
a widowed mother’s allowance for herself and her family at the higher rate of £17 a
week, together with a family allowance of 90p a week (before long this income
would fall to £8.15). In addition, she had a pension from her husband’s occupational
scheme of £51.85 a month, and she worked for twenty-five hours a week as a
teacher to earn £38 a month. The family lived in a semi-detached house which she
estimated to be worth over £6,000 and which cost £20 a month in mortgage and
rates, and only £800 remained to be paid off. This meant that their living standard
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was currently almost two and a half times the basic rate of supplementary benefit for
a family of her size and composition. Her son had savings of £567, her daughter had
£357, and although Mrs Meare herself had only £200 at the moment, she would
shortly receive £3,000 from her husband’s insurance. They had no regular contacts
with any kin, nor did they exchange services or gifts with others. However, they had
all the consumer durables on our check-list, and in addition ran a car worth about
£200. They were not deprived of any items of food, clothing, or entertainment. The
son was at a direct-grant school, where the fees were £150 per year, and the
daughter was at a state grammar school. Mrs Meare said she never felt poor.

2. Mrs Fitch
Mrs Fitch, aged 30, had left her husband, an electrical fitter, a year before, and had
gone back to her parents’ home where she lodged in one furnished room, sharing
bathroom and kitchen with the rest of the family. With a son aged 2 and a daughter
aged 1, she badly needed an extra bedroom. Her husband had hoped to make
voluntary payments of £7 a week, but had done so for only four months of the
previous year, when he had been in work. At the moment she was drawing £6.15
supplementary benefit and 40p family allowance, out of which she was supposed to
pay £2.75 for her room, a sum which included coal and one meal a day for herself
and the children. She had tentatively asked friends about finding work for herself,
but had so far done little about work because of problems with child-minding.
Without work, her standard of living remained at only four fifths of the basic rate of
supplementary benefit for her family. However, she did see her parents and
grandparents almost daily, and exchanged services with them like cooking, washing,
sewing and ironing, and received help with the children which she estimated at
fifteen hours of services a week altogether. She also received gifts for the children
worth about 50p a week. She had no savings, and of the items on the list of
consumer durables she possessed only three: a radio, a washing machine, and
adequate carpeting. She had had no holiday, could not afford to go out in the
evenings, and her diet was poorer than that of her children. She rarely ate a proper
breakfast or ate meat, for example. She said she sometimes felt poor, at weekends,
with some of her friends, and when holiday times came along.

The Consequences of Poverty
In examining the situation of one-parent families, then, we have to appreciate that,
like the disabled or the elderly, there are striking inequalities between subgroups
among them as well as a disproportionately large number who are in, or on the

ONE PARENT FAMILIES 769
Table 22.5. Percentages of adults in two-parent and one-parent families experiencing certain difficulties or deprivations.
Type of 1-parent family
Characteristic

Net income worth of
household below 140 %
supplementary benefit
level
Not owner-occupier
Structural defects
Housing facilities
poor or very poor
Household with too
few bedrooms
Fewer than 6 consumer
durables in list of 10
No holiday away from
home in last 12
months
No evening out in last
fortnight
Moderately or severely
deprived according to
8 criteriac
Minimum base
numbera

2-parent
families

Unmarried
and
separated
mothers

Widowed
and
divorced
mothers

All lone
mothers

All lone
parents

All in
four
special
areas

19
49
24

(58)
(86)
(45)

(21)
(62)
(21)

(45)
75
34

(28)
72
29

90
78

4

(21)

(4)

13

13

29

19

(55)

(33)

45

41

57

15

(38)

(15)

28

27

51

47

(79)

(64)

73

70

80

39b

(52)

(62)

57

56

73

24

(48)

(32)

41

41

89

29

24

53

60

49

1,480

NOTES: aFor some items the number is slightly fewer.
b
Mothers only.
c
As listed on page 250.

margins of, poverty. The fact that the incomes of many are low, and are relatively
lower than of two-parent families, has many outcomes. Table 22.5 lists a variety of
characteristics in which fewer adults in one-parent than in two-parent families have
customary facilities and benefits. Fewer own their own homes, fewer own a
representative selection of consumer durables, fewer take a holiday during the year
away from home and fewer have an afternoon or evening out in the course of a
fortnight. (In the final column of the table, the even greater deprivation of one-
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parent families in the four poor areas is starkly illustrated.) Moreover, Table 22.5
clearly reveals the clustering of deprivation among the unmarried and the separated,
and the slightly better position of families headed by widows, divorced mothers and
lone fathers. The widowed and divorced are deprived relative to two-parent families
on some but not all counts, whereas the unmarried and separated are substantially
deprived on all counts. Only in the matter of going out in the evening do the
widowed and divorced appear more disadvantaged than the unmarried and the
separated. This may be partly explained, as can some other deprivations, in terms of
the mother’s age and stage in the family cycle, as well as in terms of lack of cash
and child-care resources. In the survey, most of the widowed and divorced mothers
were in their forties and early fifties, most of the married but separated mothers were
in their thirties and early forties, and most of the unmarried mothers were in their
twenties and thirties.
Multiple deprivation is, of course, also suffered by the children in one-parent
families. Table 22.6 lists some corresponding respects in which more children in
one-parent than two-parent families were deprived. There is strong evidence of the
1
relatively deleterious effects upon children.
Subjective aspects of deprivation are also important to examine. In correspondence with objective deprivation, lone parents proved to be more likely than other
parents to feel deprived. Seventy-six per cent of them, compared with only 22 per
cent of other parents, said they were worse off than their close relatives. Similarly,
42 per cent, compared with 12 per cent of other parents, felt they were worse off
than their neighbours. And 37 per cent, compared with 18 per cent, felt they were
worse off than the average in society.
Comparisons with the past to some extent mirrored the differences in living
standards, not only between one-parent and two-parent families but also between
lone parents of different marital status. Thus, 36 per cent of all lone parents,
compared with 13 per cent of other parents, felt they were worse off than they had
been in the past. However, about a third of widowed and divorced mothers, and a
quarter of single mothers, compared with almost none of the separated wives, felt
themselves to be better off. Indeed, three quarters of all separated wives with
dependent children said they were financially worse off as an immediate consequence of the separation, though between that time and the date of the interview
some of these felt their situation had improved.
Finally, an indication of the diffidence of one-parent families in asserting their
rights appears in the difference between the objective and subjective indices of
overcrowding (Table 22.6). Although substantially, more children in one-parent
families were objectively overcrowded, expressions of need for additional accommodation were about as common among two-parent as one-parent families.
1

See, in particular, parental anxiety about children’s health and behaviour in Ferri, E., and
Robinson, H., Coping Alone, National Foundation for Educational Research (for the National
Children’s Bureau), London, 1975.

ONE PARENT FAMILIES 771
Table 22.6. Percentages of children in one-parent and two-parent families experiencing different forms of deprivation.
Characteristic

Household with two or more bedrooms
too fewa
Household with one bedroom too fewb
Additional accommodation wanted
Housing facilities poor or very poor
Structural defects
Household with fewer than 6 durables
in list of 10
No safe place for child to play (aged
1-10)
Not had holiday away from home in
last 12 months
Not had birthday party (aged 3-14)
No pocket money (aged 5-14)
Moderately or severely deprived
according to 8 criteriac

Children in families
Percentage
Total number
1 parent 2 parents 1 parent 2 parents
26
31
50
8
34

8
18
49
6
27

112
112
112
112
112

1,509
1,509
1,491
1,492
1,491

33

18

103

1,427

43

34

69

974

57
75
17

49
56
3

108
71
42

1,483
1,182
702

48

25

89

1,231

NOTES: aAccording to the bedroom overcrowding index. See page 484.
b
Head of household or housewife expressing need for additional rooms of different type.
c
As listed on page 250.

Possibly the awareness that society is not exactly generous in acknowledging their
needs disposes some one-parent families not to be as assertive about their needs or
rights as two-parent families.
Explaining the Disadvantages Suffered by One-Parent Families
A comprehensive explanation of the deprivations experienced by one-parent
families would entail a searching analysis of work, marriage and the family. From
the studies which have been conducted, it can be established that, in general, what
might be called the ‘structural’ economic disadvantages of the one-parent family
stem from the conditions of the labour market, where the father is regarded as the
family bread-winner with the mother as, at best, a subsidiary earner. Thus, the
average full-time earnings of men have remained fairly constant at nearly twice
those of women, a differential which expresses not only higher rates of pay for men
but also men’s easier access to a range of more highly paid jobs, and women’s
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conditioned reluctance to aspire to much traditionally male work. Most two-parent
families will have a man’s wage, and increasingly also will benefit from a woman’s
1
wage. But, by contrast, one-parent families have only one parent’s, usually a
woman’s, earning power. Moreover, the earning power of the lone parent, whether a
woman or a man, tends to be curtailed by obligations to care for the children obligations which conventionally press more heavily on mothers (although fathers
too may experience them), and which are reinforced and made more inconvenient by
the continuing lack of alternative public or private child-care facilities. Even for lone
fathers who manage to continue to work, their work interest and careers have been
2
shown to be restricted by family obligations.
Further economic disadvantages accrue particularly to fatherless families because
the greater financial power and status of men is embodied in the structure of
property and house-ownership, credit and mortgage facilities, the ability to
command better housing tenancies, and so on. In fact, resources and status of all
kinds tend to be channelled to families primarily through the employed male head,
whom the majority of one-parent families are, of course, currently lacking.
Related to this structure of male priority, the one-parent family also suffers
economically for its supposed transgressions of marital and family norms. A society
which sets great store by the institution of marriage will tend to reward the married
and to withhold rewards from the non-married, or even to punish the non-married, if
they should seek to obtain the pleasures of the married state without incurring its
formal, and social, obligations.
Examples of discrimination against the non-married in favour of the married could
be documented in all sorts of institutional rules, and in less formal behavioural rules
concerning hospitality and the practice of gossip about the non-married. But
discrimination appears most importantly in the property, tax and social security
laws.
The provision of adequate social security and even legal recognition for oneparent families has hitherto been inhibited by fears that any such support or
recognition might tend to perpetuate and increase the numbers of such families and
so erode the institution of marriage. For example, the law has been slow to grant
married women any economic rights to their husband’s income in or outside the
marital home, and in particular there has been only a very tardy development of
rights to matrimonial relief and financial support for the wife to live apart from her
3
husband. There has been a corresponding reluctance to provide financial support
for one-parent families through social security of various types. The role of a parent,
1

The Finer Report discusses in detail these structural disadvantages. See Part 3, pp. 21-63.
George and Wilding, Motherless Families, Chapter 4.
3
There is a detailed discussion of the history of the obligation to maintain in the Finer Report,
vol. 2, Appendix 5.
2
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of either sex, caring for children at home, could have been recognized by some form
of income, yet it seems that the provision of such an income would run counter to
prevailing male superiority in marriage, and also against the higher standing of
industrial work as compared with child-care.
A similar reluctance to recognize the right of mothers to live with their children
apart from the children’s fathers appears in the unwillingness of local authorities to
permit fugitive wives to enter hostels for the homeless - they are frequently
1
officially classified as not homeless. And there is evidence that, in the allocation of
tenancies, local authorities have failed to make special provision for one-parent
2
families, or have even actively discriminated against them.
Income Rights of Different Types of One-Parent Family
Within the overall climate of discrimination against one-parent families, there occur
variations between different types of family which affect both their formal rights to
income and their informal access to help of various kinds. These variations are
primarily distinctions of marital status, but also they represent discrimination
between families of different social class. Widows constitute no direct threat to
marriage, yet they first received a pension only as recently as 1925, and it was not
until the 1960s that a combination of pension increases, tax concessions and the
removal of the earnings rule brought working widows with full pensions more or
less up to the economic level of the average two-parent family. Even so, widows
have to be aged 40 or over to qualify for a widow’s pension (though widow’s benefit
is paid for the first twenty-six weeks and widowed mother’s allowance thereafter to
widows with a dependent child if a woman is widowed under the age of 40), and if
the woman herself has not worked or not contributed adequately to the national
insurance fund, the amount of the pension is dependent on her husband’s work
3
record, and even upon the circumstances of his death: in other words, she is still not
treated as an individual with needs and rights of her own.
Nevertheless, in the achievement of parity with two-parent families, widows
4
remain far ahead of other one-parent families in attaining social security support.
From time to time during the present century, there has been discussion of an ‘end of
marriage’ allowance, on the lines of a widow’s pension, but the discussions have
foundered on the problems, already mentioned, of how the allowance for separated
spouses could be justified on criteria of need and desert which are as clear, and as
1

For example, Greve. J., Homelessness in London, Scottish Academic Press, 1971, p. 140;
and Glastonbury, B., Homeless Near a Thousand Homes, National Institute for Social Work
Training Series, No. 21, Allen & Unwin, London, 1971, pp. 212-13.
2
Glastonbury, Homeless Near a Thousand Homes, p. 68.
3
Wynn, Fatherless Families, p. 28.
4
Hunt et al.; Families and Their Needs, p. 32.
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acceptable to the public, as those provided by the death of the husband. Failing such
an allowance, some legal rights of one-parent families to income maintenance are
provided by a number of overlapping jurisdictions.
There are three overlapping legal and administrative systems: divorce law, separation procedures, and supplementary benefits administration. During the last
century or so, divorce law has been made more accessible to people without resources and more equally available to women as well as men. Thus, legal and
financial barriers to divorced mothers and their children receiving maintenance from
the father have been removed or at least lowered, with the result that the divorcing
population now represents a wider cross-section of all classes of the population than
it did previously. Unfortunately, the same cannot be said of separated husbands and
wives. Separation procedures come under the summary jurisdiction of magistrates’
courts. Originally designed as a redress against wife-beating, separations have
remained linked with the administration of the criminal law, and reforms, such as
changes in admissible grounds, have proceeded more slowly than in divorce law. It
has only recently been established that the population using magistrates’ courts in
order to separate are basically people lacking a knowledge of the law and lacking
income. Today the magistrates’ courts have been comprehensively described as a
1
separate, unreformed, inferior, discriminatory law for the poor. A substantial
proportion of partly skilled and unskilled manual workers’ wives who use such
courts for matrimonial relief do not go on to divorce but remain separated for long
periods. And unmarried mothers, who can claim affiliation orders only for their
children, have even less legal protection than separated wives.
The third administrative and legal system for some one-parent families originated
in the old Poor Law and has been developed under successive systems of public
assistance, national assistance and supplementary benefits. The state has gradually
assumed the duty of supporting women and children whose resources fall below a
given level: in principle, mothers are now allowed to stay at home and care for their
children and are not formally required to register for work. However, the
Supplementary Benefits Commission, which administers these provisions, has a
statutory duty to attempt to reclaim any support for one spouse and children from the
other spouse, if the latter is working. They have interpreted this duty by pressing
mothers to apply for court orders, or by themselves suing the liable relative, through
the magistrates’ courts. Thus, for families with low incomes, the residual Poor Law
administration enshrined in the practice of the Supplementary Benefits Commission
2
tends to reinforce the unreformed matrimonial jurisdiction.
1

McGregor, O. R., et al., Separated Spouses, Duckworth, London, 1970, Chapter 5. Reforms
are now being proposed by the Law Commission.
2
In some ways, Appendix 5 of the Finer Committee’s Report, which describes and analyses
these three jurisdictions in relation to public attitudes about marriage and the family, is the most
crucial explanatory section of the entire document.
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By the late 1960s, attempts by mothers to seek maintenance by direct legal action
had been rendered increasingly irrelevant as a factor in the living standards of oneparent families. Maintenance awards through the courts proved inadequate because
the wage-earner could not in most instances earn enough to support two households:
the amounts awarded by the courts have been low and the higher awards have
1
almost invariably fallen into arrears. As a result, although separated spouses have
gone to court ostensibly to get maintenance and permission to live apart, in fact their
freedom to live apart has been determined by whether or not they could establish a
right to support from the state through supplementary benefits, which are paid at a
rate above the level of court orders. Indeed, this has become such a recognized
practice that many inadequate or irregularly paid court orders are now signed over
by the mothers to the Supplementary Benefits Commission for collection.
A large section of the Finer Report on one-parent families was concerned with
sorting out the glaring anomalies of this continued anachronistic overlapping of
jurisdictions between the two types of court and the Poor Law.
Although there are formal social security provisions for the support of all
fatherless families, in practice, both formally and informally, there may be discrimination against or among one-parent families of various statuses, in the ease
with which access to benefits is granted and amount of benefit determined. Thus part
of the incomes of widowed mothers, such as part of the allowance for each child,
can be disregarded in working out their entitlement to supplementary benefits and,
as a consequence, they are more generously treated than other claimants. Again it
may be assumed that maintenance payments to women from separated husbands are
paid regularly when they are not. As a consequence, some women have difficulty in
securing a subsistence benefit in certain weeks, or they experience delays in
payment. Unmarried and separated mothers may be pressed to work. Until 1975,
lone fathers who wished to stop work and stay at home because they felt this would
be the best way to care for their children, had to bargain individually with officials.
(And it might be suspected that, in spite of official recognition of the father’s right to
choose, this unofficial bargaining will continue.) In other ways, the exercise of
officials’ powers of discretion, or their witting or unwitting departures from
discretionary rules, may work not only to hinder one-parent families’ access to
2
benefit, but also to reduce those benefits below the state subsistence level.
Variations in Living Standards during the Life of the Family
There are further variations between one-parent families of different types because
they tend to have reached a different stage in the cycles of home-building and childrearing when they first lose a man’s income, and because of the different positions
1
2

McGregor, Separated Spouses, Chapters 6 and 7.
Marsden, Mothers Alone, pp. 261-5.
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these ‘incomplete’ nuclear families occupy in the wider kinship network of the
1
extended family.
Motherless families, of course, have not usually lost a man’s wage, and although
income prospects may be damaged, most men continue to work. Their problem is to
secure care of the children and of the home, either by paying for services or by
finding time from work themselves, or both. It also seems likely that motherless
families which stay together will usually comprise rather older children. Some lone
fathers see themselves as needing child-care and domestic help from female
relatives, rather than cash, though such help is sometimes spasmodic and
2
inadequate.
As well as being more representative of a cross-section of income groups and
classes of fatherless families, widows and divorcees tend to be older than other lone
parents, and tend therefore to have gone further with home-buying and home3
building. They are also more likely to have older children so that the mothers
themselves can work, and the working children can contribute to their own upkeep.
However, by the same token, these older mothers may be less likely to receive
support from their parents and may themselves be expected to give support to their
adult children.
In contrast, many unmarried mothers are unlikely even to have begun homebuilding, and the start of a family brings major problems of accumulating the
necessary goods for the child and the home, as well as finding reasonably secure and
adequate accommodation at a low rent.
Separated wives, like the unmarried mothers, tend to be younger (though by no
means all these mothers are young) and to come from poorer families which may
have been starved of resources during the early stages of home-building. While
4
some mothers are readopted’ by their own parents, and receive a great deal of help,
others may find themselves cut off from their parents, yet with still a long way to go
to get together a home of their own. There is also some evidence that they tend to
5
have more, younger, dependent children, which makes it difficult for them to work.
Other One-Parent Families
We have so far discussed the special problems only of families with parents who are
no longer married. These problems also apply to some parents who remain married
1

Marsden, Mothers Alone, pp. 29-30, and Chapter 7.
George and Wilding, Motherless Families, pp. 140-48.
3
Marsden, Mothers Alone, p. 33; Marshall, Families Receiving Benefit, p. 8; Hunt et al.,
Families and Their Needs.
4
Marsden, Mothers Alone, pp. 121-4.
5
ibid., pp. 23 and 344.
2
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(or consider themselves to remain married). Fathers may work away from home or
be sent to gaol, while both fathers and mothers sometimes enter hospital for long
1
periods. A few examples have been listed above (page 756).
Financially, these families may be in as bad a situation as the separated wives who
cannot trace their husbands. Whether or not they also lack good accommodation and
consumer durables will depend on the other factors discussed above. Unless a
woman whose husband works away has taken out a maintenance order, she has no
legal right to an adequate share of his income and is dependent on his sense of
responsibility which, with the attenuation of distance and pressures of additional
living costs, may be weakened.
Little is known about the social situation of women left alone with children for
‘socially honourable’ reasons, such as husbands working away or in hospital. Yet it
seems likely that they will experience some of the inconvenience, discrimination and
stigma which tends to result from the absence of a man in the home. Thus, it has
been reported that the problems experienced by prisoners’ wives are not a
consequence of guilt or shame, since these feelings pass quickly and are subsumed
2
in the loss of status in not having a man about the house.
There is no provision under the national insurance scheme for protection of the
needs of the family if the father (or mother) is sent to prison. The family can claim
supplementary benefit, but usually finds more difficulty than other one-parent
families in obtaining benefits under the discretionary powers of the Supplementary
Benefits Commission, and certainly is greatly restricted in meeting the expenses of
travelling to the prison. In the case of a parent in hospital, entitlement to national
insurance benefit will depend on contribution record. Most married women will
have no entitlement. The benefit of those who are entitled to national insurance is
reduced after eight weeks in hospital, and reduced again to a ‘pocket money’ rate
after one year; but for that first year, dependants’ rates of benefit continue to be paid
in full. However, the rates generally provide an income much lower than average
family income and few employers make sickness payments for very long (see
Chapter 12 above). Many families soon find themselves in poverty or on the margins
of poverty, and in some ways are worse off than other one-parent families. Not only
do they spend money to maintain contacts with the parent in hospital. They cannot
adjust budgets, as, for example, on accommodation, to conform with their more
1

In the national sample, there were seven fathers said to be working away, while in the
special areas, two men worked away, and three were in prison. If these numbers were to be
representative, there would be about 10,000 in the population for each one in the sample.
2
‘Loss of status was certainly perceived as a crisis for most wives, but again this seemed
directly related to the physical absence of the husband rather than to his criminality or imprisonment. Amongst working-class and lower middle-class families it is the expected norm for
women to be married, and inability to appear in public with a husband was felt to place them in
an invidious position’ - Morris, P., Prisoners and Their Families, Allen & Unwin, London,
1965, p. 210.
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restricted size. And the fact that many long-stay patients themselves have low
standards of living and entitlement to very low earnings or amounts of pocket
money’ should not be forgotten.
Alternative Policies
The deprivation of one-parent families is therefore the result not just of irregular or
inadequate payment of maintenance allowances on the part of husbands or fathers,
but of disadvantages structured by society and multiplied: of inadequate support for
families with dependent children; the low earning power of women; the
disprivileged status of the non-married, especially with children; and the lack of
income rights of women within marriage, in caring for home and children, and
qualifying for benefits under national insurance. To put all these things right would
cost a great deal - and incidentally transform the nature of the society in which we
live. For the poverty of one-parent families is inextricably bound up with the
problems generally of women in society and of young families, and, in the ultimate
analysis, cannot be met independently.
In certain passages of its Report, as, for example, in an appendix when they
1
explained why Beveridge’s proposal for a separation benefit had foundered, the
Finer Committee seemed to accept this kind of analysis. But they shrank from
drawing the far-reaching implications for policy. They put forward an income
solution in only two parts. They recommended that an extra £1 a week be paid in
addition to family allowances (or child benefit) for each child and, inconsistently,
that adults should receive a new means-tested allowance. In accepting a universal
child allowance, they had conceded that few one-parent families were well off, and
that even these families were at a financial disadvantage compared with two-parent
families. It is therefore puzzling, if the savings are small, that they proposed an
administratively wasteful means test. It is also puzzling that they did not seriously
consider applying a flat-rate benefit to every family and taxing it back from the 10
or 20 per cent who were most prosperous. Methods might have been devised along
these lines, both to save administrative costs and to ensure that all rather than, say,
half of those entitled to benefit were to receive such benefit. Only one unsatisfactory
paragraph in the entire report of 519 pages was devoted to the possibility of
‘clawback’.
The committee recognized the ‘basic unsuitability’ of supplementary benefits
received by over a quarter of a million one-parent families, and claimed that, under
their new proposals, ‘over 90 per cent of all one-parent families who now draw
2
supplementary benefit for three months or more would no longer need it’.
However, the value of rescuing many thousands of families from the Supplementary
Benefits Commission only to assign them to an alternative means-tested scheme
1
2

Finer Report, vol. 2, pp. 136-49.
Finer Report, vol. 1, p. 288.
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seems debatable, to put it mildly. The committee did not discuss take-up or show
how a separate administration would appear less ‘ hostile or intrusive’ to families or
1
‘involve as little burden and as little embarrassment as possible for the claimant’.
They did not collect or present any evidence about the operation of the Family
Income Supplement scheme, and yet accepted it as a sufficient model for the
guaranteed maintenance allowance. In particular, they did not demonstrate how the
administration of the allowance could be disentangled successfully from the
Supplementary Benefits Commission.
The right strategy would seem to be (a) to separate administration of benefit from
the establishment of lone-parent status and the collection of any debts from errant
husbands (or wives) and fathers; (b) to steer resources as much to families in general
as to one-parent families in order to limit discrepancies between them; and (c) to
base both general and special support on the principle of paying benefits as of right
instead of on test of means.
Lone parental status might be better and more coherently defined legally - for
widowed people immediately, perhaps for some persons where ‘permanent’ separation can be demonstrated easily, after a period of less than two years, and for
others perhaps by affidavit after two years’ absence of the other parent. ‘Provisional’
lone parental status might be established for married parents whose husbands or
wives have been absent for at least, say, thirteen weeks, where housekeeping and
child-care allowances cannot be, or are not being, paid regularly. Examples would
be husbands or wives who are in prison or hospital. The way would then be cleared
for either the abolition or relaxation of the cohabitation rule operated by the
Supplementary Benefits Commission. In principle, a lone mother (or father) should
be entitled to an allowance in her (or his) own right when caring for dependent
children except when receiving a regular income from another adult with whom she
(or he) is sharing the household, which in practice covers, or is a substantial
contribution towards, the upkeep of the family home or children. To protect the
2
interests of the children and encourage stable cohabitation, any allowance for
children in a one-parent family which is additional to allowances for children in
two-parent families might be continued for a period of at least, say, two years after
the start of the cohabitation. What we have in mind is the common instance of a man
with financial obligations to children of his former marriage living elsewhere who
cannot easily meet the financial needs of the children of his new-found partner, even
though he might reasonably be expected to contribute towards her needs.
There is a strong argument for transitional additional benefits for all one-parent
families, and these could be on the lines of the existing relatively advantageous
widows’ benefits (with some improvements), since the analogy between the
1

Finer Report, vol. 1, p. 308.
For a fuller discussion of problems in abolishing or modifying existing cohabitation rules,
see Marsden, D., ‘Cohabitation’, discussion paper for seminar on Cash Allowances for OneParent Families, National Council for One-Parent Families, November 1976.
2
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situation of widows and other one-parent families would be easier to establish in
public debate. However, we believe that in the long run there should for all types of
family be a policy of income support with the following three components: first,
larger maintenance allowances for all children, whether in one-parent or two-parent
families. The government’s child benefit scheme must be greatly strengthened and
varied according to age of child. The Child Poverty Action Group has proposed, for
example, allowances ranging from 6.5 per cent to 11 per cent of average male
1
industrial earnings per child according to age.
Secondly, allowances for the care of children. The married man’s tax allowance
can be withdrawn, at a saving estimated in 1976-7 at over £1,300 million per annum,
and a home responsibility cash allowance paid at two rates - a higher rate for those
caring at home for young children, for a large family or for disabled dependants, and
a lower rate for those caring at home only for one older child or two older children.
These rates might be fixed, say, at 15 per cent and 5 per cent respectively of average
male industrial earnings, and financed from an earnings-related contribution from
employers and employees. The invalid care allowance scheme introduced in 1976
for a few thousand people provides a precedent.
Finally, an allowance for the upkeep of the family home. The services of a
housewife are usually unpaid, and are assumed to be covered by the husband’s wage
or, more exactly, his housekeeping allowance. The definition in law of a wife’s
entitlement to a housekeeping allowance, or to a specific claim on his wage would
not only protect the position of some married women with children who do not
receive adequate allowances from their husbands, but would make it much easier to
define and justify politically the payment by the state of a similar allowance to lone
parents. A lone parent not in paid employment could become eligible for a ‘home
upkeep’ allowance, again financed by social security contributions and fixed
2
initially at, say, 10 per cent of average male industrial earnings.
It might be argued that, with the development of such major proposals to restructure rights to income, the present clumsy structure of gross wages which are
allocated primarily by market processes, and clawed back by taxation so that those
outside the market may obtain a fair income, could become overstrained. Already
we are reaching a situation when people do not appreciate that they are not so much
‘earning’ their gross wages as facilitating, by the transfer of a proportion of those
wages, the necessary upkeep of a large population (including ‘productive’
housewives) who do not have access to the market (or otherwise to paid
employment). If we lived in a society in which personal taxes from wages were
much smaller and aggregate taxes from employers (and from personal wealth) were
much larger, there might be less resistance to the payment of adequate incomes
1

See Lister, R., Social Security: The Case for Reform, CPA G, London, 1975, pp. 60-61.
For fuller discussion, see Townsend, P., ‘Problems of Introducing a Guaranteed Maintenance Allowance for One Parent Families’, Poverty, No. 31, Winter/Spring 1975.
2
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(through tax transfers) to those unable to earn a wage. The present wage-system may
have to be replaced, either by a statutory income policy or by a mixture of such a
policy and a much larger network of free services.
General measures which reduce inequalities are more likely also to reduce the
poverty of social minorities, including one-parent families, than measures designed
specifically for them. Policies identified too exclusively with one-parent families
may end up by stigmatizing them more and reinforcing their poverty.
Summary and Conclusion
Using a slightly stricter definition of one-parent family than the Department of
Health and Social Security (the latter also being adopted in 1969-74 by the Finer
Committee), we estimated that there were approximately 535,000 one-parent
families, with 1,010,000 dependent children, in the United Kingdom at the time of
the survey. This group was found to be one of the poorest groups in the entire
population, 49 per cent of the families, and 59 per cent of the children, being in or
on the margins of poverty as defined by the state. These figures contrasted with 26
per cent of two-parent families (and 34 per cent of children in those families).
We have sought to show that the explanation for this contrast lies in three related
matters: the manner in which relations between the sexes are institutionalized in
society, particularly in marriage; the direct effects of social policies for lone parents
in the past and in the present; and the selective operations of the labour market. For
it is only by invoking these three that both the relative poverty of one-parent families
in general and the varying circumstances of different subgroups among them, or the
constituent structure of their poverty and deprivation, can be understood.
Explanation has to be pursued first, then, through the inequalities which arise and
are sustained by society between the sexes. This begins in the home with the
expectations in the family that girls rather than boys will be allocated domestic work
and nursing responsibilities, for example, and in schools with the expectations that
more boys than girls will obtain high-status education and, later, professional,
academic and vocational training. The dependency of women for resources upon
men within marriage and the family, and the expectation that they will normally
carry the primary responsibilities for child care (and outside marriage the
responsibility of caring for any child that may be conceived), consolidate that
inequality and ramify through many different sets of relationships and institutions.
The risks of a woman finding herself to be a lone mother in poverty begin, in other
words, with the manner in which relations between the sexes are institutionalized,
particularly in marriage, so that wives have restricted access to resources, except
through their husbands.
Secondly, explanation has to be pursued through the history and present effect of
direct social policies for lone parents, including protection by the courts and taxation
laws, as well as education, welfare and housing services and social security
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payments, which, in Britain, are made up principally of national insurance benefits
for widowed mothers and supplementary benefits. The story here, with the possible
recent exception of widowed mothers, is of the tendency for a principle of ‘less
eligibility’ to operate - of aid falling short of that required to establish parity of
status and of living standards with married parents, especially when lone mothers
are compared with married mothers.
Finally, explanation has to be pursued through the lesser opportunities of lone
parents to secure alternative resources through the labour market. Their availability
for certain forms of employment tends to be restricted; their employment tends to be
interrupted more frequently for reasons of illness, and change of home; and they are
less able than married persons to pursue a ‘ career ‘. Lone fathers are only a tiny
fraction of the total - and their families’ living standards are not always drastically
reduced. The overwhelming majority are women dependent on local labour-market
opportunities and vulnerable to contractions in the economy.
These disadvantages tend to have a different outcome for people of different age,
who are at a different stage of the family-building cycle, and they combine to
stratify the group of lone parents. In the survey, most of the widowed and divorced
mothers were in their forties and early fifties, most of the married but separated
mothers were in their thirties and early forties, and most of the unmarried mothers
were in their twenties and thirties. More of the older women had had an opportunity
to establish a home or accumulate possessions. The widowed mothers comprised a
more representative cross-section of manual and non-manual classes, and were
likely to include representative numbers owning their homes or substantial amounts
of other assets. The divorced mothers included those whose situation was stable and,
relative to the separated, more of those from non-manual classes. The separated
mothers were predominantly working class, and a substantial number of them had
been starved of resources before the eventual separation.
Inequalities between the sexes in marriage, social policy and the labour market
reflected class inequalities. The three systems of law carefully identified and des1
cribed by the Finer Committee - the law of divorce, the law which the magistrates
administer as between husband and wife, and mother and putative father, and the
law of supplementary benefits, which is the successor of the Poor Law -not only
reflect among lone parents the general inequalities between the classes, but help to
account for the different status and treatment of different types of one-parent family.
There was an almost exact representation of non-manual and manual occupational
classes (defined in terms of the husband’s or former husband’s or, in the case of
unmarried mothers, father’s occupation) among one-parent families as a whole,
being 46 and 54 per cent respectively, compared with 45 and 53 per cent of married

1

Finer Report, p. 9 and Part 4.
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parents. A small proportion of non-manual parents had relatively high incomes and
other resources.
The existence of a relatively prosperous group of one-parent families has to be
accounted for in any explanation of the generally low resources of one-parent
families. This is why analysis of the relationship between class and the institutions
of marriage, work and family, and also the history of social policies for one-parent
families, is so important.
The lesson for policy of this analysis is that a variety of measures of income
support need to be adopted to reduce the differential incomes received by one-parent
and two-parent families. While not ruling out the case for transitional additional
benefits for lone parents and for children in their families, we conclude that (a)
higher rates of child benefit for children in all types of family should be paid and
varied as a percentage of earnings according to age; (b) an allowance for the care of
young children, and certain other special categories of dependants, should be
introduced; and (c) an allowance should be paid, or underwritten in the legal rights
of a mother with children in respect of her husband, for the upkeep of the family
home.

23
Old People

This chapter aims to elaborate and in part explain our finding that a relatively high
proportion of the population in the oldest age groups are living in poverty. The
finding is important, because the proportion of people in these age groups is large
and has been growing steadily throughout this century. In 1911, there were fewer
than 3 million people of pensionable age in the United Kingdom, in 1951 fewer than
7 million, and in 1975, 9½ million; and although this last total is expected to be
about the same at the end of the century, there are expected to be more persons aged
1
75 and over among them. The finding is disturbing because the problem of poverty
2
among the elderly has been recognized socially for at least 100 years, has been
emphasized in a succession of local and national studies carried out by government
3
bodies as well as by independent research workers since the war, and yet has
resisted the attempts of successive governments to alleviate substantially still less
eliminate it. Moreover, the problem is by no means peculiar to Britain and seems to
4
be characteristic of market economies and state socialist societies alike.
1

Social Trends, No. 7, HMSO, London, 1976, p. 62.
Charles Booth dated the early agitation for old-age pensions from the late 1870s, with the
publication of a pamphlet by Hookham, entitled ‘The Outline of a Scheme for dealing with
Pauperism: The Question of the Day’, and his own work contributed to the concern expressed
about the large minority of old people who were paupers. See Booth, C., Pauperism: A Picture;
and the Endowment of Old Age: An Argument, Macmillan, London, 1892; The Aged Poor:
Condition, Macmillan, London, 1894; and Old Age Pensions and the Aged Poor, Macmillan,
London, 1899. See also Collins, D., ‘The Introduction of Old Age Pensions in Great Britain’,
Historical Journal, VIII, 2, 1965.
3
Townsend, P., The Family Life of Old People, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1957, esp.
Chapter 12; Cole Wedderburn, D., with Utting, J., The Economic Circumstances of Old People,
Codicote Press, Welwyn, 1962; Townsend, P., and Wedderburn, D., The Aged in the Welfare
State, Bell, London, 1965 (see the list of studies in Appendix 1); Ministry of Pensions and
National Insurance, Financial and Other Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO,
London, 1966.
4
See, for example, Epstein, L. A., ‘Income of the Aged in 1962: First Findings of the 1963
Survey of the Aged’, Social Security Bulletin, XXVII, March 1964; Orshansky, M., ‘Counting
the Poor: Another Look at the Poverty Profile’, Social Security Bulletin, XXVIII, January 1965;
2
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Paradoxically, although public opinion often seems to favour substantial
government intervention to guarantee more support for the elderly, the measures that
are enacted are often delayed and do not match in generosity that opinion. The
problem persists, and can even be shown in some societies to have grown. The
failure may not just be a failure of governments to commit the necessary resources
to alleviating or meeting the problem, but explaining why they have not done so or
are not prepared to do so. In other words, the underlying failure may be one of
analysing, explaining and therefore understanding the persistence of the problem in
the first place.
This provides the theme of this chapter and conditions its organization and
structure. The general hypothesis of the chapter is that the propensity to poverty in
old age is a function of low levels of resources, and restricted access to resources,
relative to younger people. Restriction and inadequacy of resources is determined by
different causal factors. State pensions and other cash benefits comprise the most
important source of income for the elderly, and the initial rate of state pensions, and
the amounts of substitute or supplementary benefits which are paid, after the
pensionable age or upon retirement, are low relative to the earnings of younger
adults. State help is conditional upon retirement from paid employment, and this
status is imposed upon elderly people at a fixed chronological age, or they are
persuaded to accept it as a social norm. The choice of continuing in paid
employment rather than retiring and drawing a pension is also restricted by the
tendency for earnings to fall in late middle age and to be very low for people over
the pensionable ages, as well as by high rates of redundancy and unemployment late
in life. The initial rates of occupational and private pensions are, with some
exceptions, also low relative to the earnings of young adults; some, but not all, of
these pensions are conditional upon retirement; certain forms of state aid are reduced
to take such income into account; and the numbers of elderly, and particularly of
widows, who are entitled to these pensions, or have had opportunities to contribute
to any scheme, is greatly restricted. The resources held by most of the elderly fail to
keep pace in value with the resources of other groups in society: either certain forms
of asset held, such as household goods and equipment and certain types of incomes
from savings, and occupational pensions, depreciate in value absolutely or relatively
to the rise in real living standards, with increasing length of retirement, or many do
not have, and have not in the past had, an opportunity of obtaining, types of resource
which are newly becoming available to younger people. Greater exposure to certain
forms of social desolation and isolation, brought about by the death of a spouse, the
loss of close relatives or friends, and the decay of industries or city centres, as well
as by retirement, tends to deprive the elderly of access to alternative or subsidiary
Shanas, E., et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London,
1968; Csenh-Szombathy, L., and Andorka, R., Situation and Problems of the Pensioners of
Budapest, Central Statistical Office, Research Group for Population Studies, 1965-6.
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resources and sometimes leads to additional costs. Liability to disablement also
restricts access to resources and, in the absence of compensating cash benefits and
services, leads to additional costs for many which outweigh the savings consequent
upon retirement.
Such are the major factors, although there are others, which must feature in our
analysis. They will be discussed below in relation both to inequalities between the
elderly and the non-elderly and inequalities among the elderly. Historically, the
emergence of certain types of resource for the elderly, the definition of categories
eligible to receive them and the amounts that are available, represent the outcome of
the continuing struggle to preserve or enhance class interests, directly or as a byproduct, through the social policies of the state and of other institutions. The
historical evolution of this complex can only be touched on below.
Inequality between Elderly and Young
One tendency of research in recent years has been to limit explanation by studying
the elderly as if they were independent of the economy and the polity and even of
the general structure and value system of society. As a consequence, the principal
causes of their problems have been attributed to individual and limited associational
factors: to the special problems of individual adjustment to ageing, individual
adjustment to physical decresence, and individual adjustment to retirement. The only
significant exception to the indifference in explanation shown towards the wider
institutions of society is the blame that has been attributed to the family, an alleged
weakening of family ties or decline in the importance of the extended family
brought about by the functional necessity to industrial society of the ‘structurally
1
isolated conjugal family’. This approach has stressed adjustment to, and
detachment from, social roles during the later stages of life, with the basis of society,
2
or its economic and social institutions, as largely given. It does not question that
basis or ask whether the fundamental problems of ageing are attributable to the
unequal and barbarous effects of the operation, including the neglect, of economic
and social institutions at a particular stage of the evolution of industrial societies.
3
With some noteworthy exceptions, too little attention has been given both to
1

This concept was developed in particular by Talcott Parsons. Functional theories of family
change and of changes in the situation of the elderly exerted a widespread influence. The
concept has been subjected to considerable criticism, however, in recent years. See Parsons, T.,
Essays in Sociological Theory, Free Press of Glencoe, New York, revised paperback edition,
1964, esp. his essay on ‘Age and Sex in the Social Structure of the United States’. For criticisms
see, for example, Shanas et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, Chapters 1 and 6.
2
An influential example of this approach is Cumming, E., and Henry, W. E., Growing Old,
Basic Books, New York, 1961.
3
For example, Wedderburn, D., ‘The Financial Resources of Older People’, in Shanas et al.,
Old People in Three Industrial Societies, p. 367.
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comparisons between the elderly and the rest of the population and to the internal
analysis of structural differences among the elderly.
How might we proceed in comparing the standards of living of the elderly with the
non-elderly in society? Many more adults under than over the pensionable ages have
children and other dependants whom they support on their incomes. Many more of
them incur the additional expenses of going to work, including clothing or
equipment as well as costs of travel. More, too, have high accommodation costs,
because they are still paying for mortgages, or because they do not live in rentcontrolled tenancies or in accommodation paid for by others. On the other hand, the
elderly have the benefit of higher personal tax allowances and are more likely to
benefit from the exclusion from tax of certain types of income from savings, and
from the disregard of certain types of income, capital and capital gains, in receiving
social security payments. For such reasons, comparisons of absolute gross or net
incomes are not particularly appropriate. The comparison set out in Table 23.1 takes
each of the points so far mentioned into account and expresses net incomes on a
comparable basis. The income of the income unit, defined as any person or married
Table 23.1. Percentages and numbers of elderlya and non-elderly persons in income
units with incomes above and below the state’s standard of poverty.
Net disposable
income of income
unit last year as
of supplementary
benefit standard plus
housing cost
Elderly
Under 100
20
100-39
44
140-99
17
200+
19
Total
100
Number
861

Estimated number in population
(millions)b

Non-elderly
7
19
31
43
100
4,494

Elderly
1.7
3.7
1.4
1.6
82
-

Non-elderly
3.2
8.8
14.3
19.9
46.2
-

NOTES: aWomen 60 and over and men 65 and over, in one-person and two-person income
units, thus excluding the small number of elderly people with dependent children under 15.
b
Excluding the non-institutionalized population (i.e. in hospital and residential homes).

couple, with or without children under 15, is expressed as a percentage of the basic
supplementary benefit rates prevailing at the time plus current housing cost. These
rates reflect what incomes for different sizes and types of income unit are treated by
society as equivalent for the purposes of securing subsistence. Work expenses and
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the costs of travel to work are subtracted from gross disposable income (i.e. gross
income less direct taxes and national insurance contributions). It can be seen that
there was a striking difference in the distribution of the elderly and the non-elderly
around the state’s standard of poverty. Twenty per cent, compared with 7 per cent,
were living in poverty; another 44 per cent, compared with 19 per cent, were living
1
on the margins of poverty. At the other end of the income scale, more than twice as
many of the non-elderly than of the elderly were living comfortably above the
standard. The median income of the non-elderly was nearly twice that of the elderly.
Although the elderly comprised only one sixth of the total population, they
comprised one third of those in poverty, and nearly one third on the margins of
poverty, by the state’s standards. As the table shows, nearly 6 million of them were
in this vulnerable financial situation.
The difference between elderly and non-elderly is also sharp if incomes are related
to the alternative deprivation standard. As many as 54 per cent had incomes below
this, compared with 21 per cent of the non-elderly, and only 9 per cent had incomes
of more than 200 per cent of the standard, compared with 24 per cent (see Table
A.90, Appendix Eight, page 1061).
The principal reason for the difference rests in the separation of the vast majority
of the elderly from access to the rates of income obtainable in paid employment and
their heavy dependence on the low rates of income obtainable through the state’s
social-security system. A ‘pension’ has come to mean an income smaller, and
usually very much smaller, than a ‘wage’ or ‘salary’. Eighty per cent of those of
pensionable age were neither employed nor had been employed during the preceding
year. Eleven per cent of these depended for their incomes exclusively upon state
retirement pensions, and another 16 per cent exclusively upon state retirement
pensions and supplementary benefits or other benefits. Many others had only small
amounts of income from any other source. Altogether, over two thirds depended for
more than half their incomes on state retirement pensions and supplementary
benefits (Table A.91, Appendix Eight, page 1061). Even among the remaining
people of pensionable age who had gained some income from employment in the
preceding year, there was substantial dependence on retirement pensions, 42 per
cent having more than half their income from this source.
That the rates of retirement pensions and of supplementary benefits are low,
relative to earnings, and have remained low since the war, is demonstrated by Table
23.2. For the twenty-seven years between 1948 and 1975, the single person’s rate of
retirement pension, for example, ebbed and flowed between 18 and 21 per cent of
1

It should be noted that when the supplementary benefit standard is applied to the income of
income units, more people are found below the standard than when it is applied to income of
households, as in Chapter 7. Whether the income of the whole household reflects better than the
income of different units which comprise it the consumption standards of individual members is
a controversial question.
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Table 23.2. Rates of benefit as a percentage of average gross industrial earnings
(males).
Year (October)

1948
1958
1963
1965
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976

Retirement pensions
Single
Married
couple
18.8
30.4
19.5
31.2
20.2
32.5
20.4
33.2
21.1
34.2
19.6
31.7
18.1
29.4
17.8
28.9
19.4
31.4
18.8
30.4
18.9
30.5
20.6
32.9
19.5
31.7
19.9
31.7

Supplementary benefits
Single
Married
householder couple
17.4
29.0
17.5
29.6
19.0
31.2
19.4
32.0
20.1
33.0
19.8
32.4
18.3
30.0
17.1
28.0
18.8
30.6
18.3
29.7
19.9
31.4
21.4
33.6
20.5
32.2
20.5
32.2

SOURCE: Hansard, 23 January 1973, and Social Security Statistics, 1976, HMSO, London,
1978, p. 216. Note that from 1973 long-term rate of supplementary benefit is taken.

average gross industrial earnings, and the rate of supplementary benefit between 17
and 21 per cent. In 1974 and 1975, despite substantial money increases in benefit
rates, their relationship to gross earnings did not, because of inflation, improve.
Evidence of the relatively low level of some other sources of income received by the
elderly is given later. Some state pensioners obtain increments by deferring
retirement, and are entitled to graduated pensions, introduced in 1961. But the
amounts of the latter are very small, and their value has been eroded steadily by
inflation. Even when pension increments and graduated pensions are added, few
pensioners obtain much above the basic rate of pension. Thus a government survey
found in 1965 that only 21 per cent of married couples and only 1 per cent of single
1
pensioners had more than £1 above the basic rates. In 1975, the basic rate of
pension for the single pensioner amounted, for the year as a whole, to just under
£600. According to the Family Expenditure Survey, the mean amount paid in that
year to single pensioner households was only £604, to which other cash benefits,
principally supplementary benefits, added £191 and earnings £52, making a total of
2
£847.
1

Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Financial and Other Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO, London, 1966, Table III, 15.
2
Harris, R., ‘A Review of the Effects of Taxes and Benefits on Household Incomes, 1961-
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Although pensions have not increased more than fitfully in relation to gross
earnings, they increased slightly during the 1960s and early 1970s, particularly in
1
1974-5, in relation to net earnings. The failure on the part of the government to
raise tax thresholds fully in relation to inflation has resulted in a higher proportion of
earnings being taken in tax. It is for this reason that pensioners have experienced
some improvement in their net disposable incomes relative to people of nonpensionable age. Thus, the single pensioner’s disposable income, as a percentage of
that of the adult non-pensioner living alone, was 43 in 1961, 46 in 1967, 46 in 1970,
45 in 1973, and 50 in 1975. For married pensioners, the corresponding percentages
(that is, in relation to households with two non-pensioner adults without any
2
dependants) were 37, 42, 41, 39 and 42.
The low rate of pension is significant, not only because of the lack among many of
the elderly of other substantial sources of income, due especially to their retirement
from work, but because the rate has been lower, throughout the years since the war,
than society’s definition of a poverty standard, and lower, too, than the rates
recommended as a goal in the Beveridge Report of 1942. As the figures in Table
23.2 testify, the basic rates of supplementary benefit have been nearly as high in
most years as the rates of pension, and for a brief period in the late 1960s were
actually higher than the rates of pension, without adding on the actual amounts paid
for rent and other housing costs. Whether many people attain the social standard of a
minimum income therefore depends crucially upon whether or not they apply for,
and receive, appropriate supplementation of their pensions from the Supplementary
Benefits Commission. More than a quarter of retirement pensioners do, in fact,
receive supplementation, though whether large numbers of them could be paid more
than they are, according to existing administrative rules and procedures, has become
a matter of some controversy.
Other groups than the elderly depend on the supplementary benefits scheme. That
scheme is also part of a more general system of means-tested, or conditional,
welfare. For these reasons, the scheme and other means-tested benefits are discussed
more fully in Chapters 24 and 25. Chapter 24 shows, however, that more than two
thirds as many old people again as are receiving supplementary benefits are eligible
to do so. Only a little over half of those eligible to receive supplementary benefits
were actually receiving such benefits. The rest were spread among all age groups
over the pensionable ages, and represented 1,500,000 in the total population of the
United Kingdom. The chapter also finds that the reasons for low uptake rest less in
the ignorance of old people of their rights and their reluctance to exercise them as in
administrative difficulties of access and the conflicting functions of the system. On
1975’, Economic Trends, January 1977, p. 107.
1
Social Trends, No. 7, HMSO, London, 1976, p. 107.
2
Derived from Harris, ‘A Review of the Effects of Taxes and Benefits on Household Incomes’, pp. 107-9.
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the one hand, the Supplementary Benefits Commission has a legal duty to meet
need; on the other, they have the less clearly formulated responsibility of protecting
and enforcing social values and saving the unnecessary expenditure of public
monies. This seriously handicaps their discretion to add materially to the basic rates
prescribed, as in reality they are, by Parliament.
The inequality in incomes between elderly and young is in some respects widened,
and in others reduced, when their other resources are examined. The most important
of these are assets. Asset-holdings augment living standards in various ways.
Outright ownership of a home can represent the equivalent of what others have to
pay in rent from their incomes. Savings can be withdrawn or valuable possessions
sold to meet current living costs. Property can provide security in order to obtain
loans more easily. The ownership of a car can in certain circumstances reduce travel
costs or increase or maintain range and quality of activities. Our definition of assets
(explained in Chapter 5, and in detail in Appendix Five) was wide and included the
value of owner-occupied houses as well as cars and personal possessions like
pictures and jewellery. None the less, a quarter of the elderly had no assets at all or
assets of less than £25 value, and altogether more than two fifths of them less than
£200. It can be seen, however, in Table 23.3
Table 23.3. Percentages of elderly and non-elderly comprising income units,
according to total net assets and readily realizable assets.’
Value of assets
(£)

Elderly
Total net
assets

Under 25
25-99
100-99
200-499
500-999
1,000-4,999
5,000-9,999
10,000+
Total
Number

25
9
7
7
7
27
12
6
100
750

Non-elderly
Readily realiz- Total net
able assets
assets
only
33
22
10
9
9
6
15
11
12
8
14
27
4
11
3
6
100
100
835
3,861

Readily realizable assets
only
44
16
9
15
7
7
1
1
100
4,440

NOTE: ‘For definition, see Appendix Five, page 981.

that the distribution by value was not very different among the elderly from that
among the non-elderly. Assets include values, like savings, which are readily
realizable, as well as values, like owner-occupied homes, which are not readily
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realizable. If attention is confined to the former, it can also be seen that fewer of the
elderly than of the non-elderly had low values, and more of them had high values.
This means that, despite relatively low net disposable incomes, more of them had
assets which could be used to raise living standards. In practice, it seems that only a
minority do so to any considerable extent. Thus, when we asked for information on
dissaving, we found that only 13 per cent of the elderly who lived alone and 17 per
cent of elderly married couples had drawn £25 or more from savings in the previous
year. About 4 per cent and 8 per cent had drawn £100 or more, some of them more
than £200. Altogether, only 12 per cent of the elderly had drawn savings during the
year.
By contradistinction, more of the elderly than of the non-elderly (47 per cent
compared with 31 per cent) possessed no assets, or virtually no assets, which could
be readily realized. Relatively fewer of them had assets worth £5,000 or more.
Fewer of the elderly, for example, possessed cars and other saleable assets worth
over £25, and fewer lived in owner-occupied houses of relatively high value (after
subtracting capital still to be repaid for mortgaged property).
As explained in Chapter 5 (pages 212-15), we attempted to find the approximate
effect of assets in raising living standards by expressing them as an annuity value
and adding this value to disposable incomes. The hazards involved in this enterprise
have been emphasized. Because investment in owned homes cannot be liquidated to
supplement income as readily as savings and investment assets, and because the
imputed annual addition to income is necessarily larger for people with a relatively
short expectation of life, the procedure is less satisfactory for the elderly than for the
non-elderly. None the less, assets are a substantial contributory factor in the
determination of real or at least potential living standards for some old people. For
this reason, some crude estimate of the imputed addition to income is better than no
estimate at all. Two conclusions emerge. Even when ‘potential’ income from assets
is added, a substantial proportion of the elderly remain in poverty or on the margins
of poverty; thus, when ‘potential’ incomes are added to net disposable incomes, the
number below the state poverty standard falls from 20 to 12 per cent and the number
on the margins of that standard from 44 to 26 per cent. Secondly, the situation of
some elderly people is transformed from that of having low or modest incomes to
that of being relatively rich; thus, when ‘ potential ‘ incomes are added to disposable
incomes, the number with three or more times the state poverty standard rises from 5
to 26 per cent.
If the value of employer welfare benefits in kind is brought into the picture, the
inequality in living standards between elderly and non-elderly widens. One method
of demonstrating this is illustrated in Table 23.4. The non-asset income of income
units has been expressed as a percentage of the supplementary benefit scale rates
(plus housing costs). The mean for selected age groups has then been compared, and
the corresponding values for different additional types of resources have been given
cumulatively.
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Table 23.4. Mean resources of income unit, for people of selected ages, as percentages of supplementary benefit scale rates plus housing costs.
Age group

40-49
65-9
70-79
80+

246
145
123
104

Non-asset income
plus value employer welfare benefits in kind
plus annuity value of assets
plus value of social and
personal services and
goods in kind
258
313
376
146
239
272
123
213
244
104
156
180

Relative to income, the elderly gain more than the non-elderly in value of social
services in kind. However, it is difficult to treat these resources unequivocally as an
imputed addition to income. In large measure, they reflect additional need. More of
the elderly than of the non-elderly are sick and disabled, and the fact that they tend
to gain more in value from free health services does not mean that they are enabled
to enjoy a higher standard of living - only that they are freed from certain additional
costs and anxieties that would be incurred if such services had to be paid for. But
there are some services, such as subsidized meal services, which represent a
subvention towards income.
The relative lack of total resources on the part of the elderly was reflected in our
measures of deprivation. Significantly more of them than of the non-elderly lacked
television sets, refrigerators and other household durables; had not eaten fresh meat
most days of the week; had not had a summer holiday away from home in the last
twelve months; had not had an afternoon or evening out in the last fortnight; and had
not been out to relatives or friends in the last four weeks for a meal or a snack, and
had gone for at least one day without a cooked meal in the previous fortnight (see
Table 11.1, page 414). More of the elderly than of the non-elderly were also
conscious of being worse off than others (Table 11.3, page 420).
We noted above that fewer of the elderly than of the non-elderly possessed substantial amounts of assets, the value of which could be readily realized. Paradoxically, many more of the elderly than of the non-elderly were in income units
owning their homes outright, as Table 23.5 shows. This is certainly the most important qualification that needs to be made to the figures so far presented of inequality of living standards between elderly and non-elderly. The differences in
distribution by tenure, as laid out in Table 23.5, are striking. As would be expected,
more of the elderly than of the non-elderly income units had paid off mortgages, but
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Table 23.5. Percentages of elderly and non-elderly according to housing tenure.
Tenure
Owner-occupier: fully owned
paying mortgage
Rented: local authority
privately furnished
privately unfurnished
privately with farm/business
Rent free (mostly employer owned)
Total
Number

Elderlya
44.9
5.4
24.6
1.8
20.8
0.6
1.8
100
924

Non-elderly
15.4
32.4
31.5
4.8
11.8
0.6
3.5
100
5,155

NOTE: aWomen 60 and over, men 65 and over.

the proportion occupying homes owned by the household (just over 50 per cent) was
none the less slightly higher than the corresponding proportion of the non-elderly.
This requires comment. In view of the rapid increase since the war in the extent of
owner-occupation, one might expect the ratio between elderly and non-elderly to be
reversed. Thus, in England and Wales, the number of dwellings which were owneroccupied in 1947 was only 27 per cent, in 1961, 42 per cent, in 1966, 47 per cent,
1
and in 1971, 52 per cent. Other things being equal, one would expect a higher
proportion of each age cohort than of its immediate predecessor to be owneroccupiers, with the elderly tending to reflect, at any one date, the national proportion
found at a date between ten and twenty years previously. That so many were
outright owner-occupiers must in some part be attributable to the it purchase of
properties, usually of low value, like bungalows, from savings in late middle age or
upon retirement, by people who had formerly lived in rented accommodation;
though in some cases moves may have been prompted by inheritance. But the
phenomenon must also be attributable to much higher mortality at the older ages of
working-class people, particularly of semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers.
Whatever the full explanation, more of the elderly than of the non-elderly were
found in fact to own their own homes. But although fewer rented council accommodation, more rented privately unfurnished accommodation. The proportion was
nearly double that of the non-elderly. In Chapter 13 (pages 490-98) we showed that
this sector had the worst record for housing facilities of any type of tenure. The table
therefore also suggests a polarization of experience among the elderly, relative to the
non-elderly, which can be demonstrated again and again in describing and analysing

1

OPCS, Social Survey Division, The General Household Survey, HMSO, London, 1973, pp.
91-2.
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their economic and social situation. This introduces a second main theme of this
chapter.
Inequality among the Elderly: Single and Married
One method of pursuing, and explaining, the inequality in incomes between elderly
and non-elderly is to examine and compare different sub-groups among them. There
are striking differences between the component sub-groups of the elderly. The great
majority of the elderly are not in paid employment. Three quarters of these,
compared with only a third of the elderly who were employed currently or for at
least a period during the preceding twelve months, were found to be in, or on the
margins of, poverty, according to the state’s standard. Among the retired, a further
difference was found between the single and the married. More than four fifths of
the unmarried, widowed, and married but separated elderly were in poverty, or on
the margins of poverty, compared with three fifths of the married. At the other end
Table 23.6. Percentages of elderly and non-elderly in different types of income unit
that have incomes above or below the state’s standard of poverty.
Net disposable
Elderlya
income of income
unit last year as
% of supplementary benefit
standard plus
housing cost
Not employed
Singlec
Married

Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

26
56
11
7
100
329

19
42
17
21
100
360

Non-elderly

Employedb
Singlec
Married

14
30
32
23
100
56

7
22
28
43
100
116

Single

14
10
21
55
100
789

Married
(with and
without
children)
4
21
34
42
100
3,466

NOTES: aWomen 60 and over, men 65 and over.
b
In paid employment, even for a few hours a week, during the previous twelve
months.
c
Including unmarried, widowed, divorced and married but separated.
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of the income scale, there were three times as many married as single persons with
incomes of double or more than double the state’s standard (Table 23.6).
The inequalities between single and married become wider when the value of
assets is taken into account. Forty-four per cent of single men and 45 per cent of
single women, compared with 24 per cent of married persons, had net assets of less
than £100 in value (most of them having no assets at all). At the other extreme, 13
per cent and 12 per cent respectively of single men and women, compared with 23
per cent of the married, had £5,000 or more.
Among the single, there are further differences between, on the one hand, men and
women, and between the unmarried and the widowed, separated or divorced, on the
other. More of the men than of the women were found to have relatively high
incomes, and fewer relatively low incomes (Table A.92, Appendix Eight, page
1062). Among women, widows were the most disadvantaged. Not only were more
of them than of other groups living in poverty or on the margins of poverty; more
had no assets or virtually no assets, and fewer possessed substantial amounts of
assets (Table A.93, Appendix Eight, page 1062). According to a variety of indicators
Table 23.7. Percentages of elderly of different sex and marital status, according to
selected characteristics of their economic situation.
Characteristic

1. Income below or on
margins of social standard
of poverty
2. Fewer than £100 assets
3. Living in house owned
outright
4. Living in unfurnished
rented accommodation
5. Fewer than 6 durables in
list of 10 in home
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Single men Single women
Married men
Unmarried Widowed,
and women
separated
or divorced

65
44

69
26

77
49

53
24

35

51

32

53

18

24

27

17

49
46
50
Numbers on which percentages based
59
68
266
52
57
236
71
79
286
71
79
286
71
79
286

35
437
388
499
499
499
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of economic situation, widowed women were least advantaged, as Table 23.7 shows.
Society makes scant provision for women of pensionable age who are widowed. It
also makes scant provision for people of advanced age. Among all men and women
of pensionable age in the national sample who were found in units with incomes
below or on the margins of the social standard of poverty, nearly half were widows.
Of elderly women in this vulnerable financial situation, 78 per cent were widows.
Inequality among the Elderly: the Concept of the Fourth Generation
The disadvantage of elderly women as compared with elderly men, and of the single
compared with the married, is partly a function of age, and more directly of the
relative lack of resources and of access to resources on the part of the elderly of
advanced age. A substantial proportion of the elderly are now aged 75 and over.
Among the population of men aged 65 and over, and women aged 60 and over,
those aged 75 and over comprised 19 per cent in 1931, 26 per cent in 1951, 29 per
1
cent in 1971 and is expected to be 38 per cent in 2001.
Most of the increase is due to a rise in the numbers of women, rather than of men,
aged 75 and over. Indeed, between 1950 and 1970 the average expectation of life of
men aged 65 deteriorated marginally from 12.2 years to 11.9 years, while that of
2
women increased from 14.6 years to 15.8 years. There are now 1¼ million widows
aged 75 and over (and a further 1½ million aged 65-74). Altogether there are more
than twice as many women as men of 75 years of age and over. The growth in
proportion of elderly widows among the elderly suggests how important it is to
understand their relatively precarious economic situation, and the present methods
and amounts of resources allocated.
The growing number of people of advanced age, which includes a disproportionate number of women, also coincides with the emergence in industrial society of
a fourth generation on any scale. A cross-national study of the populations aged 65
and over in Britain, Denmark and the United States found that of those with children
23 per cent in both Britain and Denmark, and 40 per cent in the United States, had
great-grandchildren, much larger proportions than can have been possible even
3
twenty-five years previously. This rapid increase in the ‘fourth generation’ can be
attributed not only to greater longevity but also to earlier marriage and earlier
4
childbearing, which reduces the average span in years between the generations.’
For reasons of changing stratification by age, changing family structure, and
1

Social Trends, No. 7, p. 62.
DHSS, Health and Personal Social Service Statistics for England and Wales (with summary
tables for Great Britain), 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, Table 1.6.
3
Shanas et al., Old People in Three Industrial Societies, p. 141.
2

4

Townsend, P., ‘The Four Generation Family’, in The Social Minority, Allen Lane,
London, 1973.
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changing systems of resource distribution in societies experiencing economic
growth and inflation, a distinction between a third and a fourth generation over the
pensionable ages has to be made.
The present inequality in incomes and other resources between elderly men and
elderly women is traceable to these demographic, social and economic factors
associated with the development in the social structure on a substantial scale of a
fourth generation. Men tend to have higher incomes and more of other types of
resource than women. But, in the national survey, 76 per cent of them, compared
with only 43 per cent of women, were married and, as we have seen, the married had
more resources of different kinds than the single. More, too, of single women than
of single men were of advanced age: thus, 62 per cent of women aged 60 and over
were aged 70 and over, compared with only 45 per cent of men. These two structural
factors underlie any of the comparisons which might be drawn between elderly men
and elderly women. When an attempt is made to hold them constant, as in Table
23.8, it is still possible to show the relationship between diminishing resources

Table 23.8. Percentage of single and married people of different age in income units
with incomes below or on margins of the state’s standard of poverty.a

Age
20-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65-69
70-79
80+
20-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65-69
70-79
80+

Men
Women
Single
Married
All
Single
9
24
19
29
(19)
17
17
26
(15)
15
15
41
19
20
66
48
48
76
67
68
74
(85)
89
Numbers on which percentages based
211
481
692
159
42
272
314
57
34
261
295
80
23
95
118
65
22
101
123
63
24
84
108
140
13
14
27
66

Married
26
13
19
31
53
71
544
285
241
90
83
59
6

All
26
15
24
46
63
73
86
703
342
321
155
146
199
72

NOTE: aNet disposable income of income unit below 140 per cent of supplementary benefit
standard plus housing cost.
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1

2

and advancing age. This phenomenon is found in other countries. The table shows
that, after fluctuating around a fifth or a quarter for most of adult life, the proportion
of people in poverty or on the margins of poverty rises sharply after the pensionable
ages. The table also shows that the over eighties are the poorest group of all. In fact
among the over eighties as many as 53 per cent were either receiving supplementary
benefits or were eligible to receive them, compared with 45-46 per cent of those in
their late sixties (Table A.94, Appendix Eight, page 1063).
In judging the significance of these findings about age, two questions have to be
posed. We have been considering the incomes of income units, not of households,
and 31 per cent of the elderly in the sample were neither living alone nor in married
pairs, but were living with others - for example, elderly siblings, other adults, and
married children and grandchildren. Assuming household incomes were pooled,
might the living standards of the elderly be less unequally distributed with
Table 23.9. Percentages of elderly people of different age living below or on the
margins of the state’s standard of poverty, according to three measures: unit income; household income; and net income worth.

Age

60-64
65-69
70-79
80+
All of pensionable age

1

As % of supplementary benefit standard plus housing cost
Net disposable income
Net dispos- Net income worth of
last year of income unit
able income household last year
last year of
household
Men
Women Men
Men and
Men Women Men
and
women
and
women
women
46
30
21
48
63
56
49
22
28
25
68
73
71
60
26
37
33
(85)
86
86
64
46
39
60

65

63

53

23

31

29

See also Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Financial and Other Circumstances
of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO, London, 1966, Chapter 2.
2
For an excellent overall analysis, see Morgan, J. N., ‘The Retirement Process in the United
States’, Working Paper from OEO Study of Family Income Dynamics, Survey Research Center,
University of Michigan, 1972; Morgan, J. N., and David, M., ‘The Aged: Their Ability to Meet
Medical Expenses’, Financing Health Care for the Aged, Part I, Blue Cross Association,
American Hospital Association, Chicago, Ill., 1962.
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advancing age? The answer is that although the incomes of other people, when
pooled with those of the elderly in cases where they live in the same household,
reduce the numbers living in poverty or on the margins of poverty, the benefit is
spread more or less evenly among the age groups, and a marked inequality
according to age remains.
Secondly, savings and other assets have not so far been taken into account, which,
in theory at least, might enable those of advanced age to raise standards of
consumption to levels closer to those of people of less advanced age. Assuming that
the value of assets can be combined with incomes, is the effect to reduce inequality
with advancing age? Again, although ‘potential’ incomes, when added to net
disposable incomes, reduce the numbers living below or on the margins of poverty
standards, the benefit is spread more or less evenly among the different age groups,
and a marked inequality, according to age, remains. The effects of adopting different
measures are illustrated in Table 23.9.
Social Class and Access to Resources
Inequalities between the aged in their command of resources is also a function of
class position. Depending on previous occupation, some of the elderly had received
much higher salaries or wages than others during active working life and had
therefore enjoyed more opportunities to save, and acquire property and other
possessions. Those of high occupational status had also had more access to
membership of occupational pension schemes. For such reasons, as well as greater
opportunity to inherit wealth, and failure on the part of the state’s social policies to
redress such inequalities subsequent to retirement, class position correlates with
poverty.
The elderly in the sample were divided into three groups according to present or
last occupation: non-manual, skilled manual and partly skilled or unskilled manual.
A markedly larger proportion of manual than non-manual groups lived in
households with incomes below or on the margins of the social standard of poverty.
Higher proportions also lacked assets worth £200 or more, had fewer than six among
a list of ten common durables in the home, and were not living in homes owned
outright. When the ‘potential’ income of assets was added to disposable income, the
proportion of non-manual groups living at poverty standards was reduced much
more than the corresponding proportion of manual groups. The ownership of assets
substantially widens class inequality of incomes in old age (Table 23.10).
The groups compared in Table 23.10 include elderly people living with others, as
well as people living alone and in married pairs. When each of these three groups
were considered separately, significantly more elderly people living alone than
others were found to have resources below or on the margins of poverty,

OLD PEOPLE 801
Table 23.10. Percentages of elderly of different social class living in households and
income units with resources below selected standards.

Standard

Net disposable
household income
below or on
margins of
poverty standard
Net disposable
income unit
income ditto
Income net worth
of household
below or on
margins of
poverty standard
Income net worth of
income unit ditto
Unit assets of
less than £200
Fewer than 6
durables in home
in list of 10
Accommodation
not owneroccupied

Numbers on which % based
NonSkilled Partly
NonSkilled Partly
manual manual skilled and manual manual skilled and
unskilled
unskilled
manual
manual

41.7

60.6

61.6

187

203

242

47.7

73.0

71.6

243

255

271

9.9

36.2

42.1

172

185

214

18.1

47.1

50.6

215

227

241

15.4

42.2

53.0

201

199

232

28.3

47.3

49.6

226

207

236

31.4

59.6

71.2

242

225

267

and significantly more elderly people living in married pairs than people sharing
households with others. But in each of the three household groups the class gradient
remains marked (see Table A.95, Appendix Eight, page 1063).
Low Lifelong Social Status and Poverty
Living standards in old age are not only a function of class position as signified by
present occupation, last occupation prior to retirement or husband’s occupation prior
to widowhood. They appear also to be a function of lifelong class position. We had
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asked all individuals in the sample for information about the main occupation
followed by their fathers. Ideally, we would have wished to analyse the relationship
between own and father’s (and spouse’s) occupational status for each of the eight
ranks discussed elsewhere in this book, but numbers in some ranks were much too
small. However, there were minimally adequate numbers for the seven combinations
set out in Table 24.11. When different measures of resources were applied, a
difference within certain classes, according to father’s social class, could be
demonstrated. The table shows that non-manual elderly whose fathers had also had
non-manual occupations tended to have more resources than those whose fathers
had been in manual occupations. The reverse also applied. Again, bearing in mind
the small numbers on which some of the percentages are based, there is a tendency
among manual groups for resources to be higher for those whose fathers had been in
skilled occupations, and to be lower for those whose fathers had been in partly
skilled or unskilled occupations. Those of unskilled or partly skilled occupational
status whose fathers had held comparable status were the poorest of all.
The data in the table demonstrate the sharp inequalities in wealth between elderly
of different class, which have the effect of widening inequalities found between
incomes. As many as a quarter of elderly people from non-manual occupations,
whose fathers had also held non-manual occupations, had net assets of £10,000 or
more, and a half £5,000 or more, compared with 0 per cent and 2 per cent of those at
the other end of the occupational status scale. If ‘potential’ income, represented by
the annuity value of assets, is added to net disposable incomes, then 66 per cent,
compared with 6 per cent, were found to have resources of three or more times the
social poverty standard.
Although the incidence of poverty is highly correlated with class position, that is
not the only explanation for the existence of poverty on a disproportionate scale
among the elderly. The various measures to assess living standards which we have
used show that, even when class is held constant, more of the old than of the young
are in poverty or on its margins. The protective mechanisms and resources of those
in non-manual and in skilled manual occupations, as well as in partly skilled and
unskilled occupations, are diminished in old age by the different processes of
exclusion from employment, falling value of certain resources, particularly
occupational pensions, in relation both to rising real incomes of the community at
large and inflation, and lack of protection for women who become widowed and
men and women who become disabled from the preservation of living standards
relative to those of adults below pensionable age.
Withdrawal or diminution of some of the economic resources associated with class
position in old age has the effect of superimposing upon the disadvantages of class
the disadvantages of depressed retirement status. In an important sense, the elderly
poor are an ‘under-class’ as well as being predominantly persons who would be
deprived, whatever their age, by virtue of their class position. They share in common

Table 23.11. Percentages of elderly of different lifelong status who have less than, or more than, certain levels of resources.
Own class in relation to
father’s class

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

Net disposable household income
last year
below or on
margins of
poverty
standard
Non-manual, father likewise
41
Non-manual, father manual
42
Manual, father non-manual
59
Skilled manual, father
likewise
61
Skilled manual, father
partly skilled or unskilled
manual
62
Partly skilled or unskilled
manual, father skilled
59
Partly skilled or
unskilled manual,
father likewise
63
a

Net income
worth of
household
last year
below or on
margins of
poverty
standard
7
13
27

Living in
home not
owneroccupied
(outright)

Fewer than
8 of 10
selected
durables in
home

Net income
worth of
household
last year
three or
more times
poverty
standard
66
37
26

Net unit
assets of
£5,000 or
more

Number on
which
percentages
are based

50
26
18

96-140a
76-97
70-91

13

8

89-103

81

(17)

8

48-56

60

88

15

6

47-53

75

93

6

2

145-76

26
36
48

58
71
79

38

62

86

(40)

71

(34)

48

NOTE: The smallest number refers to column 2. Other columns approximate to the highest number.
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a particular social status - whatever their class origins. Two of the important steps in
this process are retirement and inadequate access to occupational pensions or to the
maintenance in value of such pensions, which will now be discussed.
Retirement and the Diminished Social Status of the Employed
Retirement is frequently attributed to individual characteristics, such as ill-health or
1
infirmity and personal preference, but it is more than unlikely that such factors can
account for the rapid fall in proportion of men of 65 and over not in paid
employment in the course of the present century. As we considered in some detail in
Chapter 19 (pages 654-6), retirement has become much more common in this
century. For example, while four fifths of men aged 65-9 were employed in 1921,
the fraction fell to less than a fifth by 1971. The Government Actuary estimates that
2
the number will continue to decline to about 7 per cent in the early 1980s. The
decline is common to industrial societies. The explanation is to be found, as we have
seen, in the accommodation of social values and social policies to the changing
values and organizational practices of industry. Perhaps the most fundamental
generator of the decline has been society’s insistence on maintaining and even
increasing the relatively high rates of remuneration and other privileges of
professional, managerial and other white-collar groups, during a period when it has
also sought to recruit relatively greater numbers through higher education to those
groups. In the context of existing social and economic institutions, particularly as
they affect the national structure of incomes, these two goals are contradictory and
are difficult to reconcile. That they have been reconciled is due substantially to the
adoption of a policy of gradually excluding the majority of men over 65 from
employment into less highly rewarded retirement, a policy which now appears to be
3
being extended to men in the late fifties and early sixties.
That retirement brings relatively lower income has been demonstrated, in relation
both to adults under the pensionable ages and the small numbers of adults over the
pensionable ages who continue in paid employment. That retirement brings
relatively lower social status might be demonstrated at some length, with examples
of the social labelling of ‘pensioners’ through customs like cheap afternoon tickets
for the cinema, cheap travel in off-peak hours on local bus routes, cheap seaside
holidays in May or October, condescending gifts of gold watches after forty or fifty
1

Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Reasons Given for Retiring or Continuing at
Work, HMSO, London, 1954.
2
Report by the Government Actuary on the Financial Provisions of the National Superannuation and Social Insurance Bill, 1969, Cmnd 4223, HMSO, London, 1969, p.21; Report by
the Government Actuary on the Financial Provisions of the Social Security Bill 1972, Cmnd
5143, HMSO, London, 1972, p. 17.
3
See Chapter 19, pages 674-5.
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years’ employed service, cheap butter and government doles (in the early 1970s) of
£10 at Christmas. That the retired recognize their depressed status might be
demonstrated from evidence adduced earlier of the numbers feeling worse off than
their families, neighbours and the population at large, and, in particular, worse off
than at previous stages in their lives (Table 11.3, page 420).
The low status of people of pensionable age also rubs off on those who retain, or
who are able to find alternative, employment. In the sample were 17 per cent of men
and 12 per cent of women of pensionable age in employment. Around three fifths of
both sexes worked for fewer than thirty hours a week. Many of these supplemented
their pensions through paid employment. Before the war, the state financed old-age
pensions and not ‘retirement’ pensions. The fact that since the war the state has
operated a retirement rule as a condition for receipt of pension, and an earnings rule
for those receiving pensions, has had the effect of reducing employment among the
elderly. Persons reaching pensionable age have been faced with a choice of retiring
on a pension or continuing in work without pension. Those with low earnings are
not given much incentive to continue working, despite the higher rates of pension
that can be earned (for men up to 70, and for women up to 65) by postponing
1
retirement. The difficulties experienced before 65 of redundancy, unemployment
and work of lower status and with lower earnings also help to condition the choice
made by many upon attaining the pensionable ages. After retirement, the earnings
2
rule limits the desire to take part-time work and encourages some employers to
offer low wage rates.
Relatively few of the elderly in the sample remained in full-time employment.
Despite working as many hours as those in middle age, their earnings were much
smaller. The gross earnings of a third of these fully employed elderly, compared
with only 6 per cent of men and 22 per cent of women in their forties and fifties,
were below half the mean for their sex. Only a fifth, compared with two fifths of
employed men and women in their forties and fifties, had gross earnings above the
mean. Over three quarters of men had take-home pay of under £15 per week, while
nearly three quarters of men in their thirties, forties and fifties had take-home pay of
more than this sum. These figures show the sharp erosion of earning power among
people of pensionable age, an erosion which begins in the mid and late fifties. As at
younger ages, the earning power of women of pensionable age is proportionately
less than that of men of these ages.
When we considered the conditions under which men and women of pensionable
1

In 1968-9, a single person could earn an addition to pension of 1s. (or 5p) for every nine
weeks worked beyond pensionable age. After one year, the addition would amount to just over
5s. (or 25p) - representing an addition to the single pension (£4.50) of 5½ per cent.
2
In 1968-9, the retirement pension was reduced if earnings exceeded £6.50. The earnings rule
was subsequently relaxed - even allowing for inflation. In 1977 the pension was not affected
until earnings exceeded £35 a week.
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age worked, we found that relatively more of them than of younger workers
1
experienced very poor conditions, and fewer experienced good conditions. Many
worked outside. Relatively more were subject to very short notice. Two thirds of
men aged 60-64 and three quarters aged 65 and over, compared with only a half of
men aged 40-59, spent all their working time standing or walking about. Again,
these are indicators of depressed status in the labour market, but because the number
of pensionable age in the sample who were still employed was small, these are
matters which would justify further investigation.
Three elements in the depression of older people’s occupational and social status
therefore have to be identified. Before reaching pensionable age, some men and
women are made redundant and move to jobs of lower occupational status and
earnings. After reaching pensionable age, the few who continue in full-time
employment tend to be in jobs of low status and earnings. And those who supplement pensions with earnings from (usually part-time) employment, do so in
partly skilled or unskilled roles with low status and earnings.
These three elements are, of course, conditioned by society’s conception of ‘retirement’, including the ages at which retirement is applied. The development of the
concept of retirement has been associated with campaigns on behalf of the rights of
workers when management considers they have reached the point of no longer being
worth their wage, and on behalf of the rights of old people to better standards of life.
But it has also been associated with pressure to exclude certain groups of workers
from the bargaining process, social perceptions of failing health and physical
capacity, and social interpretations of the value to the economy of workers past
certain ages. Changing technology and the successive introduction of new forms of
training and educational qualifications have encouraged high evaluations of the
productive capacity of younger workers and low evaluation of the productive
capacity of older workers. The combined effects of industrial, economic and
educational reorganization seem to have led to a more rigid stratification of the
2
population by age.
Despite voluminous evidence as well as biographical anecdote of the immense
variety among individuals of any given age of health, physical and mental agility,
motivation, creativity and occupational performance, most societies have applied
concepts of retirement to particular chronological ages. Individuals are obliged to
conform or adapt to the crude rules of employment sectors and government. The
chronological ages have varied historically in most societies and continue to vary
across societies. In Britain in 1908, non-contributory pensions on test of means were
introduced, with certain exceptions, for persons aged 70 and over. In 1925, a
contributory scheme was introduced and the qualifying age reduced to 65 for both
1

According to answers to the sequence of questions discussed on pages 437-43.
See, for example, the wide range of material on age stratification in Riley, M. W., Johnson,
M., and Foner, A. (eds.), Ageing and Society, vol. 3: A Sociology of Age Stratification, Russell
Sage Foundation, New York, 1972.
2
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sexes. In 1940, women became entitled to pensions at 60, mainly on grounds that
1
wives are usually younger than their husbands. In 1957, at a time of concern about
the economic ‘burden’ of a growing number of pensioners, the Phillips Committee
recommended the raising of the minimum age for pension by three years for both
2
sexes, but this was not, in the event, accepted by the government. In recent years,
pressures have been exerted to reduce the pensionable age to 60, or even 55, for both
3
sexes. There are variations between societies in pensionable ages. In the early
1970s, the age was 70 in Ireland and 67 in Sweden for both sexes; and 60 for men
and 55 for women in Italy, Hungary, Japan and the USSR. These variations are as
difficult as the ages chosen at different dates in Britain to explain in terms of the
onset of ill-health or incapacity among the majority of individuals.
There is no evidence that more people past a certain age, of, say, 65, are infirm
than there were in 1920 or 1880. Indeed, the advances in many countries in the
expectation of life of people at 60, as well as a large volume of indirect evidence,
might be cited to suggest that more people in their sixties than in previous historical
periods remain physically active, and therefore potentially productive in at least a
number of respects. So the introduction of the concept of retirement and its
association with particular ages in the twentieth century has to be explained more by
social and economic considerations. These conspired, as I have argued, to create an
underclass of pensioners.
Occupational Pensions and the Middle Class
Occupational pensions owe their development in this century largely to pressures on
the part of upper and middle occupational groups to ensure that the lowered incomes
and inability to get alternative employment which were imposed on, and in large
measure accepted by, the working classes who reached pensionable age would not
apply to them. Previously, some of the principles of the schemes had been pioneered
in the public superannuation scheme for the Civil Service. This dates from an Act of
4
1810, to provide compensation at the end of working life as well as security during
1

For a historical outline of state pensions, see George, V., Social Security: Beveridge and
After, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1968, Chapter 8.
2
Like the Royal Commission on Population, the committee found that available medical and
other evidence, combined with the fact that substantial numbers of people continue to work
beyond the pensionable ages, ‘indicate that over a wide field these do not by any means
represent the limit of the working life’. See Report of the Committee on the Economic and
Financial Problems of the Provision for Old Age, Cmd 9333, HMSO, London, 1954, p. 49.
Other influential bodies also argued against the inflexibility of fixed pensionable or retirement
ages. See, for example, the first and second Reports of the National Advisory Committee on the
Employment of Older Men and Women, Cmds 8963 and 9626, HMSO, London, October 1953
and December 1955.
3
See, for example, Sex Equality and the Pension Age, Equal Opportunities Commission,
London, 1977.
4
Raphael, M., Pensions and Public Servants: A Study of the Origins of the British System,
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working life for employees who were not expected, or allowed, to enjoy the rates of
remuneration obtaining in the private sector. This policy helped to diminish
corruption among civil servants and to create the ideology associated with public
service in Britain. During the latter part of the nineteenth and the early part of the
twentieth century, pension schemes were adopted in other public services. The
police had to wait until 1890, teachers until 1898 and local government officers until
1922, or in some cases until 1937. Although manual employees sometimes had to
wait, they were often brought into the public pension schemes on similar terms to
non-manual staff. When the public sector grew in the middle of the twentieth
century, a two-tier system began to be established. Partly because former private
schemes were continued, the schemes for groups of manual workers in the new
nationalized industries, including mineworkers and railwaymen, were based on
separate principles from those on which the schemes for non-manual staff were
1
based. The pensions for which they became eligible were very small.
Private-sector pensions have to be distinguished from public-sector pensions.
Occupational pension schemes have been poorer in coverage; the benefits have been
maintained worse in periods of inflation; the schemes have been more diverse, and
separate schemes for non-manual and manual staff have been common. While some
features were borrowed from the public sector, others were introduced in conformity
with the interests of industry. Pensions were introduced to encourage loyalty to the
firm and prevent the loss to competitors of skilled workers - especially during ‘full’
employment after the war. Rules were introduced so that employees who left their
employment had no right to transferability of pension rights, to the contributions
paid by the employer and even any interest on the contributions which they had paid
themselves. Rules were also introduced to lower the benefits paid from the funds
after employees reached pension age. Thus, widows were rarely entitled to any part
of a pension formerly paid to the husband, and pensions in payment were not
increased until recently if the cost of living or average salaries and wages increased.
But, to reconcile demands of long-service employees with pressures for promotion
from younger employees as well as demands for institutional and technological
change, inducements to retire early were introduced for highly paid employees.
Lump sums of considerable amount were paid, say at 60, to managers, along with
pensions close to the levels of final salary. The ‘golden handshake’ took the form of
lump sums of £5,000, and sometimes much more for the highly paid, and a gold
watch for skilled manual employees with long service.
One further major element in the story since the war has been the manipulation of
pension schemes to avoid or offset high rates of taxation for some of the highest
paid. By accepting lower salaries in their forties and fifties in exchange for high
lump sums, and high pensions once they reached the age of 55 or 60, some manMouton & Co., Paris, 1964.
1
A good source of information on the history of private as well as public occupational
schemes, which has been neglected in the literature, is Rhodes, G., Public Sector Pensions,
Allen & Unwin, London, 1965.
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agers and other highly paid employees could substantially reduce the taxes they
would pay over a span of ten or fifteen years without any difference in cost to the
1
employer. Very considerable amounts in lump sums and pensions can sometimes
be paid, in what have come to be called ‘top hat’ schemes. As long ago as 1954
2
there were cases in which the tax-free lump sum might be as much as £40,000.
These features of occupational pension schemes were first revealed in stark form
3
in Britain by the Millard Tucker Committee in 1954. The committee were strangely
oblivious of the remarkable differences which existed in principle between private
and state schemes. The ‘needs’ of the elderly were perceived in relation to ‘final
earnings’ and not ‘subsistence’. The appropriate pensionable age for men was
believed to be 60, or even younger, and not 65, as in the state scheme. The pension
would be payable irrespective of any subsequent earnings in alternative
employment, contrary to the rule in the state scheme, and so was an ‘occupational’
and not a ‘retirement’ pension. Lump sums would normally be paid once the
pensionable age was reached, but no such entitlement existed in the state scheme.
The Millard Tucker and Phillips Committees made no effort to reconcile the
principles of the two types of scheme. Hence the charge that ‘two nations’ in old age
4
were being consolidated was wholly justified.
After growing rapidly after the war, occupational pension schemes have lately
shown no signs of being extended to the whole employed population, and they are
very unequally distributed, not only between non-manual and manual workers, but
between new and long-standing pensioners. In 1936, 1.6 million employees outside
the public services, or approximately 10 per cent, were covered by occupational
pension schemes. If members of public-service schemes are added (including the
5
armed services), the total was probably about 2½ million.
In 1967 the Government Actuary estimated that there were 8.3 million employees
in private-sector schemes, or less than half, and 3.9 million in public-sector schemes,
6
or more than two thirds. But, by 1971, the number of employees in private-sector
1

For an important historical review of ways in which pension schemes have been used to
avoid tax, see Lynes, T., ‘The Use of Life Assurance, Pension Schemes and Trusts for Tax
Avoidance’, in Titmuss, R. M., Income Distribution and Social Change, Allen & Unwin, London, 1962, pp. 217-29.
2
Rhodes, Public Sector Pensions, p. 309.
3
Report of the Committee on the Taxation Treatment of Provisions for Retirement, Cmd
9063, HMSO, London, 1954.
4
There may be developing ‘the problem of two nations in old age; of greater inequalities in
living standards after work than in work’ - Titmuss, R. M., ‘The Age of Pensions’, The Times,
29 and 30 December 1953 ; see also Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., New Pensions for the
Old, Fabian Research Series No. 171, Fabian Society, London, March 1955.
5
Ministry of Labour Gazette, May 1938.
6
Occupational Pension Schemes, 1971, Fourth Survey by the Government Actuary, HMSO,
London, 1972, p. 5.
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schemes had fallen back to 7 million, while those in public-sector schemes rose
slightly to 41 million. The Government Actuary went on to show that this
contraction applied to manual and not non-manual workers. The number of male
manual workers in schemes had contracted from 64 to 56 per cent, but had increased
among male non-manual workers from 85 to 87 per cent. The number of female
manual workers in schemes had contracted from 21 to 18 per cent, but increased
1
among female non-manual workers from 53 to 56 per cent. At the end of 1971,
there were 2.45 million former employees and 0.5 million widows and other
dependants drawing pensions from occupational schemes - over half of them in the
public sector. The total of 2.95 million, representing about 32 per cent of the
population of pensionable age, had grown from 1.80 million in 1963, representing
22 per cent. Forty per cent of the pensions in payment were under £3 per week, and
only 18 per cent more than £10 per week. Analysis of pensions in payment showed
for the private sector that an average increase of 2.5 per cent per annum had been
paid over a period of ten years, compared with an average increase in retail prices of
2
about 4.5 per cent per annum.
In the survey, only 16 per cent of persons of pensionable age were receiving an
occupational pension - a third of them from the government or armed services.
When allowance is made for a spouse in some income units, then 26 per cent were
in units receiving such a pension (38 per cent of men and 20 per cent of women).
Table 23.12. Percentages of elderly people of manual and non-manual occupational
status receiving occupational pensions of different amount.
Amount of pen- Non-manual
sion last year
(£)
Single
Single
men
women
Nil
(60)
84
Under 50
(0)
0
50-99
(0)
2
100-99
(7)
6
200-99
(13)
3
300+
(20)
5
Total
100
100
Number
15
129
1

Manual

Married
55
3
3
5
5
29
100
155

Single
men
71
8
8
8
6
0
100
52

Single
women
96
1
1
1
0
1
100
195

Married
70
6
9
7
4
4
100
319

Occupational Pension Schemes, 1971, p. 7. Part of the contraction was attributed to a
‘possible overstatement’ of the 1967 totals, ‘but the bulk of the fall appears to be a genuine
development’.
2
ibid., pp. 13,14 and 38.
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1

(See also Table A.96, Appendix Eight, page 1064). We also found a substantial
number of people below the state’s pensionable age, representing about 700,000
drawing an occupational pension from a former employer. Table 23.12 confirms that
fewer elderly people of manual than of non-manual status receive pensions, and
more of them receive small amounts. The relative advantage of married people as
compared with single women, predominantly widows, can also be seen. This is both
an effect of their younger age, and the tendency for widows to be ineligible for
pensions. There was little or no evidence from the survey of a dramatic
improvement taking place in either the numbers or amounts of pension received by
former employees. Thus, the percentage of men aged 65-9 drawing an employer’s
pension was no larger than of men aged 70-79 and 80 and over (Table A.96,
Appendix Eight, page 1064). And nearly a third of them continued to draw pensions
of under £100 a year (Table A.97, Appendix Eight, page 1064).
Social Isolation and Access to Family Resources
We have shown that, relative to the married, the elderly who are unmarried,
widowed, divorced and separated have low resources. We have also shown that,
relative to the younger elderly, the elderly of advanced age have low resources.
These results are largely attributable, as we have seen, to socially institutionalized
rules which determine, during the course of the life-cycle, differential access to
earnings from employment, differential opportunities of inheriting and accumulating
assets, scope of membership of state and occupational pension schemes and changes
in the value of pensions in payment. These rules are governed by class position and
sex, but also by family status. Indeed, their effect is also modified in some important
respects by family status and situation.
Through the institution of marriage, women are both deprived of male privileges
to certain individual rights to income, and entitled to a share of the financial
prerogatives of men. After reaching the pensionable age, some married women are
cushioned from falling into poverty. Those whose husbands have already died or
become separated from them, or whose husbands subsequently do so, are exposed to
greater risks of both social isolation and financial loss. The fact that women are
living increasingly longer than men at the older ages is exposing them to these risks
at an advanced age. Many continue to live alone, but many find it possible to offer
accommodation to a relative or are able (and encouraged) to join members of their
families. After the death of the husband, there seems to be a tendency for women
who are still physically active, usually in the sixties or early seventies, to go on
living alone, and for the frail and usually older elderly to move into the households
1

In comparing these data with those from other sources (e.g. the government’s Financial and
Other Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners), it should be noted that they refer to all people
of pensionable age and not just retirement pensioners.
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of others. So the phenomenon of social isolation in old age depends, first, on how
prevalent in the population are unbroken marriages, but secondly, on the structure,
situation and values of the family.
In reviewing the contribution of the family to the standards of living of the elderly,
the membership by single people of households of two or more people is the first
question of importance. It is true that some individuals who are in multi-person
households live in relatively self-contained income units. But, by definition, they
live under the same roof, share the same amenities and share a common
housekeeping. Many of the elderly with low incomes enjoy indirect subsidies from
other household members with higher incomes. Table 23.13 shows that, when
Table 23.13. Percentages of elderly in different types of household who had
resources below or on the margins of the state’s standard of poverty.
Type of household
Net disposable household
Living alone Living in married Living with others
income last year as % of
pairs only
supplementary benefit rates
plus housing cost
Under 100
19
15
8
100-39
58
36
23
140+
24
49
69
Total
100
100
100
Number
219
350
130
Net income worth last year of
household as % of supplementary benefit rates plus
housing cost
Under 100
10
7
1
100-39
43
16
12
140-99
12
21
31
200-99
15
25
28
300+
21
31
27
100
100
100
197
317
176
household incomes and assets are aggregated, the elderly who live with others are
less likely to be living in poverty or on the margins of poverty than married couples,
and even less likely than the elderly living alone. The phenomenon is found in each
of the major social classes (Table A.95, Appendix Eight, page 1063). The most
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prosperous groups were the single elderly who lived with adult children or adult
children and grandchildren. This pattern of inequality according to living
arrangements also applied when the range of consumer durables and values of
household assets were considered separately.
Among those living alone, more women than men had low resources, even excluding the employed, but more men than women lived in homes with few consumer
durables. The numbers of men in the sample who were living alone were too few to
justify any differentiation by age, but, among women, more of those in their eighties
than of those in their seventies, and more of the latter than of those in their sixties,
had relatively low incomes and assets.
A special feature of the survey was its demonstration of the value of family contacts. We asked everyone in the sample whether they had seen any relative (not
living in the same house) most or all days of the week, at least once a week, or not at
all. Unfortunately, because we did not want to protract interviews which were
already lengthy, we had to ask the question not for each relative but for relatives in
general. As a consequence, we believe the number in the sample seeing at least one

Table 23.14. Percentages of elderly people living alone or in married pairs and seeing relatives with varying frequency who were deprived in different respects.
Contact with relatives outside household
Measure of
Living alone
deprivation
None At least Most or
seen
weekly all days
weekly
of week
Net disposable
income last year
below state
poverty standard
30
15
12
Net income
worth last year
below state
poverty standard
18
5
7
Fewer than 4 of
list of 10 consumer durables
in home
18
9
8
Number on
which percentages based
66
82
68

Living in married pairs
None
seen
weekly

At least Most or
weekly all days
of week

18

16

12

9

5

7

1

2

4

134

134

77
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of their relatives frequently is underestimated. However, frequency of stated contact
with relatives was correlated with level of income.
Among the elderly living alone, fewer seeing relatives most or all days than not at
all in the week had net disposable incomes below the state’s poverty standard (Table
23.14). The difference could not be attributed to the spread of assets owned among
the two groups, because the respective proportions owning small amounts of assets
or none were in fact broadly similar. More of those having close contacts with
relatives than not having such contacts proved to be receiving supplementary
benefits and other means-tested benefits, and more received small cash incomes or
gifts or income or gifts in kind. They also tended to have more consumer durables in
the home. Integration with family therefore enables the elderly to gain access to
discretionary social security, and in other ways to attain slightly higher standards of
living. The aid takes many indirect forms rather than weekly cash payments. The
elderly stay with relatives for periods of the year, visit relatives for meals, receive
Table 23.15. Percentages of elderly living alone, in married pairs and with others
who had various types of relationship with relatives and friends.
Type of relationship with relatives or
friends outside household
Seeing relative outside household most or
all days of week
Seeing relative outside household at least
weekly
Relative outside household - none seen
weekly
Receives help from relative
Receives help from neighbour or friend
Receives help from relative, neighbour
or friend
Helped in illness or emergency in last
12 months
Stayed at least 1 night in last 12 months
with relatives
Stayed at least 1 night in last 12 months
with friends
Had relative to stay at least 1 night in
last 12 months
Had friend to stay at least 1 night in
last 12 months
Total number on which percentages based

Living
alone

Living in
married
pairs

Living with
others

31

24

21

38

38

36

31
34
23

38
13
4

43
8
3

52

16

11

43

25

21

41

31

21

11

5

6

23

38

31

8
223

7
401

9
266
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gifts of food, clothes and household goods, and benefit from a variety of free
domestic and nursing services.
Among the elderly living alone, nearly a third had close contacts with relatives
and more than another third saw a relative at least weekly. More of them than of the
elderly living with a spouse or with others had regular help from a neighbour or
friend, and more, too, had received help in illness or in an emergency, as after an
accident in the home, during the previous twelve months. More, again, had stayed
elsewhere with relatives or friends during the year, sometimes for lengthy periods.
Fewer had had a relative or friend to stay in their own homes, but nearly a third of
them had nevertheless been able to make such an arrangement in the year.
Among those living alone, more of the poor and marginally poor received help
from both relatives and friends than did those with incomes substantially in excess
of the poverty standard. There were no significant differences between the poor and
the non-poor in the proportions staying for periods away from home and having
guests to stay. The various indices suggest that between a third and a half of the
elderly living alone have very close contacts with others outside the home,
particularly with relatives, and can depend on them for support regularly and in
emergencies. Others are in weekly contact, but perhaps a third altogether are
relatively isolated and vulnerable in illness or other emergencies. Elderly married
couples depend less on outside relationships, but substantial proportions get help in
illness and also stay with relatives or friends. Nearly half of them have relatives or
friends to stay at least occasionally during the year.
Increasing Disability and Access to Resources
We have traced the greater liability to disablement and incapacity of people of
advancing age (Chapter 20). The rates for both men and women rise markedly in the
fifties and tend to be higher at each successive age after 60. For men in the age
groups 60-64, 65-9, 70-74, 75-9 and 80 and over, the percentages in the sample with
appreciable or severe incapacity were, respectively, 10, 7, 21, 31 and 56; for women
they were 18, 20, 28, 42 and 58. Among all men 60 and over the percentage was 17,
and among women 31. Table 23.16 shows that those with greater degrees of
incapacity tended to have smaller incomes, fewer assets and consumer durables, and
were more susceptible to forms of objective deprivation.
The association between disability and deprivation among the elderly arises, of
course, partly because there are at the older ages proportionately more women, and
more widowed people, as well as more disabled. But disablement has a number of
consequences for living standards. In the fifties and early sixties, people are
compelled to withdraw from the labour market; find difficulty in securing employment; are obliged to take jobs with low earnings; begin to draw on savings; are
less likely to obtain full rights to occupational pensions; withdraw from owner-
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Table 23.16. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated people of 60 and
over according to selected indices of resources and deprivation.
Degree of incapacitya
None
Minor
Some
(0)
(1-2)
(3-6)

Selected standard of
resources/deprivation
Income net worth of
household below or on
margins of poverty
standardb
Fewer than 5 durables
in home in list of 10c
With scores of 6 or
more on deprivation
indexd

%
base number

22
190

35
196

34
207

Appreciable
or severe
(7+)
49
205

%
base number
%
base number

14
279
21
128

19
265
32
123

28
267
33
212

39
265
43
179

NOTES: aDefined as described in Chapter 21, pages 692 and 697.
b
Net disposable income of household in previous year plus annuity value of assets below 100
per cent or below 140 per cent of supplementary benefit rates plus housing costs.
c
See page 714.
d
See page 250. Persons aged 65 and over only.

occupied homes or are less likely to become owner-occupiers; and, because they
spend more time at home, make heavier use of the resources of the home,
foreshortening the expected life of some consumer durables. Because the subsample of elderly in the survey was too small to allow all the social and resources
variables to be held constant, Table 23.17 gives no more than a suggestion of the
outcomes. The table suggests that more older than younger people are in poverty or
on the margins of poverty, even when disablement and household composition are
held constant. It suggests, secondly, that more disabled than non-disabled elderly
people are in poverty or on the margins of poverty, even when age and household
composition are held constant. These two trends have important implications for
policy.
This line of analysis naturally leads to the question of the additional resources
which the disabled elderly need if they are to maintain living standards comparable
with the non-disabled. Only preliminary attempts have so far been made to identify
1
these. There are direct costs of the conditions and states of disablement: drugs,
1

Harris, A., et al., Income and Entitlement to Supplementary Benefit of Impaired People in
Great Britain (Part III of Handicapped and Impaired in Great Britain), HMSO, London, 1972,
p. 8.
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emollients, hearing aids, spectacles, sticks, calipers, surgical belts, wheelchairs,
hoists, special diets, forms of transport, slip-on clothing, incontinence pads,
specially designed implements for eating, purpose-built shoes or boots, books and
newspapers in braille or with large print, breathing apparatus, nonslip mats, ramps,
handrails and so on. Some of these items are required once and for all or
occasionally, and others at regular intervals. It would be wrong to assume that all of
Table 23.17. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated elderly under 75
and over 75, living alone, in married pairs and with others who have relatively low
resources.
Living arrangements, age, and
degree of incapacity

Net disposable income
last year below or on
margins of poverty
standard
%
Base
number
1. Living alone under 75 with no or
slight incapacity (0-2)
63
59
2. with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity (3+ )
76
68
3. Living alone, 75 and over, with no
or slight incapacity (0-2)
16
4. with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity (3+)
87
77
5. Living in married pairs under 75,
with no or slight incapacity (0-2)
49
212
6. with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity (31-)
53
156
7. Living in married pairs 75 and
over with no or slight incapacity
(0-2)
13
8. with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity (3+)
72
50
9. Living with others under 75, with
no or slight incapacity (0-2)
68
57
10. with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity (3+)
64
44
11. Living with others 75 and over,
with no or slight incapacity (0-2)
8
12. with some, appreciable or severe
incapacity (3+)
82
62

Income net worth last
year below or on
margins of poverty
standard
%
Base
number
43

56

53

57

-

14

64

70

22

188

25

139

-

12

36

47

51

47

41

39

-

7

58

48
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them can be or are paid for or made available without personal charge under existing
health and welfare legislation. National Health Service prescriptions for the elderly
are free, but some goods required or felt to be required are purchased from chemists
and other sources, and in obtaining free prescriptions and free goods it is sometimes
necessary to incur costs of travel or payments to others.
There are many indirect costs of disablement. Even when someone does not suffer
from a condition such as diabetes or heart disease for which a particular diet is
prescribed by a doctor, he may be restricted in practice to a range of foods which are
difficult or costly to obtain. Someone with limited mobility may have to depend for
his shopping on near-by corner shops rather than on cut-price stores and
supermarkets. To maintain circulation, extra heating, or to offset pain or discomfort,
cushions, hot-water bottles and electric blankets, may be required. Those who are
unable to drive or to use public transport may have to depend on paying privately to
get about, or at least feel obliged to offer a gift in exchange for unpaid services.
Much the same applies to activities like cleaning, cooking, housekeeping, going on
holiday or going to a cinema or football match. Sometimes it is argued that the extra
costs of disability in old age are balanced in part by necessary restrictions in range
of social activities and hence savings in various costs, including diet. This argument
is difficult to sustain, however, because its assumptions are based on social
observation of the disabled elderly, many of whom are obliged to restrict their
activities for want of the resources to command the goods and services to
compensate for or counterbalance their disabilities. The key question here is how the
disabled elderly with relatively high incomes behave. They form a small proportion
of the elderly population at the present time, and there were not many in our sample.
For example, there were 198 people of pensionable age with appreciable or severe
incapacity, and from whom we had obtained full information on income and assets.
Among them were forty-two who had income net worth of more than three times the
supplementary benefit standard. The activities of this small number were restricted
by the inadequacy generally of services and amenities in society for the disabled.
None the less, most undertook activities enjoyed by younger non-disabled people,
such as going on summer holidays, staying with relatives and friends, having friends
and relatives to stay, having an evening out and so on. The majority of this small
group had low scores on our deprivation index.
The implications of this analysis of disability among the elderly for policy are
two-fold. First, methods need to be developed of providing substitute incomes and
some types of asset for those whose sources of income and means of restoring or
accumulating assets have been reduced as a direct consequence of their disability.
Secondly, methods need to be developed of providing levels of income and perhaps
also types of assets which are additional to those which society has approved or can
be persuaded to approve in certain circumstances for the non-disabled. The former
set of proposals would make good the inequality in resources between the disabled
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and non-disabled. The latter set would acknowledge their additional need for
resources to ensure opportunities to follow equivalent styles of living. Some
1
concrete proposals along these lines have been set out by the Disability Alliance.
Conclusion
During the twentieth century, the number of men aged 65 and over and of women
aged 60 and over in the United Kingdom has increased from fewer than 3 million to
over 9 million, representing 16 per cent of the population. If the income unit is taken
as the unit of measurement, nearly 20 per cent in our survey, representing 1.7
million, were found to be in poverty, and 44 per cent, representing 3.7 million, on
the margins of poverty, according to the state’s definition. The elderly poor
comprised 36 per cent of the poor.
Why are a disproportionate number of the elderly poor? The chapter’s argument is
that poverty in old age is a function of low levels of resources, and restricted access
to resources, relative to younger people. More of the elderly than of the young or
middle aged are poor because they have been excluded from employment, and
therefore from the rates of income associated with employment, without adequate
substitution through the state’s social security system and other sources of income in
old age, especially private occupational pensions. There is a dual process of
deprivation, stemming fundamentally from class position, but also from changing
class structure. Some old people are poor by virtue of their low life-long class
position. Others are poor by virtue of society’s imposition upon the elderly of
‘underclass’ status.
Some of our most interesting evidence concerns the economic consequences of
low life-long occupational status. Those who had held jobs of low occupational
status, and whose fathers’ status was correspondingly low, were more likely than
others to be poor in old age. Conversely, those of high status whose fathers’ status
was also high were least likely to be poor in old age. This double criterion of status
divides the elderly into a succession of distinguishable ranks, ranging from the
possession of high to the possession of low income and other resources. We traced
some of the major determinants of this structure of inequality. People of high status
were more likely to have benefited from high earnings; to have accumulated savings
and other assets, and in particular to have become outright owner-occupiers of their
homes; inherited wealth; enjoyed employer welfare benefits in kind during working
life; and gained rights to occupational pensions. On the other hand, people of low
status were more likely to have had low earnings; experienced long spells of
unemployment and more spells of illness off work; experienced insecurity of
employment with no rights to occupational pensions, paid holidays and wages
1

See, in particular, Poverty and Disability: The Case for a Comprehensive Income Scheme for
Disabled People, Disability Alliance, London, 1975.
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during sickness; had more dependants to support during working life; and lived in
rented dwellings with little opportunity to enter the owner-occupied sector of
housing. As a consequence, upon reaching the threshold of old age, the private
sources of income and wealth upon which they could draw were non-existent or
minimal.
Even before old age, living standards tend to become more unequal. Those of high
status tend to benefit from seniority rights in their occupations, continue to receive
increments of salary, complete mortgage payments on their homes, and no longer
have dependants in the home. Those of low status tend to lose chances of making up
basic wages with overtime earnings, or because of age or incapacity are no longer
able to work long hours, and run greater risks of redundancy, unemployment and
chronic sickness or disability.
In moving into old age, this process continues. People tend to separate into two
groups, one anticipating a comfortable and even early retirement, the other dreading
the prospect and depending almost entirely for their livelihood on the resources
made available by the state through its social security system.
At this point we have to recognize two general sets of factors which affect the
numbers who are distributed above and below the poverty line. First are structural
factors. Irrespective of economic and social changes. fewer people continue to
command, as the years go by, all the resources held immediately after retirement.
Bereavement and ageing, and latterly high rates of inflation, affect living standards
in particular. The incomes of the elderly relative to the young tend to diminish.
Many widows are not entitled to a share of the occupational pensions received when
husbands were alive; more people incur additional costs because of disabilities
associated with advancing age; household goods depreciate in value; and some
costs, such as the costs of accommodation, which could be provided for from joint
incomes, prove to be inelastic when people are reduced to a single income.
The other set of factors derive from economic and social change. The most important changes which influence the income position of people of advancing age are
changes in retirement practices, changes in provisions for incomes which are
alternative to employment incomes, and changes in real incomes because of inflation
and economic growth. As we have seen, ‘retirement’ has rapidly become associated
in this century with fixed pension ages, irrespective of individual variations in health
and capacity. As late as 1921, 80 per cent of men in their late sixties were in paid
employment, but by 1971 the figure had declined to 16 per cent, and is expected by
the Government Actuary to decline to about 7 per cent by the early 1980s. This has
meant that each successive cohort reaching pensionable age has been able to depend
less on employment income than its predecessor, and much has therefore hinged on
alternative pensions and other resources of the state and private sector. We have
argued that indirectly the low incomes associated with retirement (traced, for
example, in the rates of pension summarized for the last thirty years in Table 24.3,
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page 789) have been a consequence of the simultaneous recruitment of more
younger adults to non-manual occupations and maintenance or enhancement of the
levels of remuneration received by these non-manual groups. An ‘underclass’ has
been created in retirement.
To some extent, the spread of occupational pensions has protected some people,
particularly non-manual workers, from experiencing the sharp fall in living
standards which they would otherwise have experienced from their withdrawal from
the labour market. For some among them, however, such a fall has been only
temporary, because women who are widowed are no longer covered and because
pensions in payment have not been maintained relative to increases in earnings or
even prices. Some non-manual groups therefore lose their relatively advantageous
position on the income scale and descend into poverty, perhaps for the first time.
Among people of manual status, protection from poverty has not been guaranteed
by the levels of state retirement pensions and has depended on supplementary forms
of assistance through means-tested benefits. While many obtain supplementary
benefits, official and independent evidence, further confirmed by this national
survey, has shown that this supplementary system of conditional welfare has not
operated efficiently, and a substantial minority, at present over million, do not obtain
the supplementary aid for which they are eligible. Moreover, the additional financial
costs of disability have as yet been only fitfully recognized (through such devices as
the attendance allowance, the supplement for pensioners over 80, and the
exceptional circumstances additions of the Supplementary Benefits Commission).
Other factors, of course, would properly play a part in any general analysis. These
include the tax treatment of lump sums received upon retirement and taxation of
investment and other income, changes in the values of assets which are held, and the
pooling of incomes, and costs, and the provision of services within the household,
family and community.
The Social Security Pensions Act 1975, which began to operate from April 1978,
will not have a swift or sufficient impact on the problem. After political uncertainty
and conflict throughout the 1960s and early 1970s, the Conservative party felt able
to offer broad support for the measure introduced and passed by the Labour
government in 1975. This provides massive subsidies for occupational pensions and
reduces the contributions paid for the flat-rate scheme by those contracted out of the
state earnings-related scheme. The potentialities of redistribution and a significantly
higher flat-rate pension for the mass of the elderly are accordingly restricted. The
additional earnings-related state pensions will grow year by year for each new
cohort of pensioners reaching pensionable age, and will, after twenty years, add up
to 25 per cent of revalued earnings between a minimum and a maximum. The
numbers needing to obtain supplementary benefits will be reduced but not
eliminated. Inequalities among old people will persist, and for many years to come
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the older elderly will have even lower average incomes, compared with the younger
elderly, than they do at present.
That the problem of poverty in old age is massive and is continuing cannot be
doubted. The policy solutions implied by our analysis clearly centre on the problem
of raising the level of state retirement pensions, relative to earnings, introducing
supplementary rights to income by virtue of disability and exercising more effective
control and distribution of the resources hitherto so arbitrarily and unequally
mobilized under the development of occupational pension schemes. Bearing in mind
present and likely future pressures to lower fixed retirement ages, the problem
underlying all three is that of reorganizing access to remunerated and meaningful
occupation so that the elderly and disabled are less likely to be accorded
unproductive and derogatory status.

24
Eligibility for Supplementary Benefit

Payments of income on test of means are an important part of the social security
systems of all industrial societies. Some schemes are, of course, wider in scope and
more generous than others. With the passage of the years, the schemes in some
countries are broadened and improved. But because benefits are dependent on a test
of means, all such schemes tend to acquire characteristics which are different from
those which allocate benefits according to some other criterion - whether this is the
previous payment of contributions, age, medically assessed injury or sickness or the
existence of dependants. Because income may come from different sources,
assessment is often complicated, and because circumstances may change, checks
have to be carried out at frequent intervals. This makes such schemes expensive to
administer and leads to problems of achieving uniform assessments. Although, in
principle, benefits are dependent primarily on test of means, in practice they have to
be governed by other considerations as well, whether someone is genuinely sick or
seeking work, whether a woman is genuinely supporting children on her own and
whether an elderly person is or is not the householder. This is because the act of
making up income without strings would come into open conflict with the other
values upon which all societies are built - for example, that incomes are earned by
work, that men living as husbands with women should support them, that children
living with their parents should be supported by them, and so on. For the sake of
preserving its order and cohesion, society insists that these values are upheld. In
different ways, benefits under means-tested schemes have to be conditional on
behaviour and upon the readiness of potential recipients to submit themselves to test.
The function of the schemes is as much to control behaviour as to meet need.
It is no accident that the rules of such schemes are rarely all specified exactly; or if
they are specified exactly to staff, are not published; or if they are published, are
inconsistently applied. On the one hand, need is difficult to define, and if laid down
exactly makes difficult the payment of benefit in exceptional but appropriate
instances. On the other, the fact that controls are being operated is not something
that society wants to have too clearly called to attention. Suppositions are made alike
by applicants and staff, myths are created and obstacles to the receipt of benefits,
both real and imaginary, arise. Those who defend the ‘flexibility’ in meeting need
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which this discretionary system permits forget that the same flexibility makes for
misunderstanding and uncertainty among the public and exposes them to
unconscious, if not conscious, manipulation by staff on behalf of society and its
approved values.
All this suggests why, in scope and amount, the coverage of such schemes is uncertain and needs to be investigated and measured. On the one hand, there are people
who object to means-tested benefits on grounds that potential applicants feel
stigmatized or are stigmatized, and as a consequence either do not apply for them or
feel uncomfortable in drawing them. On the other, supporters of such benefits argue
that they are the most efficient way of allocating scarce national resources to the
poor. This chapter and the next will discuss the success of different means-tested
schemes in reaching those for whom they are designed.
The History of Research on ‘Take-Up’
The biggest scheme financially and in coverage is the system of supplementary
benefits, administered on behalf of the Department of Health and Social Security by
the Supplementary Benefits Commission. In 1968, expenditure amounted to £400
million, and the incomes of approximately 4 million persons in the United Kingdom
were dependent in whole or in part on weekly payments by the commission. The
rates of benefit and main conditions of eligibility are set out in Chapter 6 (pages
241-7).
During the 1950s and early 1960s, a series of research studies gradually led to the
realization that large numbers of people were eligible for benefits but did not claim
1
them. The evidence was concerned primarily with old people. Government
spokesmen were at first openly critical of such research, then sceptical of the
findings, but finally convinced by research carried out by the Ministry of Pensions
and National Insurance itself. A national survey showed that nearly a million
retirement pensioners were entitled to national assistance but were not receiving
assistance. Even when allowance was made for misreported income, the ministry
2
estimated that the figure was 850,000. This figure was equivalent to rather more
than half those actually receiving assistance at the time. Some would have been
entitled only to small weekly payments.
The design of the supplementary benefit scheme, which was introduced by the
1

Cole Wedderburn, D., with Utting, J., The Economic Circumstances of Old People, Codicote
Press, Welwyn, 1962; Townsend, P., The Family Life of Old People, Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London, 1957; Townsend, P., and Wedderburn, D., The Aged in the Welfare State, Bell, London,
1965; Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Impact of Rates on Households (The Allen
Report), Cmnd 2582, HMSO, London, 1965, p. 117.
2
Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Financial and Other Circumstances of Retirement Pensioners, HMSO, London, 1966, Tables III.2 and III.4, pp. 20 and 83-4.
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government in late 1966 to replace national assistance, was partly influenced by this
research. The ministry hoped to improve take-up by eliminating ‘three features of
the existing scheme which are misunderstood or disliked, while preserving the
1
humanity and efficiency of its administration’. People satisfying the conditions laid
down in the Social Security Act and its regulations now had a specific entitlement to
benefit, the procedure for claiming benefits was simplified, national insurance and
assistance were linked more closely in administration, and a new long-term addition
to payments was introduced. The ministry also undertook an advertising campaign.
Several hundred thousand people applied within a few weeks, and government
2
ministers were quick to claim a remarkable success.
However, the extent of the success was debatable. Rates of benefit had been raised
and more generous disregards for income and savings had been introduced at the
same time. Careful estimates were made on the basis of information published in the
government’s own report on the incomes of the retired which showed that, even
ignoring the more generous disregards, the increase in numbers of retirement
pensioners receiving supplements between December 1965 and November 1968 ‘not
3
explained by the higher assistance scale amounts only to some 100,000-200,000’.
No field survey was carried out subsequently by government departments to confirm
or reject these estimates, and the secondary analyses of Family Expenditure Survey
data undertaken by the Department of Health and Social Security did not include
4
reports on take-up among pensioners until the Supplementary Benefits Commission
5
itself published estimates in the mid 1970s. For 1974, they estimated that 560,000
retirement pensioners (excluding about 180,000 wives and other dependants) or 24
per cent of the total who were eligible for supplementary benefit were not receiving
it (the total value of unclaimed benefit being £60 million). In producing this figure,
1

Ministry of Pensions and National Insurance, Ministry of Social Security Bill 1966, HMSO,
London, 1966, p. 1.
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See, for example, Houghton, D., Paying for the Social Services, Institute of Economic
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HMSO, London, 1967, p. 53; and DHSS, National Superannuation and Social Insurance,
HMSO, London, January 1967, p. 7.
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Atkinson, A. B., Poverty in Britain and the Reform of Social Security, Cambridge University
Press, 1969, pp. 75-6.
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1.
5
Supplementary Benefits Commission, Annual Report, 1975, Cmnd 6615, HMSO, London,
1976, p. 52. A paper prepared by the DHSS Statistics and Research Branch, ‘The Take Up of
Supplementary Benefit’, October 1977, develops in considerable detail the qualifications that
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the estimate of the number of people of pensionable age living on incomes below the
1
basic supplementary benefit scale rates was reduced from about 690,000 to take
some account of those who would not, in the event, have qualified for benefit because they were in paid employment or had a substantial sum in savings or other
capital.
Research among groups other than pensioners has not been so extensive. There
2
had been scattered evidence of reluctance to apply for benefits. A secondary
analysis of the Family Expenditure Survey for 1953-4 and 1960 concluded
cautiously that over 3 per cent of the people in the sample, representing about 1½
million in the total population, were living at a level ‘which, prima facie, might have
allowed them to qualify for supplementary help from the National Assistance
Board’. They included about a million people dependent primarily on pensions, and
3
half a million on other state benefits. A survey in 1966 of families with two or more
children, by the Ministry of Social Security, found that about two fifths of those in
which the father was sick or unemployed were eligible for assistance but were not
receiving it. They represented about 34,000 families (including 209,000 people). In
the case of the sick, however, relatively fewer of those who had been off work for
three months or more than of the short-term sick were not receiving assistance. Only
a small number of fatherless families with two or more children (about 8,000,
4
including about 32,000 people) were not receiving assistance. For 1974, the
Supplementary Benefits Commission estimated that altogether 350,000 families of
heads under pensionable age, or 28 per cent of the total who were entitled to benefit,
5
were not receiving it. The estimated value of unclaimed benefit was £120 million.
Social Security
The evidence from the poverty survey suggests that government estimates may
hitherto have been underestimates. Information about social security payments
received in the previous twelve months as well as the previous week was obtained.
Estimates from the sample for payments in the week previous to interview are
compared with government figures in Table 24.1. Certain difficulties in comparing
the two sets of figures should be borne in mind. The sample were interviewed
throughout a period of twelve months in 1968-9, whereas most government estimates apply to a single date at the end of 1968. Some families approached in the
1

Central Statistical Office, Social Trends, 1975, HMSO, London, 1976, p. 116.
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Table 24.1. Estimated numbers receiving social security benefits.
Type of benefit

Estimated on
basis of sample
numbersa (000s)
Unemployment benefit
390
Sickness benefit
920
Industrial injury and war disablement pension
325
Retirement pension
7,215b
Widows’ benefits
485
Family allowances
4,400
Supplementary benefit
2,440

Government
estimates (000s)
325c
994d
615e
7,122f
577f
4,257f
2,736g

NOTES: aExcept for wives receiving retirement pensions, dependants are not included.
b
Including elderly widows misclassified as receiving widows’ pensions.
c
Average number for counts made at five separate dates in 1968-9.
d
Average number of insured persons absent from work owing to sickness 1968-9 (estimated by
Government Actuary).
e
Britain only. In the case of industrial disablement pension, 30 September 1968.
f
31 December 1968.
g
November 1968.
SOURCES: DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, pp. 18, 116, 168,
196, 198, 199, 201, 202; DHSS, National Superannuation and Social Insurance Bill, 1969,
Report by the Government Actuary on the Financial Provisions of the Bill, Cmnd 4223,
HMSO, London, December 1969, p.28.

survey deferred an interview because of sickness. The numbers interviewed in the
sample who were currently receiving sickness benefit and supplementary benefit
might otherwise have been a little higher. And elderly widows receiving retirement
or old-age pensions were sometimes understandably misclassified as receiving
widows’ pensions. Accordingly, we have adjusted the estimates for these two
categories. Despite the problems of sampling error, it is evident that the sample
produced a range of social security beneficiaries in broad conformity with the
numbers which would be expected.
Eligibility for Supplementary Benefits
One of our objectives in the survey was to find how many people would have been
eligible for supplementary benefits but were not receiving them. A schedule was
drawn up summarizing the rules which are normally applied by the Supplementary
Benefits Commission. This was submitted to the commission for comment and was
1
then amended. It is given in full in Appendix Three. Two procedures were then
1

Since that time the Department of Health and Social Security has itself adapted SBC rates
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adopted. For the national survey, each questionnaire was checked by one person
who was specially trained in using the schedule. For income units satisfying the
broad conditions for entitlement, that is, having no one in full-time employment, he
then checked whether they were receiving benefit, and, if not, whether they were
eligible.
For the area surveys, the questionnaires were not only examined in the same way,
but a research officer paid another visit to many households to verify the facts as
given to interviewers, to explore reasons for failure to apply for benefit and offer
information to enable people to apply. These follow-up visits allowed us to place
greater confidence in our estimates of the numbers of eligible non-recipients. A total
of seventy-two households, or 6 per cent, were singled out from the 1,177 which had
already provided information for these further visits.
Table 24.2 shows the results for all four major age groups in the national sample children, young adults, middle-aged adults and elderly. There were 61 per cent of
people in income units currently receiving supplementary benefits. The figure was,
Table 24.2. Percentages of people of different age according to eligibility of income
unit for supplementary benefit.
Eligibility of income unit for 0-14
15-29
30-44
45-64
supplementary benefit
Unclassifiable
2.1
1.0
0.4
1.7
Could not claim (employed) 88.9
92.4
94.7
79.0
Currently receiving benefit
4.0
2.1
1.6
5.5
Ineligible (income too high) 2.1
2.8
1.9
10.9
Eligible but not receiving
2.9
1.8
1.4
2.9
Total
100
100
100
100
Number
1,543
1,254
1,104
1,438

65+ All ages
4.7
1.8
6.9
78.1
24.6
6.1
44.7
9.6
19.1
4.4
100
100
759
6,098

however, around 2 per cent for younger adults, 4 per cent for children, 5 per cent for
the middle aged and nearly 25 per cent for the elderly. This distribution
corresponded fairly well with official data (Table A.101, Appendix Eight, page
1066). There were another 4.4 per cent who were eligible for benefits but not
receiving them, the figure again being much lower for people below 65 than for
those of this age or older, and lower for younger adults than for children. These
proportions represented large numbers in the non-institutionalized population of the
United Kingdom. The percentage of the sample currently receiving benefits
represented nearly 3,400,000 people, which compares with the figure of 3,995,000
for Britain reported by the Supplementary Benefits Commission as provided for in
Howe, J. R., Two Parent Families, DHSS Statistical Report Series No. 14, HMSO, London,
1971 ; Knight, I. B., and Nixon, J. M., Two Parent Families in Receipt of Family Income
Supplement, 1972, DHSS Statistical and Research Report Series No. 9, HMSO, London, 1975.
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1

households receiving regular weekly payments in November 1968. The latter figure
should be reduced by about 65,000 to exclude people in hospital, local-authority
homes and hostels. The percentage of retirement pensioners (and widow pensioners
aged 60 and over) receiving supplementary benefits was 25.2 compared with 28.1
2
per cent on December 1968 according to administrative records. They represented
1,715,000, which compared with the figure of 2,044,000 retirement pensioners (and
widow pensioners aged 60 and over), and another 179,000 over pensionable age
who were in households receiving supplementary benefit, according to
3
administrative records.
The figure of 4.4 per cent not receiving but eligible for benefits represented
2,430,000 people, including 1,315,000 aged 65 and over, and 410,000 children.
Retirement pensioners comprised the majority of eligible non-recipients. Most of the
others were in the families of the unemployed, sick and disabled, as Table 24.3
shows. The corresponding figures from official reports are also given. The fact that
government data are based on a 1¼ per cent sample should be noted. One would not
expect the two sets of figures to be identical, but when taken with estimates of the
total numbers in the population who received national insurance benefits (Table
24.1), certain conclusions may be drawn. Unlike other groups of beneficiaries, fewer
retirement pensioners in the sample than would have been expected were found to
be drawing supplementary benefit. Part of the difference is attributable to the
inclusion in official figures of persons in hospital, residential hostels and homes, and
guest houses. Part is also attributable to the difficulty of distinguishing between
widows’ and retirement pensions for widows in their sixties. None the less, an
underestimation within the sample remains. But even if all of this were to be
deducted from the figure in the final column of the table more than a million
retirement pensioners would still be eligible for benefit but not receiving benefit.
Our conclusion therefore is that at least 2 million people in the United Kingdom,
more than half of them being retirement pensioners, were entitled to obtain
supplementary benefit but were not receiving such benefit.
Although the numbers in the sample of currently unemployed and sick and
disabled people off work were small, substantial fractions were assessed to be
eligible for, although not receiving, supplementary benefit. There were over a third
of the unemployed, one in seven of the sick and one in eight of the disabled
1

Annual Report of the Department of Health and Social Security for 1968, Cmnd 4100,
HMSO, London, 1969, p. 316.
2
DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 176.
3
We found that although some elderly individuals in the sample appeared to have said they
were not drawing supplementary benefit when in fact they were, they had given a figure for their
weekly pension which appeared to include both retirement and supplementary pension. For this
reason, it should not be supposed that the figure of retirement pensioners estimated to be
receiving supplementary benefit in Table 24.3 should be augmented from the final column. We
believe that some at least of the missing individuals have been coded as having an income too
high to be eligible for supplementary benefit.
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Table 24.3. Number of persons in income units in the United Kingdom receiving and
estimated to be eligible for supplementary benefits.

Government
estimates of
numbers
receiving
supplementary benefit
(000s of
persons)
Reason for head not being at worka
Retired
Unemployed
Sick
Disabled
Housewives (many units headed by
lone mothers)
Age
0-14
15-29
30-44
45-64
65+
Total
Type of benefit received by income unit
Retirement pension (and widows over 60) 2,044
Widow’s pension or allowance
97
Sickness or disablement benefit
385
Unemployment benefit
225
Supplementary benefit to lone parents
with dependent children
548
Type of benefit received by income unit
(000s of
units)
Retirement pension (and widows over 60)
Widow’s pension or allowance
61
Sickness or disablement allowance
172
Unemployment benefit
73
Supplementary benefit to lone parents
188

Estimated on basis of sample
numbers
Receiving
Eligible for
supplement- supplementary benefit
ary benefit but
(000s of
not receiving
persons)
(000s of
persons)

1,455
320
365
155

1,300
425
370
35

980

265

565
235
165
720
1,700
3,380

410
200
135
370
1,315
2,430

1,715
120
340
280

1,500
120
365
325

565
(000s of
units)
1,465
90
160
90
170

160
(000s of
units)
1,045
65
120
100
55

NOTE: aCertain small categories (e.g. students, on paid and unpaid holiday) have been excluded.
SOURCES: Government estimates from DHSS, Annual Report for 1968, HMSO London,
1969, p. 316; Report of the Committee on One-Parent Families (The Finer Report), vol. 2, pp.
313 and 316.
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(Table A.98, Appendix Eight, page 1065). More than one in ten of the families of
lone parents also qualified for supplementary benefit but were not receiving it.
The numbers of different types of beneficiary who were eligible for, but who did
not receive, supplementary benefits can also be compared with the numbers actually
receiving them. As a fraction of the numbers of units obtaining supplementary
benefits, the numbers eligible for them varies between two thirds and the same
number in the case of those receiving retirement pensions, widows’ benefits, sickness benefits and unemployment benefits. In the case of those receiving industrial
and war disablement pensions, however, relatively few income units drew supplementary benefits, and there was no evidence in the sample of anyone eligible for
but not drawing them (although, as we shall see, such persons were found among the
samples surveyed in the four special areas). Two qualifications need to be made.
There were some households in the sample where someone was off work sick in the
week preceding interview but sickness or unemployment benefit had not been paid.
To reflect a real ‘current’ distribution, a number of short-term beneficiaries should
therefore be added. Secondly, some of the unemployed not getting supplementary
benefits though eligible for them may have applied but been refused because of the
operation of the wage-stop.
Table 24.4. Percentages of income units with income from different state sources in
previous week according to eligibility for supplementary benefit.
Income units with income last week from
Eligibility of income unit
for supplementary benefits

Unclassifiable
Could not claim
Receiving supplementary
benefit
Ineligible for supplementary
benefit (income too high)
Eligible but not receiving
Total
Number

Retirement
pensions

Widows’ Sickness
benefits benefit

Unemploy- Industrial
ment
and war disbenefit
ablement
pensions

3.6
3.9

1.6
62.5

1.0
21.2

(2.4)
(4.8)

(2.4)
(50.0)

27.5

15.6

14.1

(23.8)

(9.5)

45.3
19.7

9.4
10.9

50.5
13.1

(42.9)
(26.2)

(38.1)
(0.0)

100
42

100
42

100
585

100
64

100
99

The existence of substantial numbers of individuals and families other than those
of pensionable age who are entitled to claim supplementary benefit but are not doing
so is supported by a range of research studies for the 1970s as well as the 1960s.
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1

2

3

These involve long-term sick and disabled people, the unemployed and one4
parent families. Organization as well as information shortcoming have begun to be
5
discussed.
Implications of Estimated Numbers Eligible for Benefits
The estimates of numbers of people eligible for, but not receiving, supplementary
benefits in the United Kingdom as a whole require some elucidation. The number of
old people is considerably higher than the estimate made by the Ministry of
Pensions in its survey of 1966. There are at least four reasons for this. First, during
the late 1960s the number of retirement pensioners was continuing to increase
disproportionately to population and to the elderly population. Secondly, higher
disregards for income and assets were introduced in late 1966. Thirdly, the longterm addition initially of 45p for every retirement pensioner, which largely replaced
the varying amounts previously paid to nearly three quarters of retirement
pensioners receiving supplementary benefits, had the effect of lifting the ‘floor’ of
eligibility. Fourthly, the spread of incomes of the great majority of old people covers
a very small range, and even a slight change in the basic scales of supplementary
benefit, relative to median or mean income, can change substantially the numbers
qualifying for benefit.
If the long-term addition were excluded from the income allowed in meeting
needs, the number of old people eligible for benefits but not receiving them would
have been just over 1 million. If the lower disregards of income and assets had remained in force after November 1966, then the total number of old people eligible
for benefits but not receiving them would have been approximately 850,000. This
figure is approximately the same as that produced in the Ministry of Pensions survey
of 1965, though because of the increase in numbers of retirement pensioners it
1

For example, between a fifth and a quarter of people sick for six months or more had an
income below ‘notional supplementary benefit assessments’ - Martin, J., and Morgan, M.,
Prolonged Sickness and the Return to Work, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 58.
2
Harris, A. I., et al., Income and Entitlement to Supplementary Benefit of Impaired People in
Great Britain, (vol. III of Handicapped and Impaired in Great Britain), HMSO, London, 1972;
Smith, C. R. W., Entitlement to Supplementary Benefit of Impaired People in Great Britain,
Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, London, 1972.
3
Estimates derived from the Family Expenditure Survey were given in Hansard, 20 May
1974.
4
Hunt, A., Families and Their Needs, Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social
Survey Division, London, 1973. See also Bond, N.. Knowledge of Rights and Extent of Unmet
Need Amongst Recipients of Supplementary Benefit, Coventry CDP, Occasional Paper No. 4,
1971. General sources are reviewed in Lister, R., Take-up of Means Tested Benefits, Poverty
Pamphlet No. 18, Child Poverty Action Group, London, November 1974.
5
For example, Meacher, M. , Scrounging on the Welfare, Arrow Books, London, 1974.
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represents a proportionate reduction (from 13.4 to 12.2 per cent). To conclude, the
evidence from this survey suggests that the effect of introducing supplementary
benefits was to reduce the number of retirement pensioners eligible for benefit but
not receiving from 13.4 to 12.2 per cent, or up to approximately 75,000. This is a
modest achievement, certainly much more modest than was claimed at the time.
The estimates we have given for the unemployed not receiving benefit also require
comment. Not all of them would, in practice, have received benefit had they applied.
There are two factors not taken into account by our estimates. First, the wage-stop
was then being applied to unemployed and temporarily sick applicants. Thus, the
supplementary benefit that can be paid to an applicant was restricted to the amount
of his net weekly earnings when at work. Our estimates, of course, exclude income
units receiving reduced benefits. But they include others subject to the wage-stop
who did not qualify for supplementary benefit at all, even though their incomes were
less than the basic scale rates. A few of the people we interviewed had applied for
benefit but had been unsuccessful for this reason.
On 25 July 1968, the Minister of Social Security also announced that the benefits
for unskilled and fit single men under 45 could be terminated four weeks after they
had started drawing benefit, roughly on grounds that by then it should have been
possible for them to find work. Benefits for skilled men and those with families
could also be terminated after four weeks’ warning, though this procedure was to be
applied only to those drawing benefit for at least three months. These provisions
applied only to regions with low levels of unemployment.
Our estimates do not take account of these two limitations. From scrutiny of the
questionnaires it would seem that up to about a third of the unemployed in the
sample who were not drawing supplementary benefits, and were apparently eligible
for them, might not in practice have received them on one of these grounds, had they
applied.
Characteristics of the Legally Entitled
What were the characteristics of those legally entitled to, but not receiving, benefits?
There are the characteristics of the income units and households of which they are
members, and their characteristics as individuals. Government spokesmen have
suggested in the past that substantial proportions of eligible non-recipients are old
people who, although legally entitled to benefits in their own right, are in fact
sharing a household with other income units and so, by implication, are sharing a
much larger total household income. Our survey offered small support for this
contention. As many as 67 per cent of people aged 65 and over were members of
households in which there was only one income unit, and a further 25 per cent were
in households with only two income units. Sixty-one per cent of the elderly nonrecipients were living in households alone or in couples. Moreover, the households
of nearly a third of households in which there were two or more income units had a
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net disposable income in the year as a whole of below or just above the
supplementary benefit level. All these figures are not very different from the
corresponding figures for those actually receiving benefits.
The income units who were eligible for supplementary benefits but not receiving
them were spread over a large number of different types of household. Twenty per
cent were, or were in, households with children. Just over a quarter of them were
households consisting of man and woman only, and over another quarter were single
or widowed, the great majority of them elderly, people living alone. (The numbers
are given in Table A.99, Appendix Eight, p. 1065.) They show beyond any doubt
that those who are living in households with other income units are a minority. The
Table 24.5. Percentages of people in income units receiving and eligible for, but not
receiving, supplementary benefits, according to certain characteristics (United
Kingdom and four areas).
Four areas
Reason for not working
last week

Dependent children (incl.
those aged 15-18 at school)
Unemployed
Sick
Disabled
Housewife (mainly lone
mothers)
Retired
Other
Total
Age 0-14
15-44
45-64
65+
Total
Number

United Kingdom
Receiving Eligible Receiving Eligible Receiving
but not
but not
supplementreceiving
receiving ary benefit
November
1968a
28.9
6.8
9.5

36.3
8.9
8.9

16.6
3.3
5.7

17.5
6.4
4.7

3.3

5.5

4.2

0.8

24.4
25.8
1.4
100
27.5
16.5
21.9
34.0
100
516

21.4
17.4
1.5
100
34.3
24.4
18.4
22.9
100
201

28.9
38.3
3.0
100
16.6
11.8
21.2
50.3
100
372

18.4
5.6
8.1

21.8
22.3
46.6
44.8
2.1
0.7
100
100
16.8
17.6
13.8
13.8
15.3
18.9
54.1
49.7
100
100
268 3,995,000

NOTE: aBritain only. Based on Tables 30-34 in Annual Report of the Department of Health
and Social Security for 1968. The distribution as between housewives, retired and
miscellaneous is approximate, as is implied by the corresponding figures for the population
aged 65 and over. Note that SBC statistics are based on a 1¼ per cent sample of those
receiving benefit.
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income units were also distributed as widely as income units receiving benefits
among households with heads of different ages. As might be expected of people
experiencing temporary adversities, slightly more eligible non-recipients than
recipients proved to be young. This was not uniform for all age groups. As many as
45 per cent, compared with 43 per cent, proved to be income units in households
with heads aged 70 and over.
Table 24.5 shows certain characteristics of both the recipients and eligible nonrecipients of supplementary benefit for the UK sample as a whole (the findings for
the four areas are discussed later). The distributions are not markedly different.
More than half of each group are aged 65 and over, more than two thirds are
housewives (mostly lone mothers) or retired, and about a sixth are children. The
proportions who are unemployed, sick or disabled as such, excluding their dependants, are small, but it is noticeable that the proportion of unemployed among
eligible non-recipients is rather larger, and the proportion of disabled smaller, than
among recipients. The final column of the table shows the corresponding
administrative statistics of the Supplementary Benefits Commission (themselves
based, it should be noted, on a 1¼ per cent sample of ‘live cases’).
Temporary and Long-term Poverty
Because incomes have a tendency to fluctuate, government spokesmen often suppose that people found in the week of a particular survey to be eligible nonrecipients are not really in need or are only temporarily in need, because their
incomes in the year other than in that week are adequate. There was small evidence
for this supposition in the survey. Over two thirds of eligible non-recipients lived in
households with net disposable incomes in the previous twelve months of less than,
or only just above, the basic supplementary benefit scales. There was a majority
among them living in households consisting of a single income unit, and 82 per cent
of them had incomes for the year of below or just above the standard (Table 24.6).
In considering the interrelationship of the two measures, it must be remembered that
the basic standard takes account neither of income disregarded in the more refined
administrative measure’ nor of the long-term addition received by pensioners and
younger recipients who have been receiving benefits for two years or more and are
not required to register at an employment exchange. It is not surprising, therefore,
that some people who are eligible on strict application of the official regulations and
procedures in fact have annual incomes sometimes considerably in excess of the
basic scale rates.
As a comparative measure of the resources of the different categories, we expressed income for the previous year as a percentage of the state’s poverty standard
for each income unit, and then averaged this percentage for the different categories.
The results in Table 24.6 show that the average unit which was eligible for but not
receiving supplementary benefit had a lower relative income than recipients.
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Table 24.6.
Eligibility for supplementary benefit

Receives
Not receiving but eligible
Eligible to claim but income too high
Cannot claim (in employment)

Last year’s income
as a % of the state
poverty standard
113.1
108.4
185.4
220.4

Among all income units eligible for supplementary benefits but not receiving
them, approximately 20 per cent had incomes assessed at over 50p below, some of
them of £1 below, the incomes which they would have been allowed under the
supplementary benefits scheme, and another 20 per cent had incomes of between
25p and 50p below. Most of these income units comprised the elderly. Among those
coded ineligible for supplementary benefit, a third had incomes of only up to 50p
more than the income they would have been allowed.
Levels of Living of Recipients
Some of those in receipt of benefits have incomes above, and some below, the basic
standard. Table 24.7 shows that over a quarter of the people in households with a
single income unit had incomes in the year as a whole of less than the basic rates.
Table 24.7. Percentages of people in income units receiving and eligible for, but not
receiving, supplementary benefits, according to the net disposable income in previous year of the households in which they lived, expressed as a percentage of
supplementary benefit basic scale rates plus housing costs.
Receiving
Net disposable household income last year
as % of supplementary
benefit scale rates
plus housing cost

1 income
unit in
household

Under 100
100-19
120-39
140+
Total
Number

27.5
50.2
15.0
7.2
100
247

Eligible but not receiving
2 or
All
more
units in
household

3.5 21.4
16.5 41.6
23.5 17.2
56.5 19.9
100 100
85 332

1 income 2 or
unit in
more
houseunits in
hold
household

48.2
25.6
7.9
18.2
100
164

10.0
15.7
12.9
61.4
100
70

All

All
neither
receiving
nor
eligible

36.8
3.4
22.6
5.7
9.4
12.8
31.2
78.1
100
100
234 4,591
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Some of these had delayed applying for benefit and had lived for weeks or months
on incomes below the basic scale rates. A few with high rents were not allowed full
rents by the Supplementary Benefits Commission. Some were people in the families
of unemployed men who were wage-stopped.
The household incomes of 50 per cent of recipients in ‘single unit’ households
were up to 20 per cent above the basic scale rates. Many of them had small amounts
of income which were disregarded. A further 15 per cent had incomes up to 40 per
cent above the basic rates, and 7 per cent higher incomes still. Some were people in
households in which wage-earners had been at work earlier in the year.
We also considered recipients in relation to current or last week’s income. Altogether we found that 16.5 per cent of people in income units receiving supplementary benefits had an income last week of below the scale rates (Table A.100,
Appendix Eight, page 1066). If the percentage is applied to the number stated by the
commission to be depending on supplementary benefit at the time, then approximately 660,000 did not live at the level which appeared to be laid down in the
rules attaching to the scale rates. Some were in wage-stopped families, but in other
cases needs appeared to have been underassessed, or reduced allowances were being
paid. The commission has itself conceded an administrative error rate of over 10 per
1
cent, though only just over half of these are believed to be underpayments. This
2
phenomenon has been discussed in other studies and will be discussed here later.
Eligibility in Four Areas
Identical questionnaires to those in the national survey were used in the surveys in
Belfast, Glasgow, Neath and Salford. But they were applied only to those among the
samples of the population found to belong to minority groups, or rather less than
half. A shorter screening questionnaire was applied to the remainder. The
percentages of the total samples found to be receiving, and not receiving but eligible
for, benefit are shown in Table 24.8. They are larger but not very much larger than
for the population as a whole, with the percentage of eligible non-recipients being
largest in Belfast, next in Glasgow, and finally about the same in Neath and Salford.
Because levels of unemployment and disability and sickness were higher, and
incomes lower, especially among the retired, the fact that more people received
supplementary benefit is not unexpected. But it might be assumed that, in such poor
areas, receipt of benefit would be much more an accepted part of everyday
experience and that knowledge of the system would be better diffused throughout
the local community. As a consequence, eligible non-recipients might be considerably fewer. The fact that they are not is therefore important.
1

Annual Report, 1975, p. 112.
Bond, Knowledge of Rights and Extent of Unmet Need Amongst Recipients of Supplementary Benefit.
2
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But the differences between the findings for the four areas and those for the
country as a whole are not very large. Perhaps this is what deserves emphasis. While
low incomes are prevalent in these relatively poor communities, dependence or
potential dependence upon the supplementary benefit system of the state does not
seem to be so marked as is sometimes supposed. Eligibility for help because of
needs that are defined by the state seems to be widely diffused.
Table 24.8. Percentages of people of different age in four areas, according to
eligibility of income unit for supplementary benefit.

Age/area

Age 0-14
15-44
45-64
65+
All ages
Area:
Belfast
Glasgow
Neath
Salford
All areas

Eligibility of income unit for supplementary benefits
Unclassi- Could not
Currently Ineligible Eligible Total No.
fiable
claim
receiving (income but not
(employed) benefit
too high) receiving
1.5
71.5
14.0
6.4
6.7
100 1,023
0.7
83.5
6.5
5.6
3.7
100 1,320
2.2
67.7
14.7
10.7
4.8
100
777
5.0
3.4
40.4
40.6
10.5
100
438
1.8
66.7
14.6
11.3
5.6
100 3,559
0.9
2.7
1.8
1.5
1.8

61.9
65.5
71.5
68.2
66.7

15.0
15.4
10.7
16.2
14.6

12.6
9.4
13.4
10.6
11.3

9.6
6.9
2.5
3.5
5.6

100
100
100
100
100

782
1,039
710
1,028
3,559

In comparing the samples from the four areas with the national sample, two points
need to be made. In the four areas a higher percentage of different categories of
person drawing national insurance than in the population as a whole qualified to
draw, and were drawing, supplementary benefit as well (Table 24.9). And a much
higher percentage of those both depending on, and eligible to depend on,
supplementary benefit were children (Tables 24.5, page 834, and A.61, Appendix
Eight, page 1039). Fewer of those in the country as a whole than in the four areas
needed to have their contributory national insurance benefits made up to the state’s
minimum. Considerably more of the poor in these areas than elsewhere comprised
children. Proportionately fewer of the poor were of pensionable age.
Because the interviewing was concentrated in a few areas, we decided to pay
return visits to all those apparently eligible for, but not receiving, benefits. Many of
these visits took place within three months of the first interviews, but for practical
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Table 24.9. Percentages of different types of national insurance beneficiaries in the
United Kingdom and four areas who received, and who did not receive, but were
eligible for, supplementary benefit.
Category of national
insurance beneficiary

Retirement pensioners
Widows’ benefits
Sickness benefit
Unemployment benefit
Industrial injury and war
benefit
Total population

Percentage in income units
receiving supplementary
benefit
Four areas
43.7
34.6
38.2
30.5

UK
25.9
28.0
14.1
23.8

13.8
15.1

9.5
6.4

Percentage in income units
who are eligible for but not
receiving supplementary
benefit
Four areas
UK
13.2
19.7
5.9
15.2
17.3
13.1
38.0
26.2
10.3
5.9

0.0
4.5

reasons some, particularly in Belfast, took place more than three months later. Some
families could not be contacted because they had moved, but, as Table 24.10 shows,
fifty-seven of the seventy-two households were interviewed again. The eligibility of
the majority of these was confirmed.
The largest category was of retirement pensioners, about half of whom were living
alone and the others with relatives. They accounted for about three fifths of
households, but for more than a third of the people qualifying for benefit but not
getting it. The next largest category were fathers off work because of sickness. Over
half of these had only been sick for periods of less than a month, but some for much
longer. The remainder were fatherless families, disabled and handicapped people
and a few unemployed men with families where it seemed likely that they would
receive some benefit even if they were wage-stopped, and unemployed men who
had not yet applied, or reapplied, for benefit.
The average amount to which each household seemed to be entitled was £1.20 a
week, not including any discretionary allowances which might have been payable.
Amounts ranged from an average of 50p a week for pensioners who were
householders living with relatives, and 60p for householders living alone, to £1.90
for the fathers off work sick. One old woman and one young woman off work sick
had no income of their own and were at the time eligible for about £4 a week each.
After the follow-up interviews, a number of the families appeared not to be
eligible for benefit. They fell into three groups: (a) unemployed men whose income
resources were lower than their needs, as assessed according to the basic scales of
the Supplementary Benefits Commission, but who would have been ‘wage-stopped’
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Table 24.10. Numbers and percentages of eligible non-recipients in four areas.
Households/persons

Belfast Glasgow Neath Salford Four
areas
Total number of households interviewed 256
361
223
337 1,177
Total number of persons in interviewed
households
782
1,039
710
1,028 3,559
Percentage in income units receiving
supplementary benefit
15.0
15.4
10.7
16.7
14.6
Percentage in income units eligible for.
but not receiving supplementary benefit
9.6
6.9
2.5
3.5
5.6
Number of households with income
units eligible for but not receiving
benefit and interviewed a second timea
24
27
9
12
72
Assessment after second interview
Number of households
Ineligible because of wage-stop
2
4
0
2
8
Ineligible for other reasonsb
4
5
2
3
14
Eligible
15
9
6
5
35
Non-contact
2
6c
1
1
10
Refusal
1
3
0
1
5
NOTES: aSix additional households also should have been interviewed, but they were identified only after coding, punching and computer analysis of the data had been completed.
b
For example, an additional source of income, such as supplementary benefit, was found which
had not been specified in the first interviews; or a family had, in fact, applied for, and been
refused benefit, because income which we believed could have been disregarded was not
disregarded.
c
All in an area which had been demolished since the first interview.

at a figure below a level entitling them to supplementary benefit; (b) families who
had in fact applied for benefit but had been refused on grounds which we believed
might be wrong but which we felt we should accept (e.g. an employer’s pension or
disability pension had not been disregarded, as the regulations suggested they might
have been, in the assessment); and (c) households whose circumstances or income
did not, after all, qualify them to receive benefit (principally pensioners who had not
specified some supplementary source of income). Our intention was to produce an
estimate which would be, as near as possible, acceptable to the Supplementary
Benefits Commission itself. If those who refused a second interview, or who could
not be contacted, are discounted, and if the number of families ineligible for
supplementary benefit only because of the wage-stop are added to families
confirmed as eligible for benefit, and then compared with those families found to be
ineligible, it can be seen that only one in four families failed our second test. While
information supplied in these four areas must not be regarded as representative of
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the country as a whole, the results of our test procedure can only be regarded as
tending to reinforce the national findings. The large numbers failing to claim benefit
cannot be dismissed as a function of incomplete or over-hasty survey interviewing.
Even if that charge were true, it would also apply to a succession of studies carried
1
out by the government itself. Among only a small minority of these very poor
income units was income found to have been underestimated.
The follow-up interviews helped us to understand how some interviews can
produce wrong or incomplete information. For example, the initial interview with an
81-year-old woman living alone in Salford showed that she had a retirement pension
(£4.50 per week at the time), but there appeared to be some friend, neighbour or
relative who came and occasionally gave her 15p or 20p in addition. At the followup interview it was established that the visitor was in fact an SBC officer and the
elderly woman received supplementary benefit of 20p a week. Again, a woman of
64, living with a son permanently off work through sickness, appeared on the basis
of the first interview to be eligible to receive a total of £6.20 but only received a
pension of £4.50. At the follow-up interview she revealed she had a cleaning job for
two hours a day. She would give no further details, and despite the interviewer’s
assurance to the contrary, persisted in believing that because she had a part-time job
she was not eligible for supplementary benefit. In the absence of full information,
we had to assume her income was such as to make her ineligible for benefit.
There were a few informants, mainly old people, who revealed either with order
books or after questioning that they were, in fact, receiving supplementary benefit,
2
though this had not emerged during the first interview. In almost no instances was
concealment deliberate, though in some instances embarrassment had caused people
to imply that the total figure they gave in reply to questions about income was
attributable to a pension and not also to supplementary benefit. The term
‘supplementary benefit’ was unfamiliar to some people. Indeed, we came across
instances of people referring to ‘public assistance’ and even ‘outdoor relief’ instead
of ‘national assistance’ (operating between 1948 and 1966). And the amount of
supplementary benefit was sometimes combined in payment with a non-contributory
old-age pension for some of the oldest people, so misapprehensions were
understandable.
This follow-up research tends to reinforce substantial estimates of shortfalls of
receipt of benefit made on the basis of the national and special area surveys. It
shows that a proportion of those initially assessed as eligible for but not receiving
1

For example, the Ministry of Pensions studies of retirement pensions and families with
children, and DHSS and OPCS studies in the 1970s of one-parent families, and the long-term
sick and disabled.
2
It should be noted that most of the errors of the first interview were made in ‘screening’
interviews of short duration rather than in the full interviews held with households falling into
one or more of the thirteen social minorities (and with all households in the national survey).
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benefit would be ineligible, but the proportion is small and is made up in part of
families who would be ineligible only because of the operation of the wage-stop. On
the other hand, it should be remembered that the follow-up research was confined to
the potentially eligible and, just as some errors of interviewer classification were
found among them, a few errors may well have been made in classifying the
potentially ineligible. This would have had the reverse effect of increasing, rather
than decreasing, the estimate.
Attitudes and Circumstances of those Eligible for Benefit
About three quarters of the pensioners interviewed in the follow-up research seemed
to be unaware that they might be eligible. They assumed they did not qualify
because they were not destitute, had part-time earnings, owned their own houses,
had savings or had help from their families. Householders living with working
relatives, including sons and brothers, were, in particular, unaware of their rights.
‘But I’m not on my own. I’ve a son (brother) working who lives with me.’ When the
qualifying regulations were pointed out to them, several seemed very doubtful and it
seemed unlikely that they would apply.
But, as pointed out earlier, such people account for only a small proportion of
eligible non-recipients. Pensioners living alone were also uninformed. Some were
aware that they might get help with their rent, but believed that savings or small
sources of income would disqualify them. Despite protestations to the contrary, the
interviewer was sometimes regarded as being a representative of the ‘welfare’ and
felt that explanations of failure to apply were sometimes couched politely in terms
of the complexities of the system instead of distaste for it. Some pensioners reacted
in traditional terms to supplementary benefit as a form of charity. As one woman in
Glasgow said, ‘I’ll apply when I need it. As we are now we can manage. I’ve always
been independent, but with the way things are going perhaps I’ll be applying soon.’
A widowed householder of 77 lived with a 68-year-old unmarried sister in one of the
city’s slum areas. The widow’s pension was £5 and she appeared at the first interview
to be entitled to another 60p. At the follow-up interview she claimed she had part-time
earnings. She had been a corset-maker all her life and still lived over the shop, which
she owned, and made corsets for her relatives. But it was unlikely that her earnings
even reached 25p per week. She was well aware of her entitlement to supplementary
benefit, and indeed referred to the notes circulated with her pension book. She did not
regard supplementary benefit as a charity, yet said she would only apply for it when
she ‘needed it’. For her, such an act seemed to symbolize the end of her working life
and independence.

The fathers off work sick were all unaware of their possible entitlement to benefit.
At least in the areas in which we did this research, it was apparently not the policy of
officials to tell men drawing sickness or unemployment benefit that they might be
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eligible for supplementary benefit. Instead, information was given only when
requested. Some men were doubtful when told by our interviewer of their
entitlement, and some were opposed to making an application because they had an
unfavourable impression of the Supplementary Benefits Commission officers and
procedures. Antagonism was strongest in Belfast where the wage-stop appeared to
be more frequently and stringently applied and where unemployment was running
highest. People in Belfast were, for example, convinced that supplementary benefit
rates were lower than in England, and that discretion was less frequently exercised
in the applicant’s favour. The commission does not publish area analyses of the
number of households receiving exceptional circumstances additions, exceptional
needs grants, and so forth, but the commission’s Northern Ireland Report shows that,
in number and amount, such payments in Northern Ireland are disproportionately
1
small. The stigma of charity was also strong. One wife said, ‘It sounds like
superstition but your own money goes further. You can lay it out better.’
Among reasons given for not applying in all four areas was a fear that basic
sickness benefit would be reduced, or that an application would lead to bureaucratic
inquiries during a period of convalescence. Some people were reluctant to submit to
what they regarded as distasteful procedures for comparatively small results. This
was particularly true if there was more than a single income unit in the household
and a member of the family was still at work, or if earnings-related supplements to
national insurance benefits were expected after the first fortnight. Understandably,
people confused these ‘supplements’ with supplementary benefit.
Most of the sick people who were eligible for supplementary benefit were temporarily in poverty, as in the following example.
At first interview a man off work sick for just over a week showed that the total family
income per week from sickness benefit and a family allowance for his second child was
£9.10. His supplementary benefit entitlement worked out at £11.65. At the follow-up
interview, he was back at work and revealed that he had drawn a ‘sub’ of £4 from the
SBC to tide him over the first week until he was paid. Although this involved the loss
of a day’s pay because of the waiting in the office, he preferred it to asking for a ‘sub’
from his employer. He claimed not to have known he was eligible for supplementary
benefit while sick but said he might apply if he became sick another time.

The long-term sick posed a variety of problems. Sometimes there was a
straightforward refusal to apply for benefit even after many weeks on a minute
income.
1

The severity of conditions in Northern Ireland and the long-term nature of adversities would
suggest that more of those granted supplementary benefits should be receiving discretionary
additions, either regularly or occasionally. But the reverse is, in fact, the case. In 1969, for
example, only 13.2 per cent received exceptional circumstances additions, compared with 17.5
per cent in Britain. DHSS, Annual Report, 1969, Cmnd 4462, HMSO, London, p. 332; and
Northern Ireland, SBC Report for 1969.
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The first interview showed that a Salford man who had been off work for twenty-four
weeks with thrombosis had a wife and six children of school or pre-school age and a
total income, including family allowances, of £13.18 a week. Their entitlement
appeared to be £16.25. The follow-up interview confirmed all the information obtained
at the first and showed that although the couple were acutely aware of the possibility of
getting some additional help, and lived only just round the corner from the offices, they
refused point-blank to apply.1

Sometimes the people living in the household were unaware of entitlement.
A woman of 50 years of age in Glasgow was off work because of ‘nerves’. She had no
income whatsoever and acted as housekeeper to her unmarried brother and sister, both
of whom were in paid employment. Some entitlement existed, but the exact amount
depended on whether or not the SBC would treat her as ‘working’ for her relations. She
had not worked full time since 1944, though she had done a little outwork recently as a
raincoat machinist. Her basic problem was claustrophobia in factory conditions. When
her father was alive she had drawn national assistance, but had sent her allowance book
back when he died, a few years previously. She said in the follow-up interview that she
was aware that pensions and benefits could be paid to the crippled or physically ill, but
did not believe her condition made her eligible. ‘The people I’ve seen with allowances
have all been crippled, their hands all twisted up with rheumatism, or they’ve had
bronchitis.’ Two years earlier her sister had sought advice from the local Citizens’
Advice Bureau after a circular had been put through the letter-box, but had been
offended at the suggestion that a further application should be made to the National
Assistance Board. They both felt that national assistance was degrading and that the
Citizen’s Advice Bureau should have helped. ‘Well you have got a bit of pride left,
haven’t you?’ she asked the interviewer. Since then they had let the matter drift. When
she learned that it was possible to apply for a home visit through the Post Office she
said she would apply.

This was not the most extreme case of individual entitlement.
A man of 55 living with a common-law wife in Neath had, he said, chronic bronchitis
and spent his life on or near his bed. He looked like a living skeleton and could only
move a few feet at a time, and with great difficulty. His only income was his sickness
benefit of £4.50 per week. In better times he had bought his wife a small hairdressing
business, and she had worked at this for several years but failed to stamp her insurance
card. Now she had fallen ill and could work very little, with the result that the couple
were living on sickness benefit for a single man, but were afraid to apply for
supplementary benefit because they believed the irregularity over the stamp would be
discovered.
1

From September 1971, invalidity benefit became payable instead of sickness benefit after six
months’ incapacity for work, and higher allowances were paid for dependants and later for
claimants. But, at the end of 1971, the number of sickness beneficiaries drawing supplementary
benefit was still 12.6 per cent (compared with 14.6 per cent at the end of 1970). By the end of
1974 it was 7.7 per cent. See DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, p.
176.
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There were a number of other kinds of household eligible for benefit but not
receiving it.
A separated woman in Belfast with two illegitimate children received £5 per week from
the children’s father. Although this was equal to the maximum possible maintenance
award, it was below the supplementary benefit level. At the follow-up interview it
proved that the woman was not aware that she was eligible, but she was also reluctant
to apply for benefit, since the question of her divorce and prospective remarriage was at
a delicate stage. She did not want to make relationships with her former husband more
acrimonious, nor damage her relations with the children’s father. Had she applied, the
SBC would have been legally entitled, though unlikely, to sue the father for the
minimum 50p which they would have had to pay her. The practice of the SBC in
Northern Ireland was to make a wife deserted by her husband sue him; and some
informants told us that benefit was not paid until she had done so.

There were also three instances in which difficult decisions would have to be
taken in the event of any application. In one family a girl aged 15 stayed off work to
care for her mother who was ill and was said to need constant attention. For six
months the girl had been supported from the father’s sickness benefit. A girl of that
age could not receive money in her own right from the Supplementary Benefits
Commission, and whether the commission chose to pay her a housekeeper
allowance would depend on whether the family could establish that the mother
needed attention and that the daughter was suitable to provide this attention.
In another instance, a widow worked to keep her 27-year-old son who was mentally handicapped and had never worked. She said he was ‘excused paying stamps’
and was incapable of the most menial job. When the interviewer suggested the
possibility of support, the widow said she was reluctant to contact officials because
they would call attention to her son’s handicap.
Among the elderly, the predominant impression about their failure to obtain
supplementary benefit was one of ignorance and inability to comprehend complex
rules and pride in such independence as was left to them. Among men with families,
it was one more of fear of the power and arbitrariness of official procedure and
decisions. Both shied away from wearisome form-filling and queries at offices. They
were deterred by physical distances, by waiting and uncertainty, by awesome
bureaucratic procedures and by the uncomfortable and sometimes abrasive contacts
with officials or other clients which they expected. People were visibly pleased to be
told about the Post Office method of applying for a home visit to determine
eligibility. But, in general, old and young returned by one route or another to the
stigma which they felt was still implied by this system of obtaining money in need.
Attitudes of Recipients
We asked people receiving benefits who had advised them to apply and whether
they were embarrassed to have this kind of help. Among the total receiving benefits,
31 per cent said that making an application was their own idea and another 16 per
cent did not know of any particular advice; but 24 per cent said a relative or a friend
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had advised them, 8 per cent a ‘welfare worker’, 5 per cent a doctor and 3 per cent
the Post Office, leaving 13 per cent who gave miscellaneous sources.
The exact question we asked of people receiving benefit was: ‘Do you feel embarrassed or uncomfortable about it or do you accept it just like a pension or any
other kind of income?’ Table 24.11 gives the distribution of answers. The great
majority were not embarrassed or uncomfortable, although some of these were overassertive, for example: ‘I’ve worked my guts out all my life and it’s about time my
country did something for me in return.’ Alternatively, some were mechanical in
giving their replies, as if applying for help were an automatic part of the adjustment
they had had to make in their self-esteem: ‘You have to take it, don’t you, and get on
with it? It’s the only thing you can do.’ A little less than a third, but rather more
younger than older people, felt embarrassed or uncomfortable.
Among recipients under the pensionable ages, there was little variation among the
unemployed, sick, disabled and housewives in the proportion expressing embarrassment. The fraction did not vary much around two fifths for each of these
categories. And roughly as many men as women expressed embarrassment. Among
the elderly, the fraction fell to about a quarter, but relatively twice as many
housewives as retired married men, or two fifths compared with one fifth, expressed
embarrassment. On the other hand, the proportion of women living alone in
retirement who expressed embarrassment was approximately the same as of retired
husbands (or one fifth). In the four special areas, fewer claimants than in the United
Kingdom as a whole expressed discomfort (21 per cent compared with 29 per cent),
but the distribution between the sexes and age groups followed the same pattern.
The information given here should not be regarded as offering more than a starting
1
point. It was not our purpose to explore relationships with social security agencies,
and it was evident from illustrative comments that many people held
Table 24.11. Percentages of elderly and younger recipients, according to their
attitudes to receiving supplementary benefit.
Whether embarrassed or uncomfortable at receiving supplementary
benefit or accepting it like a
pension or other income

Recipients Recipients Recipients
aged 60
under 60
and over

Very embarrassed or uncomfortable 5.3
A little embarrassed
20.7
Not embarrassed
74.1
Total
100
Number
189

1

19.2
19.2
61.6
100
73

But see, for example, Meacher, Scrounging on the Welfare.

Male
8.0
18.4
73.6
100
87

Female All
9.7
9.1
21.2
20.0
69.1
70.9
100
100
175
265
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strong views about correct methods of procedure and treatment. All we have sought
to show is that there is a wide variation in attitudes towards the receipt of benefit,
which is bound to contribute to any explanation of the inefficiency of supplementary
benefits as a system.
Inadequate Payments
We did not attempt to check every payment of supplementary benefit to recipients in
the national and special area samples to find whether payments corresponded with
needs as they were defined in regulations. However, interviewers were instructed to
pass on information whenever they could, and to encourage informants to apply for
additional benefits or appeal if there seemed to be grounds, prima facie, for doing
so. There were at least ten households which subsequently applied for, and obtained,
supplementary benefit, and at least twenty-five families gained additional payments
as a result of asking for an account of an assessment, appealing against an
assessment, or applying for an ‘exceptional circumstances addition’ or an
‘exceptional needs grant’, as they are known administratively. There may have been
others about whom we did not subsequently learn. A number of cases were also
taken up on behalf of interviewers by those in charge of the survey. The
correspondence describing one such case is given in full in an annex to this chapter
(except for one or two cuts and inconsequential changes to conceal identity), to
illustrate the different issues that can arise.
The Conflicting Functions of the Supplementary Benefits Scheme
1

In support of other evidence, the correspondence brings out how difficult it is for
staff to apply Supplementary Benefits Commission rules in practice (embodied as
they are in the voluminous unpublished A and AX codes); how easy it is for mistakes to be made; how strenuously the commission itself, its senior officials and its
area managers, endeavour to apply the rules of the organization in what they
consider to be a rational, dignified and humane way while remaining conscious of
(and some would say unduly influenced by) unbridled and erroneous expressions of
antipathy towards claimants on the part of many in the press and among the public;
and how vainly allowances are adjusted to any, even crude, assessment of real need.
Most importantly, the correspondence illustrates the conflict between the social
control and poverty alleviation functions of the Supplementary Benefits
Commission whereby the exercise of ‘discretion’ becomes self-deceiving.
Management tends to be governed more by the need to safeguard public ex1

In recent years perhaps the best illustrations are to be found in the exchange between David
Donnison, the chairman of the SBC (from 1 October 1975), and Michael Hill, David Bull, Ruth
Lister and Frank Field in Social Work Today, 1975-6.
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penditure, control abuse and ensure conformity to social norms than generously to
meet poverty. Thus, it is implicitly assumed that people have to be motivated
towards work and self-help, and rents paid regularly, and that men must be obliged
to maintain their wives and children, and women to honour the ties of formal
marriage. In spite of some impulses to the contrary, the organization will tend to
1
delay payment, or will underpay. It will impose repayments unnecessarily or
impose them over unnecessarily short periods. The payment of additional grants or
allowances will more often be the result of intense pressure than of anticipatory
action, and, at least for those under pensionable age, will be withdrawn unless that
pressure is kept up. In other words, the commission as an organization will tend to
revert to form - that is, acting more in conformity with established institutions and
the views of the majority of the population than of the minority of claimants.
In the case of the Thackens (see the annex at the end of this chapter, pages 85059), the weekly allowance was increased, and an exceptional needs payment of £30
was made in 1968. But no further lump-sum payment was made until 1972 - despite
the appalling problems which any visit to the family would have disclosed -and in
that year we found that the additional allowance for Mr Thacken’s dietary needs was
no longer being paid. This is, of course, only one unusually well-documented
instance, but it is a particularly illuminating one, which might be backed up by the
accumulated experience of organizations like the Citizens’ Rights Office of the
Child Poverty Action Group. When challenged about particular families, the
commission will often respond in conformity with its poverty alleviation functions
and will appear to take individual need into account. But unless the situation can be
watched, it may revert to one more in conformity with principles of parsimony and
control. A different example of the tendency for extensions of welfare to be
impermanent is the fact that decisions of Supplementary Benefits Appeal Tribunals
2
cannot be treated as setting precedents.
Summary
This is the first of two chapters which discuss the function and success or failure of
means-tested schemes in alleviating poverty. The supplementary benefits scheme is
the largest of the many schemes. The chapter suggests that the scheme exists as
much to control behaviour in conformity with what is regarded as desirable socially
1

This can arise not only from difficulties, because of staff shortages, in administering prompt
payments, but also from discrepancies between published and unpublished rules, for example the
published SBC Handbook and unpublished A code. See Healy, P., ‘Three Ways in which the
Social Security System Misleads Claimants’, The Times, 28 June 1976.
2
‘The law they have to administer leaves them with wide, problematic and in some areas
ambiguous discretionary powers. Each tribunal is isolated from the rest, there is no second tier
appeal structure and thus no body of decisions which can be referred to’ - Bell, K., Research
Study on Supplementary Benefit Appeal Tribunals, HMSO, London, 1975 p. 20.
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as to meet need. Prior to 1966, independent and government research studies had
revealed that there were substantial proportions of the elderly and other groups in
the population who were eligible for national assistance but not receiving it. The
Social Security Act 1966 and the substitution of supplementary benefits for national
assistance was believed by the government to have greatly reduced these
proportions, but independent estimates had thrown doubt on official claims. Our
evidence suggests that the number of people failing to claim benefit to which they
were entitled was reduced by only about 75,000 (from a total conceded even
officially as being in excess of 1 million).
The income units in the sample which were dependent on supplementary benefit
corresponded closely in number and type with expectations based on administrative
statistics in the reports of the Supplementary Benefits Commission for 1968 and
1969. But 4.4 per cent of the people in the sample, representing 2,430,000 people
(comprising 410,000 children, 1,315,000 people aged 65 and over and over 700,000
other adults), seemed on the basis of a careful check to be eligible for but not
receiving benefit. Further research in four poor areas, Belfast, Glasgow, Neath and
Salford, where follow-up visits were paid to those found on the basis of an initial
interview to be eligible for benefit but not receiving it, largely confirmed these
estimates. Around half the eligible old people lived alone and not with relatives.
Many of the younger families were not temporarily in poverty but had been living
on a low income for the whole of the previous twelve months.
Some people did not realize that they might still qualify for help if they lived with
relatives, had savings or an occupational pension, or had part-time earnings.
Certainly there are severe problems in acquainting potential applicants with information about the conditions of benefit. Some people were discouraged by the
procedures involved in making an application, and the waiting and questions to
which they would have to submit. Others wanted to maintain their independence or
to avoid the shame of pleading poverty. Their feelings were shared to a lesser extent
by a substantial minority of those who received such benefits. They said they were
embarrassed to receive this assistance, and some had grounds for seeking an
exceptional needs grant’ or an exceptional circumstances addition’ but were
reluctant to press their claims.
Since the survey was carried out, a more pronounced distinction has been made
between ‘ordinary’ and ‘long-term’ rates of benefit. This is perhaps the most important development in the scheme. By and large, the long-term rates are paid after
two years receipt of benefit, except to those who have to register for work.
Retirement pensioners, however, are eligible for the long-term’ rate from the date of
their retirement. In 1974, the ordinary rate for a single householder (including rent)
expressed as a percentage of net average earnings was 34.6, and the long-term rate
was 43.5, compared with 38.6 and 41.6 respectively in 1968. In 1974, the
corresponding rate for a married couple with four children (two aged under 5 and
two aged between 5 and 10) was 67.2, and the long-term rate 73.6, compared with
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1

respectively 70.4 and 72.7 per cent in 1968. The ordinary rate declined in relation
to earnings, and the long-term rate improved slightly. However, the total number of
claimants in Britain increased by 43,000 between these two years, and the total
number of recipients and dependants from 3,995,000 to 4,092,000. The number of
sick and disabled people with national insurance benefit declined, and the number of
unemployed increased. Other changes could be listed. But, in coverage and level of
provision in relation to other incomes in society, the scheme can be said to remain
substantially the same as it was in 1968. In broad outline, at least, the survey
conclusions would seem therefore to apply to the mid 1970s and not only the late
1960s.
Annex to Chapter 24
A man and woman in their mid thirties were visited in Salford. They had three
young children. He was an epileptic and was suffering from a brain haemorrhage as
well as a peptic ulcer. His wife had recovered from tuberculosis and suffered from
bronchitis. Two of the three children had been ill for long periods in the recent past.
They had all lived in poverty or on the margins of poverty for some years, and the
house had been condemned. Certainly the roof let in water, and the back yard, into
which everyone had to go to reach the WC, was a quagmire in rainy weather. (The
name and address of the family below have been changed.)
26th April 1968
To The Manager
Supplementary Benefits Commission
SALFORD
(Copy also to the Permanent Secretary of the Supplementary Benefits Commission)
Dear Sir,
You may be aware that at the present time a research team from Essex University and
the London School of Economics, under the direction of Professor Abel-Smith and
myself, are carrying out a survey of standards of living in Salford. This is, in fact, part of
a national survey. Although social work is not the responsibility of our interviewing
officers, we occasionally feel a moral duty to help certain families. Usually the
interviewer can deal with this himself or herself but I should like to obtain your advice
about Mr George Thacken and his family, of 14 Mulford Street, Salford. Mr Thacken has
given us permission to approach you and any other body on his behalf. Mr Thacken is
chronic sick and has been off work for more than six years. In exploring his resources we
find that his total income from you (including rent paid) is £14.80p. This does not appear
to include the automatic allowance of 45p for a person who has been sick for two years or
more. I also wonder whether there is not a case for an additional discretionary allowance.
As far as we can discover, Mr Thacken, who is in his mid 30s, suffers from both epilepsy
1

Hansard, 13 February 1976, cols. 423-4.
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and a clot on the brain and his life expectation may be unfortunately short.
The final point I should like to raise is the question of single grants. I understand that a
grant of about £4.50 was made for shoes as well as a previous similar grant in the year for
some other purchase. The living conditions of this man, his wife and his three young
children are very bad and they are extremely short of furniture and other essentials. There
does seem to be a prima facie case for a much more substantial single grant.
Yours faithfully,
P. T.
8th May, 1968
Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Dear Sir,
Thank you for your letter dated 26th April, 1968 regarding Mr George Thacken, and
his family of 14 Mulford Street, Salford.
Unfortunately we have not been able to see Mr Thacken at his home, to date, in order
to investigate his circumstances, but we hope to deal with this matter in a day or so, and I
will let you have a reply in due course.
Yours faithfully,
H. Grundy
Manager
23rd May, 1968
Supplementary Benefits Commission
Ministry of Social Security
LONDON E C4
Dear Professor Townsend,
Thank you for sending me a copy of your letter to our local Manager about Mr George
Thacken of 14 Mulford Street, Salford.
As you know the, Manager has arranged for Mr Thacken to be visited to see what
additional help can be given and he will be writing to you direct about this. I understand,
on the main point in your letter, that the long-term addition of 45p has been allowed in
calculating Mr Thacken’s Supplementary Allowance, and I have asked the Manager to let
you have a detailed explanation of how the allowance is calculated.
Yours sincerely,
Donald Sargent
(Permanent Secretary)
4th June, 1968
Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Dear Sir,
With reference to your letter dated 26th April, 1968, regarding Mr George Thacken and
his family of 14 Mulford Street, Salford, we have now looked into his circumstances and
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I am able to let you have the following reply.
I understand that the Secretary of the Commission has advised you that a detailed
explanation of the calculation of Mr Thacken’s supplementary allowance will be given to
you and this information is furnished hereunder.
Weekly income taken into account
£ p
Sickness benefit
9 90
Family allowance 1 60
Total to be taken 11 50
into account
Weekly Requirements
Claimant and wife
Children Age
Christopher 7 years
Harriett 9 years
George 13 years
Long-term addition
Rent allowance

Amount
£
p
7 05
1
1
1
0
2
Total 14
LESS total to be taken into account 11
Supplementary allowance entitlement 3

50
50
85
45
61
96
50
45

You will see from the details overleaf that the long term addition of 45p has been
allowed in the calculation, and that Mr Thacken’s weekly requirements have been
brought up to a total of £14.95p by the payment of supplementary allowance of £3.45p.
I must point out, however, that at the time of your survey the total weekly income was
in fact £14.80 as mentioned in your letter, and the reason for this difference was that Mr
Thacken agreed to a weekly deduction of 15p in order to repay an excess of benefit which
he had drawn. This matter has been cleared up and he now receives a weekly
supplementary allowance of £3.45p.
It has been possible to make grants to cover the cost of new clothing, and some other
urgent needs, and steps are now being taken to provide a modest amount of necessary
furniture.
Yours faithfully,
H. Grundy
Manager
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24th June, 1968
To The Manager
Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
(Copy to Sir Donald Sargent)
Dear Mr Grundy,
I very much appreciated your courtesy in writing such a full letter about the circumstances of Mr George Thacken. I am very glad indeed that you have found it possible to
make grants to cover the cost of new clothing and some other urgent needs, including
furniture. On the basis of the information I have, I am sure this is most justified.
I must confess that there are still two points which make me uncomfortable. You
mention that the sum of 15p per week was deducted as repayment of ‘an excess of benefit
which he had drawn’. While not knowing all the circumstances resulting in this
deduction, I wonder whether such a step really is necessary with families living in such
poverty as that of Mr Thacken. If an excess of benefit is ever given through some
misunderstanding or some mistake on the part of an officer serving the Ministry, I am
sure that the right principle would be to impose no repayment. The only instance which
might give rise to doubt is one where an applicant knowingly gives false information. I
would like to be assured that this was the case and whether Mr Thacken was informed of
the deduction and was offered the opportunity of appealing against the decision. There
must be many instances when members of your own staff and staff of offices elsewhere
believe that applicants have consciously withheld information but where in practice they
may be simply confused by official procedures and forms.
The other point which disturbs me is that although Mr Thacken did in fact receive the
‘long-term addition’ of 45p he did not receive any additional discretionary sum. I would
have thought that if ever there was a family which deserved to receive a regular
additional discretionary amount, that family was Mr Thacken’s. But this, as you must
know, raises in question the whole problem of how the introduction of the long-term
addition of 45p has changed, or ought to have changed, the Ministry’s policy over
discretionary payments.
Yours sincerely,
P. T.
27th June, 1968
Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Dear Professor Townsend,
Thank you for your letter dated 24th June, 1968, regarding Mr Thacken.
I will look into this case with particular reference to the points you raise and will let
you have a reply as soon as I am able.
Yours sincerely,
H. Grundy
Manager
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9th August, 1968
Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Dear Professor Townsend,
Thank you for your further letter of 24th June about Mr George Thacken, of 14
Mulford Street, Salford.
To enable me to clarify the first point in your letter, I should explain the Ministry’s
position in connection with the recovery of overpayments of supplementary benefit.
Under the Ministry of Social Security Act 1966, the Ministry is entitled to recover the full
amount of any excess expenditure incurred due to a person’s failure to disclose a material
fact. The Supplementary Benefit (Claims and Payments) Regulations provide that
recipients of supplementary benefit must report information, for example, about changes
in their circumstances ‘at any office or place as the Commission may direct.’ This is
explained in notes included in the order-book, which set out the changes to be reported to
the address given in the book. Mr Thacken’s wife ceased work on 13th April, 1967 and
this led to an increase in the dependent’s sickness benefit for his wife (£2.50). He did not,
however, report the change to the Supplementary Benefits Office until 16th June, 1967,
and as a result he was overpaid supplementary benefit for the period 14th April 1967 to
18th June 1967. I should explain that whereas only £1.95 per week of Mrs Thacken’s
earnings were offset against the family’s requirements in calculating the supplementary
allowance paid to Mr Thacken the full dependant’s sickness benefit for her would be
taken into account. Normally the Ministry seeks recovery in cases such as this only where
the claimant has either some disregarded income or readily available capital and, clearly,
since Mr Thacken possessed no such resources the decision to seek recovery was
incorrect. (In answer to the question in your letter on appeal rights, when Mr Thacken
signed a form of undertaking to repay, this included a paragraph drawing his attention to
his right of appeal under section 26(2) of the Act, but he did not exercise this right.)
When the decision to require the payment was recognized as being contrary to the
normal practice, the deduction from benefit was stopped. By that time, £6.75 had been
recovered and this fact was taken into account, among other considerations, in making
the grants for clothing and furniture, to which I referred in my previous letter. The grants
made for these purposes totalled £29 and there was also a payment to clear some rent
arrears and to provide the family with a supply of coal (they had previously been buying
coal in very small quantities at correspondingly high prices).
I can confirm that the Ministry would not normally seek to effect recovery when an
overpayment of supplementary benefit was due entirely to an error on the part of a
member of the Ministry’s or other Government Department’s Staff.
Finally, you comment on the fact that no discretionary sum over and above the longterm addition was allowed in the calculation of Mr Thacken’s supplementary allowance.
As you will know, the long-term addition was one of the major innovations of the Supplementary Benefits scheme and was intended to provide a margin, over and above the
basic scale rate, to meet special expenses. Where the long-term addition is not payable or
is insufficient to cover all the special expenses a person, or his dependants, may have, the
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supplementary benefit can be increased. On the information we had about Mr Thacken’s
circumstances, and those of his family, it appeared that any special needs were more than
covered by the long-term addition but when I called at the home following receipt of your
earlier letter Mrs Thacken mentioned for the first time that her husband also suffered
from stomach trouble but did not take a special diet. In his own interest, I thought it best
that I should have a word with his doctor, who told me that a peptic ulcer had been
diagnosed and that Mr Thacken had been recommended to follow a special diet. He had,
however, failed to collect the diet sheet. I therefore advised Mr Thacken to obtain his diet
sheet forthwith and I have increased his supplementary allowance to enable him to meet
the extra cost involved. On medical advice, the Commission take the extra expense of a
diet for peptic ulcer as being 62½p a week. In Mr Thacken’s case, 45p of this is provided
by the long-term addition and a further addition for the balance of 17½p has been made.
This has the result that, after rounding his allowance to the nearest 5p, he receives an
extra 20p a week.
Yours sincerely,
H. Grundy
Manager
10th September, 1968
To The Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Dear Mr Grundy,
Thank you for your further information about Mr Thacken. There are a number of very
disturbing points about this case, most of which affect Ministry policy rather than local
administration. Although your recent inquiries have resulted in both a small increase in
the weekly allowance and the payment of a lump sum, I am not sure that justice has been
done.
First, you mention that recipients must report changes in their circumstances and that
Mr Thacken did not for some weeks report that when his wife ceased work, he received
an increase in sickness benefit of £2.50 for a dependent wife. I find it rather astonishing
for you to suggest that the responsibility for notifying a change always rests with the
recipient. Mr Thacken might be entitled to assume that one half of the Ministry will know
what the other half is doing. After all, sickness and supplementary benefit are both paid
by the same organization.
Secondly, you say that Mr Thacken was overpaid supplementary benefit for the period
14th April, 1967 to 18th June, 1967. This covers about nine weeks. Taking into account
the £2.50 extra sickness benefit as against £1.95 of the wife’s earnings deducted from the
calculation of the family’s requirements, he seems to have been overpaid around 55p per
week. I would be grateful if you could confirm the details because if the amount were as
low as this, then the total overpayment during the nine weeks would be about £5 - as
against the sum of £6.75, which you say was ‘recovered’. Irrespective of the error in
seeking repayment, it seems that no check was made to ensure that too much was not
repaid.
Thirdly, you admit that ‘the decision to seek recovery was incorrect’. It would follow
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that Mr Thacken should be reimbursed and should also receive an apology. Instead you
say the fact ‘was taken into account’ in making a grant for clothing and furniture. The
two matters are clearly distinct in principle. Putting right the wrongful recovery of money
is one thing; making a payment for need is another.
Fourthly, you say that a form signed by Mr Thacken, undertaking to repay, contained a
paragraph drawing attention to his right to appeal. May I ask whether in all such cases the
individual’s right to appeal is specified verbally by officers of the Ministry? We make a
mockery of individual rights unless the Ministry ensures they are called properly to the
attention of persons in poverty - particularly since so many are sick, disabled or old.
Fifthly, the additional allowance of only 17½p for a special diet is absurd. You say that
the introduction in 1966 of the long-term addition of 45p was to meet special expenses.
This appears to deny the general need of those who have been sick for two years or more
or who are retired for a higher rate of subsistence. There is an argument from equity
which might be discussed publicly. Two men who have been off work sick for over two
years will both receive the long-term addition of 45p. Yet if one has the additional expense of a special diet (which you acknowledge to be 62½p per week) you pay him only
17½p more than the other man. Moreover, in Mr Thacken’s case I would ask most
seriously whether there is not still a case for a further discretionary allowance, beyond
that for a special diet?
Finally, I would be grateful to know the itemization of the grants which you say
amount to £29. It would seem that about £22 was made available for clothing and
furniture for a family of five.
Yours sincerely,
P. T.
30th September, 1968
Salford West Area Office
Salford
Dear Professor Townsend,
Thank you for your further letter dated 10th September. 1968, regarding Mr George
Thacken.
I regret the delay in this acknowledgement, and wish to inform you that the matter is
receiving attention.
Yours sincerely,
H. Grundy
Manager
18th November, 1968
To Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Dear Mr Grundy,
I would be most grateful for any observations you care to make on my last letter of
10th September concerning Mr George Thacken.
Yours sincerely,
P. T.
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21st November, 1968
Ministry of Social Security
Salford West Area Office
Salford
Dear Professor Townsend,
Thank you for your letter of 18th November 1968, concerning Mr George Thacken. I
am very sorry that you have not yet received a full reply, and hasten to explain that in
view of the questions you asked, I referred the matter to my Headquarters at London for
consideration, and understand that they will be replying to you direct very shortly.
Yours sincerely,
H. Grundy
Manager
16th December, 1968
Supplementary Benefits Commission
Department of Health and Social Security
LONDON WC2
Dear Professor Townsend,
You have been in correspondence with Mr Grundy, the Manager of our Salford West
Office, about the case of Mr George Thacken, of 14 Mulford Street, Salford. Your most
recent letter, of 10th September, raises, as you know, a number of points which concern
Departmental policy and I have therefore been asked to reply. I am sorry that I have been
unable to do so sooner.
Your first comment related to the need for a claimant to report changes in his circumstances. Mr Grundy explained the provisions of the Regulations on this point and pointed
out that the position is set out in some detail in the notes which the claimant is asked to
read in the order-books sent to him. The claimant is requested to report changes of circumstances to the office from which the order-book was issued. Where he is in receipt of
more than one benefit, and these benefits are controlled by different offices, the claimant
may in practice report a change of circumstances to one office only, but it is reasonable
then to expect him to give details of the various benefits he is receiving. The procedures
which are followed within the Department are designed to ensure that, where possible,
information reaches other offices which are known to have an interest in a case but, bearing in mind the many different benefits and pensions paid by the Department, not all of
which are controlled by local offices, this is not always practicable and it is necessary to
rely on reports from the individual claimant. In Mr Thacken’s case, the local office which
paid his sickness benefit did in fact notify the supplementary benefit office - though unfortunately somewhat belatedly - that the sickness benefit had been increased. As a result,
he was interviewed right away and he then provided information about the termination of
his wife’s employment.
Your second point concerned the amount by which Mr Thacken was overpaid and I do
agree that there was a miscalculation. The position has been looked at again and the
information on which the assessment was based has been checked in detail to ensure that
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the calculation of the overpayment is correct. As a result it has been found that Mrs
Thacken’s earnings increased during the period and it is now calculated that the overpayment of supplementary allowance was £7.70 in respect of a period from 20th March,
1967, to 18th June, 1967. This overpayment arose for two reasons: initially because Mr
Thacken did not tell the local officers that his wife’s earnings had increased and subsequently because, as you know, she ceased work and the additional sickness benefit which
became payable was not taken into account. A detailed week by week account of how the
overpayment arose is attached to this letter.
On your third point, the Department has the right under the Act to recover any overpayment which arises because, whether fraudulently or otherwise, a person misrepresents
or fails to disclose any material fact. However, where an overpayment arises in circumstances similar to those in Mr Thacken’s case, a refund is normally invited only where the
claimant is in a position to repay, e.g. has income which is disregarded, or savings. The
refund in Mr Thacken’s case was contrary to our normal practice and Mr Grundy himself
apologized for this mistake when he visited Mr Thacken on 8th May last. Although I
agree that it was only right and proper that this apology should have been given, it does
not follow that a repayment should have been made to Mr Thacken. There was, as I have
said, a statutory right to recover the money and Mr Thacken had refunded less than he
had been overpaid. But because the refund had been made during a separate and
subsequent period it was likely that this had contributed to the need of clothing; the
question whether to repay the money he had refunded was therefore considered with the
decision to award a lump sum for exceptional needs over and above the weekly benefit to
meet this situation. If the £6.75 had been refunded a correspondingly smaller lump sum
payment would have been necessary - because the need would have been smaller -and the
overall result would have been the same.
With regard to your fourth point, which concerned the right of appeal, where a claimant
agrees to refund an overpayment he not only sees, and signs, the undertaking which
includes a statement concerning the right of appeal in the event of dispute, but he also
retains a copy of the form.
We could not undertake to inform the claimant verbally, on every decision which
carried a right of appeal - if only because so many of these decisions are issued in
writing, but, as in the case of the undertaking signed by Mr Thacken, each notice does
explain that the claimant has this right.
In answer to your fifth point I must first of all make it clear that the purpose of the
long-term addition is not to provide a higher rate of basic subsistence. The addition is
paid in recognition of the fact that people who qualify for it are likely to incur additional
expenses, for example, on account of their age or illness. The addition is a means of providing for these, mainly small, expenses as and when they arise without the detailed
specific inquiries which were necessary under the former national assistance scheme and
which were often a source of embarrassment, particularly to the elderly. The taking into
account of the long-term addition when the need for exceptional circumstances additions
under paragraph 4 of Schedule 2 to the Act comes into question is laid down in paragraph
4 itself - the situation has been made clear on many occasions since the new supplementary benefits scheme started for example in the Ministry of Social Security Annual
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Reports for 1966 (pp. 55-56) and 1967 (page 57), and is also referred to in explanatory
leaflets. Where, however, there is reason to think that a person’s special expenses may be
greater than 50p (the current rate of the long-term addition) our officers do, of course,
make full inquiries about the actual expense so that any necessary addition can be given.
In Mr Thacken’s case, we have accepted that he incurs additional expense (now of 67½p
a week) on account of his special diet and we have always been prepared to consider any
other specific item which leads to necessary additional expenditure.
You asked, finally, to know the items covered by the lump sum payments. These
amounted in total to £29 (and I am sorry that it had been suggested to you that this
amount did not include the provision for fuel and rent arrears). Of this £29 payment,
£2.50 was spent on second-hand furniture, £1.57½ on a stock of fuel, £3.42 on rent
arrears and 50p on four pillowcases. Of the remainder, Mr Thacken spent £18.52 on
clothing and obtained trousers, shoes, a raincoat, a shirt and two pairs of socks for himself; a dress and two pairs of shoes for his wife; and five pairs of socks, two pairs of
trousers and four pairs of shoes for his children; in general the items purchased were
somewhat cheaper than had been envisaged by our local officers. There was a balance of
£2.49 unspent and Mr Thacken was advised to use this in connection with the cost of
repairs to a broken window. Now that the family possess an adequate amount of clothing
it should be possible for them to provide replacements from their weekly income.
I am afraid that I must end this letter on an unhappy note. We have been paying benefit
to Mr Thacken on the basis that his wife has not worked since April 1967; he had signed
statements about his circumstances on a number of occasions since then, including one on
1st May, 1968 in which he stated specifically that his wife was not employed and had no
income apart from family allowances. We have discovered, however, that Mrs Thacken
had resumed work prior to May 1968 and it is necessary that our officers should now
investigate the extent of this overpayment and the circumstances in which Mr Thacken
failed to advise the Department of this material change in his financial position.
Yours sincerely,
N. M. Hale

25
The Failure of Means-tested Benefits

In addition to supplementary benefits, which is the principal means-tested scheme in
the United Kingdom, there are more than forty other means-tested schemes. There
are higher education awards; schemes for exemption from prescription charges,
dental charges and optical charges; free welfare milk and foods; free school meals;
rate rebates; rent rebates; local charges for residential accommodation for the elderly
and handicapped and homeless; local charges for home help, meals, day nursery,
chiropody, convalescent and family planning services; school uniform and clothing
grants; and maintenance allowances. Local authorities tend to vary in the way they
administer some of these schemes, and even the kind of means test they apply. This
chapter will show how far people living in poverty take advantage of these schemes,
and in a long final section will attempt to go on to explain, and therefore to add to
the discussion in the previous chapter, why some people do not receive benefits for
which they are eligible.
In 1968, the government spent £421 million on supplementary benefits but the
following was spent on other means-tested benefits: free school meals, about £25
million; rate rebates, £15 million, local authority rent rebates, £18 million, free
1
welfare milk and food £7 million. There were a variety of other schemes, some of
which cost very little by national standards. Thus, in 1970-71, the Department of
Employment made 300 grants costing £10,000 to severely disabled people to provide special aids for employment; paid 180 disabled people an allowance to assist
exceptional expenses in travelling to work at a cost of £29,000; and made ten grants
2
to disabled people to help them start a small business at a total cost of £2,000.
Free School Meals
Each local authority administers a government scheme making school meals free for
children of parents receiving supplementary benefits or parents whose income is
below certain limits laid down in national regulations. The limits are revised
1

See written answers to parliamentary questions, Hansard, 3 and 5 August, 3 and 9 December
1971.
2
Written answer to a parliamentary question, Hansard, 16 November 1971, col. 90.
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regularly, normally when supplementary benefit scales are increased. On 24 July
1967, Mr Patrick Gordon Walker announced a package of government decisions
which included an increase from 5p to 7½p in the price of a school meal (from April
1968) as well as an increase in family allowances. He admitted that the government
was anxious about parents who did not take up their entitlement. Later that year, a
Department of Education and Science circular was sent to local-education
authorities pointing out that some people failed to apply because of fear of
identification of children who received free meals in the classroom. At the same
time, a circular issued by the Scottish Education Department called attention to the
humiliating practices adopted by some authorities. The department advised against
handing out specially coloured tickets and said that, ‘in no case should pupils
receiving meals free be required to enter the dining-room by an entrance other than
1
that used by paying pupils, to sit at separate tables, or to receive different meals’.
Whether from embarrassment or lack of information, many parents had failed to
apply for free meals. A survey carried out by the Ministry of Social Security and
published in 1967 showed that, in 1966, two thirds of the children of fathers in fulltime work who were taking school meals were entitled to them free but were paying
2
for them. Mr Gordon Walker then sent a circular letter to all parents of schoolchildren, reminding them that it was possible to apply for free school meals, and
giving the income limits. A tear-off slip allowed potential applicants to get further
information with a minimum of fuss. Although publicity had already resulted in a
marked increase in numbers applying for free school meals, the circular letter had a
marked initial effect. A similar exercise in May 1970 was marred by the omission of
3
the tear-off slip. The numbers for each year in England and Wales and Scotland are
given in Table 25.1. The increase in 1968 is partly attributable to the temporary
provision for free meals for all children in large families, irrespective of income
(withdrawn from April 1969), and also to the raising of the income exemption
limits. The increase in 1971 is partly attributable to a further proportionate increase
in the exemption limits. But the rises in price of school meals led to a sharp
reduction in the number and percentage of children taking school meals, by no
means all of it temporary. Thus in England and Wales the number taking meals fell
from 5,148,000 (or 68 per cent) in September 1970, to 4,161,000 (or 54 per cent) in
4
May 1971. With the exception of 1968, when the annual census was taken at the
time of an influenza epidemic, a lower percentage of pupils in England and Wales
than in Scotland received free meals. This may be due to there being more families
1

Quoted in Lynes, T., ‘The Dinner Money Problem’, Poverty, No. 10, Spring 1969, p. 13.
Ministry of Social Security, Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, p. 29.
3
Lynes, T., ‘The Failure of Selectivity’, in Bull, D. (ed.), Family Poverty, Duckworth,
London, 1971.
4
Written answer, Hansard, 5 July 1971.
2
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Table 25.1. Numbers and percentages of school meals which are free.
Year

1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

England and Wales
Free meals
Percentage of
pupils in
attendance
receiving free
meals
404,000
5.8
841,000a
11.7
594,000
8.0
627,000
8.3
805,000
10.3
850,000
10.7
795,000
9.7
750,000
9.1
784,000
9.3

Scotlandb
Free meals

65,000
65,000
140,000
96,000
97,000
144,000
137,000
130,000
122,000

Percentage of
pupils in
attendance
receiving free
meals
n.a.
8.3
16.3
11.3
11.1
16.6
15.3
14.0
13.0

NOTES: aIncluding free meal to fourth and subsequent children in family irrespective of family
income.
b
Census in January in each year.
SOURCES: Hansard, 29 July 1975, col. 359, and 26 February 1976, col. 328; private
communication, Scottish Education Department.

with low incomes in Scotland, or higher take-up rates, or both.
Although the income levels up to which families are eligible to receive free school
meals have broadly corresponded in the past with the supplementary benefit scales,
the two sets of scales are by no means coincident. Thus, supplementary allowances
but not allowances for school meals vary according to the age of each child. Again,
disregarded earnings and hire-purchase commitments are treated differently in the
two schemes. In the summer of 1968, a family with three children at school qualified
for free school meals if family income after deducting rent and rates, fares to work,
national-insurance contributions and the first £2 of the mother’s earnings was less
than £12.65p a week. The comparable allowance from the Supplementary Benefits
Commission, however, varied according to age of school-children from £10.80p to
£14.95p. In October 1972, the figures were £20.40p a week and from £16.35p to
£23.95p a week respectively. There are therefore two separate and uncoordinated
means tests. Some families with a net income up to 20 per cent larger than the
supplementary benefit for which they would become eligible if unemployed or sick,
none the less qualify for free school meals for each child. Conversely, some families
with a net income up to 20 per cent smaller fail to qualify for free school meals for
each child.
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Although the regulations governing the administration of free school meals do not
lay down a definite period over which weekly pay should be averaged to determine
eligibility, in practice, local education authorities usually work on the basis of four
or five weekly pay-slips, or two months for monthly paid workers. Therefore,
parents whose income over the year as a whole is below the minimum scales may
find their children ineligible for free school meals at times when earnings are
relatively high. Parents are also under the obligation to inform the local education
authority if their circumstances change. The local education authorities have a free
hand in deciding the period of the award of free school meals. Usually there is a
review twice a year when new application forms are issued to all families in which
children are receiving meals free. Thus, not only are parents subjected to a means
test at least twice yearly, but for many of them the meals represent an uncertain
source of indirect income. The introduction of provision only for an annual review
1
irrespective of changes in circumstances in April 1973 reduced this uncertainty but only at the possible cost of making it less fair for that large number of families
whose income fluctuates around the margins of eligibility.
Table 25.2 presents the two important sets of data about school-children in lowincome households - those not having meals and therefore either going home or

Table 25.2. Percentages of children in different household income groups who have
or do not have school meals.
Children
attending school

Net disposable household income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost

All

Under 100-19 120-39 140-59 160-99 200-99 300+
100

Pays for school
meals
33
Free school meals
52
Total school meals 85
Has meals at home 11
Has meals with
relative
0
Takes sandwiches
3
Buys meals out
0
Total
100
Number
61
1

44
30
75
22

56
16
72
27

50
20
69
27

66
1
68
23

66
0
66
25

68
2
70
24

58
12
70
24

2
1
0
100
79

0
1
0
100
151

0
2
0
100
154

2
4
2
100
233

2
6
0
100
206

0
5
1
100
81

1
4
1
100
965

Hansard, 6 November 1972, col. 625.
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taking sandwiches, and those receiving meals free. Altogether only 70 per cent of
school-children get meals at school. The correlation according to income is not at all
marked. Proportionately more of the poorest children have meals at school, but there
are still 15 per cent who do not. Another 33 per cent of the poorest children pay for
meals. Thus, only half the children in the poorest families get meals free at school.
In some respects, Table 25.2 and other tables using net household income in the
previous year as a criterion may under-represent take-up by poor families of meanstested benefits, but also in some respects may over-represent take-up. These
limitations must be briefly listed. As already indicated, some families classified as
having incomes under 100 per cent in Table 25.2 will include children all of whom
are in their teens but, because supplementary benefit scales for teenagers are higher
than the corresponding meals scales, will not be eligible for free school meals,
whereas some classified as having incomes of between 100 per cent and 120 per
cent, all of whom have only very young children, will be eligible to receive meals.
Unlike the supplementary benefits scheme, the school meals scheme is based on a
means test making no allowance for the higher costs of bringing up older children.
Secondly, income is calculated for the household as a whole rather than for each
income unit. This is one reason why some households with an income, say, of more
than 40 per cent in excess of the basic supplementary benefit scales are none the less
receiving school meals free. Thirdly, the incomes of some households are irregular.
Some with a low income for the year as a whole may have increased their income in,
say, the past two months. Conversely, some with a high income for the year will
now have tumbled to a very low income. We found that the numbers in these two
groups tended to balance out, but that the means-tested scheme suffers seriously
from ‘ assessment lag’. Thus, of all the children who were having school meals and
who also were in poverty or had recent experience of poverty, 46 per cent were in
families in poverty or on the margins of poverty both in the week preceding
interview and for the year as a whole, but there were another 54 per cent from
families in, or on, the margins of poverty, either in the preceding week or for the
year as a whole. In the survey, none of the children in families tumbling the previous
week into poverty or to its margins were yet receiving school meals free. All of them
were still paying for meals. That is a significant finding. Finally, during the year of
1
the survey, eligibility levels for free school meals were raised twice, supplementary
benefit scales were increased once, the price of school meals was increased, and
from April 1968 (but for one year only) all children in families with four or more
children were entitled to free school meals irrespective of income.
1

In the summer of 1968, a child in a one-child family qualified for free school meals if net
family income, including family allowances, and deducting fares, rent and rates, national insurance contributions and the first 40s. of any of the mother’s earnings, was less than £9.15p per
week, and from October 1968, £9.75. Corresponding figures for each child in two- and threechild families were £11.10 and £11.60 and £12.65 and £13.45 respectively.
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It would be difficult to make adjustments for all the factors listed above. Since
Table 25.2 is based in substantial part on incomes received prior to the introduction
in October 1968 of new supplementary benefit scales, it slightly underestimates the
1
numbers in the lowest income groups. And because four-child families no longer
became entitled automatically without means test to free school meals, the numbers
of poor children getting free meals was in this respect higher than the numbers in
subsequent years.
For these reasons, the proportion of children in the poorest income group found in
the survey to be receiving school meals free will be high relative to the true figure in
recent years, which therefore gives a more favourable impression of the efficiency
of means tests than other criteria. Thus, the equivalent proportion of all children
who are eligible (including all those in income groups close to the eligibility
ceilings) and of children in families whose incomes are low in a particular week
rather than in the year as a whole would be smaller. But the data none the less
provide a basis for analysis and discussion.
Table 25.3 deals just with children having meals at school. Altogether, 17.4 per
cent were found not to be paying for them. This figure compares with the figures of
16.8 per cent for England and Wales and 17.2 per cent for Scotland given in official
2
censuses. Only 61 per cent of the children in the poorest income group were getting
3
meals free. They comprised only just over a quarter of all children getting meals

Table 25.3. Percentages of children in different household income groups who
receive free school meals.
All children
taking school
meals
Free
Pays
Total
Number
1

Net disposable household income last year as %
of supplementary benefit scales plus housing
cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
61.6
28.5
8.4
38.4
71.4
91.5
100
100
100
52
168
463

All

17.4
82.5
100
683

See Chapter 7, pages 274-80, for a discussion of possible adjustments.
Hansard, 14 July and 3 December 1971.
3
This was in spite of the big upsurge in claims in early 1968. The authors of a government
survey carried out in 1966 concluded that, of the children having school meals, only just over 60
per cent of those who were eligible to receive them free did so. Among the children of men in
full-time work, the figure was only 34 per cent. See Circumstances of Families, HMSO,
London, 1967, Table III, 10, p.29.
2
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free. Indeed, a third of children receiving meals free were in households with an
income more than 40 per cent above the basic supplementary benefit scales. We
were also able to examine the situation of children in families actually receiving
supplementary benefits, and in families of the sick and unemployed who were
eligible for supplementary benefits, when both groups had meals at school. Only 86
per cent of the former and 54 per cent of the latter were receiving free school meals.
This pattern applies to 1968 and the early part of 1969, and neither the official
statistics about free school meals nor subsequent studies offer evidence which would
lead to substantial modification. For example, a small-scale study in Islington in
1971 found that only 68 per cent of households eligible for free school meals were
1
receiving them.
We also checked the relative incomes of the households in which the children
having meals at school lived. When household income in the previous year was
expressed as a percentage of the mean for its type, only 49 per cent of children in
households with an income less than 80 per cent of the mean were found to be
having meals free.
Government estimates that between 80 and 85 per cent of children who are entitled to free school meals are receiving them must be treated with extreme
2
scepticism. These and similar estimates for other means-tested benefits seem to be
inflated for the following reason. Estimates are based on the numbers and types of
household found in the Family Expenditure Survey to have ‘normal incomes below
particular levels. The results are then compared with the numbers receiving free
meals, free welfare milk, allowances and so on. But the latter include income units
with relatively low incomes in households with relatively high total incomes. They
include households whose incomes are no longer low and whose eligibility for
benefit may have been judged six months or more sooner. They also include
households in which a child may recently have left school and so have ‘lost’ the
right to entitlement for a second child.
There is one further point about take-up of free school meals. Fifteen per cent of
children in the poorest households, and altogether 24 per cent of all children in
poverty or on the margins of poverty, do not have meals at school, whether paid or
free. Although some of these live in areas in which the schools lack facilities, and
some of their parents actively prefer children, perhaps because there are younger
children in the family, to come home for dinner, there is no doubt that some would
get meals at school if they were an automatic right. This point is too often neglected
3
in discussions about take-up. Many going home will be adequately fed, but, as one
1

Meacher, M., Rate Rebates: A Study of the Effectiveness of Means-Tests, Poverty Research
Series No. 1, 1972, Child Poverty Action Group, London, p. 22.
2
Hansard, 16 November 1971, col. 115. See also Hansard, 6 August 1975, col. 141.
3
There has been considerable discussion of the effect of changes in price on the number of
children taking school meals, but not of the consequential effects on uptake of free meals. See,
for example, Davies, B., and Reddin, M., ‘School Meals and Plowden’, New Society, May 1967.
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writer puts it, ‘The question without an answer is how many children are there who
1
are not well looked after and who may be having an inadequate diet?’ The
withdrawal of free school milk, first for secondary children and then for school
children aged 7 and over, and the further rise in the price of school meals are bound
to sharpen this question.
We did, in fact, ask parents why their children did not have meals at school (see
Q.5C on page 1145). Altogether, 8 per cent said there were no facilities at school for
meals, 10 per cent that meals were cheaper at home, 34 per cent that the children did
not like the food, 7 per cent that the children did not have enough to eat (Table
25.4). Over a third gave other reasons. The bulk of these were expressed in terms of

Table 25.4. Reasons why children in families with different incomes do not have
school meals.
Parent’s reason why child
does not have school meals

Does not like the food
Not enough to eat
No facilities at school
Cheaper at home
Other
Total
Number

Net disposable household
income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales
plus housing cost
Under 140
140+
19.1
38.3
11.8
5.3
16.2
5.7
17.6
7.7
35.3
43.1
100
100
68
209

All children not
having school
meals

33.6
6.9
8.3
10.1
41.2
100
277

preference or nearness. Some parents said their children preferred to come home or
go to relatives, or they preferred them to do so. Some said that the school was near
by or it was convenient because they had to prepare a midday meal for themselves.
Some felt they could ensure that the child had a proper amount or the right kind of
food. One said her child had to have a weight-reducing diet. There were also parents
who said their children attended school only for half the day, or came home because
there was inadequate supervision at lunch-time, because the head believed the
children should go home if the mother was not at work, and, in one case, because a
child wanted to be sure that her mother was still at home.
That over a third of those not having meals at school disliked them is important. A
survey of 772 meals in forty-eight infant, junior and senior schools has also thrown
1

Bender, A. E., Feeding the School Child’, Poverty, No. 23, Summer 1972, p. 1.
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doubt on their size and nutritional value. On average, the meals were two thirds of
the size recommended. The average protein content was only just over half the
target. In only four of the schools did the meals reach the calorie target set by the
1
Department of Education and Science.
Significantly more of those with incomes below or on the margins of the supplementary benefit scales than substantially above those scales, namely 18 per cent
compared with 8 per cent, gave as the reason for their children not having meals at
school that they were cheaper at home. Relatively more of them were said to have
no facilities at school for meals, and relatively fewer were said to dislike the food.
When the families living in or on the margins of poverty are isolated, 32 per cent
of the children aged under 10, 25 per cent aged between 10 and 14, and 34 per cent
aged over 15 did not have school meals. Similarly, in households consisting of a
man, woman and two children, 29 per cent of the children, but in households of a
man, woman and four or more children and three adults with children, 33 per cent
and 46 per cent respectively, did not have school meals.
After analysing different evidence, we concluded that it would be difficult to
substantiate any claim to more than 60 per cent of school-children eligible for school
meals at any particular time actually receiving them. Around half a million children
in the United Kingdom can be said to be not receiving free school meals, though
strictly eligible for them. Our estimates for 1968 varied from 450,000 to 700,000,
depending on the assumptions made about the period of measurement of family
income; numbers of children not taking school meals at all who would be able to
take them, and would choose to take them if they were free automatically; and the
time that would normally elapse after assessment and before any review.
Free Welfare Milk
Until April 1971, parents of children under 5 years of age could obtain a milk-token
book which entitled them to one pint of milk at a cheap rate. In 1968, this was 4d.
(or 1½p) a pint. Families receiving supplementary benefits or wages below
particular levels were and remain eligible to get ‘welfare’ milk and foods free for
each child under 5. Expectant mothers with a low income and low-income parents of
a handicapped child aged 5-16, unable to attend school, could also obtain milk free.
Like school meals, the means test is distinct from the test for supplementary
benefits. The rules for assessing eligibility in the different schemes are
uncoordinated. On 29 March 1967, about 195,000 of 215,000 children under 5 in
families receiving supplementary benefits were getting free welfare milk and foods,
but only about 4,800 under 5 among an unknown number eligible in wage-earning
2
families were receiving such milk and foods. The latter figure represented 1,000
fewer than the corresponding figure in November 1965, and not more than 4 per cent
of eligible children in wage-earning families. By late 1970, the figure had scarcely
1
2

Bender, ‘Feeding the School Child’, p. 2.
Hansard, 3 July 1967.
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1

changed. In April 1971, provision for ‘cheap rate’ milk was abolished and the
eligibility for free milk was greatly extended. Questions were asked in the survey
about welfare milk. The answers show that two fifths of children in households with
a net disposable income of less than the supplementary benefit level receive welfare
milk free. But the proportion of all children said to be getting free milk was (at 13
per cent) between two and three times the figure suggested by administrative
statistics. Some parents getting cheap milk had clearly misunderstood the question.
Either they were simply reporting their dependence on the milk-token books, or they
were confusing the question with free school milk. Beyond confirming the fact that
the overwhelming majority of children in the families of the low paid who were
entitled to free welfare milk were not getting it, the data cannot unfortunately be
2
analysed in detail. Our information suggests that, at that time, at least 450,000
children were eligible for free welfare milk, of whom the great majority were not
receiving it. In 1970, it was officially estimated that 340,000 families were eligible,
3
of whom less than 1 per cent were claiming.
Although the introduction of the family income supplement scheme, with
automatic entitlement to free milk on the part of those receiving benefits and heavy
advertising in 1971 and 1972, greatly improved take-up, the figures have not been
maintained. Up to the time of writing, it certainly remains doubtful whether as many
4
as a quarter of the children eligible for free milk are receiving it.
Educational Maintenance Allowances
The 1944 Education Act empowered local authorities to pay allowances to parents
with low incomes whose children were staying on at school beyond the minimum
age. Each authority makes its own definition of need, and varying amounts tend to
be paid for children aged 15, 16 and 17. The scheme is very small, costing about £11
million a year in the late 1960s and reaching only about 20,000 children. Local
5
authorities vary widely in the income limits which they apply. A Ministry of
1

There were 1,500 families claiming free milk. Hansard, 1 December 1970.
The same problem arose in a survey undertaken by the Ministry of Social Security. ‘An
appreciable number who were clearly not entitled to free welfare milk said they were receiving
it. It seems likely that these families were receiving welfare milk tokens but that they answered
the question whether they were getting the milk free, or paying for it, incorrectly ... The analyses
did suggest, however, that very few families with fathers in full-time work were receiving free
welfare milk’ - Circumstances of Families, HMSO, London, 1967, p. 28.
3
Field, F., An Incomes Policy for Poor Families, Poverty Pamphlet No. 14, Child Poverty
Action Group, London, 1973, p. 2.
4
Excluding families receiving supplementary benefits and family income supplement, the
number claiming free milk increased to 84,000 in November 1971, but by November 1972 had
already fallen again to 43,000, and during 1975 has varied between 10,000 and 12,000. See
Hansard, 25 March 1975, col. 289.
5
See, for example, Reddin, M., in Social Services for All?, Fabian Society, London, 1968.
2
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Education Working Party recommended new scales of a £55 maximum grant at 15,
1
£65 at 16 and £75 at 17, but in 1957 the minister reduced their figures to £40, £55
and £65. No local authority adopted generous scales, and in some areas parents
whose income is too high for them to qualify for an educational maintenance
allowance for a son or daughter of 17 find that in the following year, with identical
income, the son or daughter may qualify for a maximum grant of £875 (1976-7) for
students away from home other than in London. Research into the administration of
educational maintenance allowances by others has revealed some of the anomalies
characteristic of means-tested benefits in general. Whereas recipients of
supplementary benefit in some local authorities are automatically entitled to
maintenance allowances, working families with the same net incomes are not.
Calculations of income for the purposes of assessment are inconsistent. Since there
2
is no right of appeal, this finding is of particular importance. A report of the
Parliamentary Expenditure Committee in 1974 recommended that educational
maintenance allowances should be mandatory and should be administered by local
3
authorities like free school meals for the benefit of families in financial need. Not
until May 1976 did the Secretary of State respond and declare (on the 11th of that
month in Parliament) that he could not ‘contemplate any immediate action’. But in
1978 a small pilot scheme was announced.
In the survey, parents of children aged 14-18 were asked whether they had heard
of educational maintenance allowances. Children of 14 were included, though not
strictly eligible, because we wanted to find whether such allowances were known to
their parents who were expected to advise their children whether or not to leave
school at the minimum leaving age. Only 15 per cent of the parents of 14-year-olds,
and only 33 per cent of the parents of 15- to 18-year-olds, had heard of these
allowances. Parents of 15- to 18-year-olds were then asked whether they had applied
for such an allowance. As Table 25.5 shows, only 2 per cent were found to have
applied successfully (and only 1 per cent were currently receiving a maintenance
allowance). Nearly as many again had applied unsuccessfully. As many as 80 per
cent of parents of children of this age in the sample who were living in households
in poverty or on the margins of poverty had not heard of educational maintenance
allowances, and another 18 per cent had not applied. This compares with 63 and 32
per cent respectively in households with higher incomes.
No accurate information about educational maintenance allowances for years
before 1971 exists. Early in that year, a special inquiry was carried out by the
Department of Education and Science, which found a total of 20,121 pupils in Eng1

Report of a Working Party on Educational Maintenance Allowances (The Weaver Report),
HMSO, London, 1957.
2
See Drabble, R., ‘Education Maintenance Allowances’, Poverty, No. 24, 1972, pp. 7-8; and
Reddin, M., Where?, No. 72, September 1972.
3
Third Report from the Expenditure Committee, Session 1974, Educational Maintenance
Allowances in the 16-18 Years Age Group, HC 306, HMSO, London, 24 July 1974, p. xii.
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Table 25.5. Percentages of parents of 15- to 18-year-olds with different income who
had heard of, and applied for, educational maintenance allowance.
Whether heard of educational
maintenance allowances

Net disposable household
income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales
plus housing cost
Under 140
140+
Not heard
80.4
63.0
Heard, applied unsuccessfully
0.0
2.6
Heard, applied successfully
1.8
2.6
Heard, not applied
17.9
31.7
Total
100
100
Number
56
189

All parents of
15- to 18-year-olds

66.9
2.0
2.4
28.6
100
245
1

land and Wales for whom maintenance grants were being paid. This compares with
an equivalent estimate produced from the sample of 20,000. The results of the
census, which up to the time of writing had not been repeated, showed that the
average amount paid per pupil in that year differed widely - for example, from £123
in East Sussex, £117 in Wiltshire and £118 in Hillingdon, to £21 in Merthyr Tydfil,
£18 in Burton-on-Trent and £26 in Harrow. Similarly, the number of pupils
receiving awards as a percentage of all pupils over school-leaving age varied greatly
- for example, from 16.6 per cent in West Suffolk and 14.0 per cent in Durham, to
0.4 per cent in Reading and 0.7 per cent in Barnet. In some authorities, a relatively
high number of pupils receiving awards corresponded with low average amounts
(e.g. in Harrow, 182 pupils received an average of £26) while, in others, relatively
high amounts were given to fewer pupils (e.g. at Hillingdon nineteen pupils received
an average of £118). Thus if pupils were lucky enough to qualify for an award, they
could not be sure, depending on where they lived, that the amount would be
sufficient to ensure that they were not still in considerable financial hardship. We
estimated that if proportionately as many children in the country as a whole as in the
top ten authorities received allowances, then the number in current payment would
be at least six times as many, and that if the allowances were also as high as in the
top ten authorities, then expenditure on educational maintenance allowances would
be between £15 million and £20 million instead of £1¼ million.
School-uniform Grants
Local authorities are also empowered to pay school-uniform grants for children in
1

Written answer, Hansard, 16 June 1972.
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their secondary schools (and for children holding free places in direct-grant schools).
No information exists about the numbers in the country as a whole who receive
grants. In principle, there is immense scope for such grants. A series of questions
were asked in the poverty survey. We found, first of all, that just under two thirds of
all primary and secondary school-children attended schools which had a school
uniform. As Table 25.6 shows, the proportion varied from under a third of children
in poor households to over two thirds of children in relatively prosperous
households.
Table 25.6. Percentages of children in households with different income who
attended schools having a school uniform.
Whether school
has uniform

No
Yes
Total
Number

Net disposable income last year as a %
of supplementary benefit scales plus
housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
69.0
45.2
33.2
31.0
54.8
66.8
100
100
100
58
219
566

All
households

38.8
61.2
100
843

We then asked whether parents knew that it was possible in many areas to apply
for uniform grants. A minority did so (Table 25.7). Most of these were middle class.
When we pursued the question of uniform grants with the parents of secondary
school-children who were expected to wear uniforms, we found that only 1 per cent
Table 25.7. Percentages of parents, with low and middle or high incomes, of
children at secondary schools requiring uniforms who had heard of and
received school-uniform grants.a
Whether parent had
heard of schooluniform grants

Heard, received
Heard, no grant
Not heard
Total
Number

Net disposable household
income last year as % of
supplementary benefit scales
plus housing cost
Under 140
140+
2.9
0.3
42.2
49.0
54.9
50.7
100
100
102
306

All
parents

1.0
47.3
51.7
100
408

NOTE: aNo scheme in Northern Ireland; therefore data are for Britain only.
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had received such a grant in the previous year, half of them from a local education
department, and half from the Supplementary Benefits Commission. They
represented only 40,000 children in the population. Some were not strictly living in
poverty, though they may have been at the time of assessment. Half were middle
class. Of the parents with incomes below the poverty line, 76 per cent of those with
children at secondary schools which required uniforms had not heard of uniform
grants and 39 per cent were actually receiving supplementary benefits. We estimate
that there were 300,000 children in households with a net annual disposable income
of below or just above the supplementary benefit scales who attended schools
requiring uniforms. There is no evidence, then, that local authorities have even
begun to provide the service envisaged in the Education Act 1944.
Rate Rebates
Following the work of the Allen Committee, the government introduced a rate
1
rebate scheme in 1966. Tenants paying rents which include rates, as well as owneroccupiers, can apply to the local-authority treasurer if their income does not exceed
a particular level. In October 1968, this was £9 gross a week for a single
householder and £11 gross a week for a couple, averaged over a twenty-six-week
period preceding each half-year when the rates are due. The limit was raised by a
2
further £2 a week for each dependent child. Like the school-meals scheme, the
benefits under this scheme are not coordinated with supplementary benefit levels.
Eligibility does not, for example, depend on the age, but only on the number of
children. Unlike the school meals scheme, however, there is the further anomaly in
that a family with a high rent finds it no easier to qualify for rebate than a family
with a low rent. Thus one family with three children and a high rent, for example,
might qualify comfortably for free school meals but not rate rebates, while another
family with the same number of children and an identical income, but with a lower
rent, might not be eligible for either. Elderly people with low housing costs could
qualify for rebates even when they are not eligible for supplementary benefit (the
figure of £8, or £9 from October 1968, for a single householder, comparing with the
supplementary allowance of £4.30 per week, or £4.55 from October 1968, plus an
average rent of under £2). By contrast, few working families with incomes above
supplementary benefit levels are eligible. Not only are national insurance
contributions and any taxes paid counted as part of income, but such families tend to
be paying higher rents or mortgage payments, and in the case of children in their
teens, the supplementary benefit scales are higher than the flat-rate allowance in the
rebate scheme. In 1966-7, the number of ratepayers in England and Wales receiving

1

Report of the Committee of Inquiry into the Impact of Rates on Households (The Allen
Report), Cmnd 2582, HMSO, London, 1965.
2
Before October 1968, the rates were £8, £11 and £1.50 respectively.
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1

rebates was just over 1 million, and the average amount for the year was £13.80. In
2
1967-8, the average rebate was £15.65 (at a total national cost of £12.3 million). As
3
many as 88 per cent were believed in one town to be wholly or mainly retired.
Subsequent reports showed a decline in the numbers obtaining rebates, despite
4
increases in the income limits.
Table 25.8 confirms the fact that relatively more owner-occupiers than tenants
have rebates - proportionately four times as many among those in poverty and on the
margins of poverty. Even when households receiving supplementary benefits,
Table 25.8. Percentages of owner-occupier or tenant households in different income
groups who were receiving rate rebates.a
Type of tenure

Net disposable household income last year as % of All
supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost
households
Under 100
100-39
140+

Council and private
tenants
5.7 (6.3)
3.5
5.5
1.3
1.4
2.3
2.6
Owner-occupiers (23.3) (28.6) 19.7 20.8
3.6
3.4
7.5
7.3
Tenants and
‘owner-occupiers 12.4 15.7
9.3 12.4
2.5
2.5
4.8
5.1
Numbers in sample
Council and
private tenants
70
48
255 146 535 505 860
699
Owner-occupiers
43
35
142 120 613 609 798
764
Tenants and
owner-occupiers 113
83
397 266 1,148 1,114 1,658 1,463
NOTE: aPercentages and totals in italic exclude households receiving supplementary benefit.

because their rates are covered in the payments for housing costs, are excluded, the
disparity remains as large. In the survey, 74 per cent of those receiving rebates were
owner-occupiers. The proportion of expenditure on rebates going to owneroccupiers is probably higher than this. There are therefore substantial numbers not
1

Written answer, Hansard, 13 July 1967.
Department of the Environment, Handbook of Statistics (Local Government, Housing and
Planning), HMSO, London, 1970, p. 5.
3
Written answer, Hansard, 27 October 1967. The tendency for the retired to make most use
of the scheme is discussed by Nevitt, A. A., ‘How Fair are Rate Rebates?’, New Society, 10 June
1971; Bradshaw, J., and Wicks, M., ‘Where Have all the Rate Rebates Gone?’, Poverty, No. 15,
1970; and Legg, C., ‘Will Rent Rebates be Claimed?’, Poverty, No. 23, 1972.
4
See, for example, Rate Rebates in England and Wales 1968-69, HMSO, London, 1969; and
Rate Rebates in England and Wales 1971, HMSO, London, 1971.
2
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receiving rebates who are eligible for them. The number of households receiving
rebates was found to correspond broadly with national administrative totals - and
1
was equivalent to over 800,000 households in the population as a whole. We
estimated, after subtracting income units ineligible for rate rebates because they
were dependent on supplementary benefits, that approximately 1,350,000 other
households (comprising about 2¼ million people) were eligible for rebates but had
2
not applied for them. This was higher than government estimates. They included
over 200,000 owner-occupiers and 800,000 tenants who were eligible for
supplementary benefits but were not receiving them, and about 50,000 owneroccupiers and 250,000 tenants who were dependent on employment income.
Within the sample were 268 people in income units who were eligible for, but not
receiving, supplementary benefits. All or nearly all of these could have claimed rate
rebates. Only 19 per cent were in households actually receiving rate rebates, the
figure being much larger for individuals in owner-occupied households (35 per cent)
3
than for those in rent-paying households (5 per cent). A detailed study in a London
borough in 1971 found a very small proportion of eligible householders actually
receiving rebates. An expensive advertising campaign increased the number by
under 10 per cent, and ‘still left three-quarters or even four-fifths of those entitled
4
not claiming’.
Rent Rebates
A number of local authorities operated rent-rebate schemes for several years before
the 1972 Housing Finance Act, which introduced a national scheme of rent rebates.
Eastbourne, for example, started one in 1956, but other authorities not until 1968 or
1969. These varied in scope, and the local authorities were free to determine the
income limits. Almost all the local-authority schemes affected council tenants only.
Table 25.9 gives a number of examples for 1968.
In the poverty survey, families in council accommodation, who accounted for over
a quarter of the total sample, were asked whether the council had a differential rents
or rebate scheme. Roughly a quarter of tenants could not say whether there was such
1

The number of rate rebates awarded in England and Wales fell from 932,000 in 1966-7, to
786,000 in 1967-8, 792,000 in 1968-9, 808,000 in 1969-70, and 814,000 in 1970-71 - written
answer, Hansard, 6 December 1971. Compare also the figure of 4.8 per cent of householders
receiving rebates (Table 25.8) with the Department of the Environment’s figure of 5.1 per cent
for England and Wales alone for 1967-8. See Handbook of Statistics, p. 5.
2
In a Commons debate on 29 June 1968, the Joint Parliamentary Secretary to the Ministry of
Housing estimated that the number of eligible households was 1½ million for England and
Wales.
3
If expressed in terms of households and not individuals, then only 47 per cent of owneroccupiers and only 8 per cent of tenants who were eligible for, but not receiving, supplementary
benefits received rate rebates.
4
Meacher, Rate Rebates, p. 45.
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a scheme, but 60 per cent said there was. They represented about 9 million people in
the population as a whole. Seven per cent, equivalent to about 1 million, said their
rent was reduced or they received a rebate. They comprised 360,000 households, or
320,000 if those among them who were also recipients of supplementary benefits
and who had, presumably mistakenly, suggested they received a rent rebate, are
excluded. This total corresponds with independent estimates. Thus the Institute of
Municipal Treasurers and Accountants estimated that, in March 1968, there were
1
283,000 in England and Wales, and in March 1969, 298,000.
Table 25.9. Selected local authorities operating rent rebate schemes (March 1968).
Local authority
rebates

Total amount of
granted
(£)

Carlisle
Exeter
Grimsby
Newcastle-upon-Tyne
London:
Camden
Kensington and Chelsea
GLC
Colchester
Rugby
Truro
Margate

Date
scheme
introduced

5,596
600,853
1,425
75,688

Apr. 1957
May 1965
Oct. 1964
Oct. 1967

Number Average
receiving amount of
rebates
rebate granted
(p)
729
16
7,443
159
73
34
4,075
36

348,000
293,800
317,992
21,060
3,066
33,643
2,241

Apr. 1965
Apr. 1966
Oct. 1965
Apr. 1967
Dec. 1967
Apr. 1966
Apr. 1956

6,969
3,235
4,526
620
92
908
329

974
175
64
69
574
76
13

SOURCE: Institute of Municipal Treasurers and Accountants, 1968.

The receipt of rebate was found, not surprisingly, to correlate with income. But
three points need to be registered (Table 25.10). First, although only 4 per cent of
those with incomes substantially above the state poverty line were receiving rebates,
they accounted for a third of the total recipients. Secondly, the proportion of people
not knowing whether the council operated a rebate scheme was significantly higher
at the lowest than at the highest levels of income. Thirdly, even discounting people
not knowing whether there was such a scheme, the numbers not receiving rebates in
areas where they operated them were very high. This remains true even when
households receiving supplementary benefits are omitted from the tables. As the
figures in brackets show, there are substantial proportions of the two lowest income
1

The figures are slightly underestimated because Norwich, Oxford, Enfield, Greenwich,
Neath, Yeovil and Abergele, for example, were not included. See Institute of Municipal
Treasurers and Accountants, Housing Statistics, London, 1967-71.
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Table 25.10. Percentages of people in council accommodation with different income
who receive rent rebates.a
Relationship to
council rent
rebate scheme

Net disposable household income last year as % All council
of supplementary benefit scale plus housing cost tenants

No council scheme
Scheme, rent reduced
Scheme, applied not
reduced
Scheme neither
applied nor reducedb
Not known if there
is a scheme
Total
Number

Under 100
100-39
140+
17.3 (16.4) 10.6 (7.7) 12.0 (14.1)
11-2 (3.3) 12.4 (13.2) 3.7 (3.5)
1.0 (0.0) 5.7 (6.2) 3.9 (4.0)

13.2 (12.3)
7.0 (6.3)
4.3 (4.4)

29.6 (42.6) 40.9 (43.4) 54.5 (54.9)

48.5 (51.0)

40.8 (37.7) 30.3 (29.5) 23.8 (23.6)

27.0 (26.0)

100
98

100
(61)

100
491

100
(403)

100
942

100
100
100
(911) 1,531 (1,375)

NOTES: aFigures in brackets exclude recipients of supplementary benefits.
b
Including 2, 2 and 12 respectively who did not know whether there had been any reduction or
application.

groups who say there is a scheme in their areas but have neither applied for a rebate
nor been considered for one. Very approximately, it seemed that less than a third of
those eligible for rebates in 1968-9 were getting them. This estimate is reinforced if
we consider only the households in the sample who were found to be eligible for
supplementary benefits but not receiving them in areas operating rent-rebate
schemes. Only a fifth of people eligible for supplementary benefits and not receiving
them were getting rent rebates. The remainder represented about 400,000 people (in
135,000 households) in the United Kingdom population. Since the national scheme
was introduced, there has been some improvement in the council sector, but very
1
little in the private sector.
Option Mortgage Scheme
The option mortgage scheme was just beginning to operate when the survey was
carried out. Owner-occupiers were asked whether they intended to apply. Introduced
1

‘Take up of rent rebates is much higher than that of rent allowances, though still a long way
from the Conservative Government’s original assumption of 100 per cent take up. During the
first half of 1975,70-75 per cent of those eligible were receiving a rent rebate, but only 30-35 per
cent of eligible unfurnished tenants, a rent allowance. The most recent figure for furnished
tenants is for 1974 when it was estimated that only about 10 per cent of those eligible were
claiming’ - Lister, R., ‘Take-up : The Same Old Story’, Poverty, No. 34, Summer 1976, pp. 5-6.
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by the Housing Subsidies Act 1967, the scheme is designed to help people with low
incomes who are buying their own homes. By taking an option mortgage, a family
will normally have the rate of interest on capital outstanding reduced by 2 per cent.
But entitlement to tax relief on interest is lost, and once in the scheme a borrower
cannot leave it for five years, and only then in exceptional circumstances.
Conditions are complex, but as a rough rule of thumb, families paying less than £80
a year in tax stand to gain by opting into the scheme. On the other hand, if they are
young and their incomes rise after two or three years, they may find they derive less
benefit than they would have done by remaining outside the scheme and claiming
tax relief in the ordinary way. Strictly there is no test of means, but since the ‘ net ‘
beneficiaries must be people in the scheme whose incomes are below a particular
level (which is above the minimum taxable level), the scheme’s effectiveness has to
be judged in much the same way as means-tested services. The scheme began to
operate from 1 April 1968. In the subsequent year, about a tenth of mortgages were
1
option mortgages. Nearly three quarters of option mortgages obtained from
building societies in 1968 were for mortgages under £5,000; 84 per cent of
borrowers had incomes below £1,400 per annum and 70 per cent below £1,200. A
quarter were under 25 years of age, and one fifth
Table 25.11. Option mortgages as a percentage of all building society and localauthority mortgages in Great Britain, 1968-72.
Year

1968b
1969
1970
1971
1972c

Option mortgages as % of
mortgage advances on all types of
dwellings by building societies
Percentagea
Number
8.9
20,737
6.3
28,931
6.5
35,175
8.6
56,826
17.0
27,370

Option mortgages as % of all loans
to private persons for housing
purchase by local authorities
Percentage
Number
15.8
3,135
12.4
2,387
12.8
5,558
12.9
6,175
17.0
2,080

NOTES: aAverage of quarterly percentages.
b
3rd and 4th quarters only.
c
1st quarter only.
SOURCE: Department of Environment, Housing Statistics (Great Britain), Nos. 16, 20, 23, 24
February 1970, February 1971, November 1971, February 1972.
1

Between April 1968 and March 1969, the number of people granted option mortgages,
expressed as a percentage of all people obtaining mortgages, was 6 per cent among owneroccupiers, 11 per cent among private tenants, and 11 per cent among council tenants, the average
amounts being £2,485, £2,592 and £2,389 respectively. See Department of Environment,
Housing Statistics, 14, p. 78.
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between 25 and 34. The highest proportion of option mortgage advances from
building societies (38 per cent) was in the Northern, Yorkshire and Humberside and
North-West regions, compared with 4 per cent in Greater London and Wales and 2
per cent in Scotland.
In the sample, 1 per cent of owner-occupiers were planning to apply or had
applied, and another 0.5 per cent were uncertain. The number of potential claimants
1
was equivalent to over 50,000 households in the population as a whole. As Table
25.11 suggests, this figure is close to the actual number arranged in 1968 and the
early months of 1969. However, in the sample, none of the group who probably
stood most to gain from the scheme - owner-occupiers with incomes below the
supplementary benefit rates - were planning to apply. The applicants were mostly in
the lowish though not lowest income groups.
Explanations of Under-use
How can both the failure to apply for means-tested benefits and the variation in takeup be explained? We began to ponder this question in Chapter 24. Some factors will
be common to every type of benefit, but others will be particular to certain types of
benefit. In public discussion, references have been made for generations to pride, the
shame of pleading poverty, ignorance of entitlement, lack of clear information and
difficulty of making claims in explaining failure to come forward for benefit. While
each of these deserves examination, they are expressed in such an unconnected way
that attention is diverted to the shortcomings of clients from the organization and
functions of means-tested schemes in society. Explanations have generally been
unhelpful, becoming fragmented and individual-centred. The functional unity of the
scheme or schemes has gone relatively unexamined. For example, attention has been
concentrated on the difficulties people have in understanding application forms or
their ignorance of conditions of eligibility. Implicitly or explicitly, their lack of
education and intelligence is treated as paramount. So the policy solution is
restricted in the short term to improving methods of communication, simplifying the
presentation of rules and exhorting the poor to apply. Pious hopes are expressed
about improving and extending educational services in the long term and
strengthening popular beliefs in the values of hard work, thrift and self-help. Yet is
there not something self-defeating about a scheme which can be understood or
managed only by the well-educated, or which is based on rules which rigidly assume
that incomes and social conditions are stable and that the opportunities to obtain
paid employment are uniform? May not the shame of pleading poverty for
substantial sections of the population have something to do with administrative
treatment of claimants or the attitudes adopted by the media and the public towards
1

Subsidy payments in Britain amounted to £92 million in 1969-70, and were estimated to be
£13.5 million for 1970-71 and £15.6 million for 1971-2. See Hansard, 26 November 1970.
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them? And may not the pride which prevents or delays the retirement pensioner
from applying for supplementary benefit and the parent from applying for free
school meals be a necessary product, not only of the conduct expected of individual
members of British society as a whole, but of the structure and values of the meanstested schemes themselves ?
The general hypothesis of this chapter is that the denial or difficulty of access to
resources is inherent in all means-tested services and explains under-use. The services are devices which mediate conflicting political claims for severity, on the one
hand, and generosity, on the other, in the treatment of particular groups of poor
people in different educational, economic and social contexts. They are essentially
devices which ration and control. There is a general discouragement to use meanstested services which is built into their operating rules and administration by a
society which sets great store by self-help and thrift. And there are specific conditions attached to the receipt of benefit which are more stringently applied to some
groups than to others. Therefore the denial of access to resources operates differentially, affecting some groups more than others, and this explains some differences
of uptake within services as well as between services. But under-use of some
services is explained less in terms of social discrimination against, or in favour of,
particular groups, than as half-hearted gestures to public recognition of need, pulling
against restrictions on public expenditure demanded by taxpayers, ratepayers and a
precedent-conscious bureaucracy. Very important is the fact that the rules framing
eligibility themselves reflect values approved by society of residential stability,
probity of marriage and the family, regular work, prompt payment of debt and
conformity in general with the social order. People who live rough, disrespect
marriage, do not send their children regularly to school, are particular about the kind
of employment they will accept, are in arrears with their rent, dress unusually or
otherwise behave unconventionally will tend to be deprived of the benefits of
means-tested services, even though the process by which this happens is indirect.
Fundamental to the denial of access to resources is therefore the conflict, almost a
contradiction, in means-tested services between their poverty-alleviation functions
and their implicit social-control function. In every service there is an uneasy and
fitful compromise between these two. The sociologist has scarcely begun to
document the consequences of this conflict. It can, of course, be examined
historically as well as contemporaneously, and distance from events can sometimes
help us to understand the less benevolent aspects of the social services. Thus the
1834 Report on the Poor Laws is unambiguous. ‘The great object of our early
1
pauper legislation seems to have been the restraint of vagrancy.’ The report traces
the legislation of the 15th century which required beggars who were unable to work
to go to the hundred where they last lived and not beg outside that hundred. The
1

Report from His Majesty’s Commissioners for Inquiry into the Administration and Practical
Operation of the Poor Laws, B. Fellowes, London, 1834, p. 6.
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legislation of the 16th century introduced compulsory charity, but the motive for its
establishment was the desire to ‘repress vagrancy’. The Report of 1834 itself
adopted a restrictive approach, recommending the abolition of outdoor relief and the
application of the workhouse test to the able-bodied. The development of policy has
been governed at critical points of history less by unconditional motives of
generosity towards the poor than by unbending concern for their moral good, with
efforts being made to control, if not prevent, their deviance and shepherd them into
unquestioning conformity with economic and social values.
There are historical phases when first one and then the other gains ascendancy.
Impulses towards greater generosity are succeeded by impulses towards parsimony
and control. Thus, there has been a continuing growth of concern about the needs of
the elderly since the 1950s, and there were sweeping proposals both for a national
superannuation scheme and an ‘income guarantee’ which appeared to be blocked in
the mid 1960s by a mixture of economic, political and administrative objections, and
the Government instead switched direction, passed the Social Security Act 1966 and
established the Supplementary Benefits Commission. An attempt was made to put
the principal means-tested scheme into new clothes. Inevitably it reduced the
momentum in favour of an extension of universal benefits. Subsequently the
increase in unemployment and the mounting hostility against immigrants and
Welfare State ‘scroungers’ encouraged the government in a series of measures to
restrict benefits for the unemployed (for example, in introducing the four-week rule
and the Social Security Bill 1972) and appoint the Fisher Committee on the ‘abuse’
of social security benefits, notwithstanding the much more widespread and
financially significant evidence of tax evasion. It could, in fact, be argued that the
‘scrounger’ of the late 1960s and early 1970s was a ‘folk devil’ created by society in
1
moral panic, in the sense developed by Cohen. Contemporary Britain remains
within the grip of this restrictive mood, despite simultaneous efforts to extend and
improve the income rights of such minorities as retirement pensioners, disabled
people and one-parent families. There is also a parallel tendency for proposals to be
made - for example, the guaranteed maintenance allowance for one-parent families
proposed by the Finer Committee (discussed in Chapter 22, pages 778-81), and
negative income tax and tax credit schemes - which appear at first to meet the major
objections to existing means-tested schemes, but which, once they are examined and
put into operational form, reproduce some of the major disadvantages of those
schemes.
Some contemporary writers recognize the control functions. In the United States,
for example, surprising authority has been found for the belief that public assistance
is a degrading process in which ‘various forms of coercion may be used to impose
conditions on recipients of aid. Recipients may be harrassed by investigators, and
1

Cohen, S., Folk Devils and Moral Panics: The Creation of the Mods and Rockers, MacGibbon & Kee, London, 1972.
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their private lives may be exposed to governmental scrutiny seldom found in an
1
open society.’ One critic concluded that American public assistance programmes
sought (a) to relieve a segment of the deserving very poor at a minimum level of
subsistence, and for as short a time per case as possible; (b) to prevent the
‘undeserving’ poor from gaining access to the system; (c) to minimize the impact of
the system on the taxpayer, because other public expenditures are preferred that
show tangible gain to the taxpayers. But, more positively, the programmes sought to
provide support for those who, for good and identifiable reasons, could not now
support themselves, and to increase the labour force participation rate of
2
‘employables’. Others have developed at length the view that ‘expensive relief
policies are designed to mute civil disorder, and restrictive ones to reinforce work
3
norms’. But the poverty alleviation and control functions of means-tested services
seem to be combined in more complex fashion than this thesis suggests. For
example, increased expenditure may actually increase dissatisfaction and the
likelihood of disorder because, depending on its form, it may increase, or fail to
decrease, inequality. And when unemployment grows, a society may actually tighten
the rules of eligibility for unemployment benefit, perhaps unconsciously to comfort
itself that mass unemployment is attributable more to undeserving men than an
inadequate industrial and economic system.
For the United Kingdom, how would the poverty alleviation and control functions
of means-tested services be analysed? An attempt will be made here to illustrate
rather than substantiate the thesis. The numbers of those receiving and eligible for
means-tested benefits in the survey were relatively small. Exhaustive analysis,
holding different variables constant, is not feasible. Instead, I shall attempt to show
how resources come to be denied, first, fitfully at regional and area level, then by a
process of social selection according to pattern of socialization, type of family and
class.
Regional and area variation:
Some means-tested benefits are not administered through a regional tier. Those
which are, such as supplementary benefits, can be shown to vary regionally in expenditure and take-up. But the regional distribution of other means-tested services
also varies, and prima facie it seems difficult to explain all of such variation without
hypothesizing a kind of ‘competitive’ or ‘contagious’ effect among groups of
1

President’s Commission on Income Maintenance Programs, Poverty and Plenty, Government Printing Office, Washington, D C, 1969, p. 50.
2
Stein, B., On Relief: The Economics of Poverty and Public Welfare, Basic Books, New
York, 1971, pp. 23-9.
3
Piven, F. F., and Cloward, R. A., Regulating the Poor: The Functions of Public Welfare,
Tavistock, London, 1972, p. xiii.
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adjoining local authority areas. Table 25.12 shows that the distribution of meanstested benefits does not correlate consistently with the prevalence of poverty.
Contrast, for instance, the regional variations in poverty between Northern Ireland
and the North-West and Greater London and the South-East. There are marked
differences in the extent to which regions receive different types of means-tested
benefits, such as supplementary benefit, varying from 18 per cent of people in
income units in Northern Ireland and 9 per cent in Northern, Yorks and Humberside
to 5 per cent in the West Midlands and the South-East and 2 per cent for Anglia and
the East Midlands; and rate rebates, where 7 per cent of households in Scotland
compared with 2 per cent in the West Midlands received them. The survey results
also showed significant regional variation in the proportion of people in income
units eligible for but not receiving supplementary benefit (the regional average being
5 per cent). In Northern Ireland there were 12 per cent, North-West 7 per cent,
Scotland 6 per cent, Greater London and the South-East 3 per cent, and Anglia and
the East Midlands 1 per cent. As a general rule, the higher the proportions receiving
supplementary benefits in a region, the higher the proportion eligible but not
receiving them.
There was also marked variation between regions in the proportions of householders obtaining rate and rent rebates (Table A.102, Appendix Eight, page 1067).
However, the smallish sample numbers in several regions, and the uneven distribution of councils operating rent-rebate schemes, may to some extent account for
such variation.
Smaller areas show more marked variations still. That local differences in administration may affect outcome, irrespective of differences in the composition of
their populations, is evident if statistical data for different local authorities are
examined. Different pairs of authorities have been selected for purposes of illustration in Table 25.13. (The data for all local authorities are listed in Table A.105 in
Appendix Eight, page 1070). Some of the differences between authorities in the
proportions of children having free school meals is larger than anything that the
occupations, household composition, unemployment rates or earnings of their
populations would suggest. Attempts in other research to account for the variation in
1
take-up have not found that poverty is strongly correlated.
There was considerable regional variation in the survey of the proportion of
children not having school meals at all. For example, in Greater London, there were
59 per cent of children not having school meals because they disliked the food, and
3 per cent because they thought there was not enough to eat; the respective figures
1

‘Although the proportion of children taking free school meals is positively correlated with
poverty, the proportion of the variance of the free school meals rate that can be explained by the
poverty correlates (low social class, large families, overcrowding, high population density and
poor housing amenities) is relatively small’ - Davies, B., and Williamson, V., ‘School Meals Short Fall and Poverty’. Social and Economic Administration, January 1968.

Table 25.12. Percentages receiving different types of means-tested benefit in different regions.
Region

Northern Ireland
Scotland
North-West
South-West and Wales
Northern, Yorks and
Humberside
West Midlands
Anglia and East Midlands
South-East
Greater London
All regions

Percentage
of people in
income units
in poverty or
on the
margins of
povertya
50
37
36
34
33
30
29
27
27
32

Percentage
of income
units receiving supplementary
benefits

Percentage
of children
having school
meals who
have them
free

Percentage
Total number in regions
of households
Households
receiving
People in
Schoolrate rebates
income units children
having
meals

18
8
6
6

(66)
34
17
7

6
7
6
6

282
623
678
665

35
68
86
85

86
188
238
231

9
5
2
5
7
6

18
7
20
10
21
18

6
2
3
6
5
5

702
810
621
891
806
6,078

89
123
70
130
96
782

237
254
183
303
286
2,006

NOTE: aNet disposable income last year below 140 per cent of supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost.
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Table 25.13. Percentages of children having free school meals in selected local
authorities.
Selected local education Free meals expressed as %
authorities
All pupils
All meals
served
Devon
16.2
24.8
Buckinghamshire
4.0
6.8
Newcastle
27.1
47.1
Wolverhampton
8.6
17.6
Ealing
93
15.1
Havering
4.0
8.4
Caernarvonshire
25.2
36.0
Montgomeryshire
8.6
11.4
Aberdeen
8.2
41.6
Glasgow
19.0
64.1
England and Wales
9.9
18.3
Scotland
13.4
39.6
SOURCE: Written answers, Hansard, 5 and 13 July 1971.

were 31 per cent and 2 per cent for the South-East, 26 per cent and 8 per cent for
Scotland, and 23 per cent and 5 per cent for the North-West. Furthermore, 19 per
cent of parents of children not having school meals in Northern Ireland and 18 per
cent in Anglia and the East Midlands, compared with none in the South-West and
Wales, none in the West Midlands and 5 per cent in Greater London, said that there
were no facilities for school meals.
There are even more extreme variations for other means-tested benefits. Table
25.14 shows that the number of educational maintenance allowances is sometimes
three, four or even more times greater in some areas than in other, fairly similar
areas.
Differences between areas are not just the reflection of the policies being followed
by local chief administrators, and the relative generosity or parsimony of local
councils. In the case of school meals, they are partly the consequence of action in
the schools themselves, by teachers, sometimes with, sometimes without, the
approval or guidance of educational administrators. A survey which was carried out
by the Child Poverty Action Group in 1968, after methods of administration had
been supposedly reviewed by all local education authorities, found that children
receiving free meals were still marked out in many areas.
Collection of dinner money in the classroom still seems to be the general rule, and this in
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Table 25.14. Percentages of older pupils receiving educational maintenance
allowances.
Area

East Suffolk
West Suffolk
Sunderland
West Bromwich
Preston
Salford
Barnet
Harrow
Denbighshire
Flintshire
England and Wales

Educational maintenance allowances
as % of all pupils over
school-leaving age
4.3
16.6
12.9
1.8
14.1
3.0
0.7
6.2
12.5
1.0
2.2

itself rules out complete confidentiality. Reports on 11 schools in the North-East shows
that class teachers are collecting the money in nine of them. The school secretary collects
it in one of the other two, in conditions which should ensure secrecy - but the boys know
the free dinner children’. In the eleventh school, the money is collected in class by
teachers who are members of the National Association of Schoolmasters, and by the
school secretary from other children: ‘either way there is no confidentiality’ ... The
mother of one free dinner child wrote: ‘The thing is still not anonymous - the tickets
marked with a cross are known to indicate non-payment. Teachers I have spoken to all
over the city say that no matter what they do - put them first, last or in the middle when
1
asking for money on Mondays - it is still known by the other children.’

Further studies in 1974 and 1975 by the Child Poverty Action Group and some of
2
its branches show that stigmatizing practices are still common.
Socialization:
As children get older, and particularly after the onset of puberty, they adopt different
attitudes to their roles at school. They behave more independently of their parents
and no longer stay within the routine of home life. They begin sometimes either to
escape from unquestioning conformity with school values or come into open conflict
with them after a period of sullen acquiescence. Precocious adulthood is more
1

Lynes, ‘The Dinner Money Problem’, p. 14.
Field, F., The Stigma of Free School Meals, Welfare in Action, Child Poverty Action Group,
London, October 1974; Hungry Children, CPAG, Leicester, 1975; Free School Meals,
Colchester Poverty Action Group, 1975.
2
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common in the working than the middle class. But this may be part effect as well as
part cause. Lack of resources shape parental attitudes towards early leaving.
Working-class parents often encourage their children to leave school at the
minimum leaving age. But accelerated socialization into adult working-class culture
may ease the psychological adjustment of a child to the experiences of wage labour
at the age of 15 and offset any possible disappointment in school achievement.
Expressive middle-class values and aspirations towards’ high educational
achievement are fostered at school, particularly grammar schools, but to a differing
extent a kind of counter-culture gradually becomes more widespread. Some older
pupils react against treatment as children and, among other things, avoid wearing
school uniforms when they can, smoke cigarettes, dodge school meals and abscond.
This is not peculiar to working-class children, of course. Society expects all boys
and girls to take more decisions for themselves as they grow older - for example,
how to spend their leisure time and, important in this context, pay for themselves. It
is just a fact that the sheer lack of resources and the humiliations that have to be
undergone in order to obtain some of them are more likely to be experienced by
working-class children. There is a strong motivation towards independence and selfhelp. In the working class, it is important to remember, large numbers of boys and
girls of 12 years of age and older earn small amounts delivering newspapers and
serving in shops at weekends. It is natural therefore that, among older children, the
stigma of claiming free meals becomes stronger. Parents of young children feel less
Table 25.15. Percentages of children of different age having school meals.
Age

5-8

Net disposable
household income
last year as a % of
supplementary
benefit scales
Under 140

9-11

140+
Under 140

12-13

140+
Under 140

14-15

140+
Under 140

16+

140+
Under 140

All ages

140+
Under 140
140+

Percentage
Percentage of those
having school having school meals
meals
who have them free

73

68

65
76 71
69
(77) 79
79
(83) 76
73
(80) 65
(62)
76 71
69

38

18

6
36

19
11
37 18
11
38 19
10
(37) 8
0
37 18
9

Total
number of
schoolchildren

108
222
88
188
39
102
35
93
10
50
280
655
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shame in claiming free benefits on behalf of their children than they do for
themselves. But some older children feel they have a much larger share in that
decision and may directly and indirectly counsel avoidance or delay. It is not
unreasonable to argue that they are denied, or at least discouraged from having,
access to the resources of means-tested benefits by the barriers put up by society as a
whole as well as by friends and by parents. Some recognize that to claim them is a
kind of confession of failure, an acceptance of dependent and subservient status.
Table 25.15 shows that there is a tendency for the proportion of older pupils
having school meals to fall after reaching a peak for children of 12 and 13 in secondary schools. There is little change up to the age of 15 in the proportion having
school meals who have them free. However, our data depend on information
supplied usually by the parents, and not by the pupils.
Type of family:
Irrespective of technical eligibility, resources tend to be steered towards socially
approved groups and denied to others. School heads are empowered to let children
have meals free until an official assessment can be carried out. Educational welfare
officers assess some children leniently. Children being brought up by women alone
Table 25.16. Percentages of children in households of different type and income
who were receiving school meals.
Type of
Net disposable
Percentage
household income last year as having school
% of supplementary meals
benefit scales

Percentage of those
having school meals
who have them free

Man, woman

Under 140

75

and 1 or 2
children
Man, woman

140+

62

and 3 children
Man, woman

140+
Under 140

(75) 74
74
73 76

and 4 or more
children
3 adults and

140+

(82)

(25)

49

Under 140

(81) 74
73
(74) 69

(17) 12
11
(77) 37

37

Under 140

children
140+
Other households Under 140
with children
All households

140+
Under 140

67
75

140+

69

65

9

Total
number of
schoolchildren

4

2

71

60
194

(9)

3

45

0
57

46

95
98

15
37
9

18

212
47
99
287
649
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and children in large families are more likely to attract notice and concern. On the
other hand, married couples with one child or two children are more likely to be
regarded by the rest of society as being able to ‘stand on their own feet’ and are
likely to be more inhibited from applying. Our evidence showed that relatively few
children in families consisting of husband and wife and up to three children under 15
received school meals free (4 per cent of one- and two-child families and 3 per cent
of three-child families), but substantial proportions of families consisting of four or
more children (46 per cent) and of households in which one-parent families
predominated (39 per cent). Table 25.16 suggests that fewer of the low-income
families among the former than of the latter received free meals.
Class:
Finally, use and under-use of means-tested services is related to social class. The
correlation is, however, by no means consistent. For example, the figures in the first
two columns of Table 25.17 can be compared. The lower middle class and the
skilled working class seem to be less likely to apply for benefits which are felt to be
stigmatizing, such as free school meals, than either the middle classes (professional,
managerial and high inspectorate), on the one hand, or unskilled manual workers on
the other. Among other things, the children of unskilled and partly skilled manual
workers are likely to be more ‘conspicuously’ in need - either because of size of
family or because of occupations which are publicly recognized to be low paid.
They may attract more encouragement to apply from school heads, educational
welfare officers and others, and also have fewer inhibitions about accepting what is
seen by most occupational classes as dependent, and sometimes even humiliating
status. On the other hand, many fewer of them are aware of the existence of some
means-tested services.
For example, fewer of the parents of 15- to 18-year-olds who were unskilled or
partly skilled manual workers than of parents belonging to professional and
managerial, other non-manual and skilled manual classes had heard of educational
maintenance allowances (Table A.103, Appendix Eight, page 1068).
Another factor in explanation is the special definition, or rather modification of the
definition of ‘need’ by different organizations and local communities. Even though
individual members of such organizations or communities belong to different social
classes, the organization or community as a whole tends to adopt a class style. I
mean, for example, that some schools attach much more importance to the ‘need’ for
a good school meal, occasional expenditure on educational aids, the wearing of
school uniforms and ‘correct’ moral behaviour than do other schools. Pressure is
therefore brought indirectly to bear on parents to make use of means-tested services.
Fewer secondary school-children of parents who were unskilled or partly skilled
manual workers than of other parents were expected to wear uniforms, but nearly

Table 25.17. Percentages of persons of different occupational class obtaining means-tested benefits.
Occupational class

Professional
Managerial
Higher supervisory
Lower supervisory
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual
All classes

Percentage
in poverty
or on the
margins of
poverty
9
13
17
30
31
35
38
59
33

Percentage
of children
having
meals who
have them
free
4
(9)
13
8
(6)
18
23
57
17

Percentage
of households
receiving
rate rebates
2
6
5
2
6
5
6
7
5

Percentage
of 16- to
25-yearolds having
educational
grants
(12)
(24)
14
3
1
2
4
4
5

Total numbers
People in
households

299
259
518
664
414
1,686
858
532
5,230

Children Househaving
holds
school
meals
79
111
46
97
74
192
124
287
35
143
237
637
114
320
66
200
775
1,987

16- to 25year-olds

26
25
77
104
151
245
118
71
817

NOTE: People living in income units with net disposable household income in previous year of less than 140 per cent of supplementary
benefit scales plus housing cost.
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half were. Very few of these obtained uniform or school clothing grants (Table
A.103, Appendix Eight, page 1068).
Table 25.17 also calls attention to the fact that explanations of take-up cannot be
applied uniformly to all means-tested services. Compared with the proportions of
working classes and middle classes in poverty or on the margins of poverty, the
proportions of some middle-class groups claiming rate rebates is relatively high
(Table A.104, Appendix Eight, page 1069). This is attributable to the disproportionately large number of owner-occupiers among them, and the fact that poor
owner-occupiers are more likely to apply for rate rebates than are poor tenants.
Grants by local education authorities to students are a special case. This service is
different from other means-tested services in certain crucial respects. It deals
principally with middle-class students, and is administered in sensitive accordance
with this fact. Levels of income at which families remain eligible for substantial
proportion of grant are high, and rules about disregarded income are generous.
Students whose parents are rich still obtain a minimum grant. Table 25.17 shows
that a very substantial proportion of the 16- to 25-year-old sons and daughters of
upper-middle-class parents are receiving maintenance grants.
Irrespective of the formal rules about qualifying income, this discussion shows
that social factors such as type of area, type of family and occupational class, as well
as the organizational and procedural features of each particular type of means test,
influence level of take-up. And it is the attitudes and conceptions of administrative
and professional staff and of the general public, and not only the dispositions of
potential applicants, which underlie that influence.
Summary
The huge scale of unmet need is the major conclusion of the last two chapters. There
are more than forty types of means-tested services in the United Kingdom. The
principal scheme was discussed in Chapter 24, and some other important schemes
1
are discussed in this chapter. The different schemes were found not to be
coordinated, and there were quite marked variations in the point on the income scale
at which families of different composition qualified. The schemes suffered from
‘assessment lag’ and inability to provide for as many poor families as qualified for
benefit. Government estimates of take-up were and are seriously misleading, since
they include people who may have been eligible for benefit at the time of assessment
but who no longer have incomes low enough to make them eligible automatically.
As a consequence, a higher proportion of those in poverty or on the margins of
poverty at any single time are not receiving means-tested benefits than is officially
1

Certain provisions which were not covered in the survey, or which did not exist at the time,
are reviewed by Lister, R., Take-up of Means-Tested Benefits, CPAG Poverty Pamphlet No. 18,
November 1974.
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Table 25.18. Estimated numbers eligible for, but not receiving, benefit. a

Supplementary benefit
Free school meals
Free welfare milk
Educational maintenance
allowances
School-uniform grants
Rate rebates
(households)
Rent rebates
(households)

1968

1976

1976
Percentage
(take-up)
At least 2,100,000 At least 2,000,000 60-65b
At least 450,000 At least 400,000 60
At least 400,000 At least 450,000 under 2
At least 100,000
At least 300,000
About 1,350,000
(households)
At least 500,000
(households)

At least 130,000 under 15
At least 300,000 under 5
At least 1,450,000 under 25
At least 500,000

under 30c

NOTES: aSome of these estimates are modifications of those given earlier, for reasons discussed in the text. Except where specified, the estimates are of people in families, not
claimants.
b
The SBC estimate is 75 per cent for 1974. S B C Annual Report, 1975, p. 52.
c
Only 20-25 per cot of eligible private unfurnished tenants, and only 10 per cent of furnished
tenants, were estimated to have rent allowances. See Hansard, 17 February 1975, cols. 303-4.

believed. Estimates from the survey and for 1976 are given in Table 25.18. The
estimates for 1976 are very rough and take into account trends in recent years in
official estimates of the numbers below the supplementary benefit level, changes
such as the extension of the compulsory school-leaving age to 16, and government
estimates of take-up (as with rent rebates and allowances).
Denial or difficulty of access to resources is inherent in means-tested services and
is put forward in this chapter to explain under-use. Because there is a contradiction
or conflict in the services between their poverty alleviation and social-control
functions, there is a very uneven outcome. There are differences of view about
which groups most need help as well as about those who most need discipline or
correction. Society upholds the virtues of self-help, family support, work and thrift,
and cannot therefore consistently encourage the use of means-tested services.
Specific conditions are attached to the receipt of benefit which are more stringently
applied to some groups than to others. Just as there are differences of view about
which groups most need help, so there are about those who most need discipline,
correction and discouragement. Denial or difficulty of access to resources operates
unevenly. This explains some differences of uptake within services as well as
between services. The chapter illustrates finally the ways in which resources come to
be distributed in relation to the social structure through regional and area
administration, family type and the process of socialization, and especially through
social class.

26
Conclusion I: The Social Distribution of
Poverty and Trends in the 1970s

The chief conclusion of this report is that poverty is more extensive than is generally
or officially believed and has to be understood not only as an inevitable feature of
severe social inequality but also as a particular consequence of actions by the rich to
preserve and enhance their wealth and so deny it to others. Control of wealth and of
the institutions created by that wealth, and therefore of the terms under which it may
be generated and passed on selectively or for the general good, is therefore central to
any policies designed to abolish or alleviate the condition.
This conclusion must be related to the previous analysis. One has first to plumb
the full meaning of the elaborate and interconnected structure of society, as this
book, by means of its survey data, has attempted to portray. Through direct
relationships to the economy by virtue of employment and membership of professions and trade unions, and through indirect relationships by virtue of membership of income units, households, extended families and neighbourhood,
community or regional, ethnic and other social groups, individuals are fitted into a
highly stratified hierarchy of roles. This hierarchy is kept in being by a web of
institutions of a more complex and firmly rooted kind than is generally supposed
even in the work of social scientists, and yet public consciousness of the existence of
a hierarchy - or at least of the ranks most relevant to their own position - is relatively
acute.
But, secondly, social structures hold implications for action. The structure of
severe inequality is not just an artefact of history, nor is it a necessary feature of
industrial societies to which we must in substantial if not entire measure adjust.
From different positions in the hierarchy many individuals act to maintain and
improve economic position and status. In particular, the rich exert major control
over the evolution of the class hierarchy - deciding the scope and nature of economic
activity, wage and salary differentials, the terms and conditions of employment and
the organization of housing finance. They play a dominant part in fashioning social
policy in both the narrow and wide senses of that term, especially the identification
of social objectives and needs in conformity with market priorities and hence their
own perceptions and interests. Redistribution is therefore not much of a reality and
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the social services can increasingly be seen to serve functions which reinforce rather
than reduce poverty and inequality. This is not just because of a diversification of
benefits and functions but because of the arrogation to new and enlarged professions
of capacity to monopolize knowledge and govern events.
Chapters 26 and 27 will therefore attempt to explain and illustrate this conclusion.
This chapter will set out some of the principal findings about the ‘structure’ of
poverty in the United Kingdom, not only as given in earlier pages from the national
survey of poverty in 1968-9, but also as shown by studies and reports published in
the 1970s. We will review in some detail how far the findings from the survey may
be said to apply to the United Kingdom in the late 1970s. It seems appropriate to
separate this more detailed material from the more general concluding discussion in
Chapter 27.
The sample who were interviewed held various conceptions of poverty. Eight per
cent thought of poverty as conditions in which people experienced extreme hunger
or starvation, and 31 per cent as a standard of life below subsistence or which lacked
or made it impossible to obtain the basic necessities of life. Another 29 per cent
referred to membership of minorities, such as old-age pensioners or the unemployed,
rather than to a standard of life, though for many of them that standard was implicit
in such membership. Only a small percentage of the sample believed that poverty
was relative and spoke of the difficulties of following ordinary activities or enjoying
goods, amenities and services available to most people in society.
The most common conceptions may therefore be said to reflect the standards of
subsistence institutionalized by the state, particularly for minorities covered by
national-insurance benefits who are, like retirement pensioners, widows and the
long-term sick and disabled, frequently the subject of policy discussion.
For operational purposes, three distinct standards or definitions were developed:
the state’s (or supplementary benefit) standard; the relative income standard; and the
relative deprivation standard. The first represents the conventional or social standard
defined in law and administrative practice, the second a level substantially and
consistently below the mean income for households of each type, and the third a
level of income for each type of household or income unit below which the capacity
to fulfil membership of society diminishes disproportionately to income. This third
standard hypothesizes a threshold on the income scale for each type of household
below which deprivation increases disproportionately.
There is evidence from the survey for this hypothesis, but it is certainly not
conclusive. Not all aspects of deprivation could be explored. We developed indicators of work deprivation, housing and environmental deprivation, and material and
social deprivation. The indices which we used operationally were necessarily rough
and, for purposes of any analysis requiring division of the data into a large number
of sub-categories, the sample was restricted in size. Moreover, a threshold of
generalized deprivation is hard to identify if, as a number of the chapters show,
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some forms of deprivation are widely distributed, especially among manual workers
and their families, and are by no means coincident with each other.
Measurement of Poverty
By all three of these measures poverty was substantial. By the state’s standard, there
were 61 per cent of the sample in households, and 91 per cent in income units who,
when their net disposable incomes were averaged over the previous twelve months,
were found to be living in poverty. They represented 3,300,000 and 4,950,000
people respectively. A further 21.8 per cent in households and 23.2 per cent in
income units were on the margins of poverty, representing 11,900,000 and
12,600,000 respectively. These measures were related to net disposable incomes for
the twelve months prior to interview. By the state’s own definition, therefore, there
were between 15 and 17½ million in a population of some 55½ million who were in
or near poverty. By the relative income standard, 9.2 per cent of the sample in
households were in poverty and another 29.6 per cent on the margins. According to
this standard, poverty is represented by incomes of less than 50 per cent of the mean
for households of their type. And by the deprivation standard, 22.9 per cent of the
sample in households and 25.9 per cent in income units were found to be living in
poverty (representing 12,500,000 and 14,000,000 respectively).
For purposes of illustration, we investigated how many of the poor or marginally
poor had assets, or employer, public social service or private benefits in kind which,
in equivalent money income, would theoretically have taken them above the state’s
standard. Few people with low incomes owned assets of substantial value. The
percentage of income units with incomes below the supplementary benefit standard
fell from 91 to only 71 after the annuity value of assets, including owner-occupied
housing, was added. Even after the total annual value of public social service
benefits in kind - including the value of schooling, hospital and general practitioner
care, employer welfare benefits and private income in kind, including the value of
services as well as gifts received from others outside the household - was added,
there were still 32 per cent with resources below the standard and 6.7 per cent on the
margins.
There were 28 per cent who were below or just above the state’s standard for the
year as a whole, but the figure increases to 36 per cent if people who dropped to
these levels for at least a short period of the year are added. During a short period,
therefore, a large section of the population, and predominantly the working class,
run the risk of experiencing poverty.
For longer periods than twelve months, the numbers must be higher. In his 1899,
1936 and 1950 surveys, Seebohm Rowntree called attention to the life-cycle of
poverty. In the poverty survey, there were similar variations according to age.
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Table 26.1. Percentages of people in income units in or on the margins of poverty.
Category

According to
the state
poverty
standarda
Percentage
in or on the
margins of
poverty (%
in poverty in
brackets)

Professional or managerial occupational
status, living alone or with spouse only
and aged under 60
0
(0)
Regularly employed of professional or
managerial status
5
(2)
Employed, living with wife or husband
only, under 60
6
(2)
Aged 0-14, parents of professional status
7
(0)
Aged 15-39, professional status
8
(2)
Aged 40 but not over pensionable age,
professional status
9
(6)
Regularly employed, non-manual status
13
(5)
Fifteen or more years of education
14
(7)
Regularly employed in previous year
16
(5)
Employed, no unemployment in
previous year
17
(5)
Regularly employed, manual status
18
(4)
Aged 40 but not over pensionable age
22
(6)
Irish birth
23
(7)
Aged 15-39
26
(8)
No disability
28
(8)
Self-employed
28 (13)
Males
29
(8)
Professional or managerial status, of
pensionable age
(32) (9)
White
33
(9)
All persons in sample
33
(9)
Born in UK
33
(9)
Unemployed 1-9 weeks in previous year 33 (11)
Females
36 (11)

According to
the relative
deprivation
standardb
Percentage Number in
in poverty sample for
whom information complete on
income and
category

0

70

3

112

4
2
3

374
98
96

9
9
8
12

79
574
142
1,328

13
14
16
26
19
20
22
23

2,320
739
1,392
74
1,759
4,152
172
2,564

18
25
26
26
29
29

44
5,176
5,309
5,067
100
2,764
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Table 26.1. - contd
Category

According to
the state
poverty
standarda
Percentage
in or on the
margins of
poverty (%
in poverty in
brackets)

Aged 0-14
Non-white
Born West Indies, Africa, India or Pakistan
Unemployed 10 or more weeks in
previous year
Minor disability
Not employed
Appreciable or severe disability,
under pensionable age
Aged 15-39, unskilled manual status
In 1-parent family
Fewer than 9 years’ education
Of pensionable age (60+ women, 55+ men)
In fatherless family
Appreciable or severe disability
In household of man, woman and 4 or
more children
Of pensionable age, unskilled manual status
Appreciable or severe disability of
pensionable age
Aged 0-14, parents unskilled manual status
Retired, living alone, aged 60 or over
Aged 80 or over
In household of man, woman and 3 or more
children, unskilled manual status
a

According to
the relative
deprivation
standardb
Percentage Number in
in poverty sample for
whom information complete on
income and
category
28
1,355
42
144
39
102

37
38
39

(8)
(16)
(18)

39
41
46

(18)
(14)
(13)

33
30
36

79
470
2,840

49
54
55
60
63
66
67

(16)
(26)
(31)
(19)
(20)
(38)
(20)

50
43
48
50
54
57
74

80
131
157
391
828
130
314

68
71

(21)
(19)

62
67

315
144

73
76
82
86

(21)
(37)
(21)
(24)

82
77
70
82

234
119
130
98

89

(64)

93

73

NOTES: Net disposable income in previous year of less than the supplementary benefit scale
rates plus housing cost (or 100 per cent to 139 per cent being treated as on the margins’ of that
standard).
b
Gross disposable income in previous year of less than the deprivation standard (as listed in
Chapter 6, page 268).
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Children and the aged accounted for the great majority of those found to be living in
poverty. More than a third of the children and more than half the elderly, compared
with only a tenth of the middle aged, lived in households who were, by the state’s
standard, in poverty or on the margins of poverty. For at least some part of the lifecycle, therefore, it is likely that more than half the population experience poverty or
near-poverty.
The ‘structure’ of poverty, as revealed in the sample survey, therefore reflects
changes according to age and circumstances. Table 26.1 illustrates this structure. As
can be seen, the risks of being in poverty vary dramatically according to age,
employment status, family type and, especially, occupational class. The choice of
poverty standard makes some, but not a lot of, difference to the ranking. The trends
from applying either the state’s standard or the deprivation standard are much the
same. Middle-aged professional and managerial workers employed throughout the
year and living alone, in married couples or with small families, were least likely to
be poor. Elderly people who had been unskilled manual workers and children in the
families of young unskilled manual workers, especially those with substantial
experience of unemployment, sickness, or disablement and in one-parent families,
were most likely to be poor.
The variation was related more to the changing position with age of people of
different class origin in the economic and social hierarchy than to ethnic origin or
geographical location. The percentage of people in non-white households living in
poverty or on the margins of poverty was rather higher than of the population as a
whole. Fewer than in the population as a whole had substantial assets, fewer were in
non-manual occupations despite the high proportion who had had a lengthy
education, and large numbers were deprived on different indicators.
The proportions of poor and marginally poor did not vary greatly from rural to
urban areas and to conurbations. Although there were relatively more rich people in
rural than other areas, there were fewer in the next rank of prosperity. Poverty and
near poverty was more common in Northern Ireland, Scotland, the North-West,
Wales and the South-West than elsewhere, but these conditions were to be found on
a substantial scale in all regions. The sample was drawn from fifty-one
constituencies: at one extreme there were ten which accounted for 32 per cent of the
poor; at the other there were ten which still accounted for 10 per cent. In four poor
areas located in Belfast, Glasgow, Salford and Neath, special additional surveys
were carried out. The percentage living in households with incomes below or on the
margins of the state’s standard was lowest in Neath, with 27 per cent, and highest in
Belfast North, with just under 50 per cent, the other two areas, Salford and Glasgow
Shettleston, being intermediate, with 37 per cent and 48 per cent.
There are therefore areas with up to twice as many poor as there are in the nation
as a whole. But our evidence showed how wide is the dispersion of poor people. On
the one hand, the majority are not to be found in areas which even account for as
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much as 20 per cent of the population; on the other, there are substantial minorities
of relatively prosperous people even in the poorest districts of the country.
The social distribution of poverty may now be summarized. Many people, and
overwhelmingly married women and children, are not in poverty by virtue of any
personal characteristics so much as indirectly by virtue of the labour market, wage
or social security characteristics of the principal income recipient of the family unit.
In this book, we have used both household and income unit as the basic ‘family’
units of analysis. The household and the income unit are, in fact, the same thing for
about two thirds of the population. Where there are two or more units in a single
household, their incomes may be pooled and the pattern of consumption treated as
common to all its members. But incomes may be treated separately, and
consumption may be predominantly a matter for the individual or at least sub-groups
within the household. In its taxation and social security policies, the state also tends
to be concerned with the income unit rather than the household.
For these reasons, the social distribution of poverty may be best summarized in
terms of the population composing income units rather than households. The
accompanying table (26.2) gives the distribution of the population in poverty
according to the labour market, personal and other characteristics of one or more of
the members of the income unit. About a third of people in poverty by the state’s
standard belong to income units in which someone is substantially employed.
Another third belong to units in which someone is disabled or is, or has been, ill for
five or more weeks, and yet another third to units in which someone is retired and of
pensionable age. These are the principal groupings from which any description and
explanation of poverty must proceed. If account is taken also of those with incomes
on the margins of the state’s standard, or, alternatively, the population are
considered in terms of the relative deprivation standard, each of the first two
categories assume greater importance. By the relative deprivation standard, nearly
half the population in poverty are in units in which someone is employed. Certain
important qualifications must be added. Readers will observe that employment,
unemployment, disability, one-parent family status and retirement are not exclusive
categories in the table. There is some overlapping. For example, among the people
in units with an income below the state poverty line, and yet in which there was
someone substantially employed, 22 per cent were also in income units in which
someone (not necessarily the same person) had been disabled or ill for five weeks or
more, and another 16 per cent unemployed for at least one week in the year. As
many as 62 per cent in a unit with someone disabled or sick were also in a unit with
someone retired. Roughly the same proportion of the people in ‘retirement’ units
were also in ‘disablement’ units. These two categories overlap more substantially
than any other two categories.
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Table 26.2. The distribution of poverty.
Type of income unit

All in
sample
%

All in
All in poverty
poverty by or on mar
state’s
by state’s
standard % standard %

1.

Employed
(a) At least one person in unit employed
last year for 1,000 hours or more
78.9
32.5
53.2
(b) At least one person in unit employed
last year for 1,000 hours or more
and with earnings of less than 90 per
cent of the mean for own sexb
(28.3)
(16.5)
(25.4)
2. Unemployed
At least one person unemployed for
1 week or more in previous year
7.3
9.1
8.0
3. Disabled
(a) At least one person with some appreciable
or severe disablement (scoring 3 or more
on index) or sick 5 weeks or more
27.1
34.8
39.8
(b) At least one person with appreciable or
severe disablement (scoring 7 or more on
index) or sick 12 weeks or more in yearb (12.4)
(15.9)
(20.0)
4. One-parent family
3.0
10.5
5.2
5. Elderly Retired
Not employed, of pensionable age
14.9
34.2
30.7
6. Others
1.9
9.1
3.6
Totalc
(100)
(100)
(100)
N = 100 per cent
5,340
486
1,728
NOTES: a‘Children’ in this table means dependent child under 19 living in
household.
b
1b and 3b are placed in brackets because they are included in 1a and 3a
respectively.
c
Totals in the first five columns add to more than 100 per cent because some people
fall into two or more categories.
The table also selects two sub-categories - on the one hand of the low paid among
the substantially employed, and on the other of the appreciably or severely disabled.
In each case, the sub-categories account for about half of those found to be in
poverty. Each sub-category represents a considerable minority of the population. If
we include both those on the margins of as well as under the state’s poverty line,
there are 4,500,000 people in units in which someone is substantially employed (that
is, working a total of 1,000 hours or more in the year) and also low paid. There are
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All in poverty
by relative
deprivation
standard

Percentage in
poverty by
state’s
standard

Percentage in Percentage in
poverty or on poverty by
margins by
relative
state’s
deprivation
standard
standard

All children
in poverty
by state’s
standard’
%

All children
in poverty or
on margins by
state’s
standarda %

49.5

3.8

21.8

16.2

56.9

82.4

(28.8)

(5.3)

(29.0)

(26.3)

(31.7)

(37.6)

8.6

11.3

35.8

30.4

15.4

11.3

46.2

11.7

47.6

44.1

19.5

25.9

(27.3)
5.6

11.6
31.5

52.0
55.0

56.9
47.5

(4.1)
29.3

(9.6)
11.3

20.9
44.0
9.1
486

66.7
62.0
32.4
1,728

56.2
52.6
25.9
5,307

32.3
3.7
145.9
1,380

0
4.1
(100)
123

1.3
1.5
100
529

3,500,000 in units in which someone is appreciably or severely disabled or has been
ill for twelve or more weeks in the last twelve months. Table 26.3 gives the full
estimates.
Some minorities contribute to the population in poverty out of all proportion to
their numbers in the general population. As Table 26.2 shows, the elderly retired
accounted for 15 per cent of the population in units, but 34 per cent of those with
incomes of less than the state’s standard. One-parent families accounted for only 3
per cent of the total population, but 10 per cent of those in poverty.
A higher proportion of children than of adults live in units which experience
poverty or marginal poverty - 36 per cent compared with 31 per cent (or 22 per cent
if the retired elderly are excluded). This figure represents 4,900,000 children under
15 (or 5,500,000 if older dependent children are added). The vast majority (over four
fifths) were in units in which the adult or adults were in substantial employment,
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Table 26.3. Estimated numbers in population in categories of poverty.
Characteristic of income unit
or at least 1 person in unit
Employed last year
Unemployed last year
Disabled or long-term sick
1-parent family
Elderly retired
All characteristics

Estimated numbers in income units in poverty or
on the margins of poverty (by the state’s standards)
9,400,000 (of which 4,500,000 low paid)
1,400,000
7,000,000 (of which 3,500,000 appreciably or
severely disabled or chronic sick)
900,000
5,400,000
17,630,000

that is, working for 1,000 hours or more in the previous year. Two fifths of all
children were in units in which an adult was working full time but was low paid.
Changes since 1968-9
The extent and ‘structure’ of poverty in the United Kingdom as established in the
survey has been summarized above. Has that extent and structure changed since
1968-9? This question can be approached in terms of changes in the structure of the
population, the distribution of wealth, in the levels of income gross and net of tax,
the relationship of these types of income to the supplementary benefit scales, and
changes in the overall structure of incomes in society.
In Table 26.4 I have listed certain indicators of change in social structure for
Britain 1968-76. This shows that some minorities known to be exposed to greater
risk of poverty, namely elderly pensioners and unemployed, increased disproportionately to population. The numbers of invalidity pensioners increased slightly,
and the numbers of one-parent families dependent on supplementary benefit
increased very sharply. The total number of families with children increased, but the
number with three or more decreased, proportionately to population.
During the late 1960s and early 1970s, there appears to have been a continuation
of a fall in the percentage of wealth held by the top 1 per cent, but not much change
in the broad inequalities of wealth between the top 20 per cent of the population and
the rest (Table 26.5). An independent study suggests that the official statistical series
exaggerates the trend and offers alternative estimates showing fluctuations from year
to year but no change between 1968 and 1972 in the proportion of wealth held by
1
the top 10 per cent and top 20 per cent. A sharp fall in share values in the mid
1970s, which corresponded with a decline in the shares of wealth of the top 1 per
cent and top 5 per cent, was reversed in 1977-8, and longer-term trends are difficult
to judge.
1

Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A. J., Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain, Cambridge
University Press, 1978, p. 159.
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Table 26.4. Selected indicators of change in social structure in the United Kingdom,
1968-76.
Social category

1968

Total population
55,049,000
Retirement pensioners (incl. others
with pensions, aged 60 and over)
7,133,000
People aged 75 and over
2,491,000
Families receiving family allowances
4,257,000
Families receiving family allowances
with 3 or more children
1,766,000
Supplementary benefit recipients
2,736,000
1-parent families receiving supplementary
benefits
(185,000)a
Unemployed
560,000
Unemployed receiving supplementary
benefits
235,000
Unemployed receiving unemployment
insurance benefit
331,000
Unemployed receiving neither supplementary nor unemployment benefits
110,000a
Recipients of supplementary benefits not
eligible for long-term addition or longterm (higher) scale rate
550,0001b
Recipients of invalidity benefits for
more than 6 months
416,000

1976

1976 as %
of 1968
56,000,000
102
8,617,000
2,847,000
4,592,000

121
114
108

1,631,000
3,050,000

93
111

310,000
1,359,000

168
243

684,000

291

617,000

186

200,000

182

572,0001b

104

431,000c

104

a

NOTES: Estimated.
b
Britain only.
c
For the year 1975.
SOURCES: Annual Abstract of Statistics, HMSO, London, 1978, pp. 13, 67, 68, 69; Social
Security Statistics 1975, HMSO, London, 1977; and Social Trends, No. 8, HMSO, London,
1977, pp. 41, 53, 65, 86, 110, 111.

Table (26.6, below) derived from government sources, summarizes changes in
level of income of different social security claimants, relative to average gross and
net incomes. Clearly there have been fluctuations from year to year in the level of
individual social-security benefits in relation to average gross earnings and net income. By 1974, short-term national insurance and supplementary benefits had lost
ground since the late 1960s relative to gross and net income - for both single people
and married couples with children. On the other hand, long-term benefits either

Table 26.5. Two versions of trends in the distribution of wealth (Britain).
Year
1960
1964
1966
1968
1970
1972
1974
1975c

Inland Revenue data series Ba
Top 1%
Top 5%
Top 10%
38.2
64.3
76.7
34.4
59.3
73.5
31.8
56.7
71.8
32.7
59.0
73.8
29.0
56.3
70.1
29.9
56.3
71.9
25.3
49.9
66.0
23.2
46.5
62.4

Top 20%
89.8
88.4
87.8
89.4
89.0
89.2
85.5
81.8

Atkinson and Harrison (assumption B3)b
Top 1%
Top 5%
Top 10% Top 20%
34.4
60.0
72.1
83.6
34.7
59.2
72.0
85.2
31.0
56.1
69.9
84.2
33.6
58.6
72.0
85.4
30.1
54.3
69.4
84.9
32.0
57.2
71.7
85.3
-

NOTE: aAssuming that persons not covered by the Inland Revenue estimates have no wealth.
b
Assuming that the value of certain property not accounted for by estate data but estimated by means of the balance-sheet method is distributed between the population included in the estate data and the population excluded. This is their ‘central estimate’.
c
United Kingdom.
SOURCES: Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 5, Third Report on the Standing Reference, Cmnd
6999, HMSO, London, 1977, p. 76; Atkinson, A. B., and Harrison, A. J., Distribution of Personal Wealth in Britain, Cambridge University
Press, 1978, p. 159.
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Table 26.6. Benefits when sick, unemployed or retired as a percentage of gross earnings and of net income (after deducting
tax and national insurance contributions).
Standard rate of sickness or unemployment benefit plus earnings related
supplement
Single man
Married couple
with 2 children

October As %
As %
each year gross
net
earnings income

1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975
1976
1977

40.0
38.9
38.1
38.0
41.2
38.4
35.1
33.6
30.8
31.1
32.7

53.9
52.9
52.1
53.3
57.5
52.3
48.4
48.6
45.9
46.7
47.6

As %
As %
gross
net
earnings income

63.6
60.9
58.5
58.2
63.3
60.2
56.2
54.6
50.2
50.7
52.9

73.2
72.8
71.0
72.7
77.9
73.7
70.6
70.3
67.0
67.3
68.4

Standard rate of long-term Supplementary benefit rates (including
invalidity or retirement
rent) as % of net income
pension
Single man
Married
Short term
Long term
couple
with 2
children
As %
As %
As %
Single
Married Single Married
gross
net
net
person
couple
person couple
earnings
income
income
with 2
with 2
children
children
(aged
(aged
under 5)
under 5)

21.0
19.6
18.1
17.8
19.4
18.8
18.9
20.6
19.5
19.9
20.9

28.4
26.6
24-8
25.0
27.1
25.7
26.1
28.7
29.0
29.8
30.4

51.8
50.6
52-8
48.3
60.3
58-4
60.4
67.1
65.2
66.2
67.2

38.9
38.6
37.8
37.0
37.6
35.3
36.0
34.6
34.8
36.0
-

62.9
63.3
62.4
61.4
61.9
59.6
59.3
60.6
58.2
59.0
-

41.8
41.6
40.6
39.5
39.8
37.6
39.4
43.5
40.7
42.0
-

65.3
65.8
64.8
63.6
63.9
61.6
62.9
67.7
65.0
66.1
-

SOURCES: First 6 columns: DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, pp. 212-13; last 5 columns: Hansard, 13
February 1976, cols. 417 and 423. Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 6, pp. 294 and 299-300.
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maintained or (especially in the case of invalidity benefits) gained ground, though
the levels achieved by the uprating of July 1974 appear in retrospect to have been
exceptional. During the high rates of inflation in the mid 1970s, values of benefits
have fluctuated sharply between upratings in relation both to earnings and prices.
The government attempted to maintain values through more frequent upratings after nine and a half months (July 1974), eight and a half months (April 1975), and
seven and a half months (November 1975) respectively, but by the months
immediately preceding these upratings, benefits had none the less fallen very sharply
1
in value. Subsequently (November 1976, 1977 and 1978), the government has
reverted to annual upratings.
During these years, successive Labour and Conservative governments introduced
new measures aimed in whole or in part at helping those on low incomes. Probably
the most important of these measures is the Social Security Pensions Act 1975,
which came into effect in April 1978. This affects the whole population, but it will
be many years before a substantial additional number of pensioners will have
received earnings-related pensions large enough to remove them from the scope of
the supplementary benefits scheme. In the early years, those retiring will have
earned only small additional earnings-related pensions and the scheme will not come
into full effect until after the year 2020. The child benefit scheme (which introduces
a cash allowance for each child in the family in substitution for child tax allowances
for all dependent children, and family allowances for the second and each
subsequent child in the family) had begun, by 1978, to restore the losses during the
mid 1970s in real value of family support, but, depending on the rate of inflation and
further government decisions, it remained to be seen whether the government would
act after the increase of April 1979 to lift the level of support to a markedly higher
2
level.
A Family Income Supplement scheme was introduced for the low paid with
children in 1971. From the start, the numbers who applied were considerably fewer
than the numbers who were estimated to be entitled. The number of two-parent
families receiving this supplement reached 65,000 in June 1972, but fell sharply
later that year, fluctuated around 50,000 in 1973, and fell steadily during 1974, until
1

See, for example, the papers by Trinder, C., in Willmott, P. (ed.), Sharing Inflation?, Poverty
Report 1976, Temple-Smith, London, 1976; Field, F., The New Corporate Interest, Poverty
Pamphlet No. 23, Child Poverty Action Group, London, 1976; Disability Alliance, ‘Nearly a
Million Disabled People in Poverty’, memorandum to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, March
1976; Lewis, P., et al., Inflation and Low Incomes, Fabian Research Series No. 322, Fabian
Society, London, August 1975.
2
In its evidence in 1977 to the Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth,
the Supplementary Benefit Commission showed that the combined value of family allowances
and child tax allowances in October 1976 was substantially smaller for families, relative to net
incomes, than in the early years after the introduction of family allowances in 1946.
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the figure of 32,000 was reached in that December. The number was under 30,000 in
1975, but increased in 1976 to 42,000. A government report further shows that more
than a fifth of these are not strictly below the prescribed income limits at any one
time - mainly because, under the rules, families qualify for supplement for twelve
1
months irrespective of a change in their circumstances. The total at the end of 1976
of 85,000 two-parent and one-parent families represents only 0.3 per cent of the
labour force. The total cost, estimated at £24 million for 1977-8, represented only
2
1.3 per cent of the cost of supplementary benefits.
New benefits, starting in 1971, were introduced for disabled people. By December
1974, 187,000 severely disabled people were receiving attendance allowance at one
of two rates. Among 444,000 invalidity pensioners in 1974, 70,000 qualified for a
higher rate of invalidity allowance of £2.40 per week; 72,000 a middle rate of £1.50;
3
224,000 a lower rate of 0.75p; and 78,000 for nothing. About a half of all invalidity
pensioners had an adult dependant, and a fifth a child dependant. The benefit rates
for these dependants were increased in 1971. A non-contributory invalidity pension
was introduced in 1975 for disabled people who had not qualified for invalidity
pension, most of whom had had to rely solely on supplementary benefits. Excluding
certain hospital patients receiving a pocket-money rate of benefit, 64,000 were
estimated to be drawing benefit by the beginning of 1976, but 46,000 were estimated
not to be receiving any net gain whatsoever. They lost in supplementary benefits
4
what they gained in the new pension. However, this pension was extended in
November 1977 - to severely disabled married women. An invalid care allowance
was introduced in July 1976 for single women and others who give up their jobs to
care for severely disabled relatives. It is expected to be claimed by only 11,500
people, at a net cost of about £2 million a year. Finally, a mobility allowance is
being introduced by stages for about 100,000 disabled people who have difficulty in
walking. In 1976-7, 25,000 were estimated to be receiving it. People of pensionable
age are not eligible for the allowance.
These allowances have probably reduced the numbers of disabled people living in
poverty, but the government has been criticized strongly for a ‘piecemeal’ and, by
5
reference to the needs, ‘inadequate’ programme. By 1978-9, the attendance
allowance, invalid care allowance, mobility allowance and non-contributory in1

Knight, I. B., and Nixon, J., Two-Parent Families in Receipt of Family Income Supplement,
1972, DHSS, Statistical and Research Report Series, No. 9, HMSO, London, 1975.
2
DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1975, pp. 62-3.
3
The Government’s Expenditure Plans 1978-79 to 1981-82, vol. II, Cmnd 7049, HMSO,
London, 1978, pp. 90-91.
4
Hansard, 27 February 1976, col. 380.
5
Poverty and Disability: The Case for a Comprehensive Income Scheme for Disabled People,
Disability Alliance, London, 1975. See also Poverty and Low Incomes Amongst Disabled
People, a submission to the Royal Commission on the Distribution of Incomes and WealthLower Incomes Reference, Disability Alliance, London, 1977.
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validity pension were expected to cost £301 million, or just over 2 per cent of the
total expenditure on social security. This is almost exactly the same as the total cost
1
of war pensions in that year.
The introduction of these measures is not easy to relate to outcomes - as reflected
either in estimated numbers in or on the margins of poverty, or in income
distribution. I will briefly describe sources of information for each of these. First, the
government has published estimates of the numbers in and near poverty for the early
and mid 1970s (Table 26.7). According to these estimates, derived from the Family
Expenditure Survey, the total at or around the supplementary benefit standard
increased in the 1960s and declined slightly in the early 1970s before rising again in
1975-6. There is evidence from the same source (the Family Expenditure Survey)
that the numbers and percentage of the population with incomes under the
supplementary benefit standard or marginally above that standard, and also the
numbers and percentages receiving supplementary benefit, were all higher in the
early and mid 1970s than in 1960.
In the poverty survey, the number of people living in units with incomes of no
more than 140 per cent of the supplementary benefit standard in 1968-9 was
estimated to represent 17.6 million. A rather similar but not exactly comparable
government estimate for 1976 was 14.9 million (there were 8.5 million with incomes
Table 26.7. Government estimates of numbers in poverty (Family Expenditure
Survey).
Britain (000s)
Dec.
Relationship to benefit standard
1960a
1972b
Under supplementary benefit standard 1,260
1,780
At or not more than 10% above standard (710) 1,120
Receiving supplementary benefit’
2,670
4,140
Total
4,640
7,040

Dec.
Dec.
Dec.
1974
1975 1976
1,410 1,840 2,280
960 1,120 1,630
3,730 3,710 4,090
6,100 6,670 8,000

NOTES: aFrom Abel-Smith, B., and Townsend, P., The Poor and the Poorest, Bell, London,
1965, pp. 40 and 44, with estimate for second line. The data are for the UK and are on a household rather than an income unit basis.
b
Self-employed assumed to be distributed among the poor in the same proportion as the employed.
c
This information (for 1972-6) is drawn separately from a supplementary benefit sample inquiry, and to make it consistent with the information from the FES (given in the first two lines
above), people drawing supplementary benefit for less than three months are excluded. In the
FES, people are categorized according to their ‘normal’ income and employment in the three
months preceding interview.
SOURCE: For 1972-6, DHSS analyses of FES data.
1

The Government’s Expenditure Plans 1978-79 to 1981-82, pp. 90-91.
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within the range 100-39 per cent of the standard in addition to 2.3 million under the
1
standard and 4.1 million receiving supplementary benefit). At least half and perhaps
most of the difference between these estimates is due to differences in
representativesness of the samples and to differences of definition. As explained on
pages 275-7, the numbers in some low-income groups in the Family Expenditure
Survey sample have been consistently under-represented. But without a fresh study
on the same basis as the poverty survey, it would be difficult to conclude whether
the numbers had declined or increased. All that can be cautiously inferred is that the
numbers in and near poverty cannot be substantially different in 1976 from what
they were in 1968-9, though the representation of social categories among them will
certainly have changed.
Another approach is to trace changes in the distribution of incomes over the whole
scale. The same points in the scale are selected for different years and expressed in
Table 26.8 as percentages of the median. The definition of income, selected in this
case by the Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, is the
widest definition currently used by the government, and includes the value of some
employer welfare benefits and social service benefits - such as education and health.
A slightly different method of looking at the distribution is given in Table 26.9.
Allowing for possible fluctuations due to sampling variation, the structure would
appear to have been surprisingly stable during this period of economic and industrial
upheaval. Indeed, a review of the data available for the whole period 1961-73
confirmed the ‘relative stability of the income distribution both before, and after,
Table 26.8. Quantiles as percentages of the median, United Kingdom 1968-75.
Quantile

Final income of households as % of median
1968 1969 1970 1971
1972 1973
Highest percentile 347 341 345 361
342
348
Highest decile
191 188 195 196
192
192
Upper quartile
142 140 145 144
143
143
Median
100 100 100 100
100
100
Lower quartile
63
62
62
61
61
62
Lowest decile
38
38
37
38
38
39

1974 1975
192
189
145
143
100
100
62
62
38
40

SOURCES: Central Statistical Office (based on Family Expenditure Survey). As quoted in the
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report on
the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 216, and Report No. 5, Third
Report on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6999, HMSO, London, 1977, p. 252.
1

Tables available from the Department of Health and Social Security. The estimate excludes
those dependent on supplementary benefit for less than three months. It includes all others
dependent on supplementary benefit, and all other people with incomes below the appropriate
supplementary benefit scales.
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Table 26.9. Percentage share of final income received by given quantile groups of
households, United Kingdom, 1968-75.
Quantile group
(%)
Top 10
11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-100

Final income of households as % of total
1968 1969 1970 1971
23.4
23.3 23.5 23.7
15.3
15.3 15.5 15.6
12.9
12.8 12.9 12.8
11.0
11.1 11.2 11.0
9.6
9.8
9.5
9.6
8.4
8.5
8.2
8.3
7.1
7.0
7.0
6.9
5.7
5.5
5.6
5.4
4.2
4.1
4.1
4.1
2.5
2.5
2.4
2.5

1972
23.0
15.5
13.0
11.1
9.7
8.4
7.0
5.5
4.2
2.6

1973
23.4
15.4
12.9
11.1
9.6
8.3
6.9
5.6
4.2
2.7

1974
24.7
15.1
12.7
11.0
9.4
8.1
6.8
5.5
4.0
2.7

1975
22.4
15.4
13.0
11-2
9.7
8.4
7.0
5.7
4.3
2.9

SOURCES: Central Statistical Office (based on Family Expenditure Survey). As quoted in the

1

Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report on
the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, 1975, p. 215. For 1974, see Nissel, M.,
and Peretz, J., ‘Effects of Taxes and Benefits on Household Income 1974’, Economic Trends,
No. 268, February 1976, p. 110; and Report No. 5, Third Report on the Standing Reference,
Cmnd 6999, HMSO, London, 1977, p. 251.
1

standardization (for household composition)’. A later government study concluded
2
that, between 1961 and 1975, ‘the inequality of final income has hardly changed’.
In its report in 1978 on lower incomes, the Royal Commission found that after
standardizing for household composition the distribution of income remained stable
3
between 1968 and 1976.
Certain trends in income for different types of household can also be traced.
Bearing in mind fluctuations from one year to another, especially in the case of
relatively small sub-groups, because of sampling variation, official data do not
4
disclose consistent changes of any magnitude. At a low point in the dispersion,
income was slightly lower, as a percentage of the median, in 1974 than in 1969 for
six of the ten types of household, and slightly higher for the other four. At a high
point in the dispersion, income was slightly higher for four of the ten types of
1

Semple, M., ‘The Effect of Changes in Household Composition on the Distribution of
Income 1961-73’, Economic Trends, December 1975, p. 101.
2
Harris, R., ‘A Review of the Effects of Taxes and Benefits on Household Incomes 19611975’, Economic Trends, January 1977, p. 105.
3
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 6, Lower
Incomes, Cmnd 7175, HMSO, London, 1978, p. 143.
4
See, for example, Economic Trends No. 254, December 1974, pp. lvii-lxiv.
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household and slightly lower for the other six.
Government data on trends in the distribution of resources are incomplete in a
number of critical respects. Despite secondary analyses of the Family Expenditure
Survey in recent years, information about changes in the composition and level of
income of the poorest 20 per cent, especially the poorest 10 per cent, is sparse.
Important changes have been taking place in the relationship between earnings,
taxes, cash benefits and benefits in kind, especially employer welfare benefits, but
these have not yet been pursued to fully articulated conclusions. Thus, articles in
Economic Trends show that there has been widening inequality since 1960 in
1
original’ incomes (principally gross earnings, but also social security benefits). As
argued above (pages 667-70 and 902-3), this has been due not just to a relative
increase in the number of social security recipients - particularly retirement pensioners, though also including one-parent families, unemployed and disabled people
- but to a relative increase in the numbers of employees of professional and
managerial status. With rising real incomes, there has been a disproportionate
increase in taxation, among other things, to help pay for the larger numbers of social
security beneficiaries. But there has also been a relative increase in the resources
committed by the nation to the production of highly educated groups -principally
benefiting the middle classes. There would appear as well to have been a relative
increase in the share of the disposable resources of the top 5 and 10 per cent (who
include most managers and professionals), represented by employer welfare benefits
in kind. Contrary to the impression conveyed by data on trends in gross and net
incomes reproduced by the Royal Commission on Incomes and Wealth, suggesting
2
that there has been a continuing decline in the share of the top 5 per cent’, the
percentage share of real resources (as distinct from post-tax incomes as
conventionally defined) received by the top groups may have remained steady or
even increased. Data on the value of employer in-kind benefits collected by the
Royal Commission (not, however, added to gross or net incomes and then analysed),
as well as data from the poverty survey on such benefits presented above in Chapters
5 and 12, even supports this view.
Thus, the commission quoted evidence of expansion in coverage of executive
employees by occupational pension, life insurance, medical insurance, holiday
entitlement and other schemes. Pension provisions at least had been growing as a
proportion of salary for higher executives’. Share acquisition schemes and reduced
interest or interest-free loans could be of ‘considerable financial advantage’, and
fixed-term service contracts (with the first £5,000 of compensation normally being
1

See, for example, Harris, ‘The Effect of Changes in Household Composition on the
Distribution of Income’, p. 105.
2
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial Report
on the Standing Reference, p. 156. See also Report No. 5, Third Report on the Standing
Reference, pp. 199-202.
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tax-free) ‘might have been entered into with a view to providing employees with
1
additional benefits’. The whole problem is one of understanding and measuring
personal advantage as a result of access to corporate wealth. It may be hoped that the
standing Royal Commission will seek to improve data on both the distribution of
employer welfare benefits and wealth and the extent to which they augment cash
incomes or living standards.
This discussion shows some of the respects in which the findings from the poverty
survey need to be modified to take account of events in the 1970s. There have been
major changes tending to increase the numbers in or near poverty - especially the
substantial increase in numbers unemployed but also the relative increase in
numbers of retired disabled people and those belonging to one-parent families. The
fall in the early and mid 1970s in the real value of family support (both tax
allowances for children and family allowances) also tended to depress more families
into poverty. On the other hand, the steadily increasing participation of women in
employment has improved the living standards of some low-income families and the
slow decline in proportion of manual employees in the workforce will have affected
the structure or at least the variability of low earnings. New social security benefits
have been introduced, and the rates of other benefits such as invalidity pensions,
have been increased relative to previous values. Many other influences will have
played a part in balancing the forces reducing, and those increasing, numbers in or
near poverty. But, as the Royal Commission say, it is none the less ‘surprising’ to
find such underlying longer-term stability in the distribution of incomes ‘in view of
the considerable economic, social and demographic changes which have taken place
2
[between 1968 and 1976]’.

1

Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Third Report, Higher Incomes from Employment, Cmnd 6383, HMSO, London, 1976, pp. 89-101.
2
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 6, Lower
Incomes, p. 144.

27
Conclusion II: The Explanation and
Elimination of Poverty

Our evidence shows that poverty is a national phenomenon which is structurally
pervasive and of major dimensions. But its extent and effects tend to be greatly
underestimated and its causes wrongly, or weakly, identified. Some of the reasons
for this need to be traced if the resources and organizational capacities of Britain are
to be harnessed on behalf of what must be regarded as a task of national regeneration.
The limitations of our data must be recognized. Any single study must be handicapped by virtue of its methodology. Some of these limitations are described in
Chapter 3 (pages 111-15). By selecting a principal method of research, other methods are necessarily ignored or abbreviated. For example, the principal method used
in this study was the nationally representative sample survey. This method cannot
permit sufficient weight to be given to personal histories of poverty and observations
of the physical, material and emotional consequences, including illness and death, of
the phenomenon. Nor can an account of structural changes in the production,
accumulation and distribution of resources and changes in desired and approved
styles of living, which control the definition, extent and severity of poverty, be
developed, except indirectly. These questions will have to be pursued more directly
elsewhere.
The object of this book has been to define, measure and, in part, explain the extent
of poverty in the United Kingdom. Ultimately, these three activities cannot be
undertaken and described in isolation from each other. Whatever ideas and words
are chosen for each of the three, they carry assumptions if not specific prescriptions
for the other two. Their necessary conjunction or interaction needs to be
emphasized, because that paves the way for a clearer understanding of the functions
and likely success of policies to relieve or abolish poverty.
Definition of Poverty
Perceptions of poverty are one source of underestimation of its extent and severity.
Individuals in any population hold different specific or general ideas of its nature.
As noted earlier (Chapter 6, page 237), some people think of poverty as a condition
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in which families go hungry or starve, and others as a condition relative to standards
enjoyed on average or by most people in society. But the majority take the view that
poverty is a condition under which people are unable to obtain subsistence, or the
basic necessities of life, or is a condition which applies to particular low-income
minorities, such as pensioners or the unemployed.
Their conceptions reflect those held by major groups and classes in society, and
indeed by the state itself, as expressed in its legislation and central and local administration. Ministerial speeches, government publications, annual reviews by the
Trades Union Congress, and studies by influential voluntary associations and
academic investigators could all be quoted in substantiation. In this book I have
consequently treated society’s definition of poverty as being, with certain qualifications, the basic rates paid by the Supplementary Benefits Commission to families
of different composition. This is the state’s poverty line or standard. The advantage
of this treatment is that it can, in principle, be applied in many different societies to
demonstrate the effectiveness of policy. The British supplementary benefit scheme
resembles the public assistance schemes of other countries. According to the
International Labour Office, there were, by 1967, forty-four countries in their list of
sixty-one, ranging from Australia, through Israel, Kenya, Nicaragua, Sweden and
the United States to Yugoslavia, with public assistance schemes paying cash
1
allowances of a standard kind to poor families on test of means. The standards of
different countries for different types of beneficiary, and the numbers in the
population having incomes of less than the prescribed amounts, can be estimated
and compared.
Public opinion can therefore be sampled, or administrative practice analysed by
the social scientist, to demonstrate conventional conceptions and operational
definitions of poverty. Nevertheless, one country’s definition is certainly not the
only, and is unlikely to be an objective, definition of poverty. There are variations
between societies which have to be accounted for. There are also variations within
any single society in history. Thus, in Britain since 1948, the ordinary rate of
national assistance or supplementary benefit for a single householder has fluctuated
from 15 to 21 per cent of average male industrial earnings. There are, therefore,
difficulties both in using a social poverty standard to make comparisons between
different years in the same country and in using different national poverty standards
to make comparisons between different societies. Both exercises are rewarding, only
in so far as the meaning of the standards being used can be clarified in relation to the
distribution of income, mean income and social structure.
The state’s (and the public’s) conception of subsistence poverty is different from,
and more generous than, starvation poverty. Yet it is none the less a severely limited
conception of need, fostered by motives of condescension and self-interest as well as
duty by the rich. Ideas of ‘need’ are socially conditioned, and scientific
substantiation of such ideas may be non-existent or insufficient. This is independent
1

International Labour Office, The Cost of Social Security, Geneva, 1969, pp. 316-22.
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of the fact that objective needs are socially determined. Our study has suggested that
the traditional conceptions of ‘subsistence’ poverty restrict people’s understanding
of modern social conditions as well as their willingness to act generously. On the
one hand, they are encouraged to believe that ‘subsistence’ represents the limit of
basic human needs, and this tends to restrict their assessment of what individual
rights or entitlements could be introduced and guaranteed. A limited definition of
need leads to a limited appreciation of rights. On the other hand, needs other than
those included in the conception of ‘subsistence’ are denied full acknowledgement.
There are goods, amenities and services which men and women are impelled to seek
and do seek, and which by the tests of both subjective choice and behaviour are
therefore social necessities, that have traditionally been excluded from consideration
in devising poverty standards. People do not live by bread alone, and sometimes
they are prepared to forego bread to meet a more pressing social need.
I have suggested that an alternative, and more objective, conception might be
founded on ‘relative deprivation’ - by which I mean the absence or inadequacy of
those diets, amenities, standards, services and activities which are common or
customary in society. People are deprived of the conditions of life which ordinarily
define membership of society. If they lack or are denied resources to obtain access
to these conditions of life and so fulfil membership of society, they are in poverty.
Deprivation can arise in any or all of the major spheres of life - at work, where the
means largely determining one’s position in other spheres are earned; at home, in
neighbourhood and family; in travel; and in a range of social and individual
activities outside work and home or neighbourhood. In principle, there could be
extreme divergencies in the experience of different kinds of deprivation. In practice,
there is a systematic relationship between deprivation and level of resources. The
‘subsistence’ approach ignores major spheres of life in which deprivation can arise.
A physically efficient diet is regarded as the basis of subsistence or a national
minimum, which then provides the rationale for Britain’s income maintenance
system. It could be argued that this preoccupation with nutritional deprivation as the
centrally evident problem of meeting need in society has, first, to be extended
logically to dietary deprivation, thereby putting stress on the kind of food and drink
which people actually consume (and the distribution of the budgets from which they
purchase it), as well as the amount and quality of nutrients which they absorb, so
acknowledging the social definition of dietary need. Secondly, membership of
society involves the satisfaction of a range of other needs which are socially defined.
The necessities of life are not fixed. They are continuously being adapted and
augmented as changes take place in a society and its products. Increasing
stratification and a developing division of labour, as well as the growth of powerful
new organizations, create, as well as reconstitute, ‘need’. In particular, the rich set
fashions of consumption which gradually become diffused.
When attempts are made to express these conceptions in an operational form for
purposes of measurement, and then are applied, rather different conclusions about

916 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
the extent and nature of the problem are reached. By the deprivation standard, more
people are found to be in poverty than by the state’s standard, with the implication,
for example, that the scale rates of the Supplementary Benefits Commission have
been drawn too low, especially for households with older children, and that they
should be raised.
But the implications for the development of explanations of poverty and policies
to eliminate poverty do not rest there. An attempt to apply either standard over the
different periods of time to the same populations shows that, contrary-to much
supposition, the poor are not a separate and relatively fixed section of society. This
can be demonstrated first by tracing changes during the year. At any particular time
there are households who, because of demotion, unemployment, sickness,
disablement, retirement or increase in dependency, have recently fallen into poverty,
just as there are households who, because of promotion, engagement or reengagement at work, recovery from sickness or decrease in dependency, have just
emerged from poverty.
This affects our exposition of the nature of the phenomenon, and hence our
explanation. During the early stages of the life-cycle, incomes and other resources
are low; children put claims on the resources of the young adults who are their
parents; the costs of housing and establishing a home are considerable; and the
parents have jobs which are relatively insecure and paid below average. During
middle or late middle life, a peak of prosperity is reached; the numbers of dependants and housing costs diminish just when resources actually increase or are at
least maintained; earnings for a standard number of hours often increase because of
promotion or seniority, and assets are accumulated or invested. In the later stages of
life, there is a descent into austerity or poverty: before retirement, incomes are
already reduced, and people who reach an advanced age (a) have greater needs as a
consequence of disablement, (b) find that their share of the fruits of economic
growth - for example, in new forms of state and occupational pension scheme - are
smaller than average, and (c) tend to be less well protected than younger age groups
from inflation. Assets and employer welfare benefits in particular augment the
advantage of the middle aged over younger and older groups. Figure 7.2 (page 287)
provides a summary of these changes over life.
From infancy onwards, therefore, the risks of being in poverty vary according to,
and depend crucially upon, the employment status of adults in the income unit or
household, the ratio of dependants to earners, form of tenure, value of assets,
individual disablement and, related to all of these, occupational class.
Explanations of Poverty
What therefore is the explanation of widespread poverty? The theoretical approach
developed in this book is one rooted in class relations. Some account has to be given
of allocative principles and mechanisms and developments in the pattern of social
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life and consumption. In all societies, there is a crucial relationship between the
production, distribution and redistribution of resources on the one hand and the
creation or sponsorship of style of living on the other. One governs the resources
which come to be in the control of individuals and families. The other governs the
‘ordinary’ conditions and expectations attaching to membership of society, the
denial or lack of which represents deprivation. The two are in constant interaction
and explain at any given moment historically both the level and extent of poverty.
Institutions arise to control both the production and allocation of resources. These
are predominantly institutions concerned with the productive process - of capital,
management and labour. Hierarchical organizations, with elaborate ranks of
privilege and preferment, evolve, and induce gradations of acknowledged status and
not just different levels of profit and income. The relationships typified in the
productive process tend to be reproduced in the processes of distribution. Salaries
might be differentiated from wages - for example, occupational welfare from public
welfare - and bank deposit accounts from Post Office savings. Markets arise to
correspond with different levels of wealth. But increasingly, and partly through the
establishment of intermediary institutions, some processes of distribution and
redistribution originate from, and are impelled by, wider or external interests and
values.
The growth of organizations and associations not directly linked with production
exerts considerable influence. Their relative independence may stem from their own
bureaucratic or professional power, or from specialized groups of consumers whom
they serve. Some agencies of the distribution of resources become separated from
those of production. These interests are not necessarily more public spirited. Some
writers treat agencies of the state, for example, as subordinate to the interests of a
private capitalist economy. Large parts of the operations currently of the
Departments of Trade, Industry, Energy, Employment, Agriculture and Prices and
Consumer Protection, for example, could be so construed. But this hegemony is too
crudely described and needs to be examined closely.
There are agencies of the state which are only indirectly related to the interests of
capital as historically and restrictedly defined. They simultaneously serve diffuse
political, intellectual or consumer interests as well as those of the private market.
Sometimes they act more for self-aggrandizement than to advance the immediate
interests of the market, and may act to create a larger inequality of resources and
power than that which otherwise exists in a market society. Even if they are tied in
principle to the fortunes of the economy, it is an economy which they are helping to
shape. There are also agencies of the state which, though they can be said to be
closely identified with the interests of the private market, act at least in large
measure as checks on their operations and try to guide and control them. And there
are agencies or groups participating in the market who are constantly seeking to
modify or change it.
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All this has to be borne in mind in developing an explanation of unequal earnings.
The unions, the boards of the nationalized industries, and the government,
principally through its incomes and fiscal policies, but also through a network of
agencies like the Wages Councils and the Equal Opportunities Commission, and
wage-negotiation machinery like the Whitley Council and the Review Body on Top
Salaries, contribute to the evolution of the wage and salary system. It would be
absurd to exclude them from any part of the explanation of inequality of earnings.
One part of our task in explaining the unequal distribution of resources is therefore
to trace the weight and influence of these different institutions in defining wage and
salary rates and influencing decisions about increases.
It is not just a question of how incomes come to be graded or resources distributed, but how access is decided. We have to identify the rules of access which
govern the scope or exclusiveness of structures, and not just the rules which control
their internal differentiation. With the evolution and internal differentiation of
resource systems, including the wage system, people have problems of access to
these resources. The idea of admission or selection carries with it the corresponding
idea of exclusion or rejection - even if that seems irrelevant or unintended. This
double-sidedness of the operation of institutions which distribute resources is crucial
to the explanation of poverty. There are sets of rules which, for example, control
entry, define and organize queues, categorize entrants by type and determine
specific amounts to which they are entitled. Others have called attention to the
1
‘neglected’ problems of access to resources in poor countries. But the concept of
access is also helpful in explaining the unequal distribution of resources in relatively
rich countries.
The wage system itself breaks down into a differentiated structure of minisystems. This corresponds not so much with a ‘dual’ as with a highly stratified
labour market. Thus, as shown in Chapter 12, occupational class is correlated with
graduated forms of work deprivation and with scope and value of employer welfare
benefits as well as with earnings. There are elaborate rules of professional
associations and trade unions, as well as of private firms and public services, including employment agencies and educational institutions, which control access of
numbers and social characteristics of individuals. With each new differentiation
within the system, new rules of access are devised; a new basis for establishing
rights and making claims is laid, personnel appointed to supervise the application of
the rules, and through the assertion of a kind of preferment excluded groups
consigned to the risks of deprivation. The form taken by the hierarchy of
occupational classes, the differentiated work conditions, status and fringe benefits as
well as earnings of those classes, and the institutions controlling access to different
1

For example, Schaffer, B., and Wen-hsien, H., ‘Distribution and the Theory of Access’,
Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex, May 1973; Schaffer, B., ‘Easiness of
Access : A Concept of Queues’, Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex, 1972.
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levels and sanctioning the conditions associated with each stratum, must comprise a
major part of any explanation of inequality. Certainly, the survey on which this
report is based confirms in some detail the existence, and surprisingly regular form,
of this structure. Large sections of the population are denied access to work which
has good pay, security and otherwise good conditions. Their numbers, and the
relative level of resources which they do attain (or to which they fall), are a function
of both the hierarchical structure which exists above their class and of the resources
which ascending strata succeed in attracting. In this respect, therefore, the direct
implication is that, if poverty is to be reduced, there must be less differentiation
hierarchically of the employed population and a smaller proportionate share of total
national resources by higher groups.
So far we have been speaking as if inequality of incomes, and the poverty of those
at the foot of the scale, corresponded solely with the differentiation of the earnings
system and of the work force. Two major modifications now require to be
introduced. One is that people holding different positions in the occupational scale
have varied numbers of dependants. The significant question is not whether they
have more dependants than their wage can support, or what level of wage supports a
‘reasonable’ number of dependants, but why different types of dependant are denied
access to a wage, or why such a high proportion of the national resources available
for distribution (proportionate, that is, to the number of wage-earners) is channelled
through the individual wage system rather than through the child benefit and social
security systems and, say, an income scheme for married women working in the
home. Children have gradually been excluded from the wage-force and
compulsorily required to attend school, currently up to 16, without access to income.
Their parents have rights, after the child reaches the age of 16, only to a derisory
level of educational maintenance grants, and a low rate of child benefit - unless they
qualify for national insurance dependants’ benefit because of inability to work.
Married women who stay at home receive no income other than that allowed by
their husbands from the wage, irrespective of their work in bringing up children and
maintaining a home and family. Their husbands are allowed additional tax relief.
Other adult dependants, mostly disabled and elderly persons, are nearly all entitled
to contributory or non-contributory social security benefits, but at levels which, even
allowing for the numbers which a wage is sometimes expected to support, are below
the wages of unskilled manual workers. These three forms of restriction of access to
resources have to be traced historically. They depend on the social meanings given
respectively to childhood, marriage, family and non-productive work. There are a
number of possible themes. One is how the conferment of protected status can result
in dependence or disprivilege among excluded groups. Another is how the overstudious definition of the rights of certain minorities can hold them back during
periods of rapid economic expansion. While at a moment of time the definition of
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their rights may seem entirely reasonable, the inflexibility of those definitions may
prove to be a disadvantage when economic and social conditions change.
A consequential modification must also be listed. A large, and proportionately
increasing, section of the population are neither part of the paid workforce nor
members of the households of that workforce. The great majority of them are retired
elderly people living singly or in married pairs, who have no prospect or intention of
returning to the workforce. Others include disabled, chronic sick and long-term
unemployed people and one-parent families. The ways in which they have been
denied access to paid employment, conceded incomes equivalent in value to bare
subsistence, attracted specially defined low social status as minority groups, and
accommodated, as a result, within the social structure as a kind of modern
‘underclass’, need to be traced.
The significance of minority-group status has been explored in the second half of
this book, and the creation of an underclass discussed at length, particularly in
relation to the elderly in Chapter 23. There are class groups among the retired
population corresponding with the occupational classes of the employed population,
who possess distinguishable material amenities; but superimposed on the low
relative position of these different strata are the added disadvantages of being a
minority group. The status of ‘retirement’ has been extended and has come to be
rigorously enforced in the course of the twentieth century. The incomes of the vast
majority of retired elderly derive from state pensions and supplementary benefits
and are below the net earnings, allowing for dependants, of the lowest paid class of
manual workers. Because retired people are, at a time of economic growth, denied a
full share of its benefits, and because, at a time of rapid inflation, some sources of
income, especially of occupational pensions, but also certain types of savings, such
as National Savings, are eroded in purchasing value, some elderly people who are
not in poverty in the early period of their retirement fall into poverty subsequently.
Through the mechanisms of the state and occupational pension schemes and the
discriminatory practices of institutions which control the allocation of real annual
surplus and operate interest rates selectively their incomes fail to keep pace with the
advance of others.
One further step needs to be taken in analysing resources. The unequal distribution
of standards of living derives not just from the hierarchical ranking of roles in the
employment system and the exclusion of certain sections of the population from that
system, it derives also from resources other than earnings net of taxes or benefits
and allowances paid from such taxes. On the one hand, children whose parents have
considerable resources other than cash incomes, especially assets or employer
welfare benefits, obtain advantages in a whole variety of ways over their peers, are
more likely to gain access to the privileged sectors of education and hence reach the
upper levels of the occupational hierarchy. They get a flying start as well as material
help or security at subsequent critical stages of their careers. On the other hand,
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families with substantial resources other than cash incomes can contain debts and
borrow more easily. Generally they attain higher standards of living than those
without such resources. Inequality and poverty therefore originate in part in
institutions perpetuating the unequal distribution of wealth and benefits and services
in kind. The existing distribution of land, property and other forms of wealth, and
the mechanisms for the transmission, augmentation and redistribution of such
wealth, provide both a highly material and also a social framework within which the
earnings system has grown up and operates. The conventions and differentials of the
earnings system may themselves reflect features of the structure and transmission of
wealth. Those professionals whose skills were employed by wealthy families
themselves acquired high status and eventually the power to control entry to the
professions and negotiate high fees and salaries.
The insistence theoretically in this book on the concept of ‘resources’ instead of
‘incomes’ therefore shifts attention from the reasons for unequal individual net
earnings to the reasons for unequal distribution of total resources including wealth.
Here the importance, among other things, of the inheritance over the accumulation
of wealth has to be recognized. This was shown in Chapter 9 for the rich in the
sample. The resilience of fortunes also has to be explained - through ingenious tax
avoidance, the accumulative value of portfolios of stocks and shares, the surges and
offerings of the property market and the laws of testamentary succession. The
extremely unequal distribution of wealth is perhaps the single most notable feature
of social conditions in the United Kingdom. That may be the key not just to the
action required to obtain a more equitable earnings structure, but also to any
substantial diminution of poverty. Exclusion from access to wealth, and especially
from property, is perhaps the single most notable feature of the poor. In general,
access to occupational class tends to be a function of class origins and family
wealth.
What is the social outcome of this unequal structure of resources, and how is it
legitimated? Different types and amounts of resources provide a foundation for
different styles of living. Occupational classes reflect the processes of production,
but, since they have unequal resources, they also reflect unequal styles of living. The
term ‘styles of living’ has been preferred to styles of consumption because it
suggests a wider and more appropriate set of activities than a term which suggests
merely the ingestion of material (and implicitly digestible) goods. There exists a
hierarchy of styles of living which reflect differential command over resources.
There are, of course, threads linking behaviour and conditions of people in their
capacity of producers or earners with behaviour and conditions of people in their
capacity of users of resources. Level of resources reflects the style of living that can
be adopted, as well as social acknowledgement of the worth of the recipients or
earners of those resources. Marx put the point graphically: ‘Hunger is hunger, but
the hunger gratified by cooked meat eaten with a knife and fork is a different hunger

922 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
1

from that which bolts down raw meat with the aid of hand, nail and tooth.’ But
society has to foster citizenship and integrate its members, and not merely observe
and regulate a hierarchy of life-styles. Different institutions, including the Church,
the media and various professional associations, as well as the advertising agencies
of private and public industry, endeavour to universalize, for example, standards of
child care, the practices of marriage and family relationships, reciprocity between
neighbours and the treatment of elderly, disabled and blacks. State as well as market
agencies are constantly seeking to widen and change modes of consumption and
behaviour. A social style of living is cultivated and recommended, in which both
poor and rich are expected to participate. People low on the income scale cannot buy
goods as expensive as those bought by, or live as well as, the rich, but they are
presumed, none the less, to engage in the same broad scheme of consumption,
customs and activities. The student of poverty is therefore concerned to trace two
things. What constitutes the social style of living, and the changes which are taking
place in that style, has to be described and explained. The standards which are
consciously underwritten by the state, or established by popular expectations within
the community, may be difficult or not difficult for some groups with low-ranking
resources to attain. In other words, it is society which defines the nature and level of
the threshold of activities and consumption which it expects its members to attain.
And, by the nature of modern development, ‘society’ is increasingly a national
rather than a regional or local society. Although the threshold style of living will
tend to rise or fall in conjunction with any rise or fall in real national resources, there
is no necessary or invariant connection.
The student of poverty is also concerned to identify the groups failing in different
respects, not necessarily all respects, to attain the threshold of standards set
explicitly or implicitly by society. The groups may be found to be deprived in one,
two or more respects. In the course of Chapters 11 to 14, we examined a number of
measures of deprivation and found that they were correlated with level of resources.
There was provisional evidence of a threshold of poverty such that, below a
particular level with allowances for composition of income unit, people were
disproportionately unable to share in customary or commonly approved customs and
activities.
The extent and severity of poverty is therefore a function, on the one hand, of the
hierarchical and highly unequal distribution of resources, and, on the other, of the
style or styles of living which are constantly being defined and redefined and which
the population feels compelled, or is compelled, to emulate.
The Principles of Policy
The implications for policy remain to be sketched. In Chapter 2, three principles or
models of social policy were advanced: (a) conditional welfare for the few; (b)
1

Marx, K., Grundrisse: Foundations of the Critique of Political Economy (seven notebooks
rough-drafted in 1857-8), Penguin Books, Harmondsworth, 1973, p. 92.
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minimum rights for the many; and (c) distributional justice for all. These principles
were shown to be implicit in theories of inequality and poverty. In the course of the
twentieth century, social policy has been dominated by one or other of the first two
principles or by a mixture of both principles. One of the purposes of this book has
been to call attention to at least the possibility of applying the third principle
extensively in constructing policy. In the late 1960s and early 1970s, despite
protestations to the contrary, successive governments invoked the first principle with
renewed vigour. The limitations of this principle, especially as affecting those
families in the survey who were dependent on, or eligible for, means-tested services,
are discussed at length in Chapters 24 and 25. The assumptions about the scale and
personal origins of poverty, as well as about the effectiveness and appropriateness of
the measures taken to alleviate it, are shown to be mistaken.
The second principle is more persuasive, but falls far short of the expectations of
its advocates. The assumption is not only that the hierarchical social and economic
system requires generous underpinning rather than recasting, but that it can be so
underpinned. History throws doubt on this assumption. Basic needs have tended to
be defined in historical, absolute terms instead of contemporaneous, relative or
social terms - and even such needs have not been met in practice. For example,
Beveridge adopted the meagre definition of necessities outlined by Rowntree as a
‘subsistence’ basis for national insurance benefits. He intended these benefits to be
at a level sufficient to guarantee subsistence without resort to means-tested
supplementation. This was the cardinal principle, as he himself proclaimed it, of his
plan. In over thirty years since the national insurance scheme was enacted, this
principle has never been fulfilled. Governments have shrunk from fulfilling it,
perhaps because of the implications for public expenditure, but more likely because
of the threat that would be posed to the lower reaches of the wage system, and more
generally to the kind of employment system appropriate to a capitalist or even
1
‘mixed’ economy. The 1834 Poor Law Commission’s principle of less eligibility
lives on in the definition of levels and conditions of social security benefits.
In the Edwardian era, the introduction of universal minimum benefits represented
a diminution in the severity and perhaps the scale of poverty. But this change could
not be regarded as permanent. Maxima were not defined and, as the economy grew,
privileged groups could continue to obtain a disproportionate share of the additional
national resources that were created. Without provision for regular upward revision
of all minima, the poor were liable to see their share of resources reduced.
Alternatively, the demand on the part of the majority of the population for ‘better’
styles of living as resources grew not only imposed new expectations upon the poor
1

‘The first and most essential of all conditions, a principle which we find universally admitted, even by those whose practice is at variance with it, is, that [the pauper’s] situation on the
whole shall not be made really or apparently so eligible as the situation of the independent
labourer of the lowest class’ - Report from His Majesty’s Commissioners for Inquiring into the
Administration and Practical Operation of the Poor Laws, Fellowes, London, 1834, p. 228.
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but left them experiencing new forms of deprivation. And, finally, the adoption of
‘minima’ seems to have had the effect of ‘fixing’ or institutionalizing the low status
of certain minorities in society - rather as if this was their legitimate entitlement. At
one stage of history, the application of a label to a particular group in the population
seems to assist the allocation to them of resources; yet, at a later stage, the label may
be a hindrance or a positive handicap, because of the stigmatizing connotations
which it has in the meantime acquired. It is perhaps in this sense that the principle of
minimum rights for the many, as it is applied in policy, has to be watched most
carefully. Far from being the most realistic, and acceptable, method of diminishing
poverty and inequality, it can turn out to be a major instrument legitimating them.
There are further difficulties about the principle. Those who seek to apply it tend
to assume that the stratum of the population who are in poverty is fairly stable, and
fairly small, when, as we have seen, there is constant movement into and out of
poverty and, at any one stage, a very large proportion of the population who only
just escape its clutches as well as a much more substantial proportion than has been
appreciated in poverty. They also assume an over-simplified model of redistribution
required to safeguard people against poverty, believing that a sufficient sum can be
extracted in taxes from incomes and payments for goods and services to meet needs.
The problem here is that, once people receive a particular sum of earnings or other
income, they assume that that is the figure to which they have an inalienable right.
There is bound to be some kind of limit which they will seek to set on the amount
that they will allow governments to extract in taxes, whether directly or indirectly,
so that the needs of the poor may be met. Moreover, as the providers of those taxes,
they consequently expect the beneficiaries not to receive anything like the same
levels of net income as themselves. Personal taxation as applied to the gross wage
has, in practice, helped to perpetuate the inequalities in a market economy between
those who have access to the wage system and those who do not.
I am suggesting that there is an in-built tension, and even contradiction, in the
application of the principle of a national minimum to a market economy. A
minimum is hard to establish alongside or underneath a wage-earning and propertyowning hierarchy - except at a very low level. It becomes hard to maintain when the
number of dependants at each end of the age-scale increases and, as a result of the
economy meeting fluctuating fortunes, more people of so-called active age are made
redundant or unemployed. Either wages and transfer payments alike have to be
brought under the control of a statutory incomes policy, or the payment of money
for goods and services has to give way to the provision of free goods and services.
The third principle of distributional justice for all reflects a more adequate theory
of poverty and a better prescription of the policies required to defeat it. In this report
we have found maldistribution of types as well as of amounts of resources. We have
shown the large numbers of those in poverty or on its margins, the constant
movement into and out of poverty, and the relationships between low income or
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denial of access to income and systems or structures of resources. Enlargement of
access is as important as greater equality of distribution. Thus, the rights of both
disabled and non-disabled people, including the elderly, to obtain gainful
employment can and must be extended - by legal and social means. Wealth,
including land, property and other assets, can and must be distributed more widely
as well as more evenly. This can be done by the enlargement of the direct rights of
the individual as well as by extending public ownership. Rights to housing, for
example, should be more widely shared in the sense that the disparity between
owner-occupation and tenancy should be reduced by common definition of the
rights to succession and adaptation as well as to space and amenities.
Another example is incomes policy. The separation of the payment of earnings
from that of social security and the lack of access of married women to cash
incomes of their own would be reviewed. Income might be paid from a common,
public, source or by a small number of agencies regulated by common principles.
An incomes policy would be negotiated annually for workers and non-workers alike.
It would therefore absorb the social security scheme, though there would continue to
be direct payments as there are at present, for example, to disabled and elderly
people, and child allowances drawn at the Post Office by mothers. New cash
allowances would be payable to many categories of married women, by virtue of
their work. With more adequate provisions in cash for many people currently
labelled ‘dependants’ of the wage-earner or family, there could be fewer grades of
payment to the ‘employed ‘ and ‘self-employed ‘ within a much smaller ratio
between top and bottom of the income scale. Or perhaps the state could regulate a
policy for a basic income for the entire population, leaving provision for some
topping up by local or industrial negotiation. The further implication is that, given
social regulation of incomes and of the distribution of other resources, the tax
system would be substantially reduced as an intermediary in the allocation and
reallocation of resources. Illustrations have been given in this report of different
policies which might be adopted, and in this final chapter I have not attempted to
reproduce recommendations listed in Chapters 12 to 25.
A transformation of work organization and social relations would be required to
legitimate such changes and secure public approval for them. The hierarchy of
earnings depends on an elaborate division of labour and the supervision of each
grade by the personnel in an ascendant grade. The hierarchy of social class depends
in substantial part on the unequal distribution of wealth, including land, housing and
other property. By reorganizing production in smaller collaborative units or teams,
interchanging workers or arranging spells of manual and non-manual work and
dividing possessions and property more evenly, the possibilities might at least be
indicated.
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An effective assault on poverty would therefore include:
1. Abolition of excessive wealth. The wealth of the rich must be substantially reduced by different policies and a statutory definition of maximum permissible
wealth in relation to the mean agreed.
2. Abolition of excessive income. Top salaries or wages must be substantially reduced in relation to the mean and a statutory definition of maximum permissible
earnings (and income) agreed.
3. Introduction of an equitable income structure and some breaking down of the
distinction between earners and dependants. At the logical extreme this might
involve the withdrawal of personal income taxation and of the social security
benefits scheme, and the payment of tax-free incomes according to a publicly
agreed and controlled schedule by occupational category and skill, but also by
need or dependency - which would cover a relatively narrow span of variability;
together with a substantial increase in corporation or payroll taxes. A less radical
and therefore less effective solution would be the adoption of a more
comprehensive income policy than the policies primarily of wage restraint which
have operated since the early 1960s, together with a more coordinated social
security benefit scheme with higher relative levels of benefit.
4. Abolition of unemployment. For all over the age of compulsory education a
legally enforceable right to work is needed, with a corresponding obligation on
the part of employers, the government and especially local authorities, to provide
alternative types of employment. This right would apply at different, including
severe, levels of disablement, and would apply also to the elderly.
5. Reorganization of employment and professional practice. There must be further
innovations in public ownership, industrial democracy and collaborative instead
of hierarchical work structures; restraint on the growth of power under the guise
of professional and managerial autonomy, and encouragement of selfdependence and a high level of universal education.
6. Reorganization of community service. There must be a corresponding growth of
rights and hence responsibilities for members of local communities, with
abolition of the distinction between owner-occupiers and tenants, and socialservice support for the individual and family at home rather than in institutions.
It would be wrong to suggest that any of this is easy or even likely. The citadels of
wealth and privilege are deeply entrenched and have shown tenacious capacity to
withstand assaults, notwithstanding the gentleness of their legal, as distinct from the
ferocity of their verbal, form. Yet we have observed the elaborate hierarchy of
wealth and esteem, of which poverty is an integral part. If any conclusion deserves
to be picked out from this report as its central message it is this, with which, some
time, the British people must come to terms.

Appendix One
Methods of Sampling
Hilary Land

The sampling had a number of novel features and is described in full in this appendix. A multistage stratified design was used in which, with the exception of Belfast, every household had
an equal probability of selection. Our aim was to achieve completed interviews with
approximately 2,000 households in the United Kingdom.
The sampling procedure can be considered in four main phases:
1. The division of the United Kingdom into appropriate regions.
2. The selection of a primary area unit for sampling within each region and the selection of a
suitable variable by which to stratify these units within each region.
3. The selection of suitable secondary area units within each primary area unit and the selection
of a suitable stratification factor.
4. The final selection of addresses and conversion into a sample of households.
The Choice of Regions
The first question is the division of the United Kingdom into regions. Our object was to limit
the number to as few as possible while preserving a representatively wide geographical spread
of the eventual sample. A small number would allow reasonable methods of stratification to be
applied so that about fifty areas could be selected - these fifty being about the maximum for
effective and economical interviewing for an achieved sample of around 2,000 household
interviews. Official statistics are usually based on the twelve standard regions of the United
Kingdom or the eleven planning regions. These are identical, except for south-eastern England,
as shown below.
Standard Regions
1. South-Eastern
2. Eastern
3. Southern
4. South-Western
5. West Midlands
6. East Midlands

Greater London, Surrey, Sussex and Kent.
Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire, Essex, Suffolk, Norfolk, Cambridge
and the Isle of Ely, Huntingdonshire.
Oxfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Berkshire, Hampshire and the Isle
of Wight, Poole in Dorset.
Gloucestershire, Wiltshire, Somerset, Dorset, Devon, Cornwall.
Herefordshire, Shropshire, Staffordshire, Warwickshire and
Worcestershire.
part Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire, Lincolnshire (parts of Holland
and Kesteven) Rutland, Leicestershire, Northamptonshire.
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7. North-Western
8. Yorkshire and
Humberside
9. Northern

Lancashire, Cheshire, part of Derbyshire.
West Riding of Yorkshire, East Riding of Yorkshire, Lindsay, part
of Lincolnshire.
Cumberland, Westmorland, Northumberland, Durham and North
Riding of Yorkshire.

10. Wales
11. Scotland
12. Northern Ireland
The Planning Regions
Regions 4 to 12 are the same as above. The South-East of England is divided differently as
follows :
South-East
Greater London, Surrey, Sussex, Kent, Essex, Bedfordshire,
Hertfordshire, together with all the counties included in the Southern
region above.
Anglia
Norfolk, Suffolk, Cambridge and Isle of Ely, Huntingdonshire.
The Family Expenditure Survey is based on the Planning Regions, except that Greater
1
London is treated as a separate stratum.
Table A1.1. The regional distribution of population and electorate.
Population
(June 1966)
Region

South-East
West Midlands
North-West
Northern and
Yorkshire and
Humberside
Scotland
Wales and
South-West
Anglia and
East Midlands
Greater London
Northern Ireland
Total

1

Number

Electorate
(March 1966)
%

Number

%

Number of
constituencies

Number of
administrative areas

9,158,290
5,021,380
6,731,940

16.9
9.2
12.4

5,890,851
3,232,757
4,432,479

16.4
9.0
12.4

86
54
79

273
120
177

8,048,900
5,190,800

14.8
9.5

5,338,912
3,344,859

14.9
9.3

95
71

263
372

6,320,230

11.7

4,150,882

11.6

78

353

4,880,960
9.0
7,913,600 14.6
1,469,000
2.7
54,321,500 100

3,128,407
5,423,849
902,301
35,845,297

8.7
15.1
2.5
100

52
103
12
630

191
33
67
1,849

See Monthly Digest of Statistics Supplement, Appendix 1, Central Statistical Office, HMSO, London,
1968.
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We decided to treat Greater London separately, and to amalgamate some of the remaining
regions, so that the quantity could be reduced to an economical number. There were several
ways in which pairs of regions could have been amalgamated. For our purposes, variations in
incomes between regions are important and, taking the criterion of average net income before
1
tax per capita, the richest region is the South-Eastern followed by the Eastern, Southern and
West Midland regions. Next are the South-West, East Midland, North-West, Yorkshire and
Humberside regions, with Wales, Scotland, the Northern region and Northern Ireland the
poorest. There are, of course, big variations within certain regions, for example, the Eastern
regions. As a whole, the planning region of Anglia is a low-income area, but, within it, Essex is
a high-income area, and Hertford is very high. We therefore decided to use the planning
regions, thus including Essex and Hertford with the South-East, but also to reduce the number,
for example by combining Anglia with the East Midlands. The United Kingdom was divided
into nine regions, as shown in Table A1.1.
At the next stage, we divided the primary area units in each region into a maximum of three
strata: rural, high-income urban and low-income urban. We selected two primary units from
each stratum so that standard errors could be calculated with some degree of accuracy. This
whole procedure allowed us to restrict the sample to about fifty areas, which was necessary for
practical and financial reasons.
The Selection of Primary Area Units within Regions
There are two units of area commonly used for sampling purposes: (a) local-authority
administrative areas and (b) constituencies. In England and Wales, the administrative areas are
the Greater London boroughs, county boroughs, municipal boroughs, urban districts and rural
districts. In Scotland, administrative areas are cities, burghs and district councils. In Great
Britain, there are 1,782 administrative areas which vary greatly in size. The Family
Expenditure Survey uses the administrative areas of Great Britain as the primary sampling
units and stratifies all of them except those in the Greater London Council area into four strata:
1. Administrative areas in provincial conurbations.
2. All urban areas not in provincial conurbations.
3. Semi-rural areas.
2
4. Rural areas.
There are 630 constituencies in the United Kingdom. They vary in size much less than
administrative areas, the majority of constituencies comprising an electorate of between 50,000
and 70,000.
Our choice between administrative areas and constituencies seemed, in principle, to depend
on the availability of data, first by which to stratify, and secondly by which to compare the
representativeness of the selected sample. If possible, it was also important to choose units of
roughly comparable size.
1

The data were based on an analysis of a personal incomes survey by the Board of Inland Revenue for
1964-5, by Coates, B. E, and Rawstron, E. M., Guardian, 10 April 1967.
2

For a detailed description of the sample design of the Family Expenditure Survey, see Kemsley, W. F. F.,
Family Expenditure Survey - Handbook on the Sample Fieldwork and Coding Procedures, Government Social
Survey, HMSO, London, 1969, pp. 8-20.
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In terms of availability of data, local-authority administrative areas seemed at first sight to be
the better choice. For each county borough, each administrative county, and for urban areas
with populations above 50,000, there were a lot of published data in the census reports for
1961 and elsewhere. However, for rural districts there was less information, and published data
were restricted to population size, density and structure, number of households, dwellings,
amenities overcrowding and tenure. Some unpublished data for 1961 were available but based
on a 10 per cent sample only.
The only data actually based on constituency areas were size of electorate and voting
behaviour. But this did not cause us to rule constituencies out, for we found that amalgamations of data could achieve almost the same result. Very few constituencies are in two
counties (there are three partly in Greater London and partly in Hertford, Kent or Surrey). Only
one county borough does not fall within a single constituency. Altogether, fifty-three of the
eighty-one county boroughs in England and Wales have boundaries coinciding exactly with
constituency boundaries. Moreover, the names of the boroughs, urban districts and rural
districts included in each constituency are known. So the data from the census can be used for
constituencies as well as for administrative areas. In both instances, however, data for
individual rural districts are very limited. There were no differences between administrative
areas or, constituencies in availability of data for comparing the representativeness of the
sample.
Administrative areas have the disadvantage, compared with constituencies, of varying
greatly in population. The problem could have been overcome to some extent by amalgamating
some of the smaller areas, though this would have been a complicated exercise. The final
choice therefore seemed to depend on the availability of a stratification factor which would
enable us to classify urban area units into high-income, middle-income and low-income areas.
The Stratification of Urban Areas
The ‘J-index’ has been used in previous national surveys as a stratification factor for urban
areas. The J-index is the percentage of the parliamentary electorate qualified to serve as
1
jurors. Until 1967, the Family Expenditure Survey used the J-index based on the
parliamentary electorate who in 1955 were qualified to serve as jurors. But, in 1963, rateable
values were reassessed in England and Wales, and this reduced the power of J-index to
discriminate between high- and low-income areas because the new assessment had increased
the number eligible for jury service.
It was likely that, in 1968, we might still have found a high proportion of the very poor in
areas where the J-index was low, but as we wanted to select a national sample representative of
all income groups, this did not make it a suitable stratification factor for our purposes.
It was important to find, if possible, a single stratification factor. A composite factor could
have been calculated using factors which indicate variations in the socio-economic status of an
area - for example, percentage of overcrowded households, percentage of manual workers,
percentage of the population under 15 years of age, and population density. As we wanted to
limit the number of primary unit areas to about fifty, and at the same time to make regional
1

The qualification for a juror (indicated by a J against the elector’s name) was to be a householder resident
in premises of a rateable value of £30 or more in London and Middlesex and of £20 or more elsewhere. See
Kemsley, Family Expenditure Survey, p. 9.
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comparisons, it would not have been possible to stratify by several factors unless they could
have been weighted in a composite index. Instead, we looked for one factor which correlated
highly with factors associated with low socioeconomic status. Voting behaviour defined as the
Table A1.2. Correlations with percentage voting left at 1964 general election for
county boroughs (Britain).
Factor

Correlation
coefficient

Workers in industry as % of occupied males
Ratio of semi and unskilled manual workers to non-manual
workers
Percentage of population under 14 years
Percentage of population over 25 years who left school at
15 or under
Percentage of households without exclusive use of bath
Percentage of households living less than 11 persons per room
Administrative, managerial and professional workers as
of economically active males
Percentage of population over 25 years who finished education
after 17 years of age
Retail turnover per capita

+0.6
+0.8
+0.5
+0.7
+0.6
-0.6
-0.8
-0.7
-0.4

1

percentage of the electorate voting left was such a factor. It is examined in Tables A1.2 and
A1.3. There was a high positive correlation with factors associated with low income (high
proportion of unskilled and semiskilled workers of population leaving school early and of
households without a bath), and a high negative correlation with factors associated with high
Table A1.3. Correlations with percentage voting left at 1964 general elections for county
boroughs and counties together (Britain).
Factor

Percentage of population over 25 years of age
who finished education at 15 or sooner
Workers in heavy industry as % of occupied males
Males sick as % of economically active males
Percentage of households overcrowded
Administrative, managerial and professional workers as
% of economically active males
Non-manual males as % of economically active males

1

Correlation coefficient
Voting left
Population
density
+0.9
+0.5
+0.5
+0.5

+0.5
+0.1
+0.4
+0.5

-0.6
-0.6

-0.3
-0.4

It was put forward for explanation by Professor Durbin and Professor Stuart of the London School of
Economics. Voting left was defined as all those not voting for Conservative, Independent or Liberal candidates. The correlations used in Tables 2 and 3 were calculated by Bleddyn Davies and Peter Stone.
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income (high proportion of managerial and professional workers and of population staying at
school after the age of 17).
The correlation between socio-economic factors and voting behaviour was not as high when
counties as well as county boroughs were taken into the reckoning, partly because there is a
greater variation within such areas, which are also much larger. However, the correlation
tended to be higher than between socio-economic factors and population density, a factor
which we had considered using as an alternative (see Table A1.3).
Percentage of the electorate voting left at the 1964 general election was therefore chosen as
the best available single stratification factor for urban areas. Since voting behaviour of localauthority administrative areas other than county boroughs or counties cannot be calculated, this
meant that constituencies were necessarily chosen as the primary area units.
Rural Areas
Voting behaviour was not considered a suitable stratification factor for rural areas. In the first
place, voting behaviour in very rural areas is not correlated highly with socioeconomic factors.
Secondly, only about 20 per cent of the population live in rural areas, so further stratification is
perhaps unnecessary. Using constituencies as the primary area units, we defined a rural
constituency as a constituency in which more than 50 per cent of the population lives in rural
districts and in which there is no urban district or borough larger than 30,000 population. The
latter criterion is added as a check against those rural districts which have been substantially
1
urbanized since their designation ‘rural’.
Sampling Procedure with Primary Area Units
The constituencies in Great Britain were divided, first, into rural and urban. In Northern
Ireland, we treated Belfast as one stratum and the remaining eight constituencies as another. As
there were only eight rural constituencies in the West Midlands (14.4 per cent of the electorate
in the region), and only three in the North-West, it was decided to amalgamate them with the
nineteen rural constituencies of Northern, Yorkshire and Humberside region (forming 19.9 per
cent of the electorate in the region) to form a separate stratum from which two constituencies
could be chosen. In the event, both the constituencies which were selected happened to be
drawn from the West Midlands region, and this means that, when amalgamated with the urban
results for the regions, the West Midlands is over-represented and the Northern Yorkshire and
Humberside region under-represented. It should be remembered that the probability of a
household being included in the sample was the same for all households in each stratum and
therefore in both these regions.
No adjustment is made in Table A1.4 for the deliberate oversampling of households in
Northern Ireland. We increased the sample in order to make possible a very broad comparison
of conditions in that region with conditions in regions in Britain. As stated in Chapter 1, certain

1

Since 1967, the definition of ‘rural area’ for the Family Expenditure Survey has been based on population
density and size of population of urban areas within the rural district. See Kemsley, Family Expenditure
Survey, p. 8.
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Table A1.4. Distribution of electorate and sample in different strata in each region.
Region

Number of
Stratum
constituencies

Electorate
(March 1966)
Number

South-East

16
24
24
22

Rural
Poor
Middle
Rich

86
West Midlands
(urban)

24
22

Poor
Rich

46
North-West
(urban)

26
24
26

Poor
Middle
Rich

76
Northern, Yorkshire
and Humberside
(urban)

26
24
26

Poor
Middle
Rich

76
Scotland

29
22
20

Rural
Poor
Rich

71
Wales, South-West

32
24
22

Rural
Poor
Rich

78
Anglia and East
Midlands

20
32

Rural
Poor
Rich

52
Greater London

34
34
35
103

Poor
Middle
Rich

Poverty sample
completed
interviews
%

Number

%

1,088,343
1,630,112
1,661,027
1,511,369

3.0
4.5
4.6
4.2

56
82
79
75

3.0
4.3
4.2
4.0

5,890,951

16.4a

292

15.5

1,410,573
1,353,516

3.9
3.8

78
77

4.1
4.1

2,764,089

7.7

155

8.2

1,384,743
1,311,628
1,568,473

3.8
3.7
4.4

73
70
83

3.9
3.7
4.4

4,264,844

11.9a

226

12.0

1,382,301
1,563,228
1,332,415

3.9
4.4
3.7

85
78
62

4.5
4.1
3.3

4,277,944

11.9a

225

11.9

1,331,248
1,046,980
966,631

3.7
2.9
2.7

82
50
50

4.3
2.7
2.7

3,344,859

9.3

182

9.7

1,636,625
1,244,122
1,270,135

4.6
3.5
3.5

68
62
84

3.6
3.3
4.4

4,150,882

11.6

214

11.3

1,243,790
1,884,617

3.5
5.2

67
95

3.6
5.0

3,128,407

8.7

162

8.6

1,643,438
1,923,120
1,857,291

4.6
5.4
5.2

88
92
91

4.7
4.9
4.8

5,423,849

15.1a

271

14.4
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Table A1.4 - contd
Region

Number of
Stratum
constituencies

Electorate
(March 1966)
Number

West and North-West
Midlands Northern
Yorkshire and
Humberside (rural)
Northern Ireland

Total UK

30

Rural

4
8

Belfast
Rural

Poverty sample
completed
interviews
%

Number

%

1,695,207

4.7

72

3.8

252,480
649,821

0.7
1.8

46
41

2.4
2.2

12

902,301

2.5

87

630

35,845,297

100.0

1,886

4.6
100

NOTE: aDue to rounding, figures do not add up exactly to the total.

tables in the report describing the results from the whole UK sample have been adjusted to
reflect the true proportion of households and population in Northern Ireland.
Bearing in mind the slight adjustment needing to be made for Northern Ireland, Table A1.4
shows that, for the different regions, the numbers interviewed were fairly representative. The
rural parts of the West Midlands, the North-West and the Northern, Yorkshire and Humberside
regions have been distinguished in the table from the urban parts of these regions because of
the procedure described above.
In the regions where there are large numbers of urban constituencies - the South-East,
Greater London, the North-West, Northern Yorkshire and Humberside - the constituencies
were ranked in descending order of percentage voting left and divided into three strata
denoting low-income, middle-income and high-income areas. In East Anglia and East
Midlands, there were insufficient urban constituencies to justify two urban strata. The
distribution of strata within each region is shown in Table A1.4 and Tables A1.4 and A1.5
compare the distribution of the electorate with that of the households in the sample who were
finally interviewed. It should be noted that substantial proportions of the electorate fall into
Table A1.5. Percentage of households interviewed in each stratum (first stage).
Stratum
Rural
Low % voting left (rich)
Middle % voting left (middle)
High % voting left (poor)
(Belfast)
Total UK

Electorate of
UK
21.4
27.5
23.2
27.1
(0.7)
100.0

Households in
poverty survey
20.5
27.7
21.9
27.5
(2.4)
100.0
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each of the four strata which were evolved: rural, rich urban, middle-income urban and poor
urban. The proportions of the eventual sample who were interviewed were broadly similar. For
the percentage of the electorate voting left, Table A1.6 compares the urban constituencies
selected for inclusion in the sample with all urban constituencies.
Table A1.6. Distribution of primary area units.
Percentage of
electorate voting
left (1966)

Urban constituencies in sample
(excluding Northern Ireland)

Urban constituencies
in Great Britain

Number

%

%

80 and over
70-80
60-70
50-60
40-50
30-40
Under 30

1
3
9
10
9
5
1

(2.6)
(7.9)
(23.6)
(26.3)
(23.6)
(13.1)
(2.6)

Total

38

100

4.7
12.0
19.6
29.6
21.4
10.6
1.8
100

Within each stratum constituencies were ranked in pairs in descending order of size of
electorate. Using random numbers, two constituencies were selected with replacement in each
stratum, with probability proportioned to size except in the event of selecting the same unit,
1
when the opposite member of the pair was included in the sample. In Northern Ireland, two
constituencies were sampled in Belfast and one from the remaining rural constituencies. The
full list of constituencies follows.
The Selected Constituencies

Greater London

South-East

1

Woolwich East
Islington North
Lewisham North
Hornchurch
Wandsworth Streatham
Hendon North
Thurrock
Dartford
S.-W. Hertfordshire
Aylesbury
Guildford

Percentage
voting left
71.6
65.9
53.0
52.3
45.4
49.2
69.4
56.6
47.0
45.5
39.5

The theoretical basis of the sample design is described in a paper by Durbin. See Durbin, J., Estimation of
Sampling Errors in Multi-Stage Surveys’, London School of Economics.
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South-East - contd

Bournemouth W.
New Forest
Lewes
Anglia and East Midlands
Ipswich
Leicester S.-E.
Melton
Grantham
Wales and South-West
Neath
Bristol South
Gloucester
Bristol West
Yeovil (Somerset)
North Devon
West Midlands
(R) Coventry East
(R) Birmingham
Northfield
Brierley Hill
Oldbury and Halesowen
North-West
Newton
Salford East
Manchester Wythenshawe
Bolton East
Southport
North Fylde
Northern and Yorkshire
Pontefract
and Humberside
Bradford East
South Shields
Newcastle-on-Tyne East
Leeds N.-W.
Haltemprice
West Midlands, North-West, South Worcestershire
Northern and Yorkshire and Oswestry
Humberside
Scotland
Glasgow Shettleston
Coatbridge and Airdrie
(R) Aberdeen South
(R) Edinburgh West
Galloway
Kinross and W. Perthshire
Northern Ireland
Fermanagh and South Tyrone
Belfast East
Belfast North

Percentage voting left
38.8
Rural
Rural
56.4
40.1
Rural
Rural
83.9
67.1
42.8
29.5
Rural
Rural
67.8
59.6
48.8
53.2
62.8
67.2
59.7
59.2
37.2
36.7
78.3
69.4
64.7
59.8
44.4
33.7
Rural
Rural
77.5
64.1
52.0
44.7
Rural
Rural
Rural

R = Repeated selection, Edinburgh West and Birmingham Northfield were selected twice, so the second
members of the pairs to which they belonged were selected, i.e. Aberdeen South and Coventry East.
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Selection within Constituencies
Every constituency in England and Wales is made up of part of one or one borough, or several
boroughs, urban districts or rural districts. There are further divisions: borough and urban
districts are divided into wards, rural districts into parishes. In Scotland, the administrative
districts are slightly different. There are cities, large burghs, small burghs and district councils.
A constituency may consist of a number of wards in a city or large burgh, or small burghs and
districts in rural areas.
The constituencies in the large conurbations may consist of only the part of a large
metropolitan borough, whereas the constituencies in rural areas consist almost entirely of rural
districts with one or two small boroughs or urban districts. Some urban constituencies are
therefore divided into only three wards, each comprising 7,000 or 8,000 households, others into
some fifteen wards, each comprising only 1,000 or 2,000 households. Rural constituencies may
be divided into three or four wards and more than ninety parishes. Some parishes are very
small. For example, some parishes in the constituency of South Worcestershire have a
population of less than thirty. Therefore, before a selection was made, some of the very small
parishes were grouped together.
Such grouping was carried out on a geographical basis. The main object was to reduce the
amount of travelling to be done in rural areas. The most convenient grouping was, in most
instances, based on county electoral divisions (divisions on which county council elections are
based), together with the help of a map. This information was usually obtained from the clerk
of each rural district council.
Stratification Factors
How could certain groups of addresses in large areas be selected? For wards and parishes, it
was not possible to use voting figures from parliamentary elections since these are not given.
There are several disadvantages in using voting figures in local elections. First, there is a far
lower poll than in general elections, so the voting figures only refer to a small proportion of the
population. Secondly, although in densely populated urban areas the distinction between
parties is as clear as in national elections, in the more rural areas the distinction is blurred by
the number of independent candidates. Thirdly, no data exist on how well voting behaviour in
local elections correlates with characteristics associated with low income.
For wards and parishes, again, there is little information published in Census County
Reports. Instead, we chose a stratification factor based on unpublished material from the 10 per
cent sample of the 1961 Census obtained from the General Registrar’s Office. The choice was
made by looking at factors positively correlated with characteristics associated with low
income and negatively correlated with those associated with high income. The best one
available appeared to be the proportion of the population aged 25 years or more who had left
school at the age of 15 or under. Data based on all administrative counties and county boroughs
was used. The proportion of the population aged 25 and over who had left school early did not
prove to be an ideal factor, because, of course, it was related in part to the age structure of the
ward or groups of parishes. Few of the elderly had a lengthy schooling as children, and a
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Table A1.7. Correlations with high proportion of population aged 25 and over leaving school
early at 15 or under (administrative counties and county boroughs in Britain).
Factor
Ratio of semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers
to non-manual male workers
Infant mortality rate per 1,000 population
(average for the 3 years 1960-62)
Percentage of households overcrowded
Non-manual male workers as % of
economically active males

Correlation
coefficient
+0.7
+0.5
+0.5
-0.8

population with a high proportion of elderly would tend as a whole to have a relatively high
proportion of early leavers. However, despite this disadvantage it remained one of the best
single factors available for our purposes.
Within each constituency, rural districts were treated separately from urban districts,
boroughs and wards so that the final number of selected addresses could reflect the urban/rural
composition of the constituency.
The proportion of the population aged 25 and over leaving school at 15 or under was
calculated for each ward and county electoral division or group of parishes. Where the
proportions varied widely, the wards were grouped into two strata, and within each stratum
were ranked in descending order of size. If there was little difference then the wards were
treated as a single stratum and arranged in descending order of size. A similar procedure was
followed in the rural areas.
A ward or county electoral division was chosen for each stratum of each constituency with
probability proportional to size (measured by number of households, not electorate). The
number of interviews allocated to this ward or county electoral division equalled the product of
the total number of interviews for the constituency and the proportion of the constituency
households in the particular stratum. In the constituencies where a repeated selection had
occurred, i.e. Birmingham and Coventry, Edinburgh and Aberdeen, a slightly different
procedure was adopted. The number of interviews allocated to each constituency was divided
into two equal samples. Two independent samples of wards were chosen with probability
proportional to size. It did not matter that a particular ward occurred in both samples.
The Selection of Addresses
No national sampling frame of private households exists. A sample of households is usually
obtained either by sampling addresses from the published electoral registers or by sampling
rateable units from the rating records. Both of these sampling frames have disadvantages from
the point of view of obtaining an up-to-date sample of households. To overcome these and
obtain the most complete sampling frame, we explored the possibility of using either rating
records or the records on which the electoral register was based. The Home Secretary gave his
permission for us to approach electoral registration officers for access to their records. This
usually meant that we had access to a list of addresses which, unlike the electoral register,
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included dwellings which had been empty or only partly built and into which families had
recently moved, as well as dwellings containing households none of whose members were
eligible to vote. In effect, these lists allowed a more comprehensive and up-to-date sample to
be drawn.
Rating Records
Use of rating records depended on several factors. In some areas it was possible only to have
access to the valuation list. This is the main record of property in the district which local
authorities are required by law to prepare and keep up to date. However, this does not mean
valuation lists are rewritten every year: additions and deletions are recorded on additional
pages as directed by the valuation officer of the Board of Inland Revenue. There may be some
delay in the receipt of directives from the valuation officer notifying changes in value, new
properties and demolitions. Although the time-lag for the addition of new buildings is not
large, there can sometimes be a much greater delay in removing demolished buildings from the
list, so there is the risk of including dwellings in the sample which no longer exist. Thus the
valuation lists are not completely up to date, and the additional pages of amendments add
considerable practical difficulties to sampling if only part of the district (i.e. one or two wards)
is being sampled, since the amendments are arranged by year and not grouped by wards.
Secondly, in valuation lists a group of dwellings owned or managed by the same person or
company, Crown property or council property, or a caravan site may be listed as a single entry
although the total number of separate dwelling units is normally specified. For this reason, the
number of units listed on a page varies considerably, making it difficult to handle large
sampling intervals. To sample a large block of Crown property, for example, reference may
have to be made to a separate list specifying individual dwellings, though, like the
amendments, these lists may not be grouped in wards, so the sampling procedure is
complicated. With a caravan site, there may be no indication of the number of occupied
caravans, and although it is possible in theory to maintain equal probability of selection by
interviewing all occupants of a rateable unit, this can have serious clustering effects when a
large proportion of the sample of an area comes from one unit. It is therefore important to use a
sampling frame whose units correspond as closely as possible to individual households.
Although the local authorities we approached were very cooperative, it was sometimes only
possible for them to offer us use of valuation lists. In some instances, their rating lists were in
the process of being computerized and therefore inaccessible for sampling purposes. In other
authorities, their rating lists, being working documents, were in constant use, and it was felt
that the practical problems involved in using them to draw a sample were too great. In these
authorities, we explored through electoral registration offices the alternative of using the
records on which the electoral register was based.
Thirdly, although access to rating lists was offered by some local authorities, they, too, were
not always in a suitable form for sampling. Some rating lists had similar disadvantages to
valuation lists. Amendments were often made on the relevant page, but sometimes were made
on additional pages at the end. Some rating lists included council property or Crown property
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in single dwelling units as they occurred geographically, others listed them separately for the
whole area. In the latter case, if they were grouped by wards and formed a sizeable proportion
of the total number of dwelling units, it was possible to treat these dwellings as a separate
stratum and sample accordingly. In some local authorities, rating lists were arranged
alphabetically by streets and not grouped by wards or parishes, thus making the sampling
procedure very complicated if we only wanted to sample part of the area.
Altogether it was possible to use rating records for the whole of six constituencies and for
part of a further eight constituencies in England and Wales. The rating records used for
sampling in this survey were usually in the form of a card index - a separate card for each
separate dwelling - arranged by ward or parish. In Scotland, it was possible to use the valuation
rolls in four of the constituencies because in Scotland the register of electors is compiled by the
assessor appointed under the Lands Valuation Acts. This makes it possible to use the valuation
roll, which is reprinted annually, as a firm base when conducting the annual canvass in
connection with the preparation of the register.
The Electoral Register
In every constituency in England included in our sample with the exception of one, we were
given access to the records on which the electoral register is based. Although the format of
these records varied in some respects, they were much more standardized than rating records.
They were invariably grouped by wards, parishes or county electoral divisions, so there was no
difficulty in defining our sampling frame. As the electoral register is prepared and printed
annually, amendments do not accumulate from year to year, and even if not recorded in the
relevant road or street, are at least grouped by ward or parish. The problem of block ownership
did not occur as the electoral register is concerned with persons eligible to vote, so each
occupant of a dwelling eligible to vote is recorded. Ownership of the dwelling is irrelevant, and
therefore no distinction is made between local-authority, Crown or private property. Caravan
sites still posed a problem because individual caravans were not always indicated, so we
assumed persons with different names lived in different caravans and included them in the
sample accordingly. By using the records on which the registers were based, it was hoped to
give an equal chance of inclusion in our sample of households living either at addresses which
were empty or at which no one entitled to vote was living at the time the canvass was made (in
September and October).
The records were kept in several forms: sets of card indexes, files of Home Office Forms A
and B, canvassers’ notebooks, or the published electors’ Lists A, B and C. Some constituencies
compiled separate records of properties empty on the qualifying date, or which were occupied
by people not qualified to be included in the register and also from the Borough Engineers’
records compiled a list of new properties built since the publication of the current register.
Card indexes and files of Home Office Forms A and B (the form which all electors must
complete and return by the qualifying date each year) were the simplest to use. Each card or
form usually represented a single home or flat, and if more than one dwelling was represented
on a card or form, this was usually clear. Addresses which were empty or at which no one was
entitled to vote were sometimes included as they occurred, and sometimes indexed or filed
separately. It was therefore a straightforward though tedious task to ascertain the total number

APPENDIX ONE: METHODS OF SAMPLING 941
of separately identifiable dwellings in the selected wards, calculate the appropriate sampling
fraction to give the requisite number of addresses for that ward or county electoral division
and, with a random starting number, draw the sample.
Canvassers’ notes usually consisted of the current register with amendments recorded on it,
i.e. empty or non-elector addresses written in at appropriate points. Taking note of the
additions, deletions, empty and non-elector addresses, a sample of addresses was drawn by
using a random start and a sampling fraction based on the total number of addresses in the
ward. In order to give each address an equal chance of selection, only addresses at which the
sampling interval ended with the first elector listed at that address were included. In urban
areas where names of electors are listed in address order by street or roads, it is very simple to
ascertain the first elector, but in rural areas, electors are listed within polling districts by
alphabetical order of surnames. Therefore, to establish whether the sampling interval has ended
on the first entry for that address, it was necessary to search for the address among the names
previously listed in the polling district.
Electors Lists A, B and C are published annually at the end of November and comprise the
register currently in force (List A), a list of newly qualified electors (List B) and a list of
persons from List A who are no longer qualified to be registered (List C). From List B it would
be possible to identify addresses not included in the current register. In fact, we did not need to
use these lists as a sampling frame. In the tiny minority of constituencies where canvassers’
notes were not available, or where the electoral registration officer kept no separate record of
empty or non-elector addresses, we found it easier and more thorough to ascertain the existence
of addresses missing from the electoral register by reference to the rating lists.
Selection of Addresses in Northern Ireland
In Northern Ireland, the sampling procedure was slightly different. For practical and economic
reasons, we had only sampled one rural constituency and took two wards in two different
Belfast constituencies. To achieve approximately 100 completed interviews in Northern
Ireland, we over-sampled households in Belfast so that the probability of selection for these
households was three times that for households in the rest of the United Kingdom, and in
Fermanagh and South Tyrone the probability was twice that for the rest of the United
Kingdom.
In Belfast, we drew the sample from the electoral register as this was the most complete
record of addresses suitable and accessible for use as a sampling frame. The sampling
procedure was slightly more complicated because owners of business premises are entitled to
an additional vote. We excluded business addresses at which no one resided, and counted only
those addresses at which people were entitled to vote because they lived at the address, thus
maintaining equal probability of selection for each household.
In the constituency of Fermanagh and South Tyrone, we also used the electoral register as a
sampling frame, but were able to obtain information on empty and non-elector dwellings from
the rate collectors and then include them in the sampling frame. In some of the rural areas,
there were difficulties because electors are listed alphabetically by surnames and listed under a
townland or village street. There were often no street numbers or names of houses, and
therefore no way of knowing whether electors with the same name listed in a street or
townland lived in the same or a different home. For the purpose of deciding whether the

942 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
sampling interval ended with the first entry for an address, we assumed that electors with the
same surname listed in the same townland or street lived in the same house.
Conversion of Address Sample into Households
By common convention, a household consists of either one person living alone or a group of
persons living together, having some or all meals together and benefiting from a common
housekeeping. There are difficulties, however. We developed the following specific rules.
Persons who have resided in a household for at least four weeks and are not expected to leave
shortly, and persons who have resided in a household for less than four weeks and are not
expected to leave again after that period, are counted as household members. Persons living but
not boarding with a household in a house or flat are counted as a separate household. But if a
person living with a household eats breakfast or any other meal with the household, he or she is
counted as a part of the household. Persons living in an institution or hotel (e.g. staff) are
treated as forming a private household when they occupy separate quarters (even a single
room) and do not depend invariably on the institution’s services for meals. Broadly speaking,
residents of boarding houses and hotels (not temporary guests) and resident staff of hospitals,
welfare homes, nursing homes and schools are counted as private households for the purposes
of this survey. Even though different staff may have eaten many meals together and depend on
a common housekeeping, they are counted as separate households if they occupy separate
sleeping accommodation.
The addresses which were sampled by the procedure described earlier contained one
household, several households or none. The translation from the address sample to household
sample was made on the basis that each household had an equal chance of selection subject to
the following qualification. To keep the probabilities correct, each household living at an
address was treated as eligible for interview. If there were two households at an address, one
address, and if there were three households, two addresses, were deleted from the end of the
list. However, if a large number of households lived at one address, a large proportion of the
sample for that particular ward would have come from the same address, introducing bias due
to clustering effects. We therefore decided to interview all households living at an address
subject to a maximum of six. We chose a higher maximum than is usual (in the Family
Expenditure Survey a maximum of three is taken), because, in constituencies with a high
proportion of multi-occupied property, it was felt that six households per multi-occupied
address would reflect the actual situation more closely. In Islington North, for example, the
average number of electors living at an address was approximately five, which was twice the
national average. Among the sample of addresses, 4.3 per cent contained two or more
1
households. This compares with 4.5 per cent in the Family Expenditure Survey of 1967.
The addresses which did not contain a household comprised those dwellings which were
empty, those no longer in existence and those containing no private households. Table A1.8
shows for each region the numbers of ineffective addresses. The address lists for each area
were randomly divided into quarters with the intention of interviewing a quarter of the
1

Kemsley, Family Expenditure Survey, p. 18.
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addresses in each quarter of the year. If a household was away for the whole of a quarter
(thirteen weeks), then that address was considered empty and therefore non-effective. If,
however, the household was expected back within thirteen weeks, attempts were made to
interview that household on its return. When no contact was made, or when no information
could be obtained as to whether the household was away or not, the household was retained in
the effective sample and regarded as a non-respondent. Households comprising aliens who
were in this country only temporarily (e.g. members of the US Forces or the Diplomatic Corps
of another country) were also excluded from the effective sample.
Table A1.8. Sample of addresses analysed by eligibility for inclusion in the sample.
Region

Northern
Yorkshire
and
Humberside
North-West
East
Midlands
and East
Anglia
Greater
London
West
Midlands
South-East
South-West
and Wales
Scotland
Northern
Ireland
Total

Total
number
of
addresses
issued

Address Empty Business DeAliens
untraced
only
molished

Ill
and
away

Ill Away Total
at
number of
home
households
at effective
addresses

308
317

1

11
13

1
1

1
1

1
-

-

4
4

-

290
298

227

1

9

-

-

2

1

-

3

211

392

-

11

-

2

-

1

2

2

376a

322
420

3
2

12
11

1

1
1

-

2
-

4
2

2
1

298
402

304
248

-

13
10

1

-

2
-

-

2
4

1
3

286
230

109

-

3

2

-

-

-

-

-

104

2,647

6

93

6

6

5

4

22

12

2,495a

NOTE: aIn the final stages of interviewing, two additional households were found at an address, and there
were no unvisited addresses left which could be deleted in accordance with the procedure described for
multiple households in the text.

Some Limitations of the Sample
We tried to overcome the defects of the electoral register as a sampling frame by using rating
lists or the records on which the electoral registers were based as soon after they had been
compiled as possible. We found that, as a result, approximately only one address in 100 was
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included in the sample which would not otherwise have been included. In view of the
additional time and trouble that the use of this sampling frame entailed, both for our
interviewers and local government officers, and in view of the existence of more important
sources of bias, in particular that due to non-response, it is difficult to conclude that such a
procedure would be justified for future surveys, at least on subjects affecting all sections of the
population rather, than say, poverty or homelessness, which affect only certain sections. Our
purpose had been to obtain the most reliable sample for measuring the extent of poverty, and it
seemed that even if the percentage of the population ‘missed’ by sampling from the electoral
register was very small, it might include a disproportionately large number of poor families.
The poor are liable to move more frequently than others, and to use caravans or other
accommodation not always listed as containing electors. We felt it was therefore right in
principle to obtain a more comprehensive sample, even at the cost of extra time and effort,
though 1 per cent of additional addresses is smaller than expected.
There appeared to be little difference in the extent to which rating lists contained empty or
demolished property as compared with the electoral register records. Approximately 3.7 per
cent of addresses drawn from the former were for these reasons non-effective, compared with
3.5 per cent overall. Only in Scotland was it valuable to have access to the valuation rolls
instead of the published electoral register. Unlike the register, the valuation rolls not only list
the names of electors living in a particular tenement, but also indicate the location of their
dwelling, e.g. third-floor landing, flat on the right-hand side. We did not therefore have to
identify the dwelling by the name of the occupants which, while straightforward if the
occupants have not changed since the register was compiled, is more complicated if the
occupants have moved. Moreover, we wished to emphasize that all information given to us
would be treated confidentially, so it was better not to have to ask for a household by name.
Because of the minority of addresses containing more than six households, we were unable
to keep the probabilities of selection strictly so that each household had an equal chance of
selection. As explained, this was a compromise between slightly reducing the probability of
selecting households in addresses in large multiple occupation, and the clustering effect if the
entire quarterly sample for an area had been concentrated at two or three addresses.
Table A1.9. Characteristics of areas selected within constituencies.
Constituency

Total
number of
households
1961
(1966 in
brackets)

GREATER LONDON
Woolwich E.
22,509
101
(22,790)
Islington North
28,079
102
(26,280)

Ward or county Percentage
electoral division leaving school
selected
at 15 or
earlier

St Margarets
Slade
Tufnell

63.8
81.0
75.8

Number Percentage
of house- distribution
holds
of
(1961) households
between
strata

2,545
2,427
11,101

50
50
100
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Table A1.9. - contd
Constituency

Total
number of
households
1961
(1966 in
brackets)

Ward or county Percentage
electoral division leaving school
selected
at 15 or
earlier

Number Percentage
of house- distribution
holds
of
(1961) households
between
strata

GREATER
LONDON-contd
Lewisham North
103
Hornchurch
104
Wandsworth and
Streatham 105
Hendon North
106

24,509
(23,420)
40,931
(42,600)
26,094
(26,240)
22,853
(21,810)

South Lee

69.9

5,808

100

Upminster
Hylands
Streatham Hill

58.2
80.2
63.4

4,020
3,601
7,009

34
66
100

Mill Hill
Burnt Oak

54.2
84.1

7,638
4,502

80
20

SOUTH-EAST
Thurrock
207
Dartford
208

31,921
(34,570)
32,683
(34,850)

Grays
Little Thurrock
Priory
Dartford
Rural West
Heath
Leavesden
Abbots Langley
Aylesbury North
Haddenham and
Stone
Long Crendon
Merrow and
Burpham
Stoughton
Cranleigh
Central
Moordown North
Milton Central
Milton North
Ringwood
Burley
Seaford UD
St Andrews
Barcombe

84.0
79.0
75.4

5,628
2,630
4,001

59
41
51

73.4
52.9
74.1
57.5
79.1

4,853
2,925
3,006
4,607
2,709

49
30
42
28
47

64.7
75.5

1,769
1,421

28
25

55.1
64.2
62.0
48.0
65.9
56.5
64.6
56.1
70.4
56.3
80.1
74.0

3,272
1,973
1,925
3,142
3,551
1,433
1,351
3,149
3,316
3,919
937
1,952

30
33
37
39
61
20
14
31
35
29
27
44

South-West
Hertfordshire
209
Aylesbury
210

R

34,290
(34,200)
R
28,691
(31,710)

R
R

Guildford
211

27,383
(28,560)
R

Bournemouth West 33,804
212
(34,010)
New Forest
29,439
213
(33,930)
R
R
Lewes
214

28,284
(31,940)
R
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Table A1.9. - contd
Constituency

Total
number of
households
1961
(1966 in
brackets)

EAST ANGLIA and
EAST MIDLANDS
Ipswich
315
Leicester South-East
316
Melton
317

37,792
(38,720)
22,156
(26,880)
34,705
(39,020)

Grantham
318

28,760
(31,580)

R
R

R
R
SOUTH-WEST
and WALES
Neath
419

21,940
(22,060)

R
R

Bristol South
420
Bristol West
421
Gloucester
422
Yeovil
423

25,824
(26,940)
25,969
(25,420)
21,165
(27,060)
28,477
(29,800)
R
R

North Devon
424

19,230
(21,080)
R
R

WEST MIDLANDS
Coventry East
36,010
525
(38,150)

Birmingham
Northfield 526

35,928
(40,000)

Ward or county Percentage
electoral division leaving school
selected
at 15 or
earlier

Number Percentage
of house- distribution
holds
of
(1961) households
between
strata

Whitton
Westbourne
Knighton
Spinney Hill
Melton Mowbray
Quorndon
Rothley
Sleaford East
Somerby
Swinderby
N. Hykeham

85.5
93.5
52.2
84.8
63.9
67.0
77.5
64.2
74.1
51.9
71.0

3,102
2,578
6,756
5,316
4,937
1,247
2,331
657
3,012
899
1,735

51
49
36
64
14
35
51
11
19
25
45

Neath North
Dylais Higher
and Lower
Coedfranc
Hengrove

83.7

2,877

44

90.0
83.9
87.8

2,213
2,850
5,719

23
33
100

Redland
Cabot
Eastgate
Barton
Yeovil West
Preston
Langport
Ilchester
Lynton
Trinity
Swimbridge
South Molton

49.8
68.1
73.7
85.2
70.1
85.3
73.9
72.4
60.5
81.1
67.1
74.7

5,645
4,423
2,217
2,460
1,530
1,801
1,796
3,112
523
1,162
1,301
607

64
36
50
50
17
26
18
39
22
23
30
25

Lower Stoke
(1 x 2)
Longford
(1 x 2)
Northfield (1)
Weobley (2)

83.2

6,460

91.2

9,773

79.2
84.0

14,520
11,675

repeated
constituencies
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Table A1.9. - contd
Constituency

Total
number of
households
1961
(1966 in
brackets)
WEST MIDLANDS - contd
Brierley Hill
29,544
527
(40,120)

Ward or county Percentage
electoral division leaving school
selected
at 15 or
earlier

Number Percentage
of house- distribution
holds
of
(1961) households
between
strata

St John’s
St Mary’s
Wombowne
South
Central
(Oldbury)
Malvern 4
Malvern 5
Upton Sudbury
Worndown
East
South
Ellesmere
Rural
Prees

88.5
77.6
79.7
73.7

1,657
4,551
3,316
3,916

29
32
39
69

82.8
69.0
58.4
69.5
76.5
63.7
70.0

1,501
1,037
1,213
1,165
3,136
361
1,195

31
17
14
29
40
24
22

68.9
61.7

1,181
1,928

23
31

Kersal
Crescent
Didsbury
Baguley
Great Lever
Attley Bridge
West
Birkdale North
Irlam
Wargrave
R Great Sankey
R Winwick
Northfylde
26,084
Thornton
634
(29,380)
Clevelys
Thornton
Clevelys North
R Cabus
R Bilborrow
NORTHERN YORKSHIRE and HUMBERSIDE
Pontefract
26,554
Castleton
735
(26,110)
Half Acres
South

82.0
95.0
51.5
81.8
88.1
88.4
66.5
81.7
61.7
88.1
73.4
84.0

4,872
2,132
5,676
6,415
5,292
4,188
1,601
1,798
1,330
1,928
1,887
576

50
50
17
83
50
50
41
59
17
54
19

72.9

1,525

36

84.3
77.9
60.3

1,814
1,498
1,720

46
18

91.6
92.9
92.1

1,996
1,580
1,109

31
35
34

Oldbury and
Halesowen
528
South
Worcestershire
541

31,814
(32,530)

Oswestry
542

25,656
(23,720)

38,928
(29,980)
R
R

R
R
NORTH-WEST
Salford East
629
Manchester
Wythenshawe 630
Bolton East
631
Southport
632
Newton
633

24,905
(22,580)
32,610
(33,380)
29,735
(29,530)
29,206
(28,910)
31,518
(36,350)
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Table A1.9. - contd
Constituency

Total
number of
households
1961
(1966 in
brackets)

Ward or county Percentage
electoral division leaving school
selected
at 15 or
earlier

NORTHERN YORKSHIRE AND HUMBERSIDE - contd
Bradford East
23,173
Lister Hills
77.3
736
(21,070)
East Bowling
90.6
Leeds North-West
35,730
Far Headingley
60.4
737
(37,510)
Hyde Park
77.4
Haltemprice
26,438
Central
62.2
738
(29,850)
Hessle
76.4
R Part Beverley RD
Newcastle-on-Tyne 23,161
Dene
70.6
East 739
(22,420)
Heaton
77.4
South Shields
36,974
West Park
79.5
740
(35,600)
Cleadon Park
83.9
SCOTLAND
Glasgow
28,561
Parkhead
91.0
943
(21,110)
Coatbridge and
23,421
Fourth
data not
Airdrie 944
(24,880)
Airdrie II
available
Galloway and
15,687
Crossmichael
83.7
Wigtown
(17,270)
Kirkcudbright
75.4
945
R Old Luce North
61.8
R Port Patrick
52.4
R Kirkcudbright
56.0
R Whithom
82.0
Aberdeen South
28,599
Rosemount
data not
946
(30,050)
Rubislaw
available
Edinburgh West
30,604
Pilton
91.7
947
(31,420)
St Bernards
62.8
Corstophine
62.7
Kinross and West
18,276
Dunblane
69.2
Perthshire
(15,240)
Aberfeldy
54.7
948
R Dunblane and
Secroft
80.2
R Little Dunkeld
36.3
R Blair Atholl
28.1
R Landward of
Kinross
68.2

Number Percentage
of house- distribution
holds
of
(1961) households
between
strata
4,254
3,755
8,517
5,754
5,588
4,636
7,134
4,740
4,975
2,698
2,241

50
50
55
45
21
52
27
21
79
50
50

5,592

100

3,718
1,238
297
186
332
308
807
315
4,328
4,182
7,367
8,615
7,324
1,007
519

50
50
21
26
12
14
14
13
50
50
24
38
38
18
35

238
416
414

12
11
12

1,341

12
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Table A1.9. - contd
Constituency

Total
number of
households
1961
(1966 in
brackets)

NORTHERN IRELAND
Belfast East 849
32,900
Belfast North 850
26,303
Fermanagh and South 18,858
851

Ward or county Percentage
electoral division leaving school
selected
at 15 or
earlier

R
R

Duncairn
Pottinger
Enniskillen East
Augnockry
Fintona

not
stratified

Number Percentage
of house- distribution
holds
of
(1961) households
between
strata

10,088
13,147
830
901
967

50
50
23
77

R = Rural
In making a selection with probability proportional to size, the measure of size should be in
constant proportion to the number of final units, i.e. households. But, at the first stage, the
measure of size was the electorate of the constituency, and the proportion of electorate to
numbers of households varies very slightly from constituency to constituency. At the second
stage, however, we did use the number of households as a measure of size in each ward or
county electoral division. Any departure from the principle of a uniform overall sampling
fraction was therefore small.
The Additional Samples in Four Areas
In addition to the national sample of approximately 2,000 households, concentrated studies
were conducted in four areas. We aimed to choose areas within constituencies in which the
proportion of low-income households would be high. These four areas, chosen from among the
constituencies already included in the sample, were selected using criteria indicating that the
incidence of the main types of low-income households would be well above the national
average. In each area, between about 300 and 500 addresses were selected. The first interview
was a screening interview to identify the following groups:
1. Families in which one parent is absent.
2. Families consisting of woman and adult dependants.
3. Families in which there are four or more dependent children.
4. Families containing an adult who has been unemployed for eight weeks (consecutively or
in last twelve months).
5. Families containing an adult under 65 years of age who has been ill or injured for eight
weeks (consecutively or off work for a total of eight weeks or more in last twelve months).
6. Families containing a disabled adult under 65.
7. Families containing a disabled or handicapped child (including children ill or injured for
eight weeks or more).
8. Families containing a person aged 65 or over who has been bedfast or ill for thirteen weeks
or more or who is otherwise severely incapacitated.

950 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
9. Families in which there are:
(a) adult female earners (aged 21-59) earning less than £8 a week;
(b) adult male earners (aged 21-64) earning less than £14 a week.
10. Families in which there are persons who are:
(a) non-white;
(b) born in Eire.
The first interview for those households who fell into one or more of these special groups
was followed by a longer interview using exactly the same questionnaire as in the national
sample. Approximately one in every three households in the sample fell into one or more of the
special groups and was given the full interview. Thus the random national sample of
households giving us information about the prevalence of poverty in its various forms was
complemented by intensive studies in certain areas to find both the extent of any increase in the
prevalence and how far such an increase might be linked with certain characteristics of the
households.
Criteria Used for Selecting the Areas
The selection can be considered in two stages: first, the selection of the constituency, and
secondly, the selection of the area within the constituency in which the households would be
concentrated. The choice of the four areas was restricted to a choice from constituencies
already included within the national sample because we had already collected a considerable
amount of information about the characteristics of these constituencies. In addition, drawing
the sample and interviewing in areas with which we had already established contact was
administratively easier.
We wanted to select areas in which unemployment and low wages were particularly
prevalent. This made constituencies from Northern Ireland and Scotland obvious choices. We
therefore chose Belfast as one area. Glasgow Shettleston was the second ‘poorest’ of all the
Scottish constituencies by our first stratification factor, and the ‘poorest’ actually selected in
our sample.
The only constituency selected in the national sample in Wales was Neath, and by our first
stratification factor was the ‘poorest ‘ selected in Wales and the South-West. While Neath is
not the area of highest unemployment in Wales, its selection as one of the four special areas
had several advantages. Due to recent pit closures in several valleys in and around the
constituency of Neath, in particular the Cefn Coed colliery, the incidence of unemployment
was high. The incidence of chronic sickness and disability was high: death-rates for men in
Glamorgan were over 17 per cent above the national average, and in the urban districts of
Glamorgan the mortality rate from bronchitis was 61 per cent above the national average
(based on figures for 1960-62). In Glamorgan, 5.7 per cent of pupils received free school meals
compared with 4 per cent of pupils for all counties in England and Wales in 1966. In addition,
part of the constituency was rural, so that by choosing Neath as one of the four areas, we
included for intensive study a rural area with problems of depopulation and unemployment.
The fourth area was chosen from our sample of English constituencies. Unemployment
figures were not collected or published in a form which allowed calculations of unemployment
rates for particular constituencies to be made. We might have chosen Newcastle-on-Tyne or
South Shields, for example, on the grounds that they were included in an above-average
unemployment region. However, these particular constituencies were not likely to be the
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poorest in our sample of English constituencies. By our first stratification factor, they were one
of the richer constituencies in that region, and by our second stratification factor, the highest
proportion of the population aged 25 or over leaving school at 15 or before in any one ward
was 82 per cent in Newcastle-on-Tyne East, although in one ward of South Shields the
proportion was 92 per cent. In terms of our second stratification factor, Salford East contained
the ward with the highest proportion (95 per cent) leaving school at the minimum age in the
whole sample. The proportion in all the other wards in the constituency, with the exception of
two, was over 90 per cent. Salford had other characteristics which strengthened the case for
making it the fourth special area. In the borough of Salford in 1966, 9.6 per cent of school
children received free meals compared with 6.1 per cent for all English boroughs and county
boroughs. The mortality rate was 46 per cent above the average for all boroughs and county
boroughs in England and Wales, and was the worst (figures based on the average 1960-62).
The mortality rate (for the same three years) due to bronchitis was over twice the national
average, and respiratory tuberculosis rates were above average. There was therefore strong
evidence that Salford would contain a higher than average proportion of low wage earners even
if the unemployment rate was not the highest. We therefore chose Salford East as the fourth
area.
Selection within the Four Areas
Within the chosen constituencies, one or two smaller areas comprising altogether between
6,000 and 8,000 households, preferably not crossing polling districts boundaries, or at least
areas that could be identified as district communities, were chosen. The selection was based on
as much information as we could obtain from published data and from local officials: rating
officers, medical officers of health, education officers and housing officers. For different wards
Table A1.10. Characteristics of the wards of Salford East.
Ward

Albert Park
Crescent Kersal
Mandley Park
Ordsall Park
Regent
St Matthias
Trinity

Population
density
43.9
19.9
18.7
57.3
60.9
74.0
41.0
20.4

Population

12,831
6,341
15,330
11,750
10,224
9,541
6,518
4,396

Households

4,154
2,132
4,872
3,885
3,443
3,084
2,145
1,190

Percentage leaving
school at 15 or
younger
94.7
95.0
82.0
92.2
95.9
95.5
93.1
86.1

of Salford East, Table A1.10 shows the percentage who had left school at 15 or younger.
The Education Officer confirmed that St Matthias, Trinity, Crescent and Regent were among
the poorest wards in this constituency, and provided the following figures on recipients of free
school meals. The wards of St Matthias, Trinity, Crescent and Regent formed a unit of
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Table A1.11. Percentage of children receiving free meals in four wards in Salford East.
Ward

Percentage receiving
free school meals
(March 1968)

St Matthias
Trinity
Crescent
Regent
Average for Salford (1966)

30.2
16.1
15.8
22.2
9.5

approximately 8,000 households within the constituency. On the basis of this, and the above
evidence that the proportion of low income households was high, these wards were therefore
selected. The choice of wards in Glasgow Shettleston was more difficult. Table A1.12 gives
the percentage of adults leaving school early in three areas.
Table A1.12. Characteristics of the wards of Glasgow Shettleston.
Ward

Parkhead
Shettleston
and Tollcross
Milend

Population
density

Population

Households

Percentage leaving
school at 15 or
younger

21.5

17,123

5,592

91.0

37.9
67.3

44,253
29,680

13,032
9,937

88.3
94.3

The City Assessor’s Office provided us with the information in Table A1.13 on rateable
values and let property (based on figures for Whit Sunday 1967). In the light of this
information, together with the results of the discussions our interviewer in Glasgow had with
the Education Department, Health and Welfare Department and doctors in these areas, it was
clear that no single ward was likely to include a substantially higher proportion of low-income
households than the others. Moreover, though Shettleston and Toll-cross included some of the
very worst areas, this ward also included some good areas.
Table A1.13. Rateable value and proportion of privately let homes in the wards of Glasgow
Shettleston.
Ward

Parkhead
Shettleston
and Tollcross
Milend

Total number
of households
13,385

Average
rateable
value
£33.5

5,880
3,828

£34.8
£18.3

Percentage of
privately
rented houses
25
24
55

Average rateable
value -privately
rented
£17.2
£21.4
£13.1
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We therefore decided not to confine the sample to one ward, but, on the basis of local
information, defined an area of approximately 5,000 households on a map which included
polling districts in all three wards.
Belfast
In Belfast, we departed from the procedure adopted in other constituencies and did not confine
the selection of wards to those in the constituencies chosen in the national sample, i.e. Belfast
North and Belfast East. We were anxious to include the poorer areas and, if possible, select two
areas: one predominantly Roman Catholic and one predominantly Protestant.
The Rates Department informed us that Shankill Ward in North Belfast and Dock Ward in
East Belfast contained more property of low rateable value than other wards in Belfast.
However, we compared this with figures from the Education Department on the proportion of
school-children receiving free meals in each ward in Belfast. Neither Dock nor Shankill Wards
had the highest proportions (9.3 per cent and 9.8 per cent respectively). The average for the
whole of Belfast was 12.3 per cent, and Smithfield Ward and St George’s Ward in Belfast
West had the highest proportion of school-children receiving free meals: 20.7 per cent and 19.2
per cent respectively. The former was predominantly Roman Catholic, the latter Protestant, and
both wards were roughly the same size and together comprised about 6,000 households.
Neath
In this constituency we decided to divide the sample into two areas: one urban and one rural.
We obtained some information from the Borough Treasurer concerning rate rebates. The
percentage of rate rebate in Briton Ferry, Neath North and Neath South were 7.9, 8.6 and 7.4
Table A1.14. Characteristics of the wards in the constituency of Neath.
Ward

Briton Ferry
Neath North
Neath South

Population
density
4.8
7.6
9.7

Population

8,636
8,437
13,862

Households

2,745
2,877
3,962

Percentage leaving
school at 15 or
younger
81.3
73.8
83.7

respectively. The Divisional Education Officer in Neath provided us with further information
(based on figures relating to October 1967), and identified one polling district in Briton Ferry
Ward, comprising some 600 dwellings, in which there appeared to be a concentration of lowincome families. In this polling district, the birth-rate was 45 per 1,000 compared with 24 per
1,000 for the Briton Ferry Ward and 15 per 1,000 for the whole division. Seventeen per cent of
the junior- and infant-school children received free meals, compared with approximately 6 per
cent for the whole division. The proportion of children obtaining passes in the 11-plus
examinations was much lower than for the whole division: 15 per cent compared with 25 per
cent; and absenteeism was higher than average. We therefore decided to sample this polling
district, together with the other polling districts of Briton Ferry Ward, sampling approximately
one in ten addresses.
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In the rural areas of Neath constituency we were able to obtain less information.
The Divisional Education Office was unable to supply figures to indicate an area within
Neath rural district that was likely to be particularly poor. In the whole area of Dylais valley,
there was a general slow process of depopulation as people drifted away from the valley to
Table A1.15. Characteristics of the parishes in the constituency of Neath.
Parishes

Baglan Higher
Clyne
Michaelston Higher

Population
density

Households

Percentage leaving
school at 15 or
younger

0.4

775

89.5

Neath Higher
Neath Lower

0.7

1,657

84.0

Blaengurach
Blaenhondden
Coedfranc

0.4
1.3
2.4

476
1,363
2,850

85.0
68.1
83.9

Dylais Higher
Dylais Lower
Resowen
Rhigos
Tonse
Dyffryn Clydock

0.8

2,213

90.1

0.8
0.3
0.7
1.7

897
555
685
885

83.4
82.7
88.6
85.8

employment in the towns. In the Seven Sisters/Crynant area, for example, the primary schools
were losing more 11-year-olds than they were gaining each year in 5-year-olds. It was in this
area that a study of the problems of pit closures was being undertaken by social scientists at
University College, Swansea.
The Housing Department of the Neath Rural District Council was very helpful, and were
able to locate several streets in their housing estate at Seven Sisters which had a noticeably
lower living standard than the rest of the area.
In many respects, the areas Dylais Higher and Dylais Lower were the most suitable choice
for our purpose. However, it was felt locally that the recent closure of the colliery in Dylais
Higher would make interviewing in that area difficult because feelings were running very high
at the time. Moreover, it was feared that a survey of the area might raise false hopes that action
would be taken. We therefore confined our area to one lower down the valley comprising
Dylais Lower, Resolven and Crynant.

Appendix Two
Representativeness of the Sample

A summary account of the representativeness of the sample will be found in Chapter 3 (pages
109-11), and further details are given here.
The age distribution of the responding sample is compared with that of the non-institutionalized population of the United Kingdom in Table A2.1. The source of information about
Table A2.1. Distribution by age and sex of the UK population: three sources compared.
Percentage of each age group who
were females
Age

0-4
5-9
10-14
15-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-79
80+
Total
Number

UK total
populationa
1969
(Registrar
General)
8.6
8.4
7.3
7.0
14.1
12.0
13.0
11.9
10.4
5.6
1.8
100
54,395,000

Poverty
survey
1968-9

8.9
8.7
7.7
7.2
13.4
12.4
12.4
11.7
10.3
5.5
1.8
100
6,045

Family
UK total
Poverty Family
Expenditure population survey Expenditure
Survey
1969
1968-9 Survey
1969b
(Registrar
1969
General)
9.7
9.2
7.9
6.8
12.8
12.6
13.3
11.0
10.2
5.0
1.4
100
20,744

48
49
49
49
50
49
50
52
55
63
71
51
-

46
50
49
48
51
49
51
52
55
65
70
51
-

47
50
48
49
53
50
49
52
53
58
69
51
-

NOTES: aPopulation estimates published by the Registrar General adjusted to exclude institutionalized
population.
b
The detailed breakdown is from the sub-file deposited in the Survey Archive, University of Essex, and
corresponds closely to the amalgamated categories in the published report.
SOURCES: Col. 1: Annual Abstract of Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, p. 7; and Census 1971, NonPrivate Households, HMSO, London, 1974.
Col. 2: Marginals count, responding sample.
Col. 3: Survey Archive, University of Essex, and Department of Employment and Productivity, Family
Expenditure Survey, Report for 1969, HMSO, London, 1970, p. 83.
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Table A2.2. Percentages of population, and of households, with specified characteristics census compared with poverty survey.
Characteristic

1966

Birthplacea (population)
UK
Republic of Ireland
West Indies, India, Pakistan and Africa
Other overseas
Number of persons in household
(households)

1
2
3
4
5
6+

Tenureb (households)
Owner-occupied
Council rented
Privately rented and others
Households without amenitiesa
Fixed bath
Internal WC
Households sharing amenitiesa
Fixed bath
Internal WC

1971

Poverty survey
1968-9

95.0
1.4
1.6
1.9

94.5
1.3
2.1
2.1

94.8
1.4
2.1
1.7

15.4
30.2
21.2
17.7
8.8
6.6

18.1
31.5
18.9
17.2
8.3
6.0

17.7
29.8
18.9
17.5
9.1
7.0

46.3
28.2
25.5

50.4
30.7
18.9

47.2
27.7
25.1

15.4
20.0

9.1
12.6

11.2
9.9

4.1
10.8

3.2
7-2

5.9
5.7

NOTES: aCensus data for Britain only.
b
The census distribution is based on tenure of dwellings, not households. Since some (mostly privately
rented) dwellings are shared by two or more households, the figures are not precisely comparable with the
poverty survey’s findings. The figure for privately rented and other forms of tenure derived from the poverty
survey would be reduced, and the other two figures slightly increased, to provide a true comparison.
SOURCES: Social Trends, No. 5, HMSO, London, 1974, pp. 81,83,162 and 165.
1

the age distribution for the UK population in 1969 is the Annual Abstract of Statistics. The
numbers in each age group are given there as adding to 55,534,000. However, official
estimates of population in the late 1960s were found, in the light of the results of the 1971
Census, to be too high. The revised estimate for total population given in the Annual Abstract
is 55,262,000 - though, to the best of the author’s knowledge, a breakdown by age has not been
published. In comparing official data of age distribution with the results from the poverty
survey, therefore, the number given for each age group has been slightly reduced by the same
percentage to conform with this total. Secondly, on the basis of 1971 Census data for nonprivate households, the numbers in each age group living in hospitals, residential institutions
2
and prisons, which were not included in the survey, have been estimated and deducted. The
1
2

Annual Abstract of Statistics, 1974, HMSO, London, 1974.
The age-group data for these institutions have been adjusted, first, to conform with the total numbers
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results are given in Table A2.1, though it must be added that these refinements have not made
much difference to the percentage distribution. For purposes of comparison, the age
distribution of the responding FES sample for 1969 is also shown in the table, and it will be
seen that the poverty survey sample reflects more closely than does the FES sample the
proportions of the population at the youngest and oldest ages.
Fifty-one per cent of the sample were females, exactly reflecting the proportion in the
population as a whole. The percentage of each age group who were females was also closely
representative, as shown in the right-hand columns of Table A2.1.
From the censuses of 1966 and 1971, it is possible to select other data for purposes of
comparison with the survey data. Some examples are given in Table A2.2. Because the survey
occupied a period a little more than midway between the two censuses, inferences can be made
from these two ‘benchmarks’ for the survey year - though the fact that the 1966 Census was
itself based on a 10 per cent sample needs to be remembered. The survey data for birthplace
and number of persons in the household compare fairly well with census data. There seems to
have been some over-representation of privately rented tenures, and a slight underrepresentation of council-rented tenures, but this was due partly to the distribution being based
on dwellings in the case of the census and households in the case of the survey. There seems to
have been some under-representation of households lacking sole use of an internal WC, but
about the expected representation of households lacking sole use of a fixed bath.
There are other checks on the survey data. In 1971, the General Household Survey, a
representative sample survey covering England, Wales and Scotland, was launched. In that
year, nearly 12,000 households provided information. Table A2.3 compares the distribution by
household type with the corresponding distribution from the poverty survey. There was a close
correspondence between the two sets of results. A further example is provided by estimates
from the General Household Survey of the incidence of limiting long-standing illness and of
Table A2.3. Percentage of households by type, comparing the General Household Survey with
the poverty survey.
Household type

General Household
Survey (1971)

Single person under 60
5
Single person 60 or over
12
2 adults, both under 60
14
2 adults, one or both 60 or over
17
Small families (1 or 2 adults
with 1 or 2 children)
22
Large families
12
Large adult-households (3 or
more adults with 1 child
at most)
18
Total
100
Number
11,858

Poverty survey
(1968-9)
6
12
14
17
20
13

19
100
2,044

SOURCE: Office of Population Censuses and Surveys, Social Survey Division, The General Household
Survey, Introductory Report, HMSO, London, 1973, p. 95.
found to be in such institutions at the 1971 Census, and secondly, to include an estimate for Northern Ireland.
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the poverty survey of disablement conditions restricting activity (which are compared in Figure
20.1, page 704).
A source of comparable data other than the General Household Survey is the Family
Expenditure Survey. Elsewhere in this report some examples have been given. Thus, mean
gross and mean gross disposable income for different types of household are compared with
the distribution derived from the Family Expenditure Survey in Table A.3 (Appendix Eight,
page 993), and the percentages of total net disposable income received by quantile groups are
compared in Table A.1 (Appendix Eight, page 991). The two surveys corresponded closely in
the percentages of aggregate household income drawn from different sources.
Finally, the survey findings can in many different respects be compared with administrative
counts and estimates. Some examples are given in Table A2.4.
Table A2.4.a
Survey estimates
Receiving unemployment benefit
sickness benefit
industrial injury and war
disablement pension
retirement pension
widows’ benefits
family allowances
supplementary benefit

Government estimates

390,000
920,000

325,000
994,000

325,000
7,215,000
485,000
4,400,000
2,440,000

615,000
7,122,000
577,000
4,257,000
2,736,000

NOTE: aFor source and methods, see Chapter 24, page 827.

Again on the basis of the survey, there were estimated to be 535,000 one-parent families,
with 1,010,000 children, in the United Kingdom in 1968-9, compared with DHSS estimates for
Britain in 1971 of 620,000 and 1,080,000 respectively (see page 755). There were 4.8 per cent
of households in receipt of rate rebates. This compares with a figure of 5.1 per cent given by
1
the Department of the Environment for 1967-8 for England and Wales only. There were 17.4
per cent of school-children in the sample receiving free school meals, compared with
government figures of 16.8 per cent for England and Wales and 17.2 per cent for Scotland (see
page 865). An estimated 320,000 council tenants were receiving rent rebates, compared with
an IMTA estimate of just under 300,000 for England and Wales (see page 876).

1

Department of the Environment, Handbook of Statistics, HMSO, London, 1970, p. 5.

Appendix Three
Eligibility for Supplementary Benefit

1

The purpose of this schedule is to ascertain those who would be eligible for supplementary
benefit and are not receiving it. It does not attempt to identify those who are receiving less than
the full scale because they are wage-stopped or have unreasonably high rents. Wage-stopped
families account for only about 2 households per 1,000 and families with unreasonably high
rents only 0.5 per 1,000 (of course the schedule applies to 1968-9).
In standardizing the discretionary procedures of the Supplementary Benefits Commission
and simplifying some of the provisions, use of this schedule will overstate the true number of
income units eligible for benefit: (a) in so far as income is under-reported; and (b) in so far as
no allowance is made for unreasonably high rents - which affects 2 per cent of applicants. But
it will understate it for the following reasons:
1. We take no account of eligibility for extra allowances for diet, fuel and so on.
2. The special higher rates of benefit available to the blind, etc. are not allowed for. These rates
apply to the registered blind and we have not attempted to ascertain in the questionnaire
who is registered blind.
3. The repairs and insurance allowance for owner-occupiers varies with rateable value from a
minimum of £10 per annum. We have used a standard allowance of 20p a week
(approximating to £10 per annum) for all owner-occupiers.
4. In valuing houses, the Supplementary Benefits Commission deducts 10 per cent from the
district valuers’ valuation. In so far as our valuations are correct, we are in this respect overvaluing for SB C purposes. As valuations may tend to be too low, it seems appropriate not
to deduct the 10 per cent.
5. In certain rare circumstances where the householder has a low income or there are dependants not at work, the attributable rent may be more favourable to the applicant than
allowed for in our procedure.
6. We give no allowance for the excess of war or industrial injury, or widows’ pensions over
standard national insurance widows’ pensions.
We have introduced a standard allowance of 25p for hire purchase. In practice, discretion is
exercised depending on whether or not the article is an ‘essential’, for example, a cooking
stove or bed, rather than a ‘luxury’, for example, a television.
In one respect, our assessment will not be accurate because we simply did not collect the
data in the requisite form. Income from sub-tenants (as distinct from lodgers and boarders) at
1

We are grateful to headquarters officers of the Supplementary Benefits Commission for commenting in
great detail on the schedule before it was used. The officers are, of course, in no way responsible for any errors
which remain, or for the application of the schedule.

960 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
the same address may not be obtained (if picked up under ‘other’ income it will not be clearly
identified). Moreover, services provided to sub-tenants are not checked. Applicants who have
sub-tenants are therefore allowed the following weekly sums:
Wear and tear
If light provided
If heat provided
If accommodation furnished

£0.15
£0.12½
£0.40
£0.20
1

Schedule of Assessment of Eligibility for Supplementary Benefit
For use with all income units in which the head (man in the case of a married couple) meets
one of the following sets of criteria and was not drawing supplementary benefit in previous
week, p. 18, Q. 15 (06).
(a) Head, man under 65
Head, woman under 60, no dependent
children in income unit,
and unemployed
p. 6, Q. 6
(3/32/2)
or sick or injured
(3/32/3)
(b) Head, man 65 or over
woman 60 or over
woman under 60 but dependent children
man (under 65) or woman (under 60)
disabled or handicapped
p. 6, Q. 6
(3/32/4) and under 60/65
In each case under (b) worked less than 30 hours last week p. 6, Q. 5 (3/29-30)
Add together Income
Earnings last week (1) Head of household
Main occupation
(Change from month
p. 15, Q.1
(6/13-17 or
to week if necessary)
7/12-15)
……………
p. 18, Q. 14 Casual
(7/27-31)
……………
(2) Wife
Main occupation
p. 15, Q. 1 (6/13-17) or
(7/12-15)
……………
p. 18, Q. 14 Casual
(7/27-31)
……………
Social Security and Maintenance Payments
(last week)
(3) Widow’s pension or allowance
p. 18, Q. 15 (7/36-37/03)
……………
(4) Disability pension
p. 18, Q. 15 (7/36-37/08 or 09)
……………
(4) Other except codes 11 and 12
p. 18, Q. 15 (lump sum grants)
……………
(5a) Maintenance payments reported
1

Note that the allowances were raised in October 1968. Adjustments were made in working out whether
households interviewed subsequently were eligible for supplementary benefit.
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Other income

in Q. 20, p. 20 (10/53-56)
(6) Employers’ pension
p. 19, Q. 19 (10/44-7)

(Change from
month to week
where necessary)

(7) Other income excluding maintenance payments
p. 20, Q. 20 (10/53-56)
(8) Sick pay if sick last week only
p. 16, Q. 10 (6/72-75)
Income from capital. Add together value of assets
p. 24, Q. 2
11/42-47 ...........................
Q.3
11/54-58 ...........................
Q.4
11/65-69 ...........................
Q.5
11/71-75 ...........................
Q.9
12/31-35 ...........................
Deduct
Q.13
12/54-58 ...........................
Q.14
12/60-62 ...........................
Q.15
12/63-66 ...........................
_______________
Total value of assets
Deduct
£300
_______________
Assessable Assets
_______________
(9) Count as income 5p per complete
£25 up to £500
12½p per complete
£25 on remainder

……………
……………

……………
……………

……………
……………
__________

Total assessable income
__________
Income allowed for SBC purposes
(10) Up to £1 for category (a) and up to £2 from (1) above if
category (b)
……………
(11) Up to £2 from (2) above
……………
(12) Up to total of £1 from (6), (7), (8), (9)
……………
(13) Up to a total of £2 from (4)
……………
Where entry under (3) allow 37½p for a first and second
dependent child in income unit and 27½p for each subsequent child in income unit providing the entry in this
heading and (12) combined do not exceed £2
(14) Up to 25p for hire purchase
(p. 26, Q. 12)
……………
(15) Housing cost
(a) Where head of income unit not responsible
for rent (10/77/5, e.g. earning child) or
living in rent-free accommodation (p. 21, Q.
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24, 10/77/4) allow 50p. But in the case of
rent-free accommodation the proportion of
the 50p which can be allowed is limited by
the extent to which (i) in the case of those
providing services (p. 23, Q. 29, 2/55/0 or 2)
the amount allowed under (10) is less than
£1 or £2 if appropriate (ii) in the case of
those not providing services (p. 23, Q. 29,
2/55/7, 1, 3, 4) the amount allowed under
(12) is less than £1
……………
(b) If only one income unit in household (i) if
head of income unit is owner-occupier (p.
21, Q. 24, 10/77/X or Y). Allow weekly
shares of ground rent, rates, water rates (p.
21, Q. 25, b, c, and d) plus interest on
mortgage (Q. 25 H) plus 20p repairs and
insurance allowance. (ii) If head of income
unit pays rent allow rent and rates less 10p if
lighting provided (p. 22, Q. 26 e) and less
62½p if centrally heated (p. 2, Q. 9, 1/37/5).
But if meals provided allow total rent paid
and adjust under (16) below.
……………
(c) If more than one income unit in household
and this income unit pays rent, calculate
housing cost as in (b) (i) above. Count
members of household excluding tenants but
including boarders and members of family
but count children under 16 as ½. Allot to
income unit its proportionate share of
housing cost if head of unit pays rent. For
owner-occupier divide weekly share of rates
plus interest: only add 20p if householder is
applying for SB
……………
__________
TOTAL
__________
(16) Personal allowances
If a boarder single (Commercial)
1.37½ ……………
If a boarder married couple
2.30 ……………
If a single householder (16 or over) responsible
for rent, rates, etc.
4.30 ……………
Married couple (responsible for rent or not) 7.05 ……………
If not a householder and not a boarder
(commercial) aged 21 or over
3.55 ……………
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18-20
16-17
Child 11-15
5-10
Under 5
Special addition if person over pensionable
age allow extra
If head of income unit over 65 or 60 if a
woman and not a boarder add 0.45 less any
sum allowed under (14) above

2.90
2.50
1.85
1.50
1.25

……………
……………
……………
……………
……………

0.45

……………

……………
__________

Total income allowed

Summary

__________
If Income Allowed exceeds Assessable Income the income unit
would be eligible for supplementary benefit
Income allowed
……………
Subtract
Assessable income ……………
__________
plus
delete one
minus
__________

Appendix Four
The Value to Families of the Social Services
with John Bond

This appendix sets out our methods of valuing public social services supplied to households.
We will first discuss an official method used hitherto. The valuation of the direct and indirect
benefits to families of the social services by the Central Statistical Office has become a regular
1
feature of the analyses of successive Family Expenditure Surveys. The estimates which were
2
used by the office for 1968 were based on the findings of the Family Expenditure Survey in
3
that year. The surveys have been carried out annually since 1957 by the Department of
Employment and Productivity. The samples for the Family Expenditure Survey do not include
residents in hotels, boarding houses and other institutions, or members of the armed forces and
the merchant navy who are stationed away from home for the duration of the survey. Detailed
information about all forms of income, including national insurance and other cash benefits
received from the state, is recorded. In addition, details of income tax and surtax paid, the type
of dwelling occupied, family structure, types of education received and details of other
variables affecting income and expenditure are collected. In 1968, over 7,000 households
among the sample provided information.
Definitions and Methods Used by the Central Statistical Office

4

The taxes and benefits included in the CSO estimates are divided into five groups: direct taxes,
direct benefits, indirect benefits, indirect taxes on final consumer goods and services, and
indirect taxes on intermediate products. We are concerned here only with direct and indirect
benefits.
Direct Benefits
There are two groups of direct benefit which a household might receive: cash benefits and
benefits in kind. Cash benefits include family allowances, national insurance benefits
1

These were published in Economic Trends in November 1962, February 1964, August 1966, February
1968, February 1969, February 1970 and February 1971, and additional information about low-income
households in July 1968.
2

Central Statistical Office, ‘The Incidence of Taxes and Social Service Benefits in 1968’, Economic
Trends, February 1970.
3

Department of Employment and Productivity, Family Expenditure Survey, Report for 1968, HMSO,
London, 1969.
4

For a fuller account of the methods used in estimating taxes and benefits, see Nicholson, J. L., Redistribution of Income in the United Kingdom in 1959, 1957 and 1953, Bowes & Bowes, Cambridge, 1965; and
Economic Trends, February 1970, pp. xxv-xxvi.
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(pensions; sickness, unemployment, industrial injury, maternity benefits, etc.; death grants),
non-contributory old-age pensions, supplementary pensions and allowances, war pensions,
service grants and allowances. The value of each cash benefit (and of scholarships and
education grants from public funds) is the amount stated to have been received by the
household during the twelve months prior to the interview. Benefits in kind include state
education, scholarships and education grants, school meals, milk and other welfare foods,
school health services and national health services.
Education: the benefit of state education is taken to be the estimated average expenditure per
child by public authorities according to the type of school or college attended -special schools,
primary, secondary modern, other secondary and direct-grant schools, universities, colleges of
advanced technology and teachers’ training colleges. The value of the benefit is taken to be the
same for all pupils attending any of these educational establishments, except that the benefit of
secondary and direct-grant schools makes no allowance for differential expenditure on
different types of school. A lower benefit is ascribed to children over 16, since a larger
1
proportion of expenditure is allocated to children over 16. In 1968 but not in 1969, children
attending private schools were allotted a benefit equal to the average cost per child of either
state primary or all state secondary schools.
National Health Service: detailed information about the use made by the family of the
National Health Service is not collected in the Family Expenditure Survey. The values of the
benefits assumed to be obtained are estimated in the following way. The current cost of
maternity services is estimated separately and the average cost per birth allocated to each
household reporting the receipt of national insurance maternity benefit. The values of the
benefits from all other national health services combined are based on rough estimates of the
differences in the extent to which these services are used by, first, children, secondly, by adults
below retirement age, and thirdly, by adults above retirement age. In each case, estimates are
made for males and females separately. The value of benefit assigned to each household is the
average net cost to the state of providing national health services. This procedure has
limitations which the Central Statistical Office recognizes. There is considerable variation in
the utilization of the National Health Service, and therefore in the value to families of the
service.
Indirect Benefits
The only indirect benefit which is estimated is the housing subsidy. This is defined for each
local-authority dwelling as the excess of the economic rent over the actual rent paid by the
tenant. For 1968, the economic rent is calculated by marking up the rateable value of the
dwelling in the ratio of the total current account expenditure on all dwellings owned by the
local authority to the rateable value of these dwellings. As a result, the subsidy can in
exceptional cases be negative.
Limitations of the Central Statistical Office Methods of Estimating the Value of Social
Services
The Central Statistical Office recognizes that the methods which have been adopted are very
crude. It is difficult to know how far they distort the true picture of redistribution. The problem
is not just that broad estimates of value for large sections of the population, as, for example, for
1

In 1969, fee-paying pupils to private schools were excluded. See Economic Trends, February 1971.
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the National Health Service, conceal marked variations in practice between different families.
It is that some types of benefit are not recognized. These include child tax allowances and tax
relief on the interest included in mortgage payments, both of which have been recognized
1
lately by successive governments to be integral features of social policy. But a number of
ordinary public social services are also left out of the reckoning, mainly because they do not
feature in the questionnaires used in the Family Expenditure Survey. These include localauthority welfare and child-care services and legal aid.
In principle, it would be possible to develop a more searching review of the distribution of
social service benefits. There are other public services which are not equally available to or
utilized by all sections of the population - including public environmental facilities like
playgrounds, swimming baths and libraries, passenger transport subsidies, the development of
new towns and public health services. The value to families in monetary terms of these
services could be worked out according to certain assumptions. The indirect value to families
of certain tax concessions (as under Schedule D) could also be pursued. The definition of what
2
are and what are not social services will always be subject to argument.
Here, it is argued only that the CSO method of allocating the imputed value of social
services does not reflect a sufficiently comprehensive definition of social services because
certain major forms of tax relief which have clear welfare functions are excluded; and is not
sufficiently refined for services as costly as health, housing and education.
The alternative method which is described below does not meet all problems. It represents
merely a serious attempt to develop the CSO method further so that the distribution of social
service benefits can be traced more accurately.
Alternative Methods
In costing the social services for individuals and households, we have divided benefits into two
groups : direct cash benefits and direct benefits in kind. For the first group, which includes
family allowance, retirement pensions, widow’s pension, sickness benefit, unemployment
benefit, supplementary benefit, industrial injury benefit, industrial disablement benefit, wardisability pension, maternity allowance, maternity grant, death grant, redundancy payment,
school-uniform grant, educational grants and allowances, the value of each form of benefit is
taken to be the amount received by each household in the previous twelve months prior to the
interview. This is the same method as that used by the Central Statistical Office, but we look at
a much larger range of benefits. In addition, we can trace periods of benefit in the previous
year and the amounts received at different times during the year. For the second group,
estimates have been made of the cash equivalent to each household who recorded receiving

1

For example, the Labour government introduced ‘clawback’ (a method of reducing the value of child tax
allowances to the standard rate taxpayer) when raising family allowances in 1968, and the subsequent
Conservative government adopted the same terminology in discussions in Parliament about a possible further
stage of ‘clawback’. Again, the White Paper Help Towards Home Ownership represented the first official
recognition that tax relief on mortgage interest materially helps a family in purchasing a house. The Treasury
has also more recently acknowledged such tax relief as a policy measure to encourage owner-occupation.
2

For further discussion of the CSO definitions and methods, see Webb, A. L., and Sieve, J. E. B., Income
Redistribution and the Welfare State, Bell, London, 1971, esp. Chapter 5.
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Table A4.1. Expenditure on health and welfare services, 1968-9 (England and Wales,
Scotland) in thousands of pounds.
Type of service

Scotland

England and Wales

Expenditure Charges Net
Expenditure Charges Net
to
expenditure
to
expenditure
recipients
recipients
177,197
Central government
services
Central administration
Hospitals
110,286
Administration of
executive councils
1,175
General medical
13,134
Pharmaceutical
17,491
General dental
7,159
General opthalmic
2,109
Welfare foods
5,005
Other
-

5,432

172,565

1,600,000

73,000

1,527,000

-

-

1,364,000

-

1,364,000

-

110,285

9,000
914,000

9,000

9,000
900,000

1,332
823
-•

1,175
13,134
17,491
5,723
1,286
5,005
-

10,000
120,000
160,000
75,000
22,000
35,000
19,000

10,000
14,000
8,000
2,000
-

10,000
120,000
150,000
61,000
14,000
33,000
19,000

236,000

30,000

206,000

Local-authority
services
Health centres
Day nurseries
Welfare clinics
Other
Midwifery
Health visiting
Home nursing
Home help
Ambulance
Mental Health
Other health services
Welfare services
(aged)
Welfare services
(handicapped)
Other welfare services

53
†
2,420
†
600
1,120
1,700
2,293
2,175
1,042
1,449

†
†
†
†

53
†
2,420
†
600
1,120
1,700
†
2,175
1,042
†

835
5,807
10,431
2,071
11,017
9,613
15,759
22,241
30,566
24,871
9,414

2,784
1,736
263

835
3,623
10,431
2,071
11,017
9,613
15,759
20,505
30,566
24,871
9,151

4,776

†

†

51,848

23,970

27,878

564
-

†
-

†
-

9,074
2,241

220
41

8,854
2,220

† = Figure not available.
SOURCE: Department of Health and Social Security, Digest of Health Statistics, Table 2.9; and Scottish
Department of Health and Social Security, Scottish Health Statistics.
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benefits from the social services. Estimates of national expenditure on social services have
been calculated on the basis of the 1968-9 financial year. Strictly, the estimates should have
been weighted between the financial years 1967-8 and 1968-9. Families in the sample were
questioned about their incomes in the twelve months preceding each interview, and the
interviews were spread from early 1968 to early 1969. The self-employed also had to be asked
about incomes in the latest completed financial year for which information could be given.
However, the balance of the data applies to the financial year 1968-9, and the great majority of
interviews were actually carried out during that year.
Health and Welfare Services
Table A4.1 gives both local-authority and central government expenditure on health and
welfare services in Scotland, England and Wales. Table A4.2 gives estimates of the number of
people using health and welfare services in England and Wales. Whereas the Central Statistical
Office made estimates for the National Health Service as a whole, we have attempted to
account for differences in the use of services. Some of the estimates are very crude because,
first, the information obtained in the survey was rather general, and secondly, the detailed
information about national expenditure on some individual services was not available. For
example, although we obtained information about child and welfare officers’ visits to families,
no available detailed information concerning expenditure on these services could be traced.
Other estimates are more reliable. The methods which we have adopted in making these
estimates are as follows. Where estimates for the United Kingdom are not available, estimates
based on England and Wales are used.
The annual value of the subsidy per person on cheap-rate and free welfare milk is estimated
by dividing the net expenditure on cheap-rate milk and the gross expenditure on free welfare
1
milk by the estimated number of individuals in receipt of the service. In 1968-9, mothers with
young children under 5 could obtain a pint of milk a day for 6d. a pint cheaper than retail
prices. Free-milk tokens had to be claimed separately, and few parents claimed them, other
than those getting supplementary benefits.
The annual value of the subsidy on welfare clinics is estimated by dividing the net expenditure by the estimated number of individuals who visited welfare clinics in 1968. The
annual value of the subsidy on welfare foods such as national health orange juice and dried
milk is estimated by dividing net expenditure by the estimated number of individuals in receipt
of welfare foods.
The cost to the National Health Service of giving birth in hospital is estimated by taking the
estimated cost per birth in a maternity hospital and adding to this the cost per birth of early
discharge cases. Midwives are responsible for the care, not only of mothers and their babies
born at home, but of those cases discharged early from hospital up to ten days following the
birth. In 1968, midwives attended 164,477 home deliveries and 357,096 early discharge cases
throughout Great Britain. Expenditure on midwifery services was divided equally by the
2
total number of cases; 521,573. This was taken to be the estimated value of home births
1

In 1969, the beneficiaries, including expectant and nursing mothers, young children up to the age of 5
years and 1 month and certain handicapped children under 16 were estimated to number 4,060,000, of whom
200,000 in large families had free entitlement. DHSS, Annual Report for 1969, Cmnd 4462, HMSO, London,
pp. 19-20.
2

DHSS, Digest of Health Statistics, HMSO, London, 1970, p. 95, Table 8.1.
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Table A4.2. Estimates of the number of people using health and welfare services in 1968
(England and Wales).
Unit/Type of health of welfare service
Number of individuals in receipt of cheap-rate milk
Number of individuals in receipt of free welfare milk
Number of individuals using welfare clinics
Number of individuals receiving welfare foods through welfare clinics
Number of home birthsa
Number of hospital birthsa
Number of visits made by district nurses
Number of visits made by home help
Number of visits made to dentists
Number of individuals receiving NHS spectacles
Number of individuals receiving NHS hearing aids

Number
3,560,000
500,000
1,990,000
1,440,000
153,626
653,107
14,270,000
26,280,000
45,340,000
4,690,000
310,000

SOURCE: aGeneral Register Office, Statistical Review of England and Wales, 1968, Part II, HMSO,
London.

estimated value of midwifery services in the case of all hospital births. This method of
estimating the cost of births underestimates the cost of home deliveries while overestimating
the cost of early discharge cases. Although crude, this method is more reliable than allocating
for each birth an average cost per birth of all maternity services.
Table A4.3 gives the estimated cost per patient for different types of hospital in England and
Wales. A cost per patient per night is estimated, and the benefit to the patient calculated by
Table A4.3. Estimated cost per in-patient week of various types of hospital, 1968-9 (England
and Wales).
Type of hospital
Teaching hospital (London)
Teaching hospital (elsewhere)
Acute
Mainly acute
Chronic sick
Maternity
Mental illness
Mental handicap

Weekly cost
£
72.58
64.56
49.38
43.55
21.17
51.60
16.07
13.49

SOURCE: DHSS, Digest of Health Statistics, HMSO, London, 1970, Table 2.9.

scaling up this figure according to the number of nights spent in the institution. The cost per
out-patient attendance was taken to be the estimated cost per outpatient attendance at an acute
1
non-teaching hospital since we did not ask questions about the types of hospital individuals
1

DHSS, Digest of Health Statistics, Table 2.9.
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attended as out-patients. We asked only the number of visits they made.
The estimated cost of a domiciliary visit by a district nurse is calculated by dividing the net
expenditure of the home nursing service by the estimated number of visits made by district
nurses. The benefit to the individual or household is then estimated by scaling up the cost per
visit according to the number of visits each individual claimed he had received in the previous
twelve months.
1
An estimate of the cost per case of dental services cannot be used since our data are
recorded in terms of the number of visits each individual made to the dentist in the previous
twelve months. An estimate of the cost per visit is made by dividing the expenditure net of fees
by an estimate of the total number of visits made to dentists in 1968. A more reliable method
would have been to estimate the cost per visit and subtract for those fee-paying patients the
amount they spent in 1968, which would have been either £1.50 or £3. But information is not
available from our survey on this. Some patients receive free treatment, such as mothers of
young babies and children. In these cases, an estimate of the full cost was added.
The estimate of health service hearing aids and spectacles is made separately for those
paying contributions and those not. Again estimates of the benefit to fee-paying patients is
calculated by dividing total net expenditure on each service by the estimated total number in
receipt of each service. The benefit to those who did not contribute is estimated by dividing
Table A4.4. Estimated value of social services per person, England and Wales, 1968-9.
Type of cost

Cost per person
in 1968-9a
£

Annual value of subsidy on cheap-rate milk
Annual value of subsidy on free welfare milk
Annual value of subsidy on welfare clinics
Annual value of subsidy on welfare foods
Cost per birth of home delivery
Cost per birth of hospital delivery
Cost per visit by district nurse
Cost per visit by home help (free)
Subsidy per visit by home help
Cost per patient of NHS spectacles (free)
Subsidy per patient of NHS spectacles
Cost per patient of NHS hearing aids (free) average
Subsidy per patient of NHS hearing aids
Cost per visit of dental treatment (free)
Subsidy per visit of dental treatment
Cost per domiciliary visit by GP
Cost per surgery consultation by GP
Cost per out-patient visit

7.4
10.0
5.2
1.4
21.6
51.0
1.1
0.8
0.7
4.7
3.0
21.3

subsidy
1.7
1.3
1.8
0.6
2.7

NOTE: aAnnual values will, of course, average the value of goods and services received by some people for
only a part of the year (e.g. families in which a child reaches 5 years of age soon after the year starts and is
no longer eligible for welfare milk, as well as families in which a child is born towards the end of the year
and so is eligible for such milk).
1

Estimated as £10.31 per case in 1968. See DHSS, Annual Report, 1969.
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gross expenditure by the total number of individuals in receipt of the service.
An estimate of the cost per home visit and surgery consultation of health service patients is
made. In 1964-5, it was found that, on average, a general practitioner took six minutes per
surgery consultation, while taking on average seventeen minutes for each home visit, including
1
travelling. From this it is assumed that the average domiciliary consultation costs three times
more than the average surgery consultation. In 1968-9, the average number of surgery
consultations per doctor in four practices was 6,654, and the average number of domiciliary
2
consultations per doctor in the same four practices was 1,736. The average cost of one
domiciliary consultation and three surgery consultations is calculated by dividing the estimate
and annual expenditure per general practitioner by the average number of domiciliary plus one
third of the average number of surgery consultations. This method, although admittedly crude,
allows us to make estimates of the known differences in cost between surgery and domiciliary
consultations. The estimated value of those services are given in Table A4.4. In estimating the
value of the benefit of health and welfare services to individuals and households in our sample,
only those receiving services through the state are included.
Education
The value of the benefit of state education is taken to be the average net cost per child to the
public authorities under each of the following headings: special schools, nursery schools,
primary schools, secondary modern schools, comprehensive schools, technical schools, state
grammar schools, universities, teacher-training and other colleges of education. Estimates of
the cost per pupil or student for special schools, nursery schools, primary schools, teachertraining colleges, universities and other colleges of education is calculated by dividing the net
expenditure in 1967-8 by the number of full-time (full-time equivalents) pupils/students
attending in 1967. Estimates of the cost per pupil of secondary modern, grammar, technical and
comprehensive schools could not be made in the same way since expenditure on the individual
types of school is not available. Estimates of the cost per pupil at grammar and secondary
modern schools according to various age groups (under 15, 15 but not in sixth form, and sixth
3
form) are available for grammar, comprehensive and secondary modern schools for 1966-7.
1

Eimer, I. T. S., and Pearson, R. J. C., ‘Working Time in General Practice. How General Practitioners use
their Time’, British Medical Journal, December 1966.
2

Lance, H., Supplement to the Journal of the Royal College of General Practitioners (forthcoming),
September 1971.
3

Hansard, 13 February 1970. The following information has also been provided by the Department of
Education and Science based on calculations for the year 1966-7 (in reply to a request from Mr M. Meacher,
NP). The following calculations based on data for the financial year 1966-7 show the relationship between
costs per pupil, at various ages, in grammar, comprehensive and modern schools (£ per head (current expenditure)):
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
Under 15
15 not in 6th form
6th form
All pupils
Grammar
125
152
236
150
Comprehensive
119
167
251
132
Secondary modern
108
185
266
114
NOTES: (a) The fairest general comparisons are those in Columns (1) and (4). The high figures for 15-yearolds and sixth-formers in secondary modern schools and, to a lesser extent, in comprehensive schools,
reflects the uneconomically small groups staying on voluntarily in such schools.
(b) The figures for comprehensive schools show increased expenditure per pupil, compared with secondary
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The cost per pupil in secondary modern schools is smaller than grammar schools. Since the
ratio of teachers to pupils is similar for both grammar and technical schools, it is assumed that
the cost per pupil is similar.
The ratio of pupils to teachers in comprehensive schools is higher than in grammar schools,
but still less than in secondary modern schools. It was assumed that the cost per pupil at
comprehensive schools is equivalent to the average cost per pupil of all secondary schools.
Clearly this method of estimation is open to criticism. Yet there is little alternative open to us
since the Department of Education and Science seems reluctant to obtain regular estimates of
expenditure on the different types of secondary school. Until this information is available, no
alternative methods can be adopted in place of the method described by the Central Statistical
Office and the method put forward very tentatively here.
The value of the benefit of school meals to the household differs according to whether the
meals are subsidized or free. The annual value of free school meals is estimated by dividing the
gross expenditure on school meals by the number of children taking school meals. The annual
value of subsidized school meals is estimated by dividing the gross expenditure on school
meals by the number of children taking them and subtracting from this amount the average
annual contribution families make for each child. The estimated value of school milk is
calculated by dividing the gross expenditure on the school milk service by the number of
children taking school milk. The estimated value of these services and the estimated cost per
pupil at educational institutions are shown in Table A4.5.
Table A4.5. Annual value per person of educational services, England and Wales, 1968-9.
Type of cost

Nursery schools (cost per pupil)
Primary schools (cost per pupil)
State grammar schools (cost per pupil)
Technical school (cost per pupil)
Comprehensive school (cost per pupil)
Secondary modern school (cost per pupil)

(a) under 15
(b) over 15
(a) under 15
(b) over 15
(a) under 15
(b) over 15
(a) under 15
(b) over 15

Teacher-training college (cost per student)
University or college of advanced technology (cost per student)
Other college of further education
Adult and further education
Value of free school meals
Value of subsidized school meals
Value of free school milk

Value per person
1968-9
£
63
90
144
222
144
222
137
225
125
257
751
1,219
680
107
27.2
18.4
6.0

SOURCES: Department of Education and Science, Statistics of Education, vols. I, V and VI; private communication to Mr M. Meacher, MP, supplementing Hansard, 13 February 1970.

modern schools. It is reasonable to expect that the cost per pupil staying on voluntarily in comprehensive
schools would now be relatively lower.
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Housing Subsidies : Owner-occupiers
There are at least two approaches to the calculation of housing subsidies to owner-occupiers.
One is to calculate the amount of tax relief given to individual households on the interest paid
1
on their mortgages, with or without the further addition of that part of any capital gain
enjoyed in the year which can be attributed to such relief. The approach can be justified on
grounds that the tax relief raises the capital value of houses and makes it more difficult for
poorer families to obtain a house. For example, a house might have been bought in 1968-9
without tax concessions on a mortgage for an annual outgoing of £489, which would have
fixed the capital price of the house and land at about £4,500-£5,000. If £489 was the maximum
amount most households could afford to pay for this size of house, the price for most houses of
this size would have been less than £5,200. By getting income-tax payments reduced because
of their mortgage repayments, these households would have been able to afford to bid up the
price of the house and contract to pay, say, £590 in mortgage repayments, knowing they would
get back approximately £100 through tax concession.
We did, in fact, operationalize this approach. The amount of housing subsidy enjoyed by
each owner-occupier was estimated by multiplying the amount paid in annual interest
repayments on a mortgage by the standard rate of tax using information supplied in interviews
about incomes and housing costs. To this sum, we added an estimate for the capital gain
enjoyed by the household in the year because of the tax relief. The estimate of capital gains
was calculated by multiplying the value of the house in 1968-9, as estimated by the owner
(revised, where necessary, on the basis of information supplied by the interviewer), by the
average percentage rise in house prices for that year. The value of tax relief was then expressed
as a percentage of the household’s total housing cost in the previous twelve months, and this
percentage was applied to the capital gain on the house.
This method has a number of disadvantages. Those whose interest repayments are heavy in
relation to the value, or the future value, of their homes are made out to be enjoying the
heaviest subsidies. No account is taken, especially in the early years of repayments, of
exceptional costs of repairs. And no ‘subsidy’ is attributed to outright owners (or for the years
of occupation following repayments). In recent years, the advantages of owner-occupation in
comparison with other forms of tenure have begun to be documented. In an article which
2
compares the costs of an owner-occupier with those of a council tenant in Scotland, Hare
estimated that the value of buying a house in 1970 rather than renting a council house of
similar standard was £298.42 after six years or £49.74 per annum. His estimates were based on
the average costs facing first-time buyers assuming conservative inflation rates of 4 per cent
for retail prices and 10 per cent for house prices.
Making estimates about the comparative costs of renting and owning over a six-year period
is relatively simple providing one’s assumptions are correct. For one particular household type,
and over the period defined, it could be argued that this £298.42 represents an income from
house-ownership. To try and calculate for each household in the sample an income from house1

This form of subsidy was discussed by Nevitt, A. A., Housing, Taxation and Subsidies, Nelson, London,
1966, p. 146.
2

Hare, P. H., ‘Comparing the Costs of Owning and Renting in Scotland’, Housing Review, 22(3), 1973, pp.
113-17.
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ownership would rely on a good estimate of an equivalent rent for a council house in the
different years that the household owned the property. Such information was not collected
during interviews and estimates would be hazardous to make. If it could be done, it would then
be difficult to decide how much house-ownership earned in any particular year.
A similar approach, which would use information collected during interviews, also deviates
from the traditional concept of a housing subsidy and looks at the financial value of owneroccupation in terms of a ‘social’ subsidy. This method calculates for each household an
estimate of an ‘imputed income’. This could be calculated as the amount in rent that the owneroccupier would expect to pay for his house, deducting expenses for maintenance and then
estimating the amount of tax which he would otherwise have had to pay on this ‘income’,
making an allowance for interest included in any mortgage repayments.
The ‘Imputed Income’ Approach
With the abolition of Schedule A tax in 1963, owner-occupiers no longer had to pay tax on the
imputed rent of their homes, although they still receive the tax relief on the interest element of
their mortgage repayments. A man who bought a house in 1968 for £5,000 lives rent free,
while the man who invested £5,000 to yield £300 gross per annum (assuming 6 per cent
interest rate), the sum required to pay the rent of an identical house, would have been left after
tax with only £175, since his income from investment was taxed whereas the owner-occupier’s
income from his investment was not. Both men would have had a gross annual income of £300
on their investment, but one paid tax of £125 and the other paid none.
Since the withdrawal of Schedule A tax in 1963, the use of the concept of ‘imputed rental
income’ would be both comprehensive and rational. However, it poses awkward questions of
principle and practice. If rent is to be calculated on a house that is owned, then this principle
might be extended to other forms of property, and there is room for considerable argument as
to the forms of property to which the principle should be applied. There are also real problems
in agreeing values according to rateable, gross ‘market’ or replacement value. However, there
is a case for treating housing differently from at least some other forms of property. First, it is
something everyone needs. Secondly, buyers of other forms of property, such as antiques, were
not, in 1968, receiving tax relief on the interest for money which they borrowed in order to
purchase such property, whereas house buyers were receiving tax relief on the interest element
of their mortgages. This tax relief was not originally seen as a subsidy to owner-occupiers, but
since the abolition of Schedule A tax has increasingly been seen as such. Under Schedule A,
the owner-occupier’s taxable income was increased by an imputed rent and then lowered by
1
the actual costs of obtaining the imputed rental income.
By adopting this method in the calculation of subsidies to owner-occupiers, estimates are
thereby made of the benefit to outright owner-occupiers as well as home buyers.
The subsidy to outright owner-occupiers is estimated by multiplying the value of the house
by a rate of interest, deducting from this total housing cost (repairs), and applying the standard

1

Nevitt, Housing, Taxation and Subsidies, p. 72.
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Table A4.6. Housing subsidy of owner-occupiers in sample (outright) (£).
1
Value of house

1,500
5,800
7,000
7,500
7,800
10,000

2
Imputed rental
income at 7 %

105
406
490
525
546
700

3
Total housing
cost (repairs)

50.00
90.00
125.00
140.00
90.00
275.00

4
2-3

5
Estimated
subsidy
(i.e. 33⅓%
of 4)

55
316
365
385
456
415

18.33
105.33
121.67
128.33
152.00
138.33

rate of tax. Table A4.6 shows the calculation of this subsidy for six outright owner-occupiers in
the sample.
The subsidy to house buyers is estimated by multiplying the value of the house by a rate of
interest, deducting from this an allowance for repairs and the interest element of mortgage
repayments and applying the standard rate of tax. Table A4.7 shows the calculation of this
subsidy for five mortgage payers.
Table A4.7. Housing subsidy of mortgage payers in sample (£).
1
Value of house

2,100
2,500
5,000
5,500
6,500

2
Imputed rental
income at 7 %

147
175
350
385
455

3
Total housing
cost (repairs)

62.00
92.00
316.00
392.00
159.00

4
2-3

85
83
34
-7
296

5
Estimated
subsidy
(i.e. 33⅓%
of 4)
28.33
27.67
11.33
98.67

Capital Gains
Calculating subsidies in this way can produce, as can be seen from one case in Table A4.7,
some negative estimates. No allowance for the effect of capital gain has been made so far. It
can be argued that, by calculating the imputed rental income, it would not be correct to
calculate an estimate of capital gain in addition. There are two elements of capital gain. First,
the element of capital gain which mortgage buyers enjoy because of the tax relief on their
interest repayments. It would not seem right to include this since the principle of Schedule A
tax was to increase the taxable income by the imputed rent and then lower it by the actual cost
of obtaining this imputed rental income. However, it could be argued that if the tax concession
was not given, and if imputed rental income was taxed without allowances being made, the
house buyer would not be able to bid up the price of the property. Hence the capital-gain
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element still exists when tax relief is given.
The second element of capital gain is on the profits of selling the house. When an owneroccupier sells, he will normally realize considerably more than he paid for his house, even
when allowance is made for retail price inflation. The house is an asset which appreciates
1
faster than most other classes of assets. It has been argued that the appreciation of house value
should not be taken into account on considering housing costs. The reasoning put forward is
that the ‘paper profits’ of house price-inflation cannot be realized because to realize them the
owner-occupier must sell his house, and if he sells his house he must reinvest the profits in
2
another house. However, as Harrington has pointed out, if by owning people cannot realize a
capital gain, they can avoid a capital loss. In any case, capital gains on houses are eventually
realized, if only by heirs of the home owner. Also, when people do sell and have to reinvest
3
their profits in another house, it is normally bigger or in a better neighbourhood. The proceeds
of the first house enable owner-occupiers to increase their housing consumption and increase
appreciation on the second, more expensive, home. The exception of this pattern might be
some older people who sell their houses and who do, in fact, realize their ‘paper ‘ profits by
moving to a smaller house. It is, then, feasible to add to the value of housing subsidy estimated
from an imputed rent an estimate of the capital gain enjoyed by owner-occupiers during the
year. This could be calculated by multiplying the value of the house by an appreciation value
4
and applying the standard rate of tax. In the method put into practice, we adopted an
appreciation value of 6 per cent. Therefore the ‘capital-gain subsidy’ was 2 per cent of the
estimated market value of the home. For the examples given in Tables A4.6 and A4.7, the
subsidy ranged from £42 (for the home valued at £2,100) to £200 (for the home valued at
£10,000).
Housing Subsidies: Council Tenants
In calculating the value of housing subsidies to the tenants of local-authority housing, the
Central Statistical Office makes a very crude estimate. These subsidies are defined for each
local-authority dwelling as the excess of the estimated economic rent over the actual rent paid
by the tenant. They calculate the economic rent by marking up the rateable value of the
dwelling in the ratio of the total current account expenditure on all dwellings owned by the
local authority to the total rateable value of those dwellings. By allocating the average subsidy
per local-authority dwelling to such tenants, no allowance is made for variations between local
authorities. Table A4.8 shows the differences in subsidies between local authorities in England
and Wales. Table A4.9 gives similar figures for Scotland. Figures for Northern Ireland are
based on the average amounts of English administrative areas.
The subsidy on local-authority housing does not go directly to the tenant. The exchequer
subsidy is paid into the current account of the local-authority housing account, along with rents
1

National Economic Development Office, Building Economic Development Committee, Low Start
Mortgage Scheme, 1972.
2

Harrington, R., Some Fundamental Economics of the Housing Problem, paper presented at Shelter Conference on House Purchase Finance, 1972.
3
4

Nationwide Building Society, Occasional Bulletin, 99, 1970.
Feasibly, one could have used a higher rate of tax to correspond with capital-gains tax in 1968.

Table A4.8. Average Exchequer and rate subsidies per dwelling on local authority housing for individual local authorities in the sample,
England and Wales,a 1968-9.
County boroughs
Exchequer
Rate £s
Total £s
Urban district councils Exchequer
Rate £s
Total £s
Birmingham
30.9
10.3
41.2
Haltemprice
24.2
24.2
Bournemouth
19.1
19.1
Lynton
15.8
15.8
Bolton
19.2
4.1
23.3
Malvern
22.1
0.1
22.2
Bristol
20.9
0.1
21.0
Melton Mowbray
20.9
2.0
22.9
Coventry
29.1
5.8
34.9
Sleaford
17.7
17.7
Gloucester
19.1
1.5
20.6
Thornton Cleveleys
21.5
0.9
22.4
Ipswich
17.9
17.9
Thurrock
22.8
11.7
34.5
Leicester
20.5
2.2
22.7
Leeds
27.6
5.4
33.0
Rural district councils
Manchester
27.4
7.4
34.8
Barrow upon Soar
19.0
19.0
Newcastle-on-Tyne
27.1
8.6
35.7
Dartford
17.8
0.2
18.0
Salford
47.2
30.4
77.6
Garstang
22.7
22.7
Southport
16.2
5.2
21.4
Hambledon
20.5
0.1
20.6
South Shields
22.1
7.7
29.8
Melton Belvoir
20.7
2.3
23.0
Neath
20.8
10.0
30.8
Greater London
North Cotswold
18.3
3.8
22.1
Croydon
23.9
23.9
Northkestevern
20.0
20.0
Enfield
35.7
9.0
44.7
Oswestry
29.0
0.9
29.9
Greenwich
32.9
29.6
62.5
Pershore
20.6
2.1
22.7
Havering
29.5
4.8
34.3
Ringaced and Fardingbridge 23.2
1.5
24.7
Islington
71.4
88.9
160.3
Walsingham
21.8
0.6
22.4
Lewisham
42.9
69.7
112.6
Warrington
18.5
4.0
22.5
Yeovil
18.5
1.3
19.8
Non-county boroughs
Aylesbury
31.9
7.0
38.9
Summary
Bridgenorth
20.9
10.5
31.4
County boroughs
24.9
6.1
31.0
Guildford
17.5
1.2
18.7
Greater London
35.9
18.4
54.3
Lymington
25.0
25.0
Non-county boroughs
22.9
3.2
26.1
Lewes
25.6
4.7
30.3
Urban boroughs
22.7
3.9
26.6
Pontefract
26.1
26.1
Rural
22.7
2.5
25.2
NOTE: aFor ten wards, households, information concerning subsidies is not available. Figures have been estimated according to the type of administrative area.
SOURCE: Institute of Municipal Treasurers and Accountants, Housing Statistics (England and Wales), 1968-69.
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Table A4.9. Average Exchequer and rate subsidies per dwelling on local-authority housing for
individual local authorities in the sample, Scotland, 1968-9.
Cities
Aberdeen
Edinburgh
Glasgow

Exchequer subsidy
£s
986,121
1,735,201
4,945,694

Rate subsidy
£s

Total per dwelling

1,605,050
3,170,017
8,363,881

95.8
104.4
93.3

126.1

Large burghs
Airdrie

315,181

760,622

Coatbridge

416,190

1,177,147

2,716,049

3,226,680

Small burghsa

74.4

NOTE: aFigures for individual small burghs are not available. Figures have been calculated on the basis of this average figure.
SOURCE: The Institute of Municipal Treasurers and Accountants( Scottish Branch), Rating Review, January 1970.

and rate subsidies. It is up to each local authority how this money is spent. In practice, a higher
proportion of the total subsidy will be given indirectly to tenants of modern dwellings than to
1
the occupiers of older stock. To estimate the subsidy which individual tenants receive would
entail a knowledge of the economic rent of individual properties. An estimate of average
economic rent is not sufficient. The true economic rent is based on the interaction of supply
and demand in the short run, and not the historic cost to local authorities of providing
dwellings. In the long run, economic rent is based upon the contemporary cost of replacing
2
dwellings. One method of estimating the subsidy to local-authority tenants would be to take
the value of the dwelling discounting 25 per cent for pre-war houses and 10 per cent for pre1955 houses. Taking interest, plus a fixed amount per annum for maintenance and
management, we could calculate the economic rent for each dwelling. The difference between
the real rent and the economic rent would be the amount of subsidy which each tenant receives.
However, information was not collected in the survey about the value of local-authority
housing so that our estimates are not based on this method.
A second approach would be to follow the Central Statistical Office, and for each individual
dwelling weight the total subsidy to the local authority according to the rateable value of the
dwelling. This method would not be very reliable, since the methods of applying rateable
values to properties differ considerably from methods used to determine the amount of subsidy
each local authority receives for individual dwellings from the central government. For
example, pre-war housing lacking bathrooms and indoor WCs has a low rateable value, while
subsidies are higher than subsidies on modern dwellings with bathroom and indoor WC where
the rateable value is high. We are unable to adopt this method since we lack data about the
rateable value of individual properties. The method we have used is to allocate to each localauthority dwelling the average subsidy, including rate subsidy, for each local authority. In this
way, we have allowed for the great differences which exist between local authorities, but we
1
2

Nevitt, Housing, Taxation and Subsidies.
Webb and Sieve, Income Redistribution and the Welfare State, p. 51.
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have been unable to allow for differences between dwellings within each local authority. It is
difficult to know how unreliable this method is.
In estimating housing subsidies, we have not made any estimate of the size of the subsidy, if
any, that households living in privately rented accommodation receive. The subsidy is borne by
the landlords. It is not possible to determine whether it is passed on to the tenants or not.

Appendix Five
Some Definitions

1. Net disposable income last year
(a) Add earnings in fifty-two weeks previous to interview from employment, including
casual and occasional earnings, earnings from second jobs, sick pay, holiday pay,
commissions and bonuses, fees and payments for consultancies.
(b) Add income from self-employment less tax, depreciation and business for the latest
period of fifty-two weeks for which information is available.
(c) Add repayments of tax received in year.
(d) Subtract income tax, surtax, national insurance and graduated contributions and
contributions to occupational pension schemes and subtract any tax paid direct to the
Board of Inland Revenue.
(e) Add all state social security allowances and benefits received regularly or occasionally
for any periods during the fifty-two weeks preceding interview, including family
allowances, retirement pensions, national insurance sickness and unemployment
benefits, industrial injury benefits, industrial disablement pensions, war and widows’
pensions, war disability pensions, maternity grants, death grants, redundancy
payments, supplementary benefits, exceptional needs or other single grants.
(f) Add local-authority educational maintenance allowances and grants in cash.
(g) Add allowances in cash from relatives, including maintenance allowances from
husbands or wives, children or parents, annuities through private insurance, money
gifts, trade-union benefits, benefits from a friendly society, benefits under private
sickness or accident insurance, income from a trust or covenant and any other source.
(h) Subtract allowances to any relative outside household.
(i) Add any pension from a former employer.
(j) Add income in the form of interest or dividends from savings, investments, including
stocks and shares.
(k) Add receipts of rent for property including garages, and receipts from lodgers or
boarders, less expenses and the estimated cost of services.
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(l) Add windfalls, including an inheritance, betting or football-pool win, Premium Bond
or prize (but only when these have been declared to be used for living expenses).
(m) Subtract expenses of going to work, including clothing or equipment allowed for tax
purposes as well as cost of travel.
2. Gross income
As in 1, without subtracting (d) and (m), that is income tax, surtax and other deductions,
and expenses of going to work.
3. Gross disposable income
As in 1, without subtracting (m), expenses of going to work.
4. Non-asset income (last year)
As in 1, without adding (j) and (k), that is, income from rent, property and investments.
5. Net assets
(a) Add readily realizable assets, namely deposits in savings and other banks, holdings of
Savings Certificates, Defence Bonds and Premium Bonds, and shares and deposits in
building societies and Cooperative societies; value of stocks and shares (all marketable
securities whether issued by governments, municipalities, public boards or companies)
and money owed (ignoring sums below £25).
(b) Subtract: debts, namely bank overdraft or loan, rent owed, hire-purchase debts over
£25 and any personal debts over £25.
(c) Add less readily realizable assets, namely, the value of any business, farm or professional practice; owner-occupied houses and other houses, boats and caravans; cars
and other saleable assets worth over £25 (jewellery, silver and antiques and pictures,
but excluding household equipment).
(d) Subtract value of mortgages outstanding and money owed on cars.
6. Imputed income from net assets last year
Estimates were made for each income unit, starting with the total of net assets in 5. We
decided to convert this total into an equivalent annuity value. First, for each adult the
number of years he or she expected to live was calculated (using the Registrar General’s
Life Tables for each specific age). For a married couple, the longest number of years that
either spouse expected to live was taken. Secondly, all assets were assumed to produce a
rate of interest of 7 per cent (a figure slightly below that being applied by most building
societies at the time). The value of owner-occupied flats and houses was included. This
represented the estimated market value, less any capital sum remaining to be paid on a
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mortgage. The previous year’s ‘income’ from the annuity was then calculated. In an
alternative measure the annual interest (at 7 per cent) on the value of an owner-occupied
house or flat, not the annuity value, was included.
7. Imputed income from employer welfare benefits in kind
(a) Add value of meals subsidies. The annual value of luncheon or meal vouchers was
estimated by multiplying the weekly amount by the number of weeks worked by each
individual in the previous twelve months. Each employee was also asked to estimate
the weekly amount saved during an average week if meals were subsidized by the
employer, whether in the form of cheap meals or meals eaten out and paid for by the
firm. Annual values were similarly calculated.
(b) Add value of personal use of car. Employees using a firm’s car were asked to estimate
the value to them personally of its use. An estimate of annual values was based on
answers to questions on mileage driven for personal use, make, type and value of car
and miles per gallon.
(c) Add value of other goods and services in kind provided by employer - including free
goods and travel (free or concessionary coal, railway tickets), medical expenses,
educational fees and shares or options to purchase shares.
(d) Add value of accommodation, occupied free or subsidized. Employees were asked to
estimate the annual value to them of such accommodation.
(e) Add annual value of pension rights. The current value of the pension rights which had
been earned so far was calculated by taking the pension expected annually by them
upon reaching pensionable age, plus any lump sum upon retirement, working out the
total sum they would expect to receive in the years up to their deaths (by relating their
current age to the Registrar General’s tables of expectation of life). The fraction of this
total sum which they had so far earned was treated as the number of years served
towards pension, divided by the total number they expected to serve before retirement.
Finally the total value of pension rights so far earned was converted into an annual
value by dividing by the number of years they now expected to live.
(f) Add value of sick-pay rights. Average weeks of sickness for different age groups in
the whole period up to retirement were calculated and multiplied by the weekly value
of sick pay, less any deduction for national insurance sickness benefits. The annual
value until retirement was calculated by dividing by the difference between their age
and the number of years they would expect to work until retirement. Any sick pay
received in the previous twelve months (already included in net disposable income)
was deducted.
8. Imputed income of social services in kind
(a) Add the annual value of subsidy per person in households actually receiving cheaprate or free welfare milk. The cost was estimated by dividing the net expenditure on
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cheap-rate milk and the gross expenditure on free welfare milk by the estimated
number of individuals in receipt of the service.
(b) Add the annual value of the subsidy on welfare clinics per mother using such clinics.
(c) Add the annual value of the subsidy on welfare foods per person said to receive such
foods. The annual value was estimated by dividing net expenditure by the estimated
number of individuals in receipt of welfare foods.
(d) Add the cost of any birth in hospital by a woman in the household, and of any birth at
home. These costs were estimated by taking the average cost per birth respectively in
maternity hospitals and at home, making allowance for early discharge cases.
(e) Add the cost per night in hospital of any stay, and the cost of any out-patient
attendances. The average costs of in-patient care were estimated for each type of
hospital and applied according to information given by patients about the type of
hospital in which they had resided. The cost per out-patient attendance was averaged
for all types of hospital.
(f) Add the cost of each visit to the household by a district nurse. This was estimated by
dividing the net expenditure of the home nursing service by the number of visits made
by district nurses.
(g) Add the cost per dental visit. This was estimated by dividing expenditure net of fees
received by an estimate of the total number of visits made to dentists in 1968.
(h) Add the cost of each home visit and surgery consultation by a doctor under the
National Health Service. Average costs for each of these were worked out and applied
to the information given for each member of the household about medical
consultations in the previous twelve months.
(i) Add the cost of each visit by a home help for those receiving home help free, and,
separately, the subsidized cost for those paying a charge.
(j) Add the annual cost of education in different types of school and college for each
pupil or student attending. Information was obtained for each pupil or student of the
type of school or college attended, and the average cost according to type of institution
applied. In the case of grammar, technical, comprehensive and secondary modern
schools, costs were estimated separately for pupils under 15 and over 15.
(k) Add the annual value of school meals for those receiving them free, and the subsidized
costs for those paying for them.
(l) Add the annual value of school milk for each recipient.
(m) Add the annual subsidy value of council housing. The average subsidy, including rate
subsidy, for the local authority in which the tenancy was situated was applied.
(n) Add the estimated tax foregone on imputed rental income of home owners. This was
calculated in three steps: (i) the estimated market value of the home was multiplied by
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7 per cent (the estimated rate of interest on the capital value of housing at the time);
(ii) total housing cost, in the case of outright owners, and total housing cost less the
last year’s interest payment on the mortgage, in the case of mortgage payers, was
deducted from this figure to derive ‘imputed rental income’; and (iii) the standard rate
of tax (33⅓ per cent) was applied to the outstanding amount. The resulting figure
represents ‘the notional income subsidy’.
(o) Add the estimated tax foregone on any capital gain on owner-occupied housing. This
was calculated by applying a rate of capital gains tax (taken as 33⅓ per cent) to the
appreciated value of the house in the previous twelve months (taken as 6 per cent in
the late 1960s). The tax foregone was therefore treated as being 2 per cent of the
market value of the house (or of the value paid off by the mortgagor).
9. Private income in kind
(a) Add the annual value of garden produce and farm produce for personal consumption.
Households were asked to estimate the weekly average value, net of the costs and
expenses of production.
(b) Add the rental value of consumer durables. Information was obtained about the
ownership of a list of consumer durables and average rental values estimated and
applied. The list included television sets, record players, radios, refrigerators, washing
machines, vacuum cleaners, telephones and central heating.
(c) Add the annual value of home-help services performed by relatives and others, less the
value of such services performed for others. Information was obtained about the
weekly hours of home help worked by people outside the household and an amount
calculated on the basis of the hourly rate paid to local authority home helps.
(d) Add the value of gifts received worth £25 or more less the value of any gifts given
worth £25 or more.
10. Total or gross disposable resources
(a) Add net disposable income last year less income from assets (4 above).
(b) Add imputed income from net assets last year (6 above).
(c) Add imputed income from employer welfare benefits in kind (7 above).
(d) Add imputed income of public social services in kind (8 above), less tax relief on
mortgage interest.
(e) Add private income in kind (9 above).
11. Total annual housing costs
(a) For owner-occupiers add annual mortgage payments (including any annual insurance
payment); annual payment of rates and water rates less any rate rebate; annual ground
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rent, and any payment for insurance on house or flat (but excluding any payment for
insurance of contents). In cases where information is available about source and
amount of loan, and term of repayment but not monthly amount of repayment, divide
amount of loan by number of years of repayment and treat annual payment of
mortgage as this amount plus an amount for interest, at 7 per cent. If a figure for rates
has not been divided between business and private use, work out the proportion of
total rooms used by the household, exclusive of business, and add this proportion of
rates.
(b) For tenants add annual rent paid; annual payment, if any, of rates and water rates less
any rate rebate. Deduct any costs of lighting, heating, meals and services that are
included in the rent. Deduct net receipts from sub-letting.
Special coding instructions and schedules were developed to deal with exceptional types of
tenure and instances where information for certain subsidiary types of payment or receipt (e.g.
sub-letting) was incomplete.

Appendix Six
The Social Grading of Occupations

Although the Registrar General’s classification of occupations was used in analysing the data
from the national survey described in this report, it was not entirely suited to our purpose. By
applying it, we could compare the survey material with data from the census and data from
other sources, but could not easily distinguish non-manual from manual categories. An
alternative eight-fold classification was adopted, which has been used more extensively in this
report.
The eight-fold classification derives from a pioneering study of social class by Professor
1
Glass and his colleagues in the early 1950s. Some changes have been made, which should be
2

explained. A seven-fold classification was described by Hall and Caradog Jones in 1950, and
3

further described by Moser and Hall in 1954. The main object was to divide the Registrar
General’s social class III into three distinct categories. The seven classes were as follows:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
(vii)

Professional and high administrative.
Managerial and executive.
Inspectional, supervisory and other non-manual, higher grade.
Inspectional, supervisory and other non-manual, lower grade.
Skilled manual, and routine grades of non-manual.
Semi-skilled manual.
Unskilled manual.

Occupations were assigned to these seven categories, and subsequently two inquiries were
4
carried out to validate the categorization. These were discussed by Moser and Hall. People
were invited to grade thirty occupations according to their social status or prestige. These thirty
occupations were then used as ‘reference points’, first in examining the seven-fold
classification, and secondly in revising it for subsequent use. A principal conclusion was that
1

Glass, D. V. (ed.), Social Mobility in Britain, Routledge & Kegan Paul, London, 1954.

2

Hall, J., and Caradog Jones, D., ‘The Social Grading of Occupations’, British Journal of Sociology, March
1950.
3

Moser, C. A., and Hall, J. R., ‘The Social Grading of Occupations’, in Glass (ed.), Social Mobility in
Britain.
4

ibid., pp. 32-46.

APPENDIX SIX: THE SOCIAL GRADING OF OCCUPATIONS 987
the classification should be eight-fold.
The seven-fold status classification is too coarse. In particular, the findings of other studies in
this volume show that there are important attitude and behaviour differences between persons
in the manual and non-manual sections of category (v), which in our analysis covers routine
non-manual as well as skilled manual occupations. Even if recombination had subsequently
proved necessary, it would have been better to have begun by treating the manual and non1
manual sectors separately.
2

The eight-fold classification was subsequently adopted in further studies. In preparing our
study, we therefore decided to use the classification for most of the cross-tabulations which
involved a social class variable. In examining the updated list of 1,200 occupational titles
available at the London School of Economics in the late 1960s, however, it became apparent
that the allocation of some titles seemed to be inconsistent both with the Hall-Jones scale and
with the Registrar General’s 1961 classification. As MacDonald has explained, no account
existed of the way in which the ranking of thirty occupations was used to rank many hundred
3
more occupations. It may be that the interpretation of certain key decisions was left to coding
personnel, without subsequent checking. While nearly all non-manual occupations seemed to
have been coded logically, discrepancies were noticed among manual occupations - among
codes 6, 7 and 8. Among striking instances was the categorization of coal hewer or miner,
short-distance lorry driver, crane driver, sheet-metal worker, sawyer and tree feller in class 7
(or the partly skilled category). We considered these occupations should be listed in class 6.
We took the view that, if certain occupational titles seemed to be coded inconsistently with
the scale implied by the revised Hall-Jones scale and were coded differently from the Registrar
General’s occupational classification, we would alter them in favour of the latter. Although this
may seem to have been an arbitrary correction of the original list, we believe it both reflected
the original intentions of Professor Glass and his colleagues, and their successors, using the
scale, and more logically related the classification to the Registrar General’s classification. To
obtain some estimate of the size of the problem, we drew 200 occupations at random from our
sample and checked the correspondence of coding between the revised Hall-Jones list and the
Registrar General’s occupational classification. In 75 per cent of cases, codes 6, 7 and 8 in the
former corresponded with III, IV and V in the latter. In nearly two thirds of the remaining
cases, the changes (usually one category up or down) seemed justified. But we felt that some,
amounting to 9 per cent of the sub-sample, should be changed in favour of the Registrar
General’s classification. These decisions were taken before the survey began in 1968. Had we
benefited from recent work on stratification, we would probably have attempted to review the
ranking of many occupations in relation to the mean years of full-time education or the income
4
levels of those following them - or other criteria. However, in view of the results reported in
1

Glass, D. V., and Hall, J. R., ‘A Study of Intergeneration Changes in Status’, in Glass (ed.), Social
Mobility in Britain, p. 217.
2

For example, see the outline in Oppenheim, A. N., Questionnaire Design and Attitude Measurement,
Heinemann, London, 1966. Professor Glass has applied the scale in new research on fertility.
3

MacDonald, K., ‘The Hall-Jones scale: A Note on the Interpretation of the Main British Prestige Coding’,
in Ridge, J. M. (ed.), Mobility in Britain Reconsidered, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1974.
4

On the lines described in Blau, P. M., and Duncan, O. D., The American Occupational Structure, John
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this book for the scale adopted, we do not believe that the ranking of occupations would, in
practice, have been very different. Of the list of some 1,200 occupational titles, we altered 121,
or 10 per cent, nearly all of them by one grade only. A list of these changes, together with the
original list, is obtainable on request from the author.

Wiley, New York, 1967, pp. 117-28. A group of Oxford sociologists have put forward a new scale. This consists of 124 subdivisions which can be collapsed into 36, and therefore remains rather unwieldy. Some of the
changes in the ranking of certain occupations (for example, technicians and lorry and coach drivers) are on the
face of it puzzling and are not discussed in relation to the special survey. See Goldthorpe, J. H., and Hope, K.,
The Social Grading of Occupations: A New Approach and Scale, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1974.

Appendix Seven
Note on the Adjustment of Sample Findings

The results of all sample surveys can be adjusted to take account of any departures from the
true representativeness that can be traced because of sampling and response. The poverty
survey poses particular problems of adjustment because interviewing was distributed over
twelve months. During this period, incomes rose and rates of supplementary benefit were
increased. But since the sample in each area consisted of four randomly drawn sub-samples of
households which were interviewed in each quarter of the year, the results for each quarter can
be compared and any cumulative results corrected for seasonal and other factors.
According to the social or government standard of poverty, 7.1 per cent of the sample
households and 6.1 per cent of the sample population were living below the standard, and
another 23.8 and 21.8 per cent respectively up to 40 per cent higher. These figures were
adjusted to take account of the following factors:
1. Northern Ireland. A relatively larger sample of households was drawn in Northern Ireland
so that some statements could be made about poverty in this region. Adjustments were made
to all key national findings for this oversampling. As a consequence, the number in the
sample living below the standard, according to their income in the previous twelve months,
was reduced from 6.1 to 5.8 per cent, but those in the sample living on the margins of the
standard remained at 21.8 per cent.
2. Complete information on income. Although information was collected for 2,050 households
in the sample, information about the previous week’s income was complete for only 1,808
of these, for income during the last twelve months for only 1,768. The proportion of families
with different numbers of children was almost exactly the same among households giving
incomplete as giving complete information, but rather more single-person households and
rather fewer households containing three or four adults gave complete information.
Adjustment for this factor tended to slightly reduce the numbers of households in poverty
and on the margins of poverty, but leave the numbers of people in poverty or on its margins
almost exactly the same.
3. The supplementary benefit standard. The net disposable income for the previous week and
the previous year of households was compared with the supplementary benefit scales in
force up to 7 October 1968 (plus actual housing costs). Yet a substantial part of the sample
were interviewed after this date, and part of the previous year’s income of these households
was received after this date. It would have been difficult to devise and apply an
appropriately weighted standard to each household. Moreover, very little difference would
be made to the results. This is partly because actual housing costs are added to the
supplementary benefit scales, which themselves were increased by less than 6 per cent on 7
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October 1968. In practice, households which had an income over 106 per cent of the
standard before 7 October 1968 would have been over 100 per cent according to the pre-7
October standard. Adjustments were made to the results for the sample interviewed after
October. Table A7.1 shows their income in the week prior to interview.
Table A7.1. Household income as percentage of SB scales plus housing cost.
Under 100
Unadjusted
Adjusted

Households
6.7
7.6

100-39
Population
5.9
6.7

Households
23.9
23.6

Population
20.8
20.7

Appendix Eight
Additional Tables

Table A.1. Percentages of total net disposable income received by given quantile groups of
households (CSO estimates compared with poverty survey).
Quantile group

Top 10%
11-20%
21-30%
31-40%
41-50%
51-60%
61-70%
71-80%
81-90%
91-100%

CSO
(based on FES)
1968
24.7
14.9
12.3
10.7
9.4
8.4
7.0
5.9
4.2
2.5

Poverty survey
1968-9
(individuals in
households)
25.7
15.0
12.5
10.7
9.4
8.2
6.9
5.4
3.8
2.4

SOURCE: Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income and Wealth, Report No. 1, Initial
Report on the Standing Reference, Cmnd 6171, HMSO, London, Table G.13, p. 213.

Table A.2. Percentages of income in previous year of different types of household from different sources.
Type of household

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman,
both over 60
one over 60
both under 60
Man, woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All households
FES 1968a

Earnings
from
wages
and
salaries

Selfemployment
income

Income Income
from
from
assets
subletting

(38)
89
10
77

(5)
5
0
3

(5)
1
11
8

(0)
0
3
1

(31)
0
50
4

31
73
88
85
85
79
(53)
78
77
83
69
80

4
3
6
9
7
14
(20)
7
11
2
10
5

7
3
1
1
1
1
(15)
2
1
1
3
0

2
1
0
1
0
0
(1)
0
0
0
1
1

34
9
0
0
0
0
(0)
4
2
3
8
3

75.7
77.0

7.5
7.2

2.6
3.4

0.6
0.1

Retirement and
widows’
pensions

5.9
6.2

Other
Income
state
from
benefits non-state
pensions
and
annuities
(6)
(14)
2
0
17
5
2
0
4
6
2
2
4
4
(10)
3
3
3
4
6
4.1
2.9

14
3
1
0
0
0
(0)
2
1
2
2
1
1.8
2.1

Income
from
other
sources

Total
%

No.

(1)
1
2
3

100
100
100
100

37
55
190
57

2
0
1
1
1
0
(0)
3
3
3
2
3

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

166
52
213
134
172
78
48
186
126
62
66
85

100
100

1,769
7,184

1.8
1.2

NOTE: aFamily Expenditure Survey, Report for 1968, p. 81, adjusted to exclude imputed income from owner/rent-free occupancy. The FES data are not precisely
comparable with the poverty survey data because (a) the former refer to the current rate of income rather than income over the whole year; (b) the former include
‘normal’ earnings instead of social security benefits if such benefits have been received for less than thirteen weeks; and (c) although windfalls have been
excluded from the latter ‘other sources of income’ include a few additional sources of income, such as money gifts and profits from boarders.
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Table A.3. Mean gross and gross disposable income per annum in £s of different types of
household.

1 adult, pensioner
non-pensioner
All
2 adults, pensioners
non-pensioners
All
2 adults, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4+ children
3 adults
3 adults, plus 1 child

Poverty surveya

Family Expenditure Survey
gross disposable incomeb

Gross
income

Gross
disposable
income

1967

1968

338
1,025
805

330
786
716

1,250
1,629
1,544
1,612
1,998
2,004

306
661
466
1,137
1,157
1,289
1,330
1,279
1,613
1,599

328
663
510
1,181
1,291
1,371
1,412
1,432
1,671
1,747

2,060

1,100
1,296
1,366
1,406
1,804
1,695
1,803

3 adults, plus 2 children
4 adults

2,250

1,966

1,675
2,134

1,812
2,172

All households

1,459

1,263

1,212

1,266

NOTES: aEstimates adjusted for slight over-sampling in Northern Ireland.
b
This is the FES concept of net household income, excluding imputed income of owneroccupiers income in kind from employers and the imputed value of school meals, and milk.
SOURCE: FES figures based on data kindly supplied by the Central Statistical Office.
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Table A.4. Direct tax liability and net income at various levels of gross household income.
Gross household
income
(£)
Under

275
2753004005006007008009001,0001,2501,5002,0003,0005,00010,00020,000

Mean gross
income

Mean tax
liability

Mean net
income

£

£

£

235
288
349
447
543
652
745
856
952
1,124
1,369
1,722
2,372
3,608
6,309
12,074
20,596

1
3
3
3
14
41
55
94
111
149
197
280
408
669
1,346
2,995
15,410

234
285
346
441
528
612
690
763
840
975
1,173
1,442
1,964
2,940
4,963
9,079
5,186

Distribution Percentage of
of aggregate households
income
%
0.5
3.3
0.2
0.8
1.7
7.2
1.5
5.0
1.5
4.1
1.5
3.2
1.9
3.7
2.7
4.5
3.5
5.3
9.5
12.2
12.4
13.2
20.6
17.3
23.5
14.4
11.0
4.4
3.4
0.8
3.8
0.5
0.8
0.1
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Table A.5. Percentages of individuals of different age, according to amount of household
assets.
Sex
and
age
Male:
0-14
15-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

None Under £100
£100 -199

£200
-999

£1,000 £2,000
-1,999 -4,999

£5,000+
%

Total
No.

19
12
14
10
9
12
10

10
12
10
7
7
10
8

6
8
3
4
9
5
10

17
18
16
23
20
14
18

14
13
15
11
12
10
6

14
17
21
19
19
21
23

21
21
20
26
25
27
25

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

598
467
285
286
266
230
117

All ages
Female:
0-14
15-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70+

13

9

6

18

13

18

23

100

2,249

19
13
13
11
10
11
17

12
13
8
6
5
15
10

4
6
5
5
7
5
8

18
21
17
21
18
15
17

12
14
13
9
11
9
8

16
18
21
22
19
21
21

19
15
22
26
29
24
18

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

570
483
280
301
285
271
235

All ages

14

10

6

18

11

19

21

100

2,425

Male and Female:
0-14
19
15-29
12
30-39
13
40-49
11
50-59
10
60-69
12
70+
15

11
12
9
6
6
13
9

5
7
4
5
8
5
8

17
20
17
22
18
15
18

13
14
14
10
11
10
8

15
17
21
20
19
21
22

20
18
21
26
27
25
20

100
100
100
100
100
100
100

1,168
950
565
587
551
501
352

All ages

10

6

18

12

18

22

100

4,674

14
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Table A.6. Percentages of households according to gross disposable income, excluding and
including dissaving previous year, and percentages of households in each income range who
were dissaving.

Range of income (£)

Under 400
400-99
500-99
600-99
700-99
800-99
900-99
1,000-99
1,100-99
1,200-399
1,400-599
1,600-799
1,800-999
2,000-499
2,500+
Total
Number

Gross disposable income last year
%
plus dissaving
%
11.5
4.9
4.1
3.3
3.8
3.8
3.6
4.1
4.4
8.0
6.1
6.3
5.3
9.7
21.3
100
1,769

10.8
5.2
3.7
3.1
4.1
3.8
3.6
4.1
4.6
8.0
6.1
6.0
5.0
9.8
22.0
100
1,768

Percentage of each
range dissaving
(£25 or more)
15.7
10.3
19.4
22.0
13.4
10.4
11.1
6.9
13.0
8.5
10.2
15.3
14.0
19.3
10.3
13.1
1,769
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Table A.7. Percentages of people in households of different type with relatively high or
relatively low incomes and resources.

Type of household

Percentages of people in households having less
than 50 % or 200% or more of the mean for
household type
Net disposable Net income
Gross disposable
income last
worth
resources
year

1 man aged 60 or over
(19)
1 man under 60
13
1 woman aged 60 or over
6
1 woman under 60
16
Man and woman
20
including both aged 60+
15
1 aged 60+
15
both under 60
10
Man and woman, 1 child
4
2 children
8
3 children
6
4 or more children
26
3 adults
15
3 adults and children
10
4 adults
2
Other households without children
34
Other households with children
15
All households
13
Number
5,145

(48)
14
36
26
22
34
20
12
5
13
11
25
15
14
6
29
19
17
4,391

(40)
17
41
25
24
33
32
15
5
12
3
11
11
12
7
34
23
15
3,576
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Table A.8. The cumulative effect on the mean value in the previous year of the resources of different types of household.
Type of household

Single, aged under 60
Single, aged 60 and over
Man and woman, both 60 or over
Man and woman, one 60 or over
Man and woman, both under 60
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults only
3 adults and children
4 adults only
Others without children
Others with children
All types

Non asset income

£
726
364
739
887
1,220
1,202
1,270
1,327
1,414
1,574
1,702
1,830
1,572
1,648
1,164

and property income and annuitized value of assets
and employer fringe benefits
and value social services in kind
and private income
in kind
£
£
£
£
887
962
1,043
1,095
626
635
703
746
1,137
1,157
1,271
1,332
1,091
1,152
1,257
1,327
1,480
1,548
1,656
1,754
1,298
1,358
1,555
1,619
1,464
1,534
1,799
1,816
1,700
1,752
2,087
2,098
1,754
1,776
2,242
2,222
1,858
1,943
2,204
2,296
2,018
2,123
2,543
2,640
2,234
2,249
2,652
2,806
2,112
2,216
2,560
2,653
2,045
2,108
2,559
2,633
1,434
1,491
1,704
1,771

Minimum
number

104
200
145
49
229
110
139
61
42
156
105
52
54
71
1,517
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Table A.9. Percentages of heads of household of different occupational class giving different descriptions of poverty.
Description of poverty

Subsistence
Minority groups (e.g. pensioners,
low paid)
Mismanagement
Relative with past
Relative with others
Starvation
None to describe
Other
Total
Number
NOTE: Unclassifiable: 194.

Professional
and
managerial
37

Other nonmanual

All nonmanual

All manual Skilled
manual

37

37

29

28

34
6
2
3
6
4
6
100
200

30
7
3
2
5
8
7
100
589

31
7
3
2
6
7
7
100
789

29
9
6
2
9
8
9
100
1,077

32
8
5
2
9
7
9
100
595

Partly skilled
and unskilled
manual
29
24
11
7
1
9
9
9
100
482
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Table A.10. Mean score on deprivation index according to income for different types of household.
under
Type of household

£400

Man over 60
Man under 60
Woman over 60
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman,
both over 60
Man and woman,
one over 60
Man and woman,
neither over 60
Man, woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more
children
3 adults
3 adults and children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children

6.4
5.9
(5.6)
5.4
5.3

£400

£500

£600

£700

£800

£900

£1,000 £1,100

(3.8)
(5.3)
5.2
(3.9)
5.2
5.0
5.0
4.4
(5.2)

£1,200 £1,400

(3.9)

(3.9)
(4.0)
4.2
4.0

(4.5)

4.0

3.9

3.5
(3.6)

3.5

(3.3)

(6.6)

4.0
(4.7)

(5.2)

£2,000

£2,500
+

(2.3)

(1.7)

(3.0)
(4.7)

4.0

£1,600 £1,800

(4.5)
(5.8)
5.2

4.2

3.5
(2.6)
3.0
(3.7)
(4.9)
(4.3)

(3.5)

2.5
2.8
3.2

2.6

2.9
2.4
(3.7)
(3.7)

(3.1)
(3.5)

(3.9)
(4.4)

(2.2)
(2.1)
(3.3)

3.2
3.5

2.2

(1.9)

(2.9)
2.4
(2.5)

(2.6)
2.0
(2.1)

2.9
(2.9)

2.8
(2.7)
(3.6)

(2.9)

2.7
(2.6)

(4.2)
(4.4)

(1.4)

(2.0)

(3.6)
5.4

2.2

(3.3)

(3.1) (2.9)
(3.3) (3.1)

(4.4)

2.9
(3.9)

(4.0)
(2.7)
(3.2)
2.6

(4.1)

2.7
(3.6)
(2.6)

(2.2)
(3.0)
(2.5)
(2.6)

NOTE: Mean scores for fewer than ten households have not been calculated. Means for groups of households numbering 10-19 are placed in
brackets.
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Table A.11. Percentages of individuals in households with net disposable incomes in previous
year at different levels in relation to the supplementary benefit standard, according to their
deprivation score.
Net disposable income last
year as % of supplementary
benefit scales plus housing
cost

Score on Deprivation Index
0

1

2

3

4

Total Number Mean
score
5

6

7

8

600 or more
400-599
300-99
250-99
200-49
180-99
160-79
140-59
120-39
100-19
80-99
Under 80

15
5
6
7
5
3
5
1
3
0
0
0

26
25
21
19
15
17
17
8
7
3
5
1

23
35
24
22
22
18
19
16
18
10
10
11

15
16
20
22
22
19
21
18
20
14
11
6

7
13
16
14
19
17
16
17
18
19
14
10

4
4
9
8
11
15
11
16
11
15
15
12

6
1
2
5
4
6
5
12
12
17
16
21

4
2
1
1
2
3
4
8
8
12
16
11

0
0
0
0
0
2
2
3
3
9
12
26

All incomes

4

13

19

19

17

12

8

5

3

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

81
101
337
517
874
506
567
523
611
420
236
80

2.3
2.3
2.6
2.7
3.0
3.2
3.1
4.0
3.8
4.8
5.0
5.6

100 4,853

3.5

Table A.12. Household food expenditure as percentage of average declared net family income
(1968).
Type of household
Man and woman (both under 55)
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
adolescents only
adolescents and children

£33 and over £19-32
14.3
19.2
18.6
25.6
19.5
27.2
21.0
30.6
(22.2)
33.1
17.7
23.9
20.9
28.9

Under £19
26.1
33.7
37.1
38.0
42.7
29.0
33.0

SOURCE: Household Food Consumption and Expenditure: 1968, HMSO, London, 1970, p.
57.
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Table A.13. Mean deprivation score for the non-disabled and disabled at different ranges of
income.
Range of income

Mean deprivation index score
Little or no
Disabled
disability

Number of persons
Little or no
Disabled
disability

Single person 60+
6.3
64
5.5
17
11
3.9

Under £400
400-499
500-699

5.3
4.5
3.0

93
19

700+

3.2

12

All ranges

4.7

124

Under £600
600-799
800-899
900-1,099
1,100-599
1,600+

5.3
4.4
3.6
3.7
2.8
2.0

6.0
104
Man and woman
5.0
86
4.8
94
5.3
60
3.7
116
3.4
286
2.9
118

All ranges

3.4

4.3

183

12

46
53
18
24
32
10

760

Table A.14. Percentages of households with net disposable income in previous week and
previous year, expressed as a percentage of state’s poverty standard.
Net disposable
income last week
as % of state’s
poverty standard

Net disposable income last year as % of state’s poverty standard

Under
100

100-19 120-39 140-79

180-249 250+

Under 100
100-19
120-39
140-79
180-249
250+

5.1
1.7
0.1
0.2
0.0
0.0

0.7
9.6
1.5
0.4
0.3
0.0

0.9
0.7
7.4
2.4
0.5
0.0

0.6
0.6
1.6
12.8
4.6
0.4

0.5
0.2
0.4
2.4
20.7
2.7

0.4
0.1
0.1
0.7
3.1
16.7

All ranges

7.1

12.4

11.9

20.5

26.9

21.2

All
ranges
8.2
12.9
11.0
18.9
29.2
19.8
100
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Table A.15a. Percentages of households of different size having a net disposable income in
previous week and previous year of less than the supplementary benefit scales plus housing
cost, or less than 40 per cent higher.
Number of persons in household with
net disposable income last week

Number of persons in household with
net disposable income last year

%

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

250+
200-49
180-99
160-79
140-59

14
9
6
7
7

26
21
10
8
8

25
25
15
9
8

17
22
12
12
14

17
17
11
15
12

13
9
5
8
7

28
22
7
8
7

27
23
15
9
8

18
19
12
17
12

18
13
10
12
16

120-39
110-19
100-9

10
20
14

10
4
6

8
3
3

13
3
3

14
4
3

10
17
15

10
4
6

10
3
3

14
4
2

16
3
4

6
3
4

3
1
3

1
1
2

1
0
2

3
1
2

6
4
5

3
2
2

1
1
0

1
0
1

2
4
1

100
345

100
539

100
337

100
306

100
281

100
338

100
528

100
330

100
300

100
273

90-99
80-89
Under 80
Total
Number

Table A.15b. Percentages of people in households containing different numbers of income
units, according to net disposable household income in previous year.
Income as % of supplementary Number of income units in household
benefit scales plus housing cost
300+
200-99
160-99
140-59
120-39
100-19
Under 100
Total
Number

1

2

3

4+

9
25
20
13
15
11
8

14
33
27
7
8
6
3

16
35
26
13
6
1
3

3
52
17
8
9
5
6

100
3,417

100
1,102

100
448

100
193
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Figure A.1. Modal deprivation by logarithm of income as percentage of mean for household
type.
Table A.16. Percentages and estimated population in poverty in different regions.
Regions

Income unit with net disposable income last year
under or just above state poverty standard
Under
%

Just abovea Estimated number of
%
persons in 000s
Under
Just abovea

Greater London
South-East
Anglia and East Midlands
South-West and Wales
West Midlands
North West
Northern Yorks and Humberside
Northern Ireland
Scotland

8
6
11
8
8
9
10
18
9

19
21
18
26
22
27
23
31
29

570
490
585
440
595
570
585
460
490

1,380
1,770
980
1,480
1,565
1,695
1,390
775
1,655

Rural
Urban
Conurban
NOTE: a100-39 per cent of standard.

9
8
10

21
25
22

890
1,885
1,970

2,010
6,195
4,465

Table A.17. Percentage of households of different type with net disposable income below or just above the state’s standard in previous week
and previous year.

Type of household

Man over 60
Man under 60
Woman over 60
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman, both over 60
Man and woman, one under 60
Man and woman, both under 60
Man, woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more
children
3 adults
3 adults plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All types

Net disposable household income as % of supplementary benefit rates plus housing cost
Under 100
100-39 last Under 100 or Under 100 or Under 100 or 140 or more Total
last week and week and 100-39 last
100-39 only
100-39 only last week and
last year
last year
week and
last week
on average
last year
last year
last year

No.

(6)
5
14
6
5
9
5
2
2
2
2

(42)
2
56
19
16
27
25
5
14
18
19

(0)
2
5
4
4
7
4
1
2
2
2

(6)
2
3
2
2
4
2
0
4
9
8

(11)
3
1
9
3
7
0
1
5
6
11

(36)
86
21
61
70
45
64
90
74
63
59

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

36
57
175
54
457
161
55
202
118
148
64

(9)
2
3
3
5
9

(38)
8
10
3
10
14

(7)
4
4
0
2
5

(18)
2
1
5
5
5

(2)
4
5
5
7
1

(27)
80
77
83
72
65

100
100
100
100
100
100

45
167
117
59
60
77

5

19

3

4

4

64

100

1,634
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Table A.18. Percentages of persons, according to gross disposable income and income net
worth of income units expressed as a percentage of the deprivation standard.
Percentage of
deprivation standard
250+
200-49
180-99
160-79
140-59
120-39
110-19
100-9
90-99
80-89
Under 80
Total
Number

Gross
disposable
income
11.6
9.3
6.6
8.0
12.5
13.0
6.4
7.4
6.3
6.5
12.4
100
5,289

Income net
worth
20.1
11.0
8.2
9.8
10.1
10.3
4.6
6.4
5.5
4.5
9.6
100
4,576
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Table A.19. Percentages of households of different type having a net disposable income in
previous year of less than 50 per cent and 80 per cent of the mean for their type.
Household type

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman, both over 60
Man and woman, one over 60
Man and woman, both under 60
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All types

Last year
Under 50 %
of mean
(15.8)
9.1
1.0
12.3
18.2
13.3
13.5
7.0
0.7
3.5
2.6
(17.8)
11.3
4.9
1.6
22.8
10.5
9.2

50-79 %
of mean
(44.8)
30.8
38.8
28.1
23.2
36.8
25.0
26.3
31.4
33.7
34.6
(54.4)
25.2
37.1
21.9
14.5
14.5
29.6

Total no.
= 100 %
37
55
190
57
472
166
52
213
134
172
78
48
186
126
62
66
85
1,768

Table A.20. Percentages of households of different type according to housing costs per annum.
Type of household

Housing costs per annum

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children

under £50
36
27
33
22
27
9
10
9
9
23
20
17
27
13

All types

21

£50-99
33
19
39
25
28
12
11
17
22
27
12
22
33
16
24

£100-49
19
24
16
27
15
16
20
22
31
23
19
19
16
23

£150-99
5
16
7
18
10
21
20
21
13
14
22
18
5
24

19

15

£200-99
5
11
3
5
12
26
21
18
9
7
19
10
10
17
13

£300+
2
2
1
3
7
16
17
13
16
5
8
13
10
7

Total
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

8

100

No.
42
62
200
60
543
152
191
90
55
225
155
87
82
105
2,049
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Table A.21. Housing cost as percentage of household income, for different types of household.
Type of household

Housing cost as % of net disposable income last year

Mean housing
cost, as % of
mean household income

Under 5

5-9

10-19

20+

Total

No.

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children

16
15
5
12
21
9
8
8
8
32
25
26
35
25

19
20
15
16
24
14
17
20
25
34
18
44
30
33

30
29
32
33
34
31
35
32
40
27
40
21
18
18

35
36
49
39
21
35
28
20
19
5
9
10
12
19

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

37
55
190
57
472
134
172
78
48
186
126
62
66
85

17
16
25
17
13
16
15
14
14
8
10
8
10
17

All types

18

23

35

24

100

1,768

14
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Table A.22. Mean income, assets and income net worth of quantile groups of households
ranked according to income net worth expressed as a percentage of the state’s poverty
standard, compared with mean income, assets and income net worth of quantile groups ranked
according to income, assets and income net worth respectively.

Quantile

Ranked according to income net worth
as %of household supplementary
benefit standard:
Mean net
Mean net Income net
disposable assets
worth
income last
year

%
Top 1%
2-5
6-10
11-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-70
71-80
81-90
91-95
96-100

£
4,498
2,491
1,719
1,560
1,394
1,354
1,171
1,106
954
855
674
483
420

£
62,654
18,419
9,059
5,185
3,576
2,851
2,235
1,431
1,019
894
502
99
31

£
9,571
3,674
2,368
1,913
1,640
1,555
1,325
1,206
1,021
914
708
491
423

Ranked
according
to income:
disposable
income
last year
£
7,567
3,095
2,297
1,840
1,530
1,309
1,151
998
839
665
461
344
253

Ranked
according
to net
assets:
mean net
assets
£
94,696
19,654
10,703
6,534
4,188
2,645
1,521
780
331
121
25
0
-561

Ranked
according to
net worth:
income net
worth
£
11,611
4,045
2,755
2,136
1,727
1,476
1,264
1,108
939
766
553
392
293

NOTE: The value of owner-occupied housing is represented in the third and last columns of
this table only by an imputed rental ‘income’ of 7 per cent on the capital.

APPENDIX EIGHT: ADDITIONAL TABLES 1011

Table A.23. Age distribution of the rich.a
Age
0-14
15-29
30-49
50-64
65-79
80+
Total
Number

Top 1%
28
17
18
18
15
4
100
54

Next 4%
17
15
28
22
17
1
100
146

Next 5%
16
18
27
28
9
2
100
193

All top 10%
18
17
26
24
13
2
100
393

All samples
25
20
25
17
11
2
100
4,320

NOTE: aHouseholds ranked on criteria of non-asset income in previous year plus annuitized
value of assets expressed as a percentage of the government poverty standard.
Table A.24. Persons in richest and poorest households, according to household type.
Type of household

Single person under 60
Single person over 60
Man and woman, both under 60
one under 60
both over 60
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults, plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
Total
Number of persons

Persons
Richest 5 %
of householdsa
7
4
12
2
11
2
7
6
7
16
10
4
8
6
100
181

Poorest 5%
of householdsa
4
14
12
2
4
0
7
3
24
0
7
0
4
19
100
183

NOTE: aDefined in terms of income net worth of households in previous year as percentage of
state poverty standard (see Chapter 9, page 357).
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Table A.25. Percentages of men and womena with different years of education according to
principal factor believed to determine social class.
Principal factor Number of years education
believed to
determine class
Men
Up to 8
9
10
Job
26
21
24
Education
8
9
7
Family
15
17
14
Way of life
29
29
28
Money
16
18
19
Other
2
4
4
Don’t know
4
2
4
Total
100
100
100
Number
156
610
361
Women
Job
12
12
13
Education
11
8
10
Family
26
21
19
Way of life
28
37
31
Money
18
16
22
Other
3
4
2
Don’t know
1
2
2
Total
100
100
100
Number
180
690
100

11
18
14
12
32
12
6
4
100
160

12-14
18
12
14
33
13
4
6
100
121

11
11
21
34
15
5
2
100
197

10
20
22
29
10
6
3
100
167

NOTE: aChief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives only.

15 or more
21
14
16
21
10
6
11
100
62
23
22
19
16
5
12
3
100
64
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Table A.26. Percentages of men and women of different occupational class saying they were
middle class, according to selected characteristics.
Selected characteristics

Men

Women

Non-manual Manual
Father non-manual
manual
Education under 10 years
10 years
11 or more years
Home rented from council
owned
Church not attended in last year
attended in last month
Net income worth below 50 % of mean
110-99 % of mean
200 % or more of mean

70
48
41
52
77
33
65
55
63
48
68
81

Non-manual

Manual

25
16
16
20
37
17
23
17
21
12
31
-

74
49
50
55
77
35
68
54
68
46
73
80

33
23
23
26
47
21
34
23
30
18
38
-

198
644
580
251
70
358
323
516
213
162
119
12

382
338
262
177
333
104
518
266
238
96
244
97

222
728
641
241
94
400
342
482
218
238
118
10

Number
Father non-manual
manual
Education under 10 years
10 years
11 or more years
Home rented from council
owned
Church not attended in last year
attended in last month
Net income worth below 50 % of mean
110-99 % of mean
200 % or more of mean

312
264
214
120
277
75
432
271
175
48
222
80
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Table A.27. Percentages of manual and non-manual chief wage-earners or heads of
households and housewives with different net income worth who designated themselves as
middle class.

Male:
Female:

Male:
Female:

manual
non-manual
manual
non-manual
manual
non-manual
manual
non-manual

Percentage designating themselves middle class
Net income worth as % of the mean of each household type
Under 50
50-89
90-109
110-99
200+
12
15
22
31
(48)
45
53
68
81
18
24
33
38
46
51
60
73
80
Total numbers on which percentages based
162
477
141
119
12
48
165
107
222
80
238
501
138
118
10
96
219
132
244
97

Table A.28. Percentages of chief wage-earners and housewives living in households with
different numbers of durables in a list of ten who felt deprived in none or one or more of five
different respects.
Number out of total of 5
expressions of deprivation
None
1-2
3-5
Total
Number

Number of selected list of 10 durables in household
0-3
28
37
35
100
200

4-5
33
38
28
100
406

6-7
42
41
17
100
665

8+
53
35
12
100
752

LIST OF DURABLES: television, record player, radio, refrigerator, washing machine, vacuum
cleaner, telephone, central heating, armchairs, easy chairs for each member of the household,
and living-room carpet.
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Table A.29. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households saying they felt poor
always, sometimes and never, whose household incomes were below and above the mean of
their type.
Net disposable household income Always poor
as % of the mean of
household type
Under 60
43
60-99
45
100-99
10
200+
1
Total
100
Number
153

Sometimes poor Never poor

32
50
14
4
100
328

13
42
26
18
100
1,344

Table A.30. Percentages of chief wage-earners or heads of households saying they found it
difficult and not difficult managing on their incomes whose household incomes were below and
above the state’s standard of poverty.
Net disposable household income
as % of supplementary benefit scale
plus housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
Total
Number

Difficult to manage

14
39
47
100
558

(11)
(35)
(54)
(100)
(1,577)

Not difficult

5
16
78
100
1,294

NOTE: Percentages in brackets apply to all persons in such households.

(4)
(15)
(81)
(100)
(3,541)
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Table A.31. Percentages of people in households having net income worth in previous year
(and total resources) below and above the mean of their type who had different numbers of
durables in a selected list of ten.a
Number of
durables in
household
0-3
4-5
6-7
8-10
Total
Number

Total net income worth (total resources in brackets)

Under 50
14
(18)
38
(41)
38
(33)
11
(8)
100
446

50-89
5
(4)
24
(26)
41
(43)
30
(26)

(100)
100
(100)
(373) 1,859 (1,450)

NOTE: aSee page 1014.

100-9
0
(2)
10
(10)
37
(34)
53
(54)
100
744

(100)
(555)

110-99
0
(1)
5
(9)
23
(22)
72
(68)

200+
0
5
14
81

(0)
(3)
(16)
(81)

100
874

100
229

(100)
(228)

(100)
(932)

Table A.32. Percentages of employed men of different occupational class according to their place of work.
Place of work

Mainly outdoors, 1
place of work
Mainly outdoors, 2
or more places
Transport
Mainly indoors, 1
place of work
Mainly indoors, 2
or more places
Both indoors and
outdoors
Total
Number

Professional

Managerial

Supervisory
High
Low

Routine
nonmanual

All
nonmanual

Skilled
manual

Partly Unskilled All
skilled manual manual
manual

2

0

3

3

4

3

11

7

35

14

3
2

2
6

8
5

7
2

8
8

6
4

15
11

11
11

27
2

16
10

75

74

68

74

72

72

44

62

30

47

8

7

8

6

3

7

9

2

1

6

10

11

8

7

5

8

10

6

5

8

100
61

100
53

100
156

100
149

100
101

100
520

100
569

100
269

100
153

100
991
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Table A.33. Percentages of employed men and women of different social class according to the fraction of working time spent standing or
walking about.
Fraction of working time spent
standing or walking about

Professional

Men: All or nearly all
At least half but not all
Less than half but at least
a quarter
Some but less than a quarter
Little or none
Total
Number

Managerial

Supervisory
High

Low

Routine
nonmanual
32
14

Skilled
manual
69
11

Partly
skilled
manual
79
15

Unskilled
manual

2
34

16
28

27
36

28
20

89
9

23
26
15

32
12
12

12
10
15

13
13
26

12
16
26

5
6
8

2
2
2

2
1
0

100
61

100
50

100
156

100
148

100
100

100
561

100
261

100
150

Women: All or nearly all
At least half but not all
Less than half but at least
a quarter
Some but less than a quarter
Little or none

-

-

45
31

34
21

26
9

(67)
(20)

55
11

(87)
(6)

-

-

6
8
9

1
10
34

6
13
45

(0)
(2)
(11)

4
7
23

(3)
(0)
(3)

Total
Number

4

12

100
77

100
71

100
267

100
45

100
161

100
31
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Table A.34. Percentages of employed men and women of different age according to the
fraction of working time spent standing or walking about.
Fraction of working time
spent standing or walking

Age
1519

Men:
All or nearly all
At least half but not all
Less than half but at least
a quarter
Some but less than a quarter
Little or none
Total
Number
Women:
All or nearly all
At least half but not all
Less than half but at least
a quarter
Some but less than a quarter
Little or none
Total
Number

2029

3039

4049

5059

6064

65+

All
ages

71
11

58
15

52
19

55
17

52
18

67
16

(74)
(19)

57
17

3
5
9

6
9
11

9
9
11

9
7
11

11
8
10

6
4
7

(0)
(4)
(4)

8
8
10

100
119

100
352

100
330

100
297

100
261

32
11

37
16

44
17

46
15

55
12

(46)
(14)

42
15

4
15
37

4
10
32

7
7
26

5
5
28

4
12
16

(4)
(4)
(32)

5
10
29

100
104

100
212

100
101

100
134

100
91

100
28

100
670

100 100 100
103 27 1,489
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Table A.35. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational class
according to their times of work in day.
Starting and finishing
times of work last week

Womena

Men
Non-manual

Before 8 a.m. to 6 p.m.
(or earlier)
Before 8 a.m. to after
6 p.m.
8 a.m. (or after) to
6 p.m. or earlier
8 a.m. (or after) to
after 6 p.m.
After 6 p.m. to 8 a.m.
(or earlier)
No regular pattern
last week
Total
Number

Manual

Nonmanual

Manual

Professional
and
managerial

Other

Skilled

Other

7

10

33

37

3

19

8

6

9

9

3

2

49

59

40

32

73

57

20

10

8

7

8

7

2

1

4

5

2

4

15

14

7

9

11

11

100
156

100
480

100
525

100
400

100
514

100
383

NOTE: aSince there were only twenty-one women of professional and managerial class and
fifty-four of skilled manual class, they have been combined respectively with other non-manual
and manual classes.
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Table A.36. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational class
according to number of hours worked in previous week.
Men
Non-manual

Womena
Nonmanual

Manual

Manual

Number of
hours

Professional
and
managerial

Other

Skilled

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60 or more

1
1
3
40
35
11
9

1
2
1
32
48
11
5

1
1
1
7
67
14
9

1
1
4
6
65
17
6

3
7
15
40
31
2
1

11
16
21
16
32
2
1

100
105

100
399

100
521

100
403

100
472

100
379

Total
Number

Other

NOTE: aSince there were only fifteen women of professional and managerial class, and fiftyfour of skilled manual class, they have been combined respectively with other non-manual and
manual classes.
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Table A.37. Percentages of male and female workersa of different occupational class,
according to number of weeks of unemployment or sickness in previous twelve months.

Number of
weeks

Unemployed
0
1-2
3-4
5-9
10-19
20+
Total
Number
Sick or disabled
0
1-2
3-4
5-9
10-19
20+
Total
Number

Men
Professional
and
managerial

Other
nonmanual

Skilled Partly
manual skilled and
unskilled
manual

Womenb
Nonmanual

Manual

100
0
0
0
0
0
100
167

95
1
1
1
1
1
100
509

93
3
2
1
1
1
100
589

88
2
2
2
4
3
100
452

96
0
1
1
1
1
100
603

94
2
0
2
1
1
100
454

81
13
1
3
1
1

74
14
6
3
1
1

68
15
8
5
2
3

68
14
7
6
4
2

71
17
5
3
2
0

69
15
8
5
2
1

100
167

100
507

100
592

100
448

100
602

100
455

NOTES: aIncluding self-employed.
b
Since there were only twenty-seven women of professional or managerial class, and sixty-two
of skilled manual class, they have been combined respectively with other non-manual and
manual classes.

Table A.38. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational class working different numbers of weeks in the previous
twelve months.
Number of
weeks at work

Men
Professional

Managerial

Supervisory
High
Low

Routine
nonmanual

All
nonmanual

Skilled
manual

Partly Unskilled All
skilled manual manual
manual

Under 12
13-26
27-40
41-2
43-4
45-6
47-8
49-52

2
2
8
0
2
10
39
39

2
6
26
2
4
9
17
35

1
1
9
2
2
9
22
54

1
0
6
2
4
7
22
57

6
1
7
6
3
7
21
50

2
1
9
2
3
8
23
50

1
4
5
3
4
7
16
60

2
3
9
2
2
7
11
63

6
8
15
2
2
5
9
53

2
4
8
3
3
7
13
60

Total
Number

100
62

100
54

100
158

100
155

100
106

100
535

100
584

100
284

100
169

100
1,037

Women
Under 13
13-26
27-40
41-2
43-4
45-6
47-8
49-42

-

-

9
10
41
4
2
9
12
13

4
2
9
1
9
7
26
42

6
7
11
3
4
6
13
49

6
6
17
3
4
7
15
41

8
11
13
2
5
3
13
45

8
8
15
6
3
8
12
40

11
5
11
2
3
2
11
55

9
8
13
4
3
6
12
45

Total
Number

5

16

100
92

100
89

100
356

100
558

100
62

100
254

100
132

100
448
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Table A.39. Percentages of employed and self-employed men and women, according to number
of hours worked in previous twelve months.
Number of hours
worked in last
12 months

Men

Women

Self-employed
2,800 or more
2,600-799
2,400-599
2,200-399
2,000-199
1,800-999
1,400-799
1,000-399
Under 1,000
Total
Number

Employed

Self-employed

Employed

34
10
12
11
9
6
12
5
3

7
4
9
13
26
21
13
4
3

12
0
10
10
6
8
29
8
18

1
1
2
2
13
21
20
17
23

100
146

100
1,399

100
51

100
772

Table A.40. Percentages of employed population working indoors and outdoors lacking
certain amenities.
Amenities lacking indoors
Insufficient heating in winter
No tea or coffee available (whether
charged or not)
No flush WC
No facilities for washing and changing
No place to buy lunch or eat
sandwiches
No place for coat and other articles
without risk of loss
No place for personal articles which
can be locked
No first-aid box or facilities
Impossible to make and receive at
least one personal telephone call a day
No control over lighting over work
Total number

%
11
8
3
7
14
17
34
4
26
42

1,631-76

Amenities lacking outdoors
No dry and warm place to shelter in
heavy rain
No tea or coffee available (whether
charged or not)
No lavatory (incl. earth closet or
chemical closet)
No facilities for washing
No indoor place to eat sandwiches or
midday meal
No safe and dry place for coat and
other articles
No first-aid box or facilities
Impossible to make and receive at
least one personal telephone call a day
Total numbera

%
19
31
15
29
20
38
10
47

165-9

NOTE: aData obtained only from persons working mainly at one place of work outdoors.

Table A.41. Percentages of employed men and women of different class working indoors, and working either indoors or outdoors, according
to their working conditions.
Working
conditions

Very poor
Poor
Adequate
Good
Total
Number
Very poor
Poor
Adequate
Good
Total
Number
Very poor
Poor
Adequate
Good
Total
Number

Men working indoors
ProManaSupervisory
fessional gerial
High
Low
0
(4)
2
3
2
(8)
5
3
5
(22)
23
20
93
(65)
70
74
100
100
100
100
57
49
131
131
Men working indoors and outdoorsa
0
(4)
2
5
2
(8)
4
5
5
(22)
20
18
93
(66)
74
73
100
100
100
100
60
50
146
146
Women working indoorsb
7
4
7
6
17
32
69
57
100
100
4
12
71
68

Routine
All
Skilled
non-manual non-manual
5
3
14
4
4
13
38
22
32
53
71
41
100
100
100
81
449
359

Partly
skilled
5
16
38
42
100
189

Unskilled All
manual
12
11
14
14
43
35
30
40
100
100
56
604

8
3
37
53
100
93

4
4
21
71
100
497

15
14
27
44
100
508

9
18
32
41
100
238

12
28
24
36
100
150

13
17
28
42
100
896

4
8
29
58
100
266

5
7
27
60
100
421

(9)
(9)
(34)
(48)
100
44

8
12
46
34
100
148

(3)
(24)
(42)
(30)
100
33

8
13
43
36
100
225

NOTES: aConditions of men working outdoors in more than one place of work assumed to be distributed in the same proportion as of men working outdoors in
one place. Men working in transport excluded.
b
Only eighteen women in the sample were working outdoors.
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Table A.42. Percentages of non-manual and manual male and female employees with and
without entitlement to pay in sickness, according to weeks off work because of sickness in
previous twelve months.
Weeks off
work sick in
last year

Men

Women

Entitled to sick pay:

Entitled to sick pay:

yes

yes

no

NonManual NonManual
manual
manual

0
1-2
3-4
5-9
10 or more
Total
Number

no

Nonmanual

Manual

NonManual
manual

75
15
5
2
1

66
16
9
5
4

83
12
0
3
2

68
13
7
6
7

61
24
6
5
4

54
24
12
10
1

85
8
5
1
1

62
18
9
7
4

100
447

100
468

100
64

100
468

100
406

100
84

100
84

100
137

Table A.43. Percentages of employed men and women of non-manual and manual status, who
had subsidized meals.
Type of subsidized meal

Men
Nonmanual

Provided by employer at
below restaurant prices
Paid on account
charged to employer
Luncheon vouchers
None
Total
Number

Women
Manual

All

Nonmanual

Manual

All

23

18

20

28

21

29

7
5
65
100
517

2
2
78
100
977

3
3
74
100
1,504

2
7
63
100
354

1
1
77
100
296

2
5
64
100
661
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Table A.44. Percentages of employed men and women of different occupational class,
according to number of weeks of paid holiday during the previous twelve months.
Number of
weeks paid
holiday

Men

Women

Non-manual

Manual

Manual

Professional
and
managerial

Other

23
19
40
9
10

14
34
44
5
3

11
66
21
2
0

19
62
18
0
1

25
38
26
5
6

32
53
11
1
4

100
167

100
507

100
591

100
444

100
602

100
452

0
1-2
3-4
5-9
10-19
Total
Number

Skilled

Nonmanual
Other

Table A.45. Percentages of employed people in poverty, on the margins of poverty and not in
poverty, according to paid and unpaid holidays.
Whether paid or unpaid
holidays in year

Net disposable household income as % of supplementary
benefit rates plus housing costs

No holiday
Unpaid
Paid
Both unpaid and paid

Under 100
53
8
37
2

Total
Number

100
51

100-39
26
6
67
2
100
296

140+
12
5
79
4
100
1,996

All
15
5
77
3
100
2,343
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Table A.46. Percentages of male and female employees with different degrees of total work
deprivation, according to overall job satisfaction.
Job satisfaction (index)a

Satisfied (all 4 respects)
Fairly satisfied (satisfied or neutral
a114)
Dissatisfied in 1 respect
Dissatisfied in 2 or more respects
Total
Number
Satisfied (all 4 respects)
Fairly satisfied (satisfied or neutral
all 4)
Dissatisfied in 1 respect
Dissatisfied in 2 or more respects
Total
Number

Men - total work deprivation (index)b
None or Substantial Severe
slight
(3-4)
(5+)
(0-2)

All

44

37

24

38

19
26
11

22
23
17

20
28
28

20
25
16

100
653

100
443

100
217

100
1,313

Women
55

49

(30)

51

17
21
7

22
17
11

(20)
(27)
(22)

19
20
9

100
363

100
219

100
40

100
622

NOTES: aSatisfaction with facilities, security, pay and nature of job.
b
As defined on page 461.
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Table A.47. Percentages of households with too few, enough or more than enough bedrooms
who wanted more rooms or fewer rooms.
Need expressed for
additional or fewer rooms

Number of bedrooms by bedroom standard
2 or more 1 too few
too few

2 or more rooms wanted
1 bedroom wanted
1 living room (or bathroom)
wanted
Enough rooms
1, 2 or more rooms fewer
Total
Number

Enough

1 too
many

2 or more
too many

(39)
(21)

34
28

10
14

4
4

2
0

(6)
(34)
(0)
100
38

5
33
1
100
145

9
64
3
100
629

7
76
9
100
656

3
68
27
100
302

Table A.48. Percentages of households of different type with different numbers of rooms
usually heated in winter.
Rooms usually heated
in winter

Type of household
Single
person

None or only 1
2 rooms in accommodation
with 4 or more rooms
Others
Total
Number

Man
and
woman

Man,
woman
and
children

Others
without
children

Others
with
children

64

44

36

32

43

17
19
100
351

26
30
100
529

26
38
100
476

32
36
100
256

23
34
100
384

Table A.49. Percentages of households of different tenure according to household type.
Household type

Man or woman, under 60
Man or woman, over 60
Man and woman
Man, woman and children
Other households without
children
Other households with
children
Total
Number

Owner-occupier
Fully owned Paying
mortgage

Rented
Local
authority

Privately
furnished

Privately
unfurnished

5
16
36
5
28

3
1
21
44
15

4
13
22
26
18

32
6
21
21
13

7
23
31
17
16

Rent free
(mainly
through
employment)
13
4
28
24
13

All
types

10

16

16

7

7

18

13

100
474

100
477

100
559

100
109

100
323

100
68

100
2,022

6
12
26
24
19
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Table A.50. Percentages of people in different types of tenure and at different levels of income
with at least three forms of housing deprivation.
Type of tenure

Net disposable household income last
year as % of supplementary benefit
scale plus housing costs
Under 100

Renting, council
Renting, private
Owner-occupier
Renting, council
Renting, private
Owner-occupier

48
47
1

100-39
10
35
11

140+
8
27
2

Total number of people in categories
98
477
954
91
183
660
102
400
1,869

Table A.51. Percentages of people in households with low, average, and high net income
worth and of different tenure who possessed eight or more durables and fittings in a selected
list of ten.a
Type of tenure

Net income worth as % of mean of household type
Under 50 50-89

Owner-occupier
Council tenant
Private tenant
Total number of people in:
Owner-occupation
Council tenancies
Privately rented tenancies

13
8
3
55
207
146

38 .
30
18
624
756
393

90-109

110-99

200+

64
38
30

77
55
51

82
-

437
191
100

668
85
94

204
4
21

NOTE: aThe ten were television, radio, refrigerator, washing machine, vacuum cleaner, telephone, record player, central heating, upholstered chairs for each person, living-room carpet.
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Table A.52. Percentages of individuals in households of different occupational class with
multiple types of poor housing.
Number of
types of
poor
housinga

Occupational class of household

Professional Managerial Higher Lower Routine Skilled SemiUnskilled
super- super- nonmanual skilled manual
visory visory manual
manual
None
1
2
3
4
Total
Number

74
20
5
100
289

58
32
6
1
2
100
236

59
33
5
2
1
100
497

52
34
9
4
100
628

30
45
15
9
1
100
363

32
35
21
9
2
100
1,555

25
35
25
12
3
100
817

17
37
20
21
4
100
482

NOTE: aThe five types are: structural defects, inadequate housing facilities, insufficient bedrooms, only one room (or no rooms) heated in winter and insufficient internal play space for
children aged 1-10.
Table A.53. Percentages of households in different forms of tenure, according to the level of
their annual incomes in relation to the state’s poverty standard.
Net disposable household
income as % of supplementary benefit scale rates
plus housing cost

Type of tenure

Owner-occupiers
Fully
owned
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200-99
300+
Total
Number

9
21
21
26
23
100
394

Council
tenants

Paying
mortgages
2
15
36
37
9
100
411

Private tenants
Furnished Unfurnished

6
35
33
22
3
100
488

11
16
32
28
13
100
102

10
27
26
31
5
100
295

Table A.54. Mean absolute housing costs (£ per annum)a of households according to region and type of tenure (including repairs and before
deducting for tax relief).
Region

Owner-occupiers
Fully owned

Greater London
111
South-East
95
West Midlands
83
Anglia and East Midlands
106
Northern, Yorks and Humberside 80
North-West
68
South-West and Wales
88
Scotland
99
Northern Ireland
70

Council
tenants
Paying
mortgages
351
375
294
281
306
242
251
(279)
(197)

Private tenants
Furnished

190
161
157
143
152
129
145
112
86

NOTES: aMeans based on fewer than twenty households are placed in brackets.
b
Including other tenures.

217
(191)
(298)
(182)
(166)
(250)
(219)
(111)
(97)

Allb

No.

219
200
176
176
158
138
137
109
77

276
293
246
174
222
230
225
189
82

Unfurnished
181
157
(123)
(126)
118
112
107
70
45

Table A.55. Percentages of people living in homes with gardens of different size whose children, aged 5-10, did not have a safe place to play
near by and with some or a lot of air pollution.

Whether safe place to play, and air
sometimes or always polluted

Neither safe to play nor unpolluted
Not safe to play but unpolluted
Safe to play but polluted
Both safe to play and unpolluted
Total
Number

Size of garden or yard
SMALL
No sole use or too small for
household to sit in sun (under
10 feet square)
24
17
31
28
100
96

MEDIUM
Over 10 feet square, but not
as large in size as tennis court
16
21
11
52
100
328

LARGE
Equivalent in size to
tennis court or larger
5
21
6
69
100
196

Table A.56. Percentages of poor, marginally poor and non-poora of different occupational class with some or a lot of air pollution and
having insufficient garden space.

Class
Professional and managerial
Other non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled and unskilled manual
Professional and managerial
Other non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled and unskilled manual
Professional and managerial
Other non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled and unskilled manual

Air always or sometimes dirty, smoky or foul-smelling
Poor
Marginally poor
Non-poor
(31)
16
25
18
21
35
22
34
43
26
38
No sole use of garden or yard or too small to sit out in sun
(22)
10
18
24
16
36
22
21
26
31
29
Number
10
40
501
73
253
1,211
104
408
1,125
117
399
808

NOTE: aNet disposable household income in previous year less than, 100-39 per cent of, or 140 per cent or more of the supplementary benefit
scales plus housing costs.

Table A.57. Percentages of people with low, medium and high net income worth who experienced different forms of environmental
deprivation.
Form of environmental deprivation
No sole use of garden
Garden or yard too small for household to sit in sun
No safe place near by for children aged 1-4 to play
No safe place near by for children aged 5-10
Air always or sometimes polluted
Number

Net income worth as % of mean of household type
Under 50
50-89
90-119
110-99
41
26
18
12
14
11
8
3
55
40
30
26
39
32
38
34
32
32
31
16
514
1,984
748
873

200+
8
3
12
14
16
236
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Table A.58. Percentages of people of different age in different regions who were poor or
marginally poor.
Percentage of those of different age living in
units with net disposable incomes last year of
less than, or no more than 40% above, the
state’s poverty standard

Region

Aged 0-14 15-39
Greater London
South-East
Anglia and East Midlands
South-West and Wales
West Midlands
North-West
Northern, Yorks and Humberside
Northern Ireland
Scotland

30
26
35
35
33
38
38
62
45

40-59

20
24
27
25
25
31
21
28
29

60

14
14
14
21
15
19
17
43
21

52
49
44
67
62
56
61
74
62

Table A.59. Percentages of people of different age in different regions who were poor or
marginally poor.
Type of area

Percentage of those of different age living in units
with net disposable incomes last year of less than,
or no more than 40% above, the state’s poverty
standard
Aged 0-14

Rural
Urban
Conurban

28
35
41

15-39

40-59

60+

24
28
26

24
16
17

58
59
57
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Table A.60. Rank order of constituencies according to proportion of individuals living in
households who were in poverty or on the margins of poverty (with percentage of persons in
manual worker households in brackets).
Fermanagh and Tyrone
South Shields
North Devon
Galloway
North Fylde
Salford East
Gloucester
Coatbridge and Airdrie
Bolton East
Woolwich East
South Worcestershire
Neath
New Forest
Manchester Wythenshawe
Glasgow Shettleston
Bradford East
Oswestry
Leeds North-West
Leicester South-East
Aylesbury
Coventry East
Belfast North
Wandsworth/Streatham
Newton
Thurrock
Bournemouth North

66
46
45
45
41
41
41
38
37
37
36
35
34
33
33
32
32
31
31
30
29
29
29
27
26
26

(50)
(72)
(54)
(60)
(58)
(79)
(68)
(78)
(55)
(58)
(43)
(66)
(65)
(50)
(79)
(81)
(64)
(47)
(61)
(67)
(75)
(63)
(50)
(60)
(50)
(46)

Ipswich
Bristol South
South-West Herts.
Lewisham North
Lewes
Pontefract
Southport
Haltemprice
Melton
Brierley Hill
Islington North
Grantham
Edinburgh West Guildford
Birmingham, Northfield
Hornchurch
Newcastle East
Bristol West
Yeovil
Oldbury and Halesowen
Belfast East
Aberdeen South
Kinross
Hendon North
Dartford

26
25
23
23
23
23
22
22
22
20
19
19
18
18
18
17
17
16
16
15
15
14
13
13
12

(65)
(65)
(43)
(48)
(29)
(62)
(47)
(34)
(60)
(48)
(57)
(56)
(58)
(27)
(60)
(38)
(39)
(25)
(54)
(55)
(81)
(36)
(48)
(25)
(58)

NOTE: No individual figure should be regarded as reliable for the constituency in question.
Sampling error will be high on the small number of interviews conducted in individual constituencies. The purpose of the table is to show the kind of constituencies which tend to be
found towards the top, or towards the bottom, of a ranking by poverty.
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Table A.61. Percentages of people living below or on the margins of the state’s standard of
poverty, according to their age and type of household (four areas and UK).
Age

Percentage living below
or on margins of state
standard
Four areas
UK

0-14
15-25
25-44
45-64
65+
All ages
Household type
Single person under 60
Single person 60 or over
Man and woman
Man, woman and 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults and children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children

51
31
34
29
68
42

34
17
24
18
56
28

46
79
38
29
29
65
64
19
57
19
34
46

21
75
26
21
30
31
(69)
14
14
8
23
31

Number of base

Four areas

UK

943
472
696
658
399
3,168

1,322
692
1,309
1,161
629
5,113

76
169
484
259
344
217
299
237
249
137
116
458

111
227
940
402
687
389
309
554
603
245
183
476

Table A.62. Percentages of households belonging to different numbers of social minorities who had incomes below, just above and
substantially above the state’s standard.
Number of social minorities
to which household belongs
None
1
2
3 or more
All

None
1
2
3 or more
All

Net disposable income last year as % of supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
Total
5.0
22.6
72.3
100
8.7
25.3
66.0
100
7.4
24.2
68.4
100
15.4
30.8
53.8
100
7.0
24.0
69.1
100
Net disposable income last week as % of supplementary benefit scales plus housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140+
Total
5.8
22.5
71.7
100
6.1
25.9
68.1
100
7.7
22.7
69.5
100
18.2
27.3
54.5
100
6.6
23.8
69.6
100

No.
911
577
215
65
1,768
No.
925
595
220
66
1,806
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Table A.63. Percentages of persons in certain social minorities according to occupational
class of household.
Occupational class of
head of household

Characteristic of household

Professional, managerial and
higher supervisory
Lower supervisory and
routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled and unskilled
manual
Total
Number

Large
family

Non-white

Born in
Eire

All households
in survey

19

8

22

21

12

14

13

22

32
37

35
43

30
36

31
26

100
565

100
170

100
156

100
5,310

Table A.64. Percentages of the currently employed and non-employed, according to weeks of
unemployment in the previous twelve months, who were in units living in poverty or on the
margins of poverty.
Income last year of
income unit as % of
supplementary benefit
scale rates plus
housing cost

Under 100
100-39
140-99
200-99
300+
Total
Number

Weeks unemployed in previous 12 months

Currently employed

Currently non-employeda

None
4
12
28
38
18

10+
(10)
(21)
(42)
(21)
(5)

100
2,105

1-9
9
17
31
29
14
100
70

100
38

None
8
15
32
29
16
100
212

1-9
(17)
(33)
(20)
(27)
(3)

10+
(22)
(22)
(17)
(25)
(14)

100
30

100
36

NOTE: aHaving worked at least one week in the year or being unemployed and registered for
work throughout the year.
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Table A.65. Gross average weekly earnings and gross year’s earnings of adult employees as a
percentage of the mean and median.
Earnings as % Full-time men, 21 and over
Gross average
Gross year’s
weekly earnings
earnings
as %
as %
median mean
Under 60
60-79
80-99
100-19
120-39
140-59
160-99
200-99
300+

4.1
18.0
27.6
20.4
12.6
6.4
5.6
3.4
1.8

Total
100
Number
1,186
Amount
median/mean £21.4
NOTE: Employees only.

11.0
29.6
26.0
15.6
7.4
3.5
3.3
2.4
1.3
100
1,186
£24.3

as % as %
median mean
5.4
17.8
26.8
20.1
12.5
6.5
5.0
3.7
2.2
100
1,186

12.2
28.2
25.8
15.9
7.2
3.5
3.3
2-1
1.7
100
502

£1,087 £1,254

Full-time women, 18 and over
Gross average
Gross year’s
weekly earnings earnings
as %
as %
median mean
9.6
19.7
18.9
15.3
14.1
8.0
6.2
6.0
2.2

19.7
22.3
19.1
16.5
9.8
2.6
5.2
3.4
1.4

100
502

100
502

£11.3

£13.4

as %
as %
median mean
13.3
17.3
19.1
15.5
15.3
8.2
4.8
6.0
2.4

19.7
21.5
20.5
15.5
10.0
2.8
4.6
3.6
1.8

100
502

100
502

£587

£675
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Table A.66. Percentages of men and women with different earnings according to their total
deprivation at work.
Work
deprivation
index

0-2
3-4
5+
Total
Number

Gross earnings last week as % of the mean
Men
Under
50

5059

6079

8099

100119

120199

200+

35
42
23

38
39
23

34
43
23

45
36
19

53
34
13

65
24
12

95
3
2

100
119

100
77

100
349

100
365

100
234

100
248

100
60

55
38
7

(41)
(41)
(18)

50
40
10

53
43
4

66
28
6

77
21
1

(90)
(10)
(0)

100
89

100
44

100
149

100
134

100
83

100
142

100
39

Women
0-2
3-4
5+
Total
Number
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Table A.67. Percentages of men and women of different occupational class and earnings
working indoors with poor or adequate but not good work conditions.
Percentage of
gross earnings
last year

Men

Women

Non-manual

Manual

Professional
or managerial

Other

Under 80
80-99
100-19
120+
All percentages

22
20

43
24
24
27
31

Under 80
80-99
100-19
120+
All percentages

4
4
6
79
93

99
81
66
60
306

Skilled

68
59
53
(52)
60
Number
113
118
60
40
331

Nonmanual

Manual

Other

(supervisory or
routine
only)a

(chiefly the
partly
skilled)

59
66
(62)
61

43
43
35
33
39

65
(56)
(59)
63

140
44
29
12
225

107
69
52
97
325

109
43
22
17
191

NOTE: aThere were only eleven women in professional or managerial occupations in the
sample who could be classified according to their working conditions indoors.
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Table A.68. Percentages of men and women of different occupational class and earnings who
worked unsocial hours (before 8 a.m. or at night).
Gross earnings
Men
last year as of mean

Women

Non-manual

Manual

Professional
or managerial

Other

Skilled

Under 80
80-99
100-19
120+
All percentages

15
16

21
12
19
18
18

40
48
49
59
47

Under 80
80-99
100-19
120+
All percentages

9
5
11
121
146

154
101
92
72
419

Number
177
164
85
64
490

Nonmanual

Manual

Other

(supervisory or
routine
only)a

(chiefly the
partly
skilled)

54
53
(66)
(65)
56

6
4
2
6
6

32
(55)
(57)
(46)
41

224
77
32
23
356

116
72
53
102
343

107
40
21
24
192

NOTE: aOnly fifteen professional or managerial women employees were in the sample.
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Table A.69. Percentages of men and women of different occupational class and earnings who
were entitled to one week’s notice or less.
Percentage of
gross earnings
last year

Men

Women

Non-manual

Manual

Professional
or managerial

Other

Skilled

Under 80
80-99
100-19
120+
All percentages

5
4

39
14
15
13
22

56
50
41
45
52

Under 80
80-99
100-19
120+
All percentages

2
3
7
81
93

115
91
78
68
352

Number
179
165
88
58
490

Nonmanual

Manual

Other

(supervisory or
routine
only)

(chiefly the
partly
skilled)

66
55
(51)
(59)
62

57
50
29
13
37

75
(75)
(76)
(60)
73

223
84
37
22
366

106
64
56
102
328

100
44
21
25
190
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Table A.70. Percentages of male and female employees of different age according to their
weekly gross earnings.
Gross weekly earnings
Under £12
£12 and under £14
£14 and under £16
£16 and under £20
£20 and under £24
£24 and under £28
£28 and under £40
£40 or over
Total
Number

Men aged
-19
20-29

30-39

40-49

50-59

60+

67
14
7
8
2
1
1
0

6
9
8
27
21
13
13
3

3
3
6
21
22
16
19
10

4
3
-8
21
19
16
17
12

4
7
10
28
18
11
14
8

12
9
19
25
14
11
6
4

100
101

100
351

100
338

100
322

100
285

100
127

15
36
25
18
3
2
0
0
0

6
5
13
21
18
31
4
2
0

9
6
13
14
10
29
13
4
1

10
14
25
11
10
14
8
4
3

11
19
18
17
6
19
7
1
1

(25)
(4)
(29)
(11)
(4)
(14)
(4)
(11)
0

100
88

100
175

100
89

100
126

100
88

10
28

Women
Under £6
£6 and under £8
£8 and under £10
£10 and under £12
£12 and under £14
£14 and under £20
£20 and under £28
£28 and under £40
£40 or over
Total
Number
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Table A.71. Percentages of males and females of different age with scores of one or more, and
seven or more, on the incapacity index.
Age

10-14
15-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70-74
75-79
80-84

Males
Score of
1 or more

Score of
7 or more

Females
Score of
1 or more

Score of
7 or more

2.6
3.2
2.4
3.6
3.8
8.0
13.4
14.9
27.1
37.7
44.0
67.6
76.8
(81.2)
(96.0)

0.0
0.5
0.5
0.5
1.0
1.0
2.4
3.0
3.5
9.0
9.8
6.9
21.5
(31.5)
(56.0)

3.1
1.4
5.0
8.5
7.0
12.2
20.7
21.3
37.8
43.8
62.5
79.4
87.3
90.9
(95.7)

1.8
0.9
0.5
0.0
0.0
1.0
1-6
3.0
7.4
6.9
17.7
19.9
27.9
42.3
(57.6)

Total number
Males Females
233
222
205
194
184
200
164
202
140
204
141
148
69
48
25

222
213
219
201
171
197
188
202
188
185
176
165
118
99
47

Table A.72. Number and percentage of people with severe, appreciable and some incapacity who are of different age.

Age

10-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65-69
70-79
80+
All ages

Estimated number in UK (000s)
Severe and appreciable incapacity
(scores of 7 and over)

Some, appreciable and severe
incapacity (scores 3 and over)

Males

Males

80
80
200
120
100
275
185
1,040

Females
95
70
220
285
295
655
435
2,055

Males and
females
175
150
420
405
395
930
620
3,095

NOTE: Population estimates rounded to nearest 5,000.

265
250
260
320
415
600
240
2,550

Females
320
330
630
600
665
1,310
605
4,460

Males and
females
585
580
1,090
920
1,080
1,910
845
7,010

Percentage of all with some,
appreciable or severe incapacity
(scores of 3 or more)
Males
Females Males and
females
10.5
7.2
8.3
9.7
7.4
8.2
18.0
14.1
15.5
12.6
13.5
13.2
16.2
14.9
15.4
23.5
29.4
27.3
9.4
13.5
12.1
100
100
100
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Table A.73. Percentages of males and females of different ages who have trouble with one or
more disablement conditions and have a marked or specific restriction of activity (in brackets).
Age

0-9
10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-79
80+
All ages

Males

Females

Males and
females

7.1
5.3
10.4
15.7
18.0
34.2
46.5
60.5
(70.0)

(2.0)
(3.4)
(4.1)
(6.1)
(7.8)
(18.6)
(24.3)
(38.9)
(58.1)

4.7
5.5
13.4
19.5
24.4
32.3
50.0
65.7
80.9

(1.8)
(2.5)
(8.4)
(11.1)
(14.1)
(20.4)
(27.4)
(38.7)
(58.3)

5.9
5.4
12.0
17.5
21.3
33.2
48.4
63.9
77.8

(1.9)
(2.9)
(6.2)
(8.5)
(11.1)
(19.6)
(25.9)
(35.7)
(58.3)

Total numbers
in sample
Males Females
540
502
452
433
389
407
378
360
360
381
329
363
276
339
113
209
31
72

20.5

(9.9)

25.3

(14.3)

23.0

(12.2)

2,868

3,066

NOTE: aInformation covering restriction of activity.
Table A.74. Numbers and percentages of people with one or more disablement conditions
which limit activities, according to age.

Age
Under 10
10-14
15-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65-69
70-79
80+
All ages

Estimated number (000s) in noninstitutionalized population (UK)
Males
Females Males and
females

Percentage of those with disablement
condition who were of different age
Males
Females Males and
females

100
55
85
150
215
265
570
320
310
410
170
2,650

3.9
2.1
3.2
5.7
8.1
9.9
21.6
12.0
11.7
15.5
6.4
100

85
25
75
310
370
490
670
455
395
745
380
4,000

185
80
160
460
585
755
1,240
775
705
1,155
550
6,650

NOTE: Population estimates rounded to nearest 5,000.

2.1
0.7
1.8
7.8
9.1
12.3
16.9
11.4
9.8
18.5
9.6
100

2.8
1.2
2.4
6.9
8.7
11.4
18.7
11.7
10.5
17.3
8.3
100
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Table A.75. Percentages of males and females of different age and occupational class with one
or more disablement conditions which limited their activities (percentages on base of under 50
in brackets).
Occupational classa

Professional
Managerial
Higher inspectorate
Lower inspectorate
Routine
non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled
manual
Unskilled manual

Males
0-19
20-39

40-59 60+ All
ages

Females
0-19 20-39 40-59 60+ All
ages

(2.4) b
4.6
(9.7) b
6.3
12.7 (30.0) 7.7
9.2 (24.4) 7.4

1.5
(4.4) (22.7) b
9.8
(4.1) (12.8) (9.8) b
10.3
1.2
7.2
9.6 (30.0) 9.2
0.7
9.3
8.8 42.4 11.5

1.3
0.0
2.1
1.6

(5.0)
(2.8)
2.4
5.4

1.8
3.2

(2.3) (23.1) b 10.4
4.3
12.5 33.9 9.8

4.2
1.8

5.6
8.9

17.2
16.4

27.2 12.1
38.2 14.7

3.7
2.1

7.5
11.8

1.4
3.8

13.7
20.0

26.4
21.7

33.0 16.9
33.3 20.1

14.0
20.3

30.1 11.2
31.6 15.9

NOTES: aOccupational class of head of households or chief wage-earner.
b
Percentage not given because base is under 30.
Table A.76. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated at different age living in
housing without sole use of four basic amenities.a

Age

20-29
30-49
50-59
60+

Degree of incapacity (score)
None
Minor
(0)
(1-2)

Some
(3-6)

Appreciable
or severe
(7+)

20
15
15
21

18
18
20

(18)
18
16
29

(32)
22
27

All ages
18
Numbers of all ages 4,877

22
536

25
435

26
350

NOTE: aScoring 4 or more on index of amenities. Scoring 1 for shared use, 2 for no use of indoor WC, sink, bath and cooker.
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Table A.77. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated with household incomes
above and below the state’s standard of poverty who said they were poor all of the time or
sometimes.
Net disposable income
Degree of incapacity
last year as % of supplementary benefit scales
plus housing cost
None
Minor
(0)
(1-2)
Under 100
100-39
140+
All
Total

Some
(3-6)

Appreciable
or severe
(7+)

40
47
17
24

42
45
20
29

41
53
21
34

44
53
22
37

4,777

536

435

350
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Table A.78. Percentages and estimated total population of men and women who were ill for
different periods (four measures of illness).
Definition and period of illness

Number of weeks off work ill
in last 52a
None
1-2
3-9
10-19
20+
Total
Number
Number of weeks of current illness
None, or less than 1
1-9
10-19
20+

Percentage

Estimated no. in
population (000s)

Men

Men

71.5
14.0
10.6
2.1
1.8
100
1,770a
96.6
1.8
0.5
1.1

Total
Number
Days ill in bed last 12 months
None
1-19
20-49
50-149
150+

100
2,923

Total
Number

100
2,954

Years since chronic illness or
condition startedb
Under 5
5-9
10-19
20 or more
Total
Number

71.3
25.6
2.5
0.3
0.3

33.6
19.1
21.2
26.1
100
241b

Women

71.1
15.5
10.1
2.4
0.8
100
1,095a
96.7
2.1
0.2
1.0
100
3,116
66.8
29.5
3.1
0.3
0.3
100
3,144

37.3
19.5
21.3
22.0
100b
287b

NOTES: aEmployed and self-employed only.
b
Only those aged 15-64 with any long-term illness or condition.

Women

11,385
2,223
1,692
342
288

7,011
1,530
999
234
81

15,930
-

9,855
-

25,550
475
135
290

27,030
585
55
280

26,450
-

27,950
-

18,860
6,760
660
90
80

18,660
8,240
880
100
70

26,450

27,950

745
425
470
580

985
515
560
580

2,220
-

2,640
-

1054 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Table A.79. Percentages of men and women with and without a disablement condition who
were currently ill for different periods.
Weeks’ illness off
work or confined
to house

Number of disablement conditions

Men
None or less than 1
1
2-4
5-9
10-19
20+
Total
Number

Women

None

1

2 or more

None

97.7
1.0
0.4
0.2
0.3
0.5
100
2,600

89.8
1.8
0.9
1.3
2.2
4.0
100
226

80.6
1.6
0.0
1.6
3.2
12.9
100
62

97.5
1.5
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.4
100
2,638

1
93.6
2.0
0.6
0.3
0.9
2.6
100
343

2 or more
83.7
1.0
0.0
2.0
2.0
11.2
100
98

Table A.80. Estimated numbers in population (000s) who are both disabled or incapacitated
and have been ill for long periods.
Disablement condition

None
1 or more
Incapacity
None (0)
Minor (1-2)
Some (3-6)
Appreciable or severe (7+)

Weeks of current illnessa
None
Under
10 weeks

10 weeks
or over

46,615
5,980

850
220

290
445

32,730
4,730
3,635
2,465

545
65
100
180

75
45
175
410

NOTE: aUsing the specific criteria of ill off work or school or ill confined to bed or house.
Note that the measure of incapacity was not applied to children under the age of 10.

Table A.81. Percentages and estimated numbers of men and women of different age and employment status during previous twelve months
who were incapacitated or non-incapacitated.
Degree of incapacity
Employed (or self-employed)
Not employed
Age
Men
Women
Men
None
Minor Some
None
Minor Some
None
Minor Some
0
1-2
3+
0
1-2
3+
0
1-2
3+
15-19
97
1
2
99
0
1
97
1
2
20-29
97
1
2
95
3
3
30-39
95
3
2
89
7
5
-40-49
87
6
6
81
11
7
50-59
70
19
11
68
19
13
(19)
(9)
(72)
60-64
59
20
20
(47)
(29)
(25)
(30)
(15)
(55)
65+
42
32
26
(32)
(34)
(34)
25
29
46
All ages
85
8
6
82
10
8
41
18
40
No. in sample 1,486
146
113
887
109
85
158
70
154
Estimated number in population (000s)a
15-19
1,155
10
25
1,055
0
10
815
10
20
20-29
3,410
35
55
2,235
65
65
110
0
20
30-39
3,300
110
65
1,485
110
80
10
0
25
40-49
2,830
210
200
1,895
255
175
25
0
45
50-59
2,025
560
310
1,135
320
220
35
20
135
60-64
640
220
220
210
120
110
55
25
100
65+
255
190
155
110
120
120
395
585
1,065
All ages
13,620
1,340
1,035
8,130
1,000
780
1,450
640
1,410
NOTE: aEstimated to nearest 5,000.

Women
None
Minor
0
1-2
98
0
91
4
91
7
75
12
51
24
31
26
12
21
53
16
1,568
310
825
1,310
1,520
890
870
365
460
6,240

0
65
110
145
405
310
805
1,840

Some
3+
2
4
2
13
25
43
66
31
490
20
65
35
155
420
515
2,500
3,710
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Table A.82. Percentages of employed, self-employed and non-employed of different age with a
disablement condition.

15-19

Employeda
%
Total
number of
that age
3
240

20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69

5
6
9
16
23

604
499
547
435
214

70+
All ages

32
11

25
2,564

Age

Self-employeda
%
Total
number of
that age
(12)

25

15
2
16

54
56
55

(20)
12

Non-employed
%
Total
number of
that age
4
183

30

9
14
24
28
28

170
184
139
202
374

220

30
25

394
1,646

NOTE: aFor at least one week in previous twelve months.
Table A.83. Percentages of mena with and without a disablement condition with earnings for
previous week in relation to the mean.
Earnings last week as % of mean

Under 60
60-79
80-99
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

Disablement condition
None
One or more
conditions
7
24
27
28
9
5

14
30
25
21
7
2

100
1,202

100
123

NOTE: aAged 20 and over and employed for 30 or more hours in previous week.
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Table A.84. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated full-time’ male and female
employees with different average gross earnings.
Gross earnings per week
of employment last year

Degree of incapacity
Men
None
(0)

Under £15
£15-24
£25-34
£35+
Total
Number

Minor
(1-2)

Some,
appreciable
or severe
(3+)

11
54
23
11

17
58
18
6

25
51
20
5

100
1,093

100
103

100
64

Under £10
£10-14
£15-19
£20+

Women
34
38
17
11

(43)
(34)
(20)
(3)

(59)
(22)
(15)
(4)

Total
Number

100
452

100
35

100
27

NOTE: aThirty hours a week or more.
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Table A.85. Percentages of non-incapacitated and incapacitated who worked different
numbers of hours in previous week.
Number of hours
worked last week
None

Under 30
30-39
40-49
50+
Total
Number

Degree of incapacity
Men
Minor
(0)
4
16
54
26
100
1,180

Some or
(1-2)

Any degree
appreciable
(3+)

(1+)

5
9
58
28
100
122

24
11
48
17
100
89

13
10
54
23
100
211

Under 30
30-39
40-49
50+

Women
6
44
45
6

(2)
(45)
(45)
(7)

(20)
(26)
(43)
(11)

11
36
44
9

Total
Number

100
484

100
40

100
35

100
75
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Table A.86. Percentages of people of different age in income units with incomes above and
below the state’s poverty standard, according to the level of incapacity of the most
incapacitated member of the income unit.

Age

0-14
15-29
30 44
45-59
60+

Percentage whose income was below or on the margins of the state’s poverty
standarda
No one
At least 1 with
At least 1 with
At least 1 with
incapacitated
minor incapacity some incapacity appreciable or
(scores 0 only)
(1-2)
(3-6)
severe incapacity
(7+)
35.0
23.8
22.8
12.2
41.3

35.1
26.0
26.6
14.9
53.8

48.0
36.0
38.3
27.0
59.1

(52.9)
b
b

44.6
68.6

NOTE: aLess than 140 per cent of supplementary benefit scale rates plus housing cost.
b
Base smaller than 20.
Table A.87. Percentages of children living in income units with and without an incapacitated
child who were below and above the state’s standard of poverty.
Children, aged 10-14
Net disposable income No child
At least 1 child
last year as % of
incapacitated with minor,
supplementary benefit (0)
some or severe
rates plus housing
incapacity
cost
(scores 1 or
more)
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

5.3
27.7
32.7
34.3
100
376

(20.0)
(40.0)
(28.6)
(11.4)
100
35

Children, aged 0-14
No child with At least 1 child
disablement
in unit with
condition
disablement
condition

7.9
27.8
36.8
27.5
100
1,304

16.7
35.0
18.3
30.0
100
60
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Table A.88. Percentages of children in the United Kingdom and in four special areas,
according to the presence in the household of their natural parents.
Parental status

United Kingdom
No.

Mother only present
Father only present
Natural mother, legal stepfather
Natural mother, accepted stepfather
Natural father, legal stepmother
Neither parent present, but both alive
Neither parent present, father alive
Neither parent present, mother alive
Both parents present, not married
Both parents present, married

Four poor areas
%

92
23
15
7
6
8
4
3
5
1,509

5.5
1.4
0.9
0.4
0.4
0.5
0.2
0.2
0.3
90.3

1,672

100.0

No.

%

91
5

9.9
0.5

824

89.6

920

100.0

Table A.89. Percentages of individuals in one-parent families in the United Kingdom and in
four special areas, according to income in relation to the poverty standard.
Net disposable household
income last year as %
of supplementary benefit
rates plus housing cost
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

United Kingdom

Four poor areas

23
22
32
22

29
21
34
17

100
154

100
192
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Table A.90. Percentages and estimated number of elderly persons (of pensionable age) in
income units with incomes above and below the deprivation standard.
Gross disposable income
as percentage of the
deprivation standard
Under 100
100-99
200+

Elderly

Non-elderly

54
37
9

21
55
24

Total
Number

100
828

100
4,437

Estimated number in
population (000,000s)
Elderly
Non-elderly
4.4
9.7
3.0
25.4
0.7
11.0
8.2
-

46.2
-

Table A.91. Percentages of employed and non-employed elderlya according to percentage of
incomes from retirement pensions and supplementary benefits.
Percentage of income derived
retirement pensions
and/or supplementary benefits
100
90-99
70-89
50-69
20-49
10-19
Under 10
Total
Number

Percentage of elderlya in single-person from
and two-person income units
Not employed
24
20
12
12
16
2
14
100
689

Employedb
1
1
12
27
21
5
33
100
172

NOTES: aWomen 60 and over; men 65 and over.
b
In paid employment, even for a few hours a week, during the previous twelve months.
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Table A.92. Percentages of people of pensionable age and different marital status in income
units with incomes above and below the state’s standard of poverty.
Net disposable income of
Single men
income units as % of supplementary benefit standard
plus housing costs
Under 100
100-39
140-99
200+
Total
Number

Single women
Unmarried

19
46
17
19

25
44
19
12

100
59

100
68

Widowed,
divorced
and
separated
23
54
14
9

Married
men and
women

100
266

16
37
20
27
100
437

Table A.93. Percentages of people of pensionable age and different marital status in income
units, according to value of net assets.
Value of assets
(£)

Under 25
25-49
50-99
100-99
200-499
500-999
1,000-4,999
5,000-9,999
10,000+
Total
Number

Single men

38
2
4
12
10
2
19
10
4
100
52

Single women
Unmarried
Widowed,
divorced
and
separated
12
4
11
7
9
10
33
11
4
100
57

39
3
7
6
9
5
20
8
2
100
236

Married
men and
women

17
3
4
6
7
7
33
14
9
100
388

Single
and
married
men and
women
25
3
5
7
8
6
28
12
6
100
733
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Table A.94. Percentages of elderly people of different age who received, or were eligible to
receive, supplementary benefits.
Age

Received

Eligible
to receive

Total number
in age group

60-64
65-9
70-74
75-9
80+

19.1
27.2
18.4
32.9
34.6

11.5
18.7
26.6
15.7
18.7

157
235
158
140
107

All ages

25.8

18.3

797

Table A.95. Percentages of elderly in different social classes and types of household who had
resources below or on the margins of the state’s standard of poverty.
Household membership

Living alone
Married couples
Living with others

Living alone
Married couples
Living with others

Net disposable household income last year below 140% of
supplementary benefit rates plus housing cost
Non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled
and unskilled manual
59
35
(28)

85
55
(29)

85
61
41

Net income worth last year of household below 140% of
supplementary benefit rates plus housing cost
24
62
65
4
26
38
(3)
(9)
(28)
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Table A.96. Percentages of men and women of different age in income units receiving an
employer’s pension.
Receiving
employer’s
pension

Age

Under 70
No
Yes

70-79

Men Women Men
62
77
62
38
23
38

Total
Number

100
147

100
341

100
117

Women
82
18
100
216

80+

All ages

Men Women
(62)
90
(38)
10

Men
62
38

Women
80
20

100
34

100
298

100
634

100
77

Table A.97. Percentages of men and women of pensionable age, according to the annual value
of employer’s pension received by the income unit.
Amount of employer’s
pension per annum (£)
Nil
Under 50
50-99
100-99
200-99
300+
Total
Number

Men
Under 70
63
5
6
6
8
12
100
147

Women
70 and over
64
5
8
7
3
13
100
151

Under 70
79
3
4
4
4
7
100
341

70 and over
85
2
3
4
1
5
100
293
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Table A.98. Percentages of heads of income units not in paid employment in the previous week
according to eligibility to supplementary benefits.
Eligibility of income
unit for supplementary
benefits

Unemployed

Unclassifiable
Could not claim
Currently receiving
benefit
Ineligible for supplementary benefit
(income too high)
Eligible but not
receiving
Total
Number

Sick

Disabled

Housewives

Retired

1.9
0.0

3.2
10.6

(3.1)
(6.2)

3.0
16.9

5.3
2.6

24.5

21.3

(50.0)

41.0

25.2

35.8

50.0

(28.1)

24.7

47.0

37.7
100
53

14.9
100
94

(12.5)
100
32

14.5
100
166

19.9
100
508

Table A.99. Percentages of income units receiving and eligible for, but not receiving
supplementary benefits, according to type of household.
Type of household

Receiving
%

Man aged 60+
Man under 60
Woman aged 60+
Woman under 60
Man and woman, head under
pensionable age
Man and woman, head of
pensionable age or over
Man and woman, 1 child
2 children
3 children
4 or more children
3 adults
3 adults plus children
4 adults
Others without children
Others with children
All types

Eligible but not
receiving
%

No.

5.5
0.4
40.6
1.6

No.
14
1
104
4

4.2
0.6
23.5
1.2

7
1
39
2

3.9

10

2.4

4

14.5
0.8
1.6
0.0
1.2
9.4
3.5
3.9
6.6
6.6
100

37
2
4
0
3
24
9
10
17
17
256

25.3
1.2
1.8
0.0
2.4
12.7
5.4
4.8
5.4
9.0
100

46
2
3
0
4
21
9
8
9
15
166
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Table A.100. Percentages of people in income units with incomes for previous week expressed
as a percentage of the supplementary benefit standard.
Type of social security
received by unit

Incomes last week
Under 100 100-39

Retirement pension
Widows’ benefit (under 60)
Unemployment insurance
benefit
Sickness benefit
War and industrial injury
disablement pension
Supplementary benefit

140 or
more

Total

Number

21.0
(14.6)

46.7
(25.0)

33.3
(60.4)

100
100

713
48

(28.2)
9.1

(20.5)
39.8

(51.3)
51.1

100
100

39
88

(0.0)
16.5

(25.8)
72.7

(74.2)
10.8

100
100

31
249

Table A.101. Percentages of men and of women receiving supplementary benefit who were of
different age.

Age
Under 29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-64
65-69
70-79
80+
Total
Number

Britain: DHSS estimatesa

Survey estimates

Males

Females

Males

Females

8.6
6.2
7.9
9.8
9.2
21.5
27.2
9.5
100
966,000

6.4
4.2
4.5
6.9
10.2
15.5
34.3
17.8
100
1,671,000

11.7
5.2
5.2
16.9
3.9
36.4
14.3
6.5
100
77

5.4
5.4
2.7
5.4
15.6
13.4
34.9
17.2
100
186

NOTE: aSample of 1 in 80 cases.
SOURCE: DHSS, Social Security Statistics, 1972, HMSO, London, 1973, pp. 154-5.

Table A.102. Percentages of households receiving rate and rent rebates in different regions.
Region

Northern Ireland
North-West
South-West and Wales
Scotland
Northern, Yorks and Humberside
West Midlands
Anglia and East Midlands
South-East
Greater London
All regions

Percentage of
owneroccupiers
getting rate
rebates
(6.3)
8.6
8.4
(2.3)
10.2
5.1
2.9
6.9
8.1
7.0

NOTE: aExcluding households who answered ‘no scheme’.

Percentage of
rent payers
getting
rate rebates
1.9
0.8
3.6
8.0
1.8
0.0
1.3
2.6
1.5
2.5

Percentage of
council households getting
rent rebates
(0.0)
13.5
(20.0)
9.5
(4.8)
6.5
(0.0)
14.9
8.0
9.9

Owneroccupiers

Total households
Private
tenants

Council
tenantsa

32
128
107
43
118
118
104
175
136
961

53
109
111
125
112
135
78
116
136
975

52
45
63
42
92
29
74
50
456
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Table A.103. Percentages of secondary school children of different occupational class not requiring uniforms, and percentages of parents
knowing about educational maintenance allowances.
Occupational class

Percentage of children at
secondary schools not
requiring uniforma

Professional
Managerial
Higher inspectorate
Lower inspectorate

31
(33)
28
49

Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual

(37)
44
53

1.4
2.9

52
44

3.1
1.1

Unskilled manual
All classes

Percentage of 15- to 18year-olds whose parents
had heard of educational
maintenance allowances
47

35

21
33

Total numbers
Children at secondary
schoola (excl. Northern
Ireland)
75
48
72
126

All children
15-18
21
19
26
41

49
250
148

139
67

40
77
40

67
835

32
471

31
295

NOTE: aPercentages and totals in italics are those at schools with uniforms receiving grants and number at schools with uniform.

Table A.104. Percentages of households in different occupational classes receiving rate and rent rebates.
Occupational class

Professional
Managerial
Higher inspectorate
Lower inspectorate
Routine non-manual
Skilled manual
Partly skilled manual
Unskilled manual
All classes

Percentage of
owneroccupiers
getting rate
rebates
1.1
3.3
5.8
1.7
12.9
8.4
13.7
(18.6)
7.0

NOTE: aExcluding households who answered ‘no scheme’.

Percentage of
rent payers
getting
rate rebates

Percentage of
council households getting
rent rebates

7.2
6.2
3.3
1.6
2.4
2.8
4.9
3.3

7.8
10.9
18.5
9.9

Owneroccupiers

Total households
Private
tenants

Council
tenantsa

89
61
138
179
62
239
102
43
913

14
24
45
91
61
372
212
143
962

3
13
34
31
179
110
65
435
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Table A.105. Pupils taking midday meals and having free meals (local education authorities,
Britain, May 1971).
Day pupils
taking midday
meals
England
Bedfordshire
Berkshire
Buckinghamshire
Cambridgeshire and Isle of Ely
Cheshire
Cornwall
Cumberland
Derbyshire
Devon
Dorset
Durham
Essex
Gloucestershire
Hampshire
Herefordshire
Hertfordshire
Huntingdon and Peterborough
Isle of Wight
Kent
Lancashire
Leicestershire
Lincolnshire Holland
Kesteven
Lindsey
Norfolk
Northamptonshire
Northumberland
Nottinghamshire
Oxfordshire
Rutland
Shropshire (Salop)
Somerset
Staffordshire
Suffolk, East
Suffolk, West
Surrey
Sussex, East

Percentage of
pupils
present

Free meals as
of total
meals served

25,845
45,667
55,608
22,301
87,417
24,965
24,701
50,995
28,990
22,483
53,347
81,206
47,391
79,900
14,395
92,045
18,326
5,979
109,169
189,535
40,086

5.2
4.4
4.0
6.7
7.7
14.5
13.0
7.6
16.2
10.1
13.9
5.6
7.4
6.6
11.9
5.6
7.5
10.6
8.2
9.7
4.5

9.0
7.8
6.8
11.9
13.6
24.0
16.8
13.7
24.8
19.1
26.7
11.9
12.7
12.3
15.7
8.8
13.0
21.1
13.7
17.2
7.5

6,665
12,774
35,644
33,878
22,229
39,306
54,938
21,623
2,198
30,092
45,891
54,053
17,246
10,934
81,278
27,672

8.9
7.0
10.1
9.5
6.2
13.8
6.8
5.5
2.0
9.5
8.8
7.2
7.7
7.5
4.4
8.6

18.1
12.4
16.0
15.5
13.3
22.2
11.7
10.2
3.9
14.5
14.4
13.8
13.7
14.7
7.1
14.6
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Table A.105. - contd
Day pupils
taking midday
meals
England - contd
Sussex, West
Warwickshire
Westmorland
Wiltshire
Worcestershire
Yorkshire East Riding
North Riding
West Riding

Percentage of
pupils
present

Free meals as
of total
meals served

34,592
55,442
8,023
34,529
38,800

8.4
6.9
6.6
6.8
5.4

14.5
11.7
8.1
14.0
8.8

18,676
28,254
139,388

7.4
11.2
10.5

13.9
16.2
18.3

4,531
2,839
5,437
8,224
62,264
6,365
9,744
12,150
3,176
7,817
15,272
9,802
24,980
5,226
2,616
4,068
3,882
4,643
4,543
27,402
6,275
14,064
3,187
6,721
8,562
3,680
4,938
3,873

13.5
9.4
9.9
15.2
11.4
13.2
14.5
13.3
12.6
12.3
15.9
15.4
10.4
12.6
7.3
11.0
11.3
12.1
9.3
8.1
12.7
8.8
15.9
9.8
4.6
9.9
15.3
20.5

28.4
26.7
17.8
29.0
24.3
24.0
22.7
21.8
36.9
21.6
34.9
24.6
21.2
25.2
22.3
21.9
16.3
24.5
18.9
14.8
23.5
18.3
31.8
18.1
13.3
17.8
28.7
44.2

County boroughs
Barnsley
Barrow-in-Furness
Bath
Birkenhead
Birmingham
Blackburn
Blackpool
Bolton
Bootle
Bournemouth
Bradford
Brighton
Bristol
Burnley
Burton-upon-Trent
Bury
Canterbury
Carlisle
Chester
Coventry
Darlington
Derby
Dewsbury
Doncaster
Dudley
Eastbourne
Exeter
Gateshead
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Table A.105. - contd
Day pupils
taking midday
meals
County boroughs - contd
Gloucester
Great Yarmouth
Grimsby
Halifax
Hartlepool
Hastings
Huddersfield
Ipswich
Kingston-upon-Hull
Leeds
Leicester
Lincoln
Liverpool
Luton
Manchester
Newcastle-upon-Tyne
Northampton
Norwich
Nottingham
Oldham
Oxford
Plymouth
Portsmouth
Preston
Reading
Rochdale
Rotherham
St Helens
Salford
Sheffield
Solihull
Southampton
Southend-on-sea
Southport
South Shields
Stockport
Stoke-on-Trent
Sunderland
Teesside

7,367
2,627
7,450
8,060
5,314
3,997
12,107
5,692
9,675
37,580
18,469
5,543
28,922
13,520
35,870
10,361
7,026
5,819
12,921
5,866
7,707
13,840
7,532
6,789
10,113
6,751
6,150
6,244
7,073
7,555
10,640
13,024
9,420
4,768
2,355
9,026
18,602
7,765
35,138

Percentage of
pupils
present
9.9
11.2
10.8
16.4
12.6
15.2
10.8
7.7
13.3
13.7
7.1
12.4
12.9
7.5
22.2
27.1
5.6
13.3
14.4
18.9
9.5
11.1
12.5
18.4
11.0
14.0
10.4
11.6
19.0
9.5
3.0
9.5
8.8
11.1
13.2
11.8
11.3
15.0
14.5

Free meals as
of total
meals served
18.7
27.9
19.5
23.7
31.4
25.8
16.6
21.2
40.9
22.5
15.8
22.2
32.3
14.3
37.0
47.1
14.4
29.0
36.4
36.4
16.9
24.5
33.3
31.7
19.0
24.8
20.2
24.6
37.8
22.0
5.0
20.7
18.1
21.9
49.5
22.7
21.1
43.8
25.1
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Table A.105. - contd
Day pupils
taking midday
meals

Percentage of
pupils
present

Free meals as
of total
meals served

County boroughs - contd
Torbay
Tynemouth
Wakefield
Wallasey
Walsall
Warley
Warrington
West Bromwich
Wigan
Wolverhampton
Worcester
York

6,103
3,403
3,717
4,330
10,676
7,869
4,060
8,092
5,024
18,942
6,136
4,723

17.4
14.7
12.8
11.6
8.8
9.1
10.9
8.7
12.7
8.6
7.1
10.4

27.1
35.4
23.8
30.7
21.1
22.6
24.3
23.4
24.8
17.6
12.8
28.2

London boroughs
Barking
Barnet
Bexley
Brent
Bromley
Croydon
Ealing
Enfield
Haringey
Harrow
Havering
Hillingdon
Hounslow
Kingston-upon-Thames
Merton
Newham
Redbridge
Richmond-upon-Thames
Sutton
Waltham Forest
London

6,777
23,031
17,686
19,328
25,795
20,354
21,474
18,717
15,949
14,482
17,697
19,915
14,244
10,109
10,919
11,159
14,459
11,090
11,567
11,916
140,648

8.7
5.8
4.0
8.3
5.1
7.3
9.3
5.1
9.4
4.0
4.0
4.2
5.9
5.0
6.2
6.5
4.4
5.3
5.0
6.6
16.5

23.9
9.5
6.9
14.4
8.1
15.4
15.1
9.4
16.8
7.5
8.4
7.2
11.1
8.5
11.7
17.6
8.9
8.9
8.7
15.2
30.4

4,993
4,121
8,160

17.5
15.4
25.2

26.4
24.9
36.0

Wales
Anglesey
Breconshire
Caernarvonshire
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Table A.105. - contd
Day pupils
taking midday
meals

Percentage of
pupils
present

Free meals as
of total
meals served

Wales - contd
Cardiganshire
Carmarthenshire
Denbighshire
Flintshire
Glamorgan
Merioneth
Monmouthshire
Montgomeryshire
Pembrokeshire
Radnorshire
Cardiff
Merthyr Tydfil
Newport (Mon.)
Swansea

5,088
12,291
11,670
8,548
40,114
3,054
16,795
4,897
6,503
1,771
10,682
2,047
4,652
6,673

14.5
11.4
14.1
8.1
11.0
16.7
9.1
8.6
16.9
12.3
14.5
14.3
10.4
15.6

20.7
19.0
26.3
22.0
25.3
24.0
24.7
11.4
31.0
17.4
39.3
39.4
31.0
39.0

Scotland Burghs
Aberdeen
Dundee
Edinburgh
Glasgow

5,498
10,169
22,797
45,578

8.2
13.6
15.7
19.0

41.6
44.2
45.2
64.1

Counties
Aberdeen
Angus
Argyll
Ayr
Banff
Berwick
Bute
Caithness
Clackmannan
Dumfries
Dunbarton
East Lothian
Fife
Inverness
Kincardine
Kirkcudbright
Lanark

10,028
4,643
4,146
23,243
3,319
1,465
742
1,795
2,438
6,327
14,777
3,222
20,596
6,450
2,267
2,638
36,718

8.3
9.2
8.2
12.2
14.7
12.4
11.3
13.2
12.7
16.8
11.3
9.8
12.6
15.1
11.9
10.1
13.4

19.5
30.1
17.2
33.4
35.6
28.8
28.8
42.7
42.2
38.5
33.2
29.1
35.6
36.3
22.7
18.2
42.8
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Table A.105. - contd
Day pupils
taking midday
meals
Counties - contd
Midlothian
Moray and Nairn
Orkney
Peebles
Perth and Kinross
Renfrew
Ross and Cromarty
Roxburgh
Selkirk
Stirling
Sutherland
West Lothian
Wigtown
Zetland

7,461
3,874
1,484
714
8,143
23,588
5,861
2,428
949
9,105
1,566
5,131
3,054
1,839

Percentage of
pupils
present
8.0
9.6
16.9
8.4
8.0
12-6
24.5
9.1
7.7
9.1
17.7
8.6
23.2
14.1

Free meals as
of total
meals served
27.3
25.8
32.7
23.5
19.6
34.9
43.4
24.3
27.9
37.3
25.5
34.0
39.7
21.3

Appendix Nine
Commentary on the Survey and the
Questionnaire
(This was prepared before the start of fieldwork as a guide to interviewers and others)

Beginning with the notable work of Charles Booth, Seebohm Rowntree and A. L. Bowley at
the turn of the century, the investigation of living standards and of poverty has always had an
important place in the social sciences in Britain. But a comprehensive national survey has
never been carried out. Such a survey is now to be carried out by a team of research workers
based on the Department of Sociology at the University of Essex and the Department of Social
Administration at the London School of Economics. The work is financed by the Joseph
Rowntree Memorial Trust and is guided by an advisory committee consisting of
representatives of the trust, senior personnel of government departments and academic experts
in nutrition, statistics and social science, under the chairmanship of Professor Richard M.
Titmuss. Professor A. Stuart and Professor J. Durbin have given considerable help with the
special problems of sampling.
The first object of the survey is to estimate the numbers in the population living at different
levels of living, particularly the numbers living in or on the margins of poverty. The second
object is to find what are the characteristics and problems of families and persons with low
levels of living and thus begin to explain why they are poor.
Method of Approach
Our own pilot work and other research studies have shown that families living on low incomes
are far less homogeneous than has been supposed hitherto. Fatherless families, families
dependent on low earnings, families with a chronically sick or disabled adult and families with
an unemployed head have problems which are very different from each other as well as those
which are common. Even within these groups there are big differences, as between widows and
separated wives within the category of fatherless families, for example. We have come to the
conclusion that, in defining people’s needs in modern society and finding how low standards of
living might begin to be measured and explained, five steps are necessary.
1. Living standards among families of each type need to be compared. We want to be able to
distinguish problems which are attributable to poverty rather than family circumstances or
social status. In judging at what point families have resources which are adequate for the

APPENDIX NINE: COMMENTS ON SURVEY AND QUESTIONNAIRE 1077

2.
3.

4.

5.

activities and purchases of food which are customary in society, we must have good
information for families of the same type with relatively high incomes.
Living standards of families with relatively low incomes of each type need to be compared
with the living standards of families of average composition and income.
Variations in living standards over time have to be assessed. A distinction must be drawn
between short-term or occasional and chronic poverty, whether due to some combination
of family size, rent and low earnings or to absence of earnings (fatherlessness, unemployment, sickness or disability) or to irregular employment.
Variations in people’s access to the social services and in their environmental facilities
and facilities at work also have to be assessed as aspects of living standards. A distinction
has to be drawn between partial and total poverty. A family with a very low income may
be found living in a modern council house, the father working in good factory conditions
and the children of the family attending a newly built school. Paradoxes in living
conditions of this kind are increasingly characteristic of societies in which the big corporation and a highly developed ‘Welfare State’ are found.
The effectiveness of the social services which aim at helping the poor has to be established.
We have to check on the extent to which some families apply for certain benefits - for
example, free school meals and welfare milk.

In addition to trying to measure and explain low levels of living as found at present, we
will study the use of those services which might help to prevent certain types of poverty, now
and in the future, particularly longer-term poverty. Thus we are interested in those occupations
which are low paid; the effectiveness of education, apprenticeship, job placement, training,
retraining and rehabilitation services; savings, fringe benefits and private insurance; housing
and rent policies; and health, welfare and family planning services.
Survey design and procedure
A random sample of about 2,500 dwellings from fifty-one sample constituencies throughout
the United Kingdom will be drawn and the households living in those dwellings will be
approached for an interview. In many instances a subsequent call may have to be made to
interview a husband or another earner so that full information for the household may be
collected. Since information is required not only about the household but also about each
individual member of the household, the length of the interview will tend to vary even more
widely than is usual in surveys. Many of the interviewers will assist in drawing addresses from
rating and other lists for inclusion in the sample, following a procedure which has been
carefully laid down. The interviews will be spread over twelve months in four stages.
The Questionnaire: General
The importance of minorities
The purpose of many surveys is to obtain information about ‘ordinary’ families. If the
questions are found not to fit unusual or uncommon households, or if there are difficulties in
undertaking an interview, no special measures are taken by those in charge of the work and by
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the interviewers. In this survey, however, we are particularly concerned to obtain information
from representatives of every minority in the country. People who are poor have very assorted
circumstances: some are disabled and others are old, have large numbers of children, have been
unable to learn to read and write, are immigrants and so on. The more unusual a person, the
harder the interviewer should endeavour to obtain reliable information. We have tried to allow
therefore in the design of the questionnaire for diverse circumstances, and we have adopted a
form of layout which records answers which apply to each individual living in the household as
well as to the household as a whole. But the interviewer should use discretion in making notes
to elucidate certain answers and also to collect any information not covered by the
questionnaire which seems to be important in arriving at a reliable picture of the individual’s or
the household’s resources.
Information about non-respondents is also more important to collect than in many other
surveys. Relatively more of the sick, the aged and those with large numbers of children are
likely to have difficulty in granting an interview. Yet relatively more of them are likely to be
poor. We must ensure that our estimates of the incidence of poverty are not weakened by lack
of information about non-respondents in the sample. We are, therefore, instructing interviewers
to do all that is humanly possible to record vital information about the composition of the
household, housing amenities and other matters.
The importance of the distinction between total and partial poverty
For reasons given earlier, we must find to what extent families with low monetary incomes
also have poor resources in other respects - housing and living facilities, capital assets, fringe
benefits and occupational facilities and access to the social services. Groups of questions have
to be asked about each of these aspects of living standards, and some attempts made to estimate
their total value to the individual and to the household.
The importance of the distinction between short-term and long-term poverty
At the time of interview, some families may have very low incomes through recent adversity
such as sickness or bereavement. They will not have been ‘poor’ for very long, and some of
them will not be ‘poor’ for much longer. In giving estimates of the incidence of poverty, we
must be able to specify how many people have been poor for long and short periods. It is, of
course, difficult to collect information about income at any date in the past, so we confine
ourselves to groups of questions designed to establish the current income (i.e. last week), the
average income (i.e. during the last year), together with information about certain abrupt
changes in recent years in employment status.
Three measures of poverty
In the survey we envisage applying three measures of poverty:
1. Comparisons with supplementary benefit levels as used by the government in its own
survey.
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2. Comparisons with average levels of living (median, for example, and mean income of
different types of household and mean disposable personal income).
3. An attempt to identify deprivation on the basis of inability to participate in even a substantial number of the activities and customs followed by the majority of the population of
the United Kingdom (see Section IX below).
The Questionnaire: Sections 1-9
Section I: Housing and living facilities
The first aim in this section is to establish more carefully than is usual the exact composition of
the household, taking particular account of visitors and members of the household who may be
temporarily or indefinitely away, such as men working at sea or in the transport services.
The second aim is to obtain various measures of poor housing:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Adequacy of basic facilities of dwelling.
Degree of overcrowding.
Deficiency of bedrooms.
Overall facilities of household.
Degree of satisfaction with living facilities and environment.

Overcrowding will be measured first by applying the census definition. The total number of
rooms is divided by the total number of persons in the household and the resulting ratio will be
worked out. We will also use a slight modification of the bedroom deficiency index devised by
P. G. Gray of the Government Social Survey and used in a survey for the Plowden Committee.
This index is calculated by comparing the number of bedrooms in the household with the
following standard:
1. Each married couple must have one bedroom.
2. Any other person over 21 must have a bedroom.
3. Any two persons of the same sex aged 10-20 must have a bedroom. If any remaining
person aged 10-20 cannot be paired with a child of under 10 of the same sex, then he or
she must have a bedroom.
4. Any two remaining children under 10 must have a bedroom. Any child remaining must be
given an additional room.
We have introduced the following small modifications: (a) if an infant of under one year is
left after the standard is applied he or she is not assumed to require an additional room; (b)
households comprising more than four persons and any other households with three or more
children are assumed to require a minimum of two living rooms, including the kitchen only if it
is big enough for the household to eat in, before calculating how many rooms are left for
sleeping in.
In developing a ‘household amenities index’ we have simply listed ten items which are now
widely available in British homes. Ideally we would have wished to have taken more account
of furnishings, wall coverings and curtaining, but these vary so widely in substance and quality
that it is difficult to be both objective and meaningful.
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Section II: Employment
This section has two special aims. One is to build up a picture of each individual’s ‘workrecord’ over the previous twelve months. Low standards of living are often caused by
intermittent sickness or unemployment or by spells of casual employment, for example. The
situation at the time of the interview may not be representative of the pattern of work during
the year, and that is primarily why we are seeking information about the latter.
The second is to find what educational experience people have had, so that we may analyse
better the relation between education and standards of living.
Section III: Occupational facilities and fringe benefits
This is an experimental section designed to indicate the nature and adequacy of people’s
working environment and whether the individual benefits provided by the employer are a
substantial supplement to earnings. Since a large part of adult life is passed at places of
employment, we are concerned to explore whether there are people who experience squalor at
work as well as at home. And poverty at work can be real even when poverty is unknown at
home.
We aim, first, to find what facilities are provided for indoor and outdoor employment,
beyond those which are necessary for the particular type of employment (e.g. machines,
vehicles, blackboards). We appreciate that some of the questions may be inappropriate for
people working in certain types of employment, and our attention should be called to this if
necessary.
We aim, secondly, to provide statistical information about the number and characteristics of
people who are eligible and ineligible for different fringe benefits. Some people may not have
had any sick pay in the past year and yet they are entitled to it. Again, many people are
expecting eventually to receive an occupational pension. Such matters as these can make a big
difference to the ‘security’ of people’s living standards, particularly in middle age. The
problem is that individuals, particularly when they are young, are often hazy about the exact
benefits they expect to receive. The questions are designed to elicit minimum information.
The third aim is to give exact information about the value of fringe benefits in kind which
have actually been received during the year. This will allow us to calculate how important
these benefits are to certain kinds of people, including the poor. (It should be noted that
questions about fringe benefits in the form of income in kind are included in this section, but
that questions about fringe benefits in the form of cash income are included, for convenience,
in the subsequent Section V.)
Section IV: Current monetary income
This series of questions forms a centrepiece to the questionnaire and aims to establish what was
the total cash income in (a) the previous week and (b) the previous twelve months from any
source of each income unit in the household. There are four groups of questions - on earnings,
income of self-employed, government social security benefits, and miscellaneous sources of
income. For convenience, certain questions on ‘windfall’ income, from sales, capital gains or
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loans which has been used for ordinary living expenses, and income from interest and
dividends has been included in Section V as ‘Savings and Assets’. More than in any other
section of the questionnaire, the questions are derived from previous surveys - particularly the
income schedule of the Ministry of Labour’s Family Expenditure Survey, but also the crossnational survey on old people and the Ministry of Social Security’s survey of families. The
questions break new ground in the sense of (a) making searching inquiries of each income
recipient in the household and not only the head of household or those in full-time
employment; (b) widening the definition of cash income to include capital gains and receipts
which have been used for ordinary living expenses during the year; (c) paying particular
attention to earnings from occasional spare-time and second jobs; and (d) establishing forms of
income for any part of the previous twelve months so that we can give figures for income ‘last
year’ as well as ‘last week’. Income in kind is left to Section VIII of the questionnaire.
Broadly, the definition of income elaborated by Simons, Kaldor and the Minority of the Royal
1
Commission on Taxation (Kaldor, Woodcock and Bullock) is favoured.
Income of a household does not include payments received by one member of a household
from another, e.g. housekeeping, wages of domestic servant. Some of these exchanges are
explored in Section IX. Amounts of income should not be entered more than once in different
places or in different columns. Providing income is listed under the individual income
recipient, it will then be possible both to add up a total income for the household as a whole
and a total income for each income unit (i.e. a married couple or an adult over the age of 15
who is an independent income ‘recipient’). It will sometimes be necessary to extract the
personal income of an income unit (e.g. retirement pensioners, young persons at work) from
the information about the household as a whole in order to analyse the adequacy, say, of social
security benefits or compare information from the sample with data collected by the Board of
Inland Revenue.
We have also incorporated in this section, for convenience of the interviewer, certain
questions aiming to obtain an accurate figure of housing costs (and house value), so that
household income, less rents and other costs of housing, can be compared with supplementary
benefit levels.
Section V: Savings and assets
This section aims to establish estimates of the total value of savings and assets owned by the
household (the value of an owner-occupied house has already been estimated in Section IV
where, for convenience, a question was added to other questions about rent, rates and
amenities). This will allow us to calculate how many poor families have ‘reserves’ of any kind.
It will also allow us to ‘correct’ information about income levels, so that we get closer to a true
picture of levels of living.
The questions are directed first at savings and second at property - both housing and
household or personal possessions. We do not attempt to estimate the value of goods in
everyday household use, but only articles worth £25 or more which could be sold if necessary
to raise money.
1

Simons, H., Personal Income Taxation, Chicago, 1938, pp. 49-50; Kaldor, N., An Expenditure Tax, Allen
& Unwin, London, 1955; Final Report of the Royal Commission on Taxation, Cmnd 9474, HMSO, London,
1955, pp. 355-6.
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Section VI: Health and disability
Our object here is to discover and measure the numbers of persons who are lightly or severely
disabled so that we can assess their living standards. We employ two methods which are based
on extensive pilot work. One is to ask whether anyone in the household is suffering from
anything affecting limbs, chest or lungs, nerves, etc. The other is to ask whether the individuals
in the household (aged 10 and over) can undertake certain specific activities without difficulty,
including washing down, tying a knot in string, negotiating stairs and going shopping. The
coding is arranged so that a ‘score’ (of 0-18) can be given for each individual which will
crudely reflect his capacity to undertake ordinary personal and household activities.
The two methods used in combination will allow us to make estimates of the numbers and
kinds of person in the population who are disabled and, in conjunction with income, will make
it possible to generalize about the standards of living of households in which one or more of
the members are disabled.
Section VII: Social services
Here there are two objects: to find which social services are utilized by different kinds of
family, including the poor, and to make approximate estimates of the total ‘subsidy ‘ (i.e.
money value) received by families from the government and the local authorities via the social
services.
The answers will allow generalizations to be made about the numbers and kinds of eligible
families not taking up certain kinds of welfare benefits, e.g. free school meals, welfare milk
and educational maintenance allowances. In a minority of cases, it may be very difficult to
build up a reliable estimate, e.g. the number of consultations with a doctor in the previous
twelve months, but such questions have been found in other research to produce fairly reliable
results in general. Again, we are not attempting to get comprehensive data, but only to get such
data as we can about the costlier services.
Section VIII: Private income in kind
The aim of this section is, first, to obtain an estimate of the value of goods and services
received in the previous twelve months from persons other than an employer, i.e. relatives and
friends, as a contribution to the level of living. The second aim is to be able to describe the
characteristics of individuals and of households receiving considerable income in kind. The
third aim is to discover to what extent households are self-sufficient in the sense of depending
upon their own resources, i.e. income and services, and not upon goods and services supplied
from outside the household. (Note that, for convenience, a question about the value of the
produce of garden, smallholding, allotment or farm was included in Section IV.)
All previous experience of asking questions about the receipt of income in kind shows that
general questions produce gross underestimates of such income. If you try to ask about
relationships and exchanges with specific persons or organizations, fuller information is likely
to be supplied. Because of the wide variation in age, the kind of persons likely to be providing
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gifts and help will also vary widely. All this explains the approach adopted at the start. We
recognize that the method might be more detailed than it is.
Questions are asked about services performed for others and by others for the household.
This is unusual. Yet it is likely that some poor families with a good network of support from
friends and relatives are able to maintain a comfortable standard of living. By contrast, there
are likely to be middle-income families who are rather isolated and therefore stretched to the
limit in, say, rearing young children, either because there is little unpaid help available, or
because they have to pay to get the help they need. The value of unpaid services may be greater
than of goods in kind to many families. And trying to give estimates of them will also, to some
extent, reveal the ‘compensations’ of the poor.
Section IX: Style of living
In this final section there are two main objects. The first is to find whether members of the
household participate in ordinary cultural and spare-time activities (like going away on
holiday, having an evening out regularly and going to sports meetings or club meetings) and
have ordinary diets, including milk and fresh meat. The second is to find what internal
arrangements are made within the household for financial responsibility for the housekeeping
and paying the rent and bills.
We hope the answers will allow us to justify drawing a ‘poverty line’ at a particular level of
income or of resources and so give objective precision to the major aim of the whole survey to
define and measure the extent of poverty. Although there are wide variations in cultural
pursuits within any society, we suspect that participation in those which are common tends,
statistically to diminish rapidly below a certain level of income, or of resources, for each type
of household. It is, however, difficult in survey conditions to gain even an outline of some
families’ style of living’. Customs and activities are extraordinarily diverse. We cannot claim
to be comprehensive, but only to be using some useful indicators.
We also hope that the answers will allow us to identify certain kinds of deprivation among
families. Our pilot work has shown that some families and some persons, particularly
housewives, go without meals or rarely or never have an evening out because of low income.
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INTRODUCTION

(a) IF INFORMANT WILLING TO GIVE INTERVIEW
proceed to Q.1 at the beginning of the Housing Section and when the
interview is finished complete the Summary at the beginning of the
questionnaire.

(b) IF A FIRM REFUSAL
(and no other adult member of the household is likely to give an interview
now or at a later date) encourage the informant at least to answer the
questions on your Summary sheets. Information on these sheets giving:
(i) the reference number of the household
(ii) the date of call (s)
(iii) the reasons why no interview was obtainable (in addition to the notes
on your record sheet) must be provided in all instances.
Finally, leave a copy of our introductory letter and send us the Summary
sheets as soon as possible.

(c) IF PUT OFF AT FIRST CONTACT
(because of illness, domestic emergency, etc.)
then having made sure that no other adult member of the household is free
to give an interview (unless of course circumstances clearly dictate that
this enquiry should not be made), leave the introductory letter and go
immediately for fear of jeopardising a later interview, asking only when a
second call might be convenient. Use your record sheet to note the date
and result of this first contact.

IF PUT OFF AGAIN AT SECOND CONTACT
then try at least to obtain the answers to the questions in the Summary
sheets, preferably taking replies from someone in the household but,
failing that, from an external source.
At this point we rely on your discretion to decide whether
(a)

the household’s response should be regarded as a disguised refusal
(in which case return Summary sheets and complete your record
sheet accordingly); or

(b)

an interview is probably obtainable at a third call, in which case
retain the Summary sheets for the time being (they can be
destroyed if you obtain an interview at the third visit or returned to
us if you are put off a third time).

If you are in any doubt then consult the London Office or Regional Supervisor about the advisability of a third call.
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HOUSING AND LIVING FACILITIES
General
Information recorded by the interviewer on the left of the main
column is needed so that the circumstances of the household may be fully
understood by those in the office but it may not be required for computeranalysis.
QUESTION 1 — Rooms
No room should be listed twice. Bedsitters should be listed as bedrooms and not also as living-rooms. Do not count a scullery or a hall or a
bathroom as a room. The total number of living and dining and bedrooms
should not include a kitchen if it is not large enough for a family to eat in.
You will see that there are two numbered boxes in the column in which to
write the numbers of bedrooms and total numbers of rooms. Each is for
each digit in the total: Thus, if there are 9 or fewer rooms the number
should be written in the right-hand box and “0” should be written in the
left-hand box. If there are, say, 13 rooms, then “1” should be written in the
left-hand and “3” in the right hand box. This will help us to avoid mistakes
in transferring information to the computer.
QUESTION 2 — Additional or fewer rooms
Define “room” as above.

QUESTION 4
A water closet flushed by water. Chemical or earth closets are not
included, nor are flush water closets which can only be reached by going
outdoors across a yard, even if under cover.

QUESTION 5
A garden is any space at the front or back of the house where it is
possible to grow something. A yard is an outdoor space which is covered
in concrete, asphalt, etc., where there are no plants or lawn other than in
boxes or barrels (if any).
If you have already seen the garden it may be unnecessary to ask
the second part of the question, for it may be possible to code 3, 4 or 5.
But be sure that you are taking back as well as front garden into the
reckoning. Add the two together in estimating size.

1a
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QUESTION 8(d) — Length of housing problem
Number of years should not include any period before the age of 21.

QUESTION 9 — Structural defects
Note that the need for redecoration and refurnishing is not included.
Informants may vary in their interpretation of a “defect” (for example, a
woman living in a modern home may complain of small damp spots on the
walls) but apart from discouraging people from regarding minor blemishes
as defects you should accept what informants say.
QUESTION 9
Television: combined television, radio and record-playing sets may
be listed under separate headings.
Central heating: uniform heating throughout dwelling (or part of
dwelling) occupied by household.

2a
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QUESTION 10
At this point put any christian name of informant in first box on back flap, then christian
names of all other adults and children in household. In complex households always list children
immediately after their parent(s) guardian(s). Otherwise, to the case, say, of a married couple and
adolescent children you may find it easiest to list according to age: first the wife who is, say 59,
husband 55, children 26, 24, 20, 17 and 14. When you write in information throughout the
questionnaire please keep rigorously to the particular column for each named person in the
household. Specifically household information is recorded in the first column. The informant’s
answers about himself should always be entered in the next column. The list of members under
Q.10 may have to be later modified according to who is temporarily residing in the household or
who is temporarily away. This should be check carefully. Boarders of more than four weeks
residence should be recorded as members of the household; lodgers and sub-tenants will require
separate questionnaires.
**HOUSEHOLD TYPE
On the back of the questionnaire you will find a code list of household compositions. When
you are checking the questionnaire put the appropriate code for this household in the box allocated
under the double asterisk.
Definition of a Household
A private household comprises one person living alone or a group of persons living
together, having some or all meals together and benefiting from a common housekeeping. Persons
who have resided in the household for at least four weeks and are not expected to leave shortly,
and persons who have resided in the household for less than four weeks but are not expected to
leave again after that period, should be listed as members. Persons who are felt to be members of
the household but are away (e.g. students or men at work) should only be included if they have
been away for less than 13 weeks and are expected back within the total period of 13 weeks (code
under 10(d)).
QUESTION 10(e)
QUESTION 10(d)
Age-group: code as below
Code reasons as below
0-1
01
Hospital/nursing Home/convalescent Home
1
2-4
02
Staying with relative or friend
2
5-9
03
Otherwise away on holiday
3
10 - 14
04
In armed services/merchant navy
4
15 - 19
05
Otherwise working away from home
5
20 - 29
06
prison, approved school, Borstal, detention, etc.
6
30 - 39
07
Children’s Home or foster home
7
40 - 49
08
Boarding school, college, university
8
50 - 59
09
Other (specify)
0
60 - 64
10
65 - 69
11
70 - 79
12
80 and over
13
DK
X
NA
Y
QUESTION 10(f) - Court order
A maintenance order secured through the courts. If no action has been taken to confirm the
separation then code 1; in this situation at least the spouse in the household accepts that man and
wife are not living together and there is no immediate prospect of them so doing.
QUESTION 11
If answer yes, complete other parts of question and amend Q.10 if someone included in
answers to that question who proves in fact to be a temporary visitor or guest (i.e. who has stayed
less than 4 weeks and not expected to stay for total period longer than 4 weeks).
QUESTION 11(a)
If there is more than one visitor enter information for all in box or on this left hand page.
QUESTION 11(f) Code as follows:
Relative staying without payment
1
Friend staying without payment
2
Relative staying with payment
3
Friend staying with payment
4
Other person staying with payment
5
Other (e.g. nurse/student - specify
6
QUESTION 12
If any person is felt to belong to the household and is expected to return to it after a total
absence of less than thirteen weeks (e.g. at University, in hospital, at work staying with relatives),
then the interviewer should include such a person m the replies to Q.10, But the information
should also be recorded here in Q.12.
QUESTION 12(h) Prompt and code as follows:
Hospital/nursing/convalescent/residential Home
1
Staying with relative or friend
2
Otherwise away on holiday
3
In armed services/merchant navy
4
At boarding school, college or university
5
Otherwise working .away from home
6
Approved school/Borstal/detention centre. etc.
7
Children’s Home/foster home
8
Prison
9
Other (specify)
X
3a
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QUESTION 13(a)
“Marriage”: include common law marriage if in fact revealed by
informant.

QUESTION 13(b)
Code whereabouts of parents only in terms of the replies so far given
(or given later) by the informant. Direct questions might seem to be very
offensive and they must be avoided. Indirect questions will be helpful
according to the circumstances. For example, it may transpire that one
child is the half-sister of another. It would then be very reasonable to ask
“How are they related?” Or when it becomes obvious that one parent is
not present, it would be reasonable to ask “Does John see his father
regularly?
“Accepted stepfather” or “Accepted stepmother” describes a man or
woman not legally married to the natural mother or father of the children)
who has been in the household for at least 13 weeks and who is clearly
accepted by the informant as the “stepfather” or “stepmother” of the
child(ren) living in the household, albeit not accepted by law in this role.

QUESTION 14(a) Play within easy reach
This means that the mother can rush to a tearful child within, say, 30
seconds of hearing a wail. A “safe place” could of course include the
garden.

4a
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QUESTION 18 Birthplace
Note that some coloured persons (especially children) will have been
born in UK.

QUESTION 18(b) Non-white
We are seeking to distinguish between coloured and non-coloured
immigrants. Listen carefully to the informant when he or she is answering
for other members of the household about country of origin and years of
residence. You should base your codes on observation together with
inferences from what you are told in the interviews. When you have not
observed a particular member of the household and there is reasonable
cause for asking whether he or she is coloured (e.g. because statements
have been made about an external country of birth, or you are working In
an immigrant area), you may ask “Is he/she coloured?” If this question
would seem tactless do not ask but code “DK white/non-white”. In
general, people of African, Indian, Asian or Arab origin should be coded
as non-white, in that our society at large tends to classify such people as
“coloured”. Those of European origin should in general be coded as white.
Some difficulties will inevitably be encountered (an Arab informant
who looks European) but the majorities of such difficulties should be
solved by learning the country of origin. A minority will remain (e.g. the
man born in France who may or may not be an Indian or a Tunisian Arab)
and we must rely on the interviewer obtaining the best information
possible.

5a
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SECTION II EMPLOYMENT
General
This section and the next (Occupational Facilities) should normally be asked of
each adult earner in the household. If you happen to be interviewing the housewife
during the day you should ask these questions as they apply to herself (and also to
any children and adult dependants — e.g. elderly widowed mother) and then a
separate (shorter) interview with the husband (and any other adult earner who is not
available at the time of the first interview) to ask him for answers to this section, to
the section on occupational facilities, to the questions on earnings in Section IV and
any other questions which cannot be answered by the housewife.
QUESTION 1 Attended paid employment
All persons working for gain. If a housewife, retired person or even a
schoolchild works a few hours for pay each week, he or she should be included. Also
count man who is not at his main occupation (and even who may be thought of as
unemployable) but who has pay from a minor job. We will be able to check in
analysis. Our purpose Is not to miss casual earnings and supplementary sources of
income.
QUESTION 2 Two jobs
If a person does some kind of job for a different employer or on own behalf in
his “spare” time this counts as a second job. Even if it is the same kind of job but is
separately paid for (e.g. decorator working in spare time for himself) it should be
counted as second job.
QUESTION 3 House or flat
Includes house combined with business premises or farm; but the question has
been introduced primarily to cater for women home-workers on piece rates. Note that
it refers to any second as well as the principal job.
QUESTION 4 Starting and finishing work times
The question applies to last week. Ignore variations In working hours from
week to week. If working times were the same on at least three days of the week
regard there as “usual”. If there were two shifts (e.g. morning and evening), list
according to starting time of the first and finishing time of the second, and note fact
on left.
QUESTION 5 Aid in calculating hours of work
The table below assumes a 5-day week and 1 hour for lunch. Note that each
digit should be put in each separate part of the box (i.e. one digit under No. 29 and
the other under No. 30).
Starting
Finishing time
time
4.30 p.m.
5.00 p.m.
5.30 p.m.
6.00 p.m.
7.00 am.
42½
45
47½
50
7.30 a.m.
40
42½
45
47½
8.00 a.m.
37½
40
42½
45
8.30 a.m.
35
37½
40
42½
9.00 a.m.
32½
35
37½
40
9.30 a.m.
30
32½
35
35½
10.00 a.m.
27½
30
32½
35
QUESTION 6 NOT AT WORK
Note that this question must also be answered for persons working last week
for less than 30 hours Unemployed: as distinct from “off sick” or temporarily off
work (e.g. on holiday). The replies will be, for example: “I lost my job”; “I’m out of
a job”; “There was redundancy at the firm so I’m out of work for the moment”.
Sometimes a person may say he is both unemployed AND sick or disabled, or it may
for other reasons be difficult to specify just one mete, Accept the best answer given
by the informant even if you observe that someone who says he is unemployed is
obviously sick or disabled (and vice-versa). Later questions are designed to establish
whether or not he is seeking work and whether or not he is chronically sick or
disabled.
Unpaid holiday
Part of our purpose in asking if holidays are unpaid is to ensure that 5 is not
coded rather than the underlying reasons coded as 7, 8 or 9. Distinguishing between
paid and unpaid holidays introduces complications but may be worthwhile (a) for the
opportunity afforded to probe the reasons an unpaid holiday is being taken and (b)
later when calculating weeks not at work in previous year.
6a
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QUESTION 7(b) Last Occupation
Write in the occupation on the left of the columns. Identify the
person to whom the information applies in the little box (i.e. Inf or 2nd or
3rd etc.) This will both allow you to enter information for a second or
third person if that proves to be applicable and for the office to code in the
right column(s) on the basis of your information.
QUESTION 7(c) Looking for work
You will find yourself asking retired persons as well as unemployed
and other persons this question. Sometimes it will be entirely applicable
because persons who have been retired by their employers or have automatically ceased employment upon reaching a pensionable age of, say, 60,
may in fact be seeking alternative work. It may even be applicable for
some persons in their seventies and eighties. But sometimes it will plainly
be inapplicable to frail persons of extreme age, especially women. In this
ease code “NO” and skip to Q.8. When in doubt, however, you should ask
the question.

7a
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QUESTION 8 Work record
Our aim is to trace persons whose work record Is not full and to
establish both numbers of weeks off work and numbers of weeks in which
fewer than 30 hours were worked.
Weeks off work in year
The procedure is first to ask the general question about numbers of
weeks off work. Some informants will be uncertain of the right answer.
They can be encouraged by prompts about the last spell off work for
unemployment, then sickness and so on down the list. Whenever it is clear
they are going back more than 12 months you should move on to the next
eventuality on the list. In the appropriate column note the number of
weeks for all spells of unemployment, sickness, etc. You must record “0”
in all open boxes when the person has had no spell off work for that
reason. You may ignore the codes “X” and “Y” under each open box.
They are for office use. For easy reference you can record each spell off
work alongside the months listed below. (You may in rare instances
interview persons, say, who had five or six spells off work through
sickness and may need to show some rough working to arrive at the right
total (Please leave any rough working in case of queries.)
List member of household (informant, 2nd, 3rd) and weeks off
work and reason
January .............................................
February ...........................................
March ...............................................
April .................................................
May ..................................................
June ..................................................

July ...............................................
August ..........................................
September .....................................
October .........................................
November .....................................
December .....................................

Some informants may have a quick answer for the first general
question (usually because they have a very full or almost empty record of
work in the year). You should nonetheless use the same procedure of
asking about each type of eventuality and each spell off work as a check.
If an informant says he hasn’t been off work except for “just odd days
because of colds and so on” ASK How much would it amount to over
the past twelve months—one week, two weeks? AND CODE
ACCORDINGLY. For informants (e.g. housewives or students) who have
only worked for a few weeks in the year, you may find it quicker to
establish first how long they were at work.
As with so many other questions about “the last twelve months” in
this questionnaire, informants will often find it helpful if you encourage
them to think forwards from a date exactly a year ago.
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QUESTION 9
Exclude Bank Holidays in counting up holiday entitlement. List
number of weeks to nearest week. Do not insert “½”.
QUESTION 10 Occupation
See instructions above for Q.7(b). Start by recording member of
household in left-hand box (informant 2nd, 3rd, etc.) and then carefully
note occupation and industry or business. The office will code in the right
hand columns on the basis of your information. Avoid all vague terms,
e.g. “engineer”. If you find the answer too general or difficult to
understand always ask “what do you do?” and write in the answer. In
many households there will be only one or two persons who have been at
work in the past twelve months. If necessary you can use all the space in
the box just for one or two persons, providing it is clear to which person(s)
the information applies,
QUESTION 11 Change of Job
Note that sub-questions (a) - (d) apply only to persons changing their
jobs less than five years previously.

11(e). IRU, etc., means Industrial Rehabilitation Unit or any other
Government training centre.

QUESTION 12 Training Course
Our object is to check on men taking a re-training or training course,
whether or not they changed their job. Some men may have taken a course
and gone back to their former job or employers. Others may be unemployed and yet have taken such a course.

QUESTION 12 Fall in Earnings
You may be asked what you mean by “big” fall. Accept whatever
the informant thinks is big. Put the information in the box, including the
approximate earnings previously as well as the subsequent earnings and
code the extent of the fall in the right-hand columns.
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QUESTION 14 Best job
If you are asked “What do you mean by ‘best’?” you should say “It
is up to you to decide” (adding, but only if necessary, “whether it’s best
because of the money, the people, the job in itself or anything else”). of
course there will be people who give a mixture of reasons. Code the one
they treat as most important. If they are undecided code DK.

QUESTION 15
A few persons—e.g. students—may have worked for part of the last
year, or may work every Saturday and still be in full-time education. We
will be asking about them later. Code them as still in full-time education.
QUESTION 15(a) Years of full-time education
The question is worded so that if someone has missed a year’s
schooling because of illness, say, between the ages of 5 and 14, he can
adjust his answer accordingly. You can check (or aid other informants
trying to reach an answer) by deducting five years from the leaving age
and then asking if the result allows for any absence because of
hospitalisation, war evacuation, military service, or any other reason. Note
that full-time education can be provided in hospital. Only deduct a year if
ALL of it was spent out of school. When writing in leaving age and
number of years education remember again to insert each digit.
QUESTION 16 Manual Workers
If you are in doubt from what you have been told about a man’s job
whether it is manual ask, “How do you do your work? Is it mostly heavy
work, or operating a machine or mostly with your hands?” If he indicates
any of these ask Q.16. If still in doubt ask the question and write a note.

QUESTION 17(a) Husband’s occupation
Follow same procedure as above under Question 10. It will be even
more necessary to probe for the exact type of job. Encourage the woman
to tell you what her husband did, since the answer is most important for us
in classifying occupational status.
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OCCUPATIONAL FACILITIES AND FRINGE BENEFITS
General
Our intention is to invite anyone who has been working full-time to
tell us about working conditions and fringe benefits. This will include
anyone currently sick or unemployed who has been in full-time work in
the last 12 months.
NORMALLY QUESTIONS SHOULD NOT BE ASKED ON
SOMEONE ELSE’S BEHALF: THEY SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO
THE PERSON IN OR RECENTLY IN A PARTICULAR EMPLOYMENT.
But if two brothers, or husband and wife, work in the same factory or
if otherwise the informant has good reason for knowing the employment
conditions, then the interviewer may exercise discretion.

QUESTION 1 Outdoors
In determining whether mainly outdoors, you should find whether
proportion of working time spent outdoors exceeds 50 per cent. Those
working outdoors but under cover (e.g. some dock labourers and railway
porters) should be counted as outdoors. Where conditions have changed,
the question should be applied to the most recent conditions (e.g. last
week at work).

QUESTION 2 Facilities
We are interested only in facilities provided by the employer.
Disregard provisions and facilities which may happen to be available but
which are not provided by the employer (e.g. garage band who uses W.C.
and washing facilities in neighbouring shop, or printer’s apprentice who
nips into local café for tea). For someone currently sick or unemployed the
questions apply to the last job he held during the previous 12 months.
Facilities for washing Note that there must be hot water, soap and
towel if “yes” is to be coded. Include liquid soap and paper towels in
definition if necessary.
QUESTIONS 2 and 3 Writing in questions which do not apply
Working conditions vary widely and it is impossible to devise
questions which fit them all. If you are satisfied that the answer, yes or no
to a particular question is meaningless or inappropriate DO NOT CODE
alongside the item but write in underneath how many of the 8 or 10 items
do not apply.

QUESTION 3 Sufficient Heating
The test is whether the informant feels cold at his work more often
than the occasional instance of there being a heating breakdown or a really
big freeze.
Facilities for washing Note that there must be hot water, soap,
towel and mirror if “yes” is to be coded. You may count liquid soap as
“soap” and paper towels and even a hand drying machine as equivalent to
a towel if necessary.
Place for lunch Eating at bench or desk does not count.
Place to keep clothes e.g. cupboard, locker, wardrobe, hook in small
room, etc. The wording should make clear that we are interested both in a
place where clothes can be kept and one where they will be reasonably
safe.
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QUESTION 5
Note that the recent Industrial Employment Act gives employers the
responsibility of notifying employees about certain terms of service. Many
employees will have received some kind of notification.
QUESTION 6 Whether sick pay
Include only when employer pays cash directly to an employee who
is sick. Contributions towards medical care costs come under Q.11. Ideally
we would like to have details of sick pay expected and length of time
employer is expected to go on paying. (Sometimes a man is paid one
proportion of pay for 3 months and then a lower proportion for a further 3
months.) Many informants, however, will not know and you should do
your best to get a general idea at least of the starting level for the first
month, recording underneath more specific information if known.
Sick pay amount What should be entered here is costs paid by
employer. Sickness benefit should not be included even though employers
contribute towards it. Earnings means earnings before tax.
QUESTION 7 Pension
Include any type of occupational pension, contributory or noncontributory, funded or unfunded.
QUESTION 7a Employee’s contribution
Note that we are not attempting to establish what the employer pays,
because many informants will not know. We require amount paid (preferably) or per cent of earnings before tax: many schemes are not of the type
that the employer pays a fixed proportion of earnings. In these instances,
code “None” or “Does not apply”, according to the information you are
given. When given a percentage note that it may be calculated - on basic
wages rather than earnings and you should note this so that we can adjust
the figure in the office. Estimate the proportion of normal earnings the
previous contribution amounts to — correct to nearest percentage point
unless respondent names half a percentage point.
QUESTION 7b Pensionable age
That is, the age at which the pension is first payable.
QUESTION 7c Years towards pension
Do not count any years towards another pension in a previous
employment unless those years have been accepted by the present
employer as counting towards the pension from his employment.
QUESTION 7d Amount of pension
The question refers to the total occupational pension, though part of
the cost may be paid by the informant. If the informant knows more
details about his entitlement enter information in box (e.g. two-thirds of
salary in last 5 years of service).
QUESTION 8 Meal vouchers
You may have to build up towards the average weekly value by
asking “How much is each voucher worth?”, “How many do you use in an
average week?”. Generally vouchers are additional to wage or salary but
sometimes the employer will include them on a pay slip as part of earnings
received. Watch that you do not count their value both here and later under
net earnings.
QUESTION 9 Subsidised meals
Meals include drinks that may accompany them though we think it
might cause offence to ask this in a formal question. We are interested to
learn of anything from subsidised canteen meals to expense account
lunches and dinners.
QUESTION 9a Saving on meals
Note that we are seeking an estimate of the difference between the
actual cost to the employee and what he would have spent in the ordinary
way if there were no subsidised canteen or restaurant available, or if his
work did not allow him to charge the cost of outside meals. We are not
seeking an estimate of the real value of the meals. Since some employees
may not spend more outside on a poorer meal than they spend inside for a
subsidised one, some entries may be “0” shillings.
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QUESTION 10 Personal use
Includes transport to and from work.

QUESTION 10a Normal repairs
Excludes repairs caused by negligence of informant or family. Make
and type — e.g. Vauxhall Crests, Saloon or Morris 15 cwt. van. The
description should be enough for us to look up its second-hand value as a
check on the value.

QUESTION 10d Driver
This is a polite way of ascertaining whether the car is chauffeurdriven. Thus Code X includes self, family, friends and other employees
driving for pleasure and not because they are paid to drive the respondent
around.
QUESTION 11 Other benefits
Read the prompts slowly: they are carefully drafted to cover the
perks of both senior and junior staff. The goods may vary from free or
subsidised coal given to miners to discounts on goods bought or free
vegetables, seeds or seedlings. Don’t hesitate to pursue it further according
to occupations of informants. Transport may be free leisure travel given
to railway or bus employees or paid holidays given to senior executives.
Note this section is supplementary to the use of a vehicle in Q.10. Medical
expenses may be premiums to insurance agencies for private medical care
or the direct payment of doctors’ bills. Education can range from free
tennis lessons or typing lessons to payment of public school fees. Shares
in the company can be given free or below market value.
ENCOURAGE THE INFORMANT to add items under the various
headings together and give time for this to be done. We are interested to
know what it would cost to buy these things privately even though the
employee might not have chosen to do so (e.g. the employee might have
used the Health Service if his employer did not pay for him to have private
medical care).
“How much a year are these things worth altogether?”
The point here is that some kinds of entries will be money saved,
say, on goods and services which the informant would have had to pay for,
whereas other entries will involve things he would never have afforded or
thought about. Our aim is to discover what equivalent in extra income
would be needed if he did the same things but had to bear the full cost
himself.

QUESTION 13 Satisfaction with job
The questions are laid out in a form which equally encourage
positive or negative answers. You may shorten the question to “Are you
satisfied or dissatisfied with —” providing the informant seems to be
genuinely weighing the alternatives.
Facilities at work means facilities as asked under Q.3 earlier.
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QUESTION 16 Pension
Only include if a pension scheme has been worked out in relation to
the business, or is available from an insurance company or another body,
because of the nature of the business or self-employment. Note that
provision is made in a series of questions on this page for entries to be
made in the office (Qs 16a, 16b, 17a, 18c). Much depends, however, on
the information you can provide in boxes on the left, leaving us to make
necessary calculation.

QUESTION 19 Cheap goods and services
You should normally expect positive answers. A garage-owner may
be able to purchase a car and run it well below ordinary retail prices. A
grocer will obtain household stores cheaply. An insurance company
sometimes reduces certain premiums. A smallholder may receive supplies
cheaply in exchange for produce at market costs. There are exchange
arrangements between people in different trades. It will, of course, be
difficult to explore all these things properly but Q.19a conveys our object
and you should probe carefully whenever possible.

QUESTION 20 Tax savings because of combined home and business
The real incomes of many self-employed persons tend to be
under-estimated. Their difficulties are not always easy to explain to the tax
authorities and in practice low real incomes and insecure incomes are
compensated because part of housing and other costs can be offset against
tax. Ask the questions openly and straightforwardly.
If informants seem doubtful about answering, say: “We have nothing
at all to do with the tax people. We know it is difficult for you to divide
costs between the business and yourself. But we also know that even if
they have more problems many self-employed persons can live a little
more cheaply than people getting a salary. I wonder whether you’d mind
guessing how much more cheaply — I mean because of savings of tax”.
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CURRENT MONETARY INCOME
General
This section asks questions in turn of the employed, the self-employed and then
everyone, including those who are not employed. Our object is to obtain reliable
estimates of income, before and after tax, for each income unit in the household, both for
“last week” and “the last 12 months”.
Income Unit
This is any person aged 15 or over, or if in fulltime education any person aged 19 or
over, together with wife or husband (if she or he has one) and children under 15 (or aged
16-18 if in full-time education), if any. According to this definition a man, wife, and
children aged under 15 count as one income unit, but a middleaged widow and a son who
is a university student, or an elderly widow and a single daughter of 40, count as two
income units. A household consisting of man and wife with three single children who are
all over 15 years of age and who are at work counts as four income units.
Allocating income
Usually amounts of income can be entered in the appropriate column, according to
the person receiving it. Do not enter any income twice. Do not, for example, enter a
particular amount both for the wife and the husband. Nor need you split up any amount
part of which is payable for a dependent wife or child. Thus, do not attempt to divide up
the total of family allowances; enter the total in the wife’s column. And enter an amount
for sickness benefit, say, even if it includes sums for the wife and children, in the
husband’s column (if indeed it is he who receives it).
Gross and Net
In the first question you carefully ask for the last pay net deductions and go on in
second question to establish what these deductions are. The answers to both questions
effectively give gross and net earnings for the last period for which pay was received and
you can build up further information in the questions that follow. You should be
conscious of this distinction throughout the section. It will not always be possible to get
information both for income after tax and income before tax Remember that if you
cannot get an answer for one you may be able to get it for the other. Make a note
whenever you can. We can calculate in the office.
Last 12 months
Though you start by finding what was the last amount of pay received it is very
important also to find what was the average pay during the previous 12 months and
gradually build up the total income received by the income unit and the household to
those months. You have already filled in a work-record and this will help you to answer
several of the questions in the section.
QUESTION 1 Last earnings
Remember to check earnings for each member of the household, even those of a
wife who had a job for only a few weeks in the year, a young son who works only on
Saturdays, and a retired man with a part-time job. Second or subsidiary earnings are dealt
with in Q.14. Note that each digit is ruled off from the next. Insert “0” in any column
which does not apply. Please note also that we have allowed wider columns on these
income pages so that you have enough room to write in figures. But note that you will
have to indicate which member of the household received any income if you are obliged
to use a fifth or sixth column.
QUESTION 2 Deductions
Don’t forget that a total is better than nothing. If the informant is uncertain say, “I
believe it is on your pay slip” and encourage him or her to cheek. We have asked you to
put a tick if in fact you are shown a slip or the informant reads off the amounts. As
before, the small boxes on the left are for you to identify the member of the household:
“Inf.”, “2nd”, “3rd”, etc.
National Insurance contributions
A male employee ordinarily pays 15s. 8d. and a female employee 13s. 2d. per
week, although note that a married women can elect to pay only 7d, per week to cover
industrial injuries benefits. Boys under 18 pay 10s. 1d. and girls 8s. 5d. per week. Persons
over 18 who are contracted out of the graduated pension scheme pay a higher flat rate
insurance contribution of 18s. 1d. (men), 14s. 8d, (women).
Graduated pension contributions
The employee contributes 4½ per cent of each pound of gross weekly earnings
between the ninth and the eighteenth, i.e. approximately 11½d. for each of these pounds,
plus ½ per cent for each pound between the 19th and the 30th, i.e. rather more than 1d for
each of these pounds. In fact a man with gross weekly earnings of £9 pays nothing, one
with £13 pays 4s. 0d., one with £21 pays 9s. 0d., and one with £30, 9s. 9d. About one
person in every five, however, is contracted out of the graduated pension scheme, but
such persons nonetheless pay ½ per cent on each pound of gross earnings between the
ninth and the 30th, or a maximum of 2s. 1d.
QUESTION 3 Highest and lowest
Check the number of weeks worked by turning up the work record. Some people’s
earnings will have varied only in one or two weeks of the year and it will not be difficult
for you to establish an average in (b). Remember Q.3(b) is very important. Other
people’s earnings may have varied widely, either because of changes of job or variations
in overtime. Do not include variations due to holidays or sickness. If it is difficult to
arrive at an average write in the box or in the margins, e.g. 10 weeks @ £15 10s, six
weeks @ £18 15s. and 23 weeks @ £24 11s. We will work out the rest. Do not include
weeks of holiday or sickness, which are explored later.
QUESTION 4 Bonuses
If a commission or bonus has been included in Q.3 do not now amend the answer to
that question. If the information is given for the first time write the amount in the box and
also strike out “Before” or “After” Tax as appropriate.
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QUESTION 8
Obtain an estimate of total cost by the normal transport used. Some
people who drive cars will offer their estimate of real cost but in such
cases write in as indicated the average weekly mileage to and from work
(not during work). In other instances assume 6d. per mile for all small cars
(i.e. under 12 h.p.) and 8d. per mile for larger vehicles.
5 miles
10 miles
50 miles
100 miles

@ 6d. =
@ 6d. =
@ 6d. =
@ 6d. =

2s. 6d.
5s. 0d.
25s. 0d.
50s. 0d.

5 miles
10 miles
50 miles
100 miles

@ 8d. = 3s. 4d.
@ 8d. = 6s. 8d.
@ 8d. = 33s. 4d.
@ 8d. = 66s. 8d.

QUESTION 9 Holiday pay
Be careful not to include pay received simultaneously with holiday
pay for any week of work. Remember that many wage earners only
receive the basic wage during holidays, which is usually much lower
than average earnings.
QUESTION 10 Sick pay
There are several practices. (1) Some employers (e.g. public
services) automatically deduct national insurance sickness benefit for the
worker and his dependants from pay during sickness (or sometimes expect
him to report what sickness benefit he receives so that it may be deducted
from later amounts of sick pay or even from the first weeks of earnings
after recovery from sickness). (2) Others (mainly smaller private firms)
deduct only the sickness benefit for the worker, ignoring what he may get
for his dependants. (3) Still others deduct nothing for any sickness benefit
for which a worker may be eligible. In the last two cases it might seem
that the worker will be better off in sickness than at work. This is true for
some, particularly salaried earners, but remember that if any employer
pays anything to a wage-earner in sickness rarely does it exceed the
basic wage. His average earnings may be much higher. (4) When the level
of sick pay is small no deductions may be made for any sickness benefit.
Changes in sick pay after the first weeks
In rare instances of persons who have been sick more than a few
weeks the rate of sick pay will have changed. If the average is difficult to
estimate write in the amounts thus: 4 weeks @ £10, 4 @ £5 10s., etc. After
deductions of tax, etc. Note if only the amount of pay before deductions is
known.
QUESTION 11 Income of self-employed
The income of the self-employed is sometimes difficult to ascertain.
Four alternative methods of questioning that have been found to be helpful
in previous research are listed. Our first aim is to find the figure for
annual income before tax. Thus Q.11 A (iv) is the crucial one and if you
can get the answer to this do not press unduly for the answers to the
preceding questions, but they are helpful in establishing that (iv) is in fact
the figure you want. The alternative aim (if you cannot achieve the first) is
to seek the amount obtained from the business, either Method B — net
profit including money taken out for own use, or Method C, the sums
actually taken out for personal use. Method D should only be tried if all
else fails, and frankly, is not of much help. An accurate figure for income
is important and you should if necessary take time to establish it. Method
D “Turnover” = total receipts from sale of goods and services, less any
discount allowed.
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QUESTION 12 Income tax
The informant will often know the approximate amount because
profits or income from business fall under Schedule D. But we ask 12b to
check that the informant is not including tax which is allowed for in other
questions. For example, elsewhere we establish net income from
dividends, but if here the informant adds £100, say, to the figure for tax to
take account of tax on dividends deducted at source, we risk deducting the
£100 twice by deducting it here as well. You should be warned that for
this and other reasons the net income of the self-employed tends to be
underestimated.
Weekly National Insurance contribution
Self-employed men pay 21s. per week. Self-employed women pay
17s. 3d. per week. Boys and girls under 18 pay 11s. 10d. and 10s. 1d.
respectively.

QUESTION 13 Fluctuation in Income
The self-employed will often have an income that fluctuates
throughout the year — especially those on low incomes. For example, the
scrap dealer or stall-holder may not do as well in the winter as he does in
the summer. The professional architect and the free-lance photographer
may be paid at very irregular intervals. We are particularly interested m
fluctuations which may produce hardship for a household which is usually
prosperous. But remember that though income may fluctuate (e.g. in
winter, for a shop-keeper or free-lance interviewer the some amounts per
month may be drawn out of the bank or spent. Living standards are not
necessarily affected.
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QUESTION 14 Second job
This will have been established in the earlier section on Employment. Repeat the
question because earnings from subsidiary occupations tend to be forgotten. For example,
painters and decorators may have done one remunerative weekend job for a few weeks
several months earlier in the year. A gardener may have done some intensive paid work
for various local people in the evenings and weekends of the summer months. Or a
university lecturer may have had a remunerative consultancy or a series of well-paid
broadcasts at some point in the year. Remember that extra earnings from a source
other than usual employment may not be thought of as a second job. You should
probe for all kinds of additional earnings, depending on the nature of the usual
employment.
QUESTION 15
This is laid out as concisely as possible on one page and you are asked to ring 01,
02, 03, etc., as appropriate and then to enter the rates per week and amounts below,
carefully writing in the code “01” (i.e. Family Allowances) “02” (i.e. Retirement
Pension) and so on so that we are clearly aware of the allowances to which the amounts
refer.
Amounts will sometimes be joint — e.g. retirement pension for man and wife —
or will be for several members of the household — e.g. sickness benefit for man and wife
and children. In these instances the amount should be entered (if necessary, after the
interview) in one column only, under that member of household receiving the payment.
Wherever possible encourage informants (especially when elderly) to show you the
allowance or pension book.
CODE 01 Family Allowances
Fourth &
First child
Second
Third
subsequent
Up to April 1968 … …
nil
8s.
10s.
15s.
after April 1968
.... …
nil
15s.
17s.
17s.
counting children under 15 or up to 19 if still in full-time education or college or an
apprentice on low wages.
CODE 02 Retirement Pension
Note that the actual amounts vary widely. Increased pensions are paid if retirement
is deferred. There are now in addition small graduated state pensions (averaging about
3s.) and pensions may be reduced because of earnings or a deficient contribution record.
Note that some of these points also apply to other benefits. Pensions and supplementary
benefits can be combined in a single payment. You will be prompting for supplementary
benefit and wherever possible we should like you to list the amount separately (as well as
the fact that it is being received). But whenever the rate given to you exceeds the standard
rate below you should check the reason.
Single person (husband)
... … £4 10s. 0d.
Wife’s income
… … … … £2 15s. 0d.
1st dependent child … ... … … £1 5s. 0d.
2nd dependent child
… … …
17s. 0d.
CODE 03 Standard Widow’s Pension
Note: not the widow’s allowance which is paid for the first 28 weeks after
widowhood.
Widow or widowed mother
... … £4 10s. 0d.
1st dependent child ...
… … … £2 2s. 6d.
2nd child
… …
… … … £1 14s. 6d.
3rd and subsequent child … … … 11 12s. 6d.
Depending on the circumstances of the death of the husband (armed service and so on)
widows’ pensions may differ in size. Note that family allowances are received in
addition to dependent children’s allowances.
Widow’s Allowance: Widow £6 7s., children as for widow’s pension
CODE 04 and 05 Sickness Benefit and Unemployment Benefit
Sickness benefit is often paid for periods other than a week. Find what was the last
payment and for how many days (excluding Sundays). A payment for 6 days. excluding
Sunday, makes up a “week’s” benefit. Note that an earnings-related supplement may be
paid in addition to the flat rate benefits listed below. Moreover, these benefit rates depend
on the contribution record.
Single person
... …
… … £4 10s. 0d.
Married woman
... …
… … £2 16s. 0d.
1st dependent child … …
… … £1 5s. 0d.
Each subsequent child …
… …
17s. 0d.
CODE 06 Supplementary Benefit
The former “national assistance”. Rent is sometimes paid direct to the landlord by
the Supplementary Benefits Commission. There is a check later that the amount is known
and counted as income.
CODE 07 Industrial Injury Benefit
£6 7s. 0d. (with additions for dependants) is payable for the first 26 weeks after
injury after which the injured person goes before a Board to have his injury assessed for
an individual disablement pension.
CODES 08 and 09 Industrial and Disablement Pensions
The 100 per cent rate is £7 12s. 0d. (with additions for dependants). CODE 09:
Note that these are war pensions, not service pensions included under occupational
pensions later in Q.19.
CODE 10 Maternity Allowance
The standard rate of maternity allowance is £4 a week. It is paid to women who
have been paying full national insurance contributions. It begins 11 weeks before the
expected confinement and ends after the sixth week following it
CODE 11 Maternity Grant
This grant is £22 either for home or hospital confinement.
CODE 14 Single Grant
This is officially described as an exceptional needs grant. The Ministry of Social
Security has replaced the former National Assistance Board and you may need to explain
“a grant from the Assistance”. Probe carefully for this for all income units who are not
employed, whether or not they receive supplementary benefit. A large number of people
obtain single grants, e.g. for spectacles or dentures, even though they are not normally
eligible to receive supplementary benefit. Note also that since you are asking about a
period of 12 months there will be instances of people now in work who obtained a grant
at an earlier point in the year.
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QUESTION 16 Supplementary Benefit
It is most important that you should not overlook anyone who may
be receiving or who has received supplementary benefit. There are two
problems. One is, as noted above, that an informant may neglect to tell
you that a standard benefit, like retirement pension and sickness benefit, is
in fact supplemented. The other is that the official term “supplementary
benefit” is fairly new. You may therefore have to prompt “supplementary
assistance?”, “national assistance?” or “public assistance?”

QUESTION 16(c) Rent paid by Supplementary Benefits Commission
If the rent is in fact paid by the S.B.C. we shall be asking later how
much that is.

QUESTION 17 Single Grant
A single payment may be made to meet an exceptional need— such
as bedding, clothing or household equipment. It may also be made to meet
charges for glasses, dentures or dental treatment obtained through the
National Health Service.

QUESTION 18 Income in last year at work
Note that you have already asked how many years it is since such a
man last worked (in Section II). Now you are asking for the actual year
when last at work, and, if it is 1955 or a later year, for the wage and household income. Do not neglect to find the composition of the household at
that time (for example, write: man, wife and adult single son, or, man,
wife and wife’s widowed mother). We realise memories may be faulty but
most people remember the last occasion they were at work and we are
anxious (for retired and disabled persons, for example) to get a rough
estimate of their fall in income upon giving up work. In the office we shall
of course allow for average wage increases in the intervening years in
interpreting the information you collect.

QUESTION 19 Employer’s pension
The question is in a form which allows for the possibility of an expoliceman, ex-serviceman or ex-civil servant drawing a pension though
still holding a subsequent job. Service pensions should be included here
but not war pensions, which have been covered in Q.15. As before: Strike
out Before or After Tax as appropriate.
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QUESTION 20 Miscellaneous allowances and cash income
The various kinds of income have been laid out as compactly as possible but
remember that two or more may need to be coded and you should prompt carefully.
Underneath describe the type of allowance (so that we know to which code a particular
amount refers) and the amount per week or per month. Ring either “1” or “2” depending
on whether the allowance did in fact cover last week and strike out “Before” or “After”
tax as appropriate, Make sure that in the case of allowances of husbands temporarily
away from home that you have not already written in his earnings earlier as a member of
the household. If you have do not write in any amount he pays. All we want here is any
income which is not covered by earlier entries.

QUESTION 20(b) Allowances for separated and divorced wives
Some wives receive money direct from their husbands (or via the court). Others
have court orders but these are signed over to the Supplementary Benefits Commission,
which collects the money and pays the mother a standard weekly allowance. We
therefore want to avoid counting the amount in Q.20 if that amount is already included in
the figure for supplementary benefit listed under Q.15. We also want to be able to sort out
irregular payments of both money from court orders and supplementary benefit. Check
carefully in all these instances and write a note if anything needs clarification. Fatherless
families form a small proportion of the total sample of households. Where money from
court orders is paid irregularly and the mother claims weekly from the Supplementary
Benefits Office she might not always claim the full amount, or may delay her claim in
which case she loses benefit. Check to see if such loss is occurring.

QUESTION 21 Allowances and sums paid to others
This question complements some of the sub-questions in Q.20. Here we are
concerned to find out about all cash payments or allowances amounting to at least 10s. a
week or £25 a year. Note that married children frequently pay rent or bills for elderly
parents and old people sometimes make considerable cash gifts to their children.
Examples are payments for grandchildren’s clothing or holidays, payment of T.V. rentals
and licence, cash gift for car.

QUESTION 22 Tax relief
Our object is to gain further evidence about reciprocal aid but also to help us in
interpreting the figures for earnings and deductions given earlier. Note that you are not
expected to probe for amounts.

QUESTION 23
Property income is considerable for a small percentage of informants and tends to
be of two types: income from only one or two houses and income from a range of
properties. With a few people considerable time may need to be spent on getting a
reliable answer to this question. Net income after tax may not be known so we
deliberately seek gross income before tax, then expenses, and only finally income after
tax. You may not be able to get the third but make sure you get a figure for the first. It
may also be difficult to secure a figure for expenses of rates and repairs but remember
that property-owners will often know the total sums entered on their income tax returns.
It may even be helpful to remind informants of this: “I mean the total like that in your
income tax return — gross income less expenses.” Note that many owner-occupiers and
tenants rent rooms and flats to others in their accommodation. Do not count the rent from
a boarder living in the household.
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QUESTION 25(a) Private and business accommodation
Count as “business” accommodation any accommodation which
counts for purposes of offsetting tax. This may include a study room for
some teachers, for example.

QUESTION 25(e) Rate rebate or reduction
Note that many councils pay rebates twice a year.

QUESTION 25(h) Mortgage
The informant may know the total sum paid in the previous year but
not the division of the sum between interest and repayments of principal.
Yet it is essential for us to find how much of the payment represents
capital repayments and how much interest payments, because otherwise
we cannot work out housing costs which are comparable with costs
incurred by households paying rent. In many instances a monthly or
annual payment slip will show the two amounts and the informant should
be encouraged to look this up. Note that if the informant still cannot give
you the answer we have provided certain questions on the right-hand side
of the page which will allow us to make a reliable estimate. You should
note certain details in the
(a) source of loan or mortgage;
(b) term of repayment;
(c) number of years paid;
(d) amount of loan.
Please make special note if the repayment of a mortgage is covered by an
endowment policy and note the amount and frequency of the premium. As
elsewhere put a tick in the small box or make a note if you are fortunate
enough to be shown documents.
QUESTION 25(i) Value of house/flat
Ask for an estimate and only show Flashcard No. 3 if the informant
hesitates in giving an answer and you judge that it would be appropriate.
Always insert the code number as given on the Flashcard, even if you also
obtain an exact estimate.

QUESTION 25(l) Government’s Mortgage Scheme
Note that, broadly, this is advantageous only to a householder with
relatively low income who does not expect to pay tax at the standard rate
in the foreseeable future.
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QUESTION 27(a)
Our object is to try to find what rent might be paid in normal
circumstances in that area for such accommodation. We have asked you to
make an estimate in the light of your knowledge of the area if the
informant cannot make such an estimate.

QUESTION 28(a) Years on list
Sometimes the tenant will have taken on a tenancy from a member
of the family who has died or moved away. Code “inherited tenancy” in
all instances except that of a woman who has become the tenant through
the death or absence of her husband.

QUESTION 28(d) Reason for obtaining council accommodation
Interpret “inheriting tenancy” as above. Although more than one
reason may be advanced code what the informant considers to be the chief
one.
QUESTION 28(e) Rent reduction or rebate
Broadly three types of scheme have been introduced. Some councils
operate an automatic differential rents scheme and some informants may
have their rents reduced initially upon the introduction of the scheme. But
in this sort of scheme most people will not know whether or not their rents
are “reduced”. The second scheme is one where the tenant has to apply for
a reduction of rent he expects to pay in the future, upon test of means. The
third scheme is one where the tenant applies for a rebate of rent paid in the
past, on test of means. We are primarily concerned with the second and
third schemes here.
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QUESTION 29(c) Estimate of market rent
Proceed as for Q. 27(a)

QUESTION 30(a) Income from lodgers or boarders
Be careful not to obtain an inflated total. Amounts may vary
according to numbers of boarders and, if necessary, write down separate
amounts on this page. If the informant has difficulty in producting an
average per week or total in year, obtain last week’s GROSS income
(taking into account number of boarders) and then work back to get an
estimate for the year.
QUESTION 30(c) Net income
Carefully prompt for services and the cost of providing these
services so that you can make an estimate of NET income — “profit” as
some people will understand it. In some instances you will have to write
down figures for gross amount received and an estimate of the cost of
different services. If the informant does not know what his net income has
been, make an estimate on the basis of what he tells you about gross
payments and cost of services and expenses. Try to obtain a figure net of
any tax paid. As before, note that if you cannot do this, you can strike out
“after” tax in the box provided. We are asking you to provide a figure both
for last week and last year. There may be changes in income (due to loss
or arrival of boarders) during the year which are revealed in interview.
Remember also that costs may be as great or even greater than receipts. In
these cases write in “0” and make a note.

QUESTION 32 Value of own food or poultry
Try to obtain ‘a weekly average of the value of using own garden,
allotment and farm produce, Do not waste too much time on produce
amounting in value to less than 10s. a week. Be careful not to give an
inflated estimate of the saving. Husbands sometimes exaggerate the value
of what they grow in a large garden. What you want is an estimate of what
it would cost in the shops to purchase the kind of produce consumed in the
home which is grown by the household, LESS all expenses. For a smallholding or farm this means taking account of purchases of stock or seed,
wages, payments of fuel bills, etc., in the same way as earlier you explored
the income of the self-employed.
QUESTION 33 Total income last year
In some instances you may have difficulty with an informant who,
though willing to answer other questions, is unwilling to answer questions
on income, or an informant who is vague or uncertain about details. By
adopting a matter of fact approach or by coming back to these questions
after dealing with the rest of the questionnaire in an interview, you may
overcome the difficulty If the questions remain unanswered, try the
question here as given, adding any other explanation according to your
individual style or to the circumstances of the situation. Show the Flashcard and the do your best to arrive at a specific amount Also do your best
to check “Does that include family allowances, pensions, etc.?” You may
be surprised sometimes to find that the informant gradually undends and is
prepared to answer many preceding questions. You should also do your
best to check whether the total given includes other income units in the
household. Try to establish totals for these units in the same way.
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V SAVINGS AND ASSETS
QUESTION 1 Personal
This excludes a business bank account which is covered by Q.4.
Avoid double-counting the same bank balance or assets when questioning
husband and wife.
QUESTION 2 Savings
Note that you should proceed by prompting all items to see how
many are appropriate, then try to establish a total and then establish totals
for each item only as a check or if necessary. Care should be taken to
avoid double-counting. If the informant is hesitant or confused repeat the
question to make sure he or she knows what kind of savings you are
referring to and THEN show Flashcard No. 4 to get the total. Then try to
obtain an absolute total rather than a range. For example, you could ask:
“Would you say the figure was at the top end or the lower end of that
range — nearer X or nearer Y?”
QUESTION 2(c) Interest
Try to establish the amounts the informant receives in the form he
receives it — that is, before tax is deducted or after it has been deducted at
source. In difficult instances you need not waste time converting a “before
tax” total into “after tax” as long as you make plain what it is. We will do
that work in the office.
QUESTION 3 Value of stocks and shares
This question of the value of stocks and shares is crucial and every
encouragement should be used to obtain an answer. Some informants
simply will not know. Remember that brokers sometimes send an annual
valuation. If there is considerable uncertainty, tactfully suggest or imply
that it would be very helpful to know and take any opportunity to see the
valuation or to leave a note (and s.a.e.) so that a more reliable estimate can
be made and either you can pick it up at a second call or ask for it to be
sent on.
QUESTION 3(b) Interest
Proceed as in Q.2c above. Mostly amounts will be received after tax
has been deducted.
QUESTION 4
This is to cover any type of business which is owned in part or in
whole by the informant. Being a director does not necessarily mean
ownership. The answer to this question should not duplicate the answer to
the previous question. Shares come under Q.3. This is to cover such things
as shops, professional practices and small businesses of every kind except
limited companies. In all cases make sure that money in the business, bank
account and stocks are borne in mind when the valuation is made. When
the business (e.g. shop or farm) is run from the owner occupier’s dwelling,
the value of the dwelling will often have been included in the answer to
this question (i.e. Q.25 in Section V). UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES
MUST THE DWELLING BE COUNTED TWICE. The valuation should
be on the assumption that the informant had to sell but was in no great
hurry. A year or even more could be taken to find a purchaser. The
valuation should NOT be made on the basis of: “What would you take for
your business?” — that is, when the informant has to be persuaded to sell.
NOTE that vehicles should be included in the valuation of a business —
say of a haulage contractor, a cab owner or even a building contractor or
window cleaner.
QUESTION 5 Other property
Remember that some people use two houses. Others have houses
which they rent off to others. This last is not uncommon among elderly
people who may be very poor themselves. A “boat” may include anything
from a luxury yacht to a small rowing boat.
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QUESTION 6a Cars, Vans
Note that in Section II you will have noted any car owned by the business
or firm and whether it is also used privately. Do not count this car here also but
find out whether there is a second car — e.g. wife’s. If informant unable to value
a vehicle note instead its make, type and year of manufacture to enable us to look
up its value.
QUESTION 6c Debts on vehicles
Note that the question does not apply only to payments which are overdue
but to the total sum still owing. You will usually have difficulty in excluding
interest from the amount owed. If the amount owed is estimated at less than £50
record the sum and do not take up time making sure that the interest is deducted.
But if the amount owed including the interest element is £50 or more ask for the
details listed under (c). We will then make an estimate in the office.

QUESTION 7 Life Insurance
If there is more than one policy add up the payments and, if necessary, note
any difference in frequency or years of payment. Note that our main object is to
establish the equivalent current value in cash of policies they hold. The majority
of households will hold policies of little current value and you will see that if
they pay less than 10s. a week we do not ask for any details.

QUESTION 8 Value of saleable assets
Please note that we do not envisage that goods in everyday use — beds,
blankets, basic furniture, crockery, clothes — need to be valued. We are
interested only in items of value that could be sold without serious detriment to
the household and its daily life if some ready cash was badly needed. Jewellery,
furs, stamp collections, works of art, antiques, and collections of books, might be
sold and we need to obtain an approximate estimate of their total current worth.
Naturally enough we cannot expect precise valuations and you will find the
minimum value of £25 for an article (or a group of articles — e.g. a number of
pieces of jewellery) helpful in avoiding protracted discussion of the value of
articles used every day in the home.

QUESTION 9 Other assets
Rarely will there be any kind of asset not covered by our other questions.
But by asking this general question you may be given information that belongs in
the answer to another question. The informant may have misunderstood a
question. But be careful not to include an item here which is already covered
elsewhere.

QUESTIONS 10 & 11 General assets sold and windfalls
It may be difficult for you to secure an estimate of money raised or spent
on “ordinary living expenses” but you will find that our object is fairly clear and
once you understand it you can probe for an estimate. We do not want
information about sums of money invested in new assets, in replacing old assets
(e.g. property, including houses and cars) and in savings, but only information
about sums of money spent in the ordinary way on housekeeping, food, clothing,
and entertainment. An estimate is better than nothing. Note that we are not asking
you to waste time checking small amounts of less than £25.
QUESTION 10 Assets sold in last 12 months
Some people, especially the elderly, will have sold some of their assets in
the last 12 months to bolster a low income. This can be an important contribution
to their standard of living. Savings — Note that each item should be prompted
carefully, especially to persons who have already told you they have sizeable
amounts in savings, stocks and shares, etc. Note that we are not interested in this
question in total sums which amount to less than £25 in the 12 months. Nor are
we interested in amounts that may have been saved from income and spent in the
same year (e.g. savings for Christmas or a holiday).
Partial use of sales or savings for living expenses — In some cases
property might have been sold, say, and part of the money spent but part of it
saved. Try to get a total estimate only of the sum spent on ordinary living
expenses.
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QUESTION 11 “Windfalls”
The procedure is the same as in the last question (Q.10). Remember
that for some people an occasional windfall is the only hope they have of
getting out of debt, and please make a note if you come across any
interesting example.

QUESTION 12 Hire purchase
The informant may know neither the total amounts nor the amounts
less interest which are owed. If the total is less than £25 simply write it in
and do not waste time asking detailed questions about original price, etc.
Otherwise ask each of the questions and tick the box if any documents are
seen. Sometimes there may be several large items and you may need to
use the margins on the page for any additional notes. Remember that we
are concerned to establish the total owed altogether, less interest, and so
long as this can be estimated you should not be concerned to take up time
with every subsidiary question. If you cannot get the informant to give an
estimate of the total owed less interest and succeed only in answering the
questions under (a) you can leave to the office the job of, estimating and
writing in the total.

QUESTION 14 Rent or mortgage arrears
As elsewhere, remember to write in an amount in only one column
(not in two columns, e.g. wife and husband). The amount should be
debited to the person who normally pays the rent or the mortgage
payments. Do not trouble to calculate the exact total amount owed. You
have asked about the weekly or monthly payments earlier and so long as
you tell us the number of payments (and whether weekly or monthly) we
can calculate the figure in the office.

QUESTION 17 Total assets
Like the question at the end of the Income section, this, question is
designed to be used when an informant does not wish to go into detail or
finds great difficulty, either in the first or in a subsequent interview, in
answering preceding questions. Encourage him or her to help you gain at
least a broad estimate of total assets, but remember this includes the value
of any owner-occupied house, a car, the surrender value of any life insurance policy and personal possessions of value, as well as any savings or
stocks and shares. Again, try to get a separate estimate for each income
unit in the household, and if the informant shows willingness to go back to
the preceding detailed questions encourage him to do so. Try if you can to
get the informant to give an exact figure rather than a range.
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VI HEALTH AND DISABILITY
QUESTION 1 Health
Do not probe for the names of disabling illnesses or conditions,
unless the informant happens to mention them.

QUESTION 2 Unwell today
Note that the emphasis is on “today” and that you are instructed to
complete the questionnaire as if all questions applied to the date when you
first made contact with the household. This means that if you have
postponed an interview because of illness you should ask all the questions
about the day you first called.
QUESTION 2a Off work
Check with the work record (page 8) where weeks off work will
have been established. But here the information is needed as the basis for
general questions about current illness and disability.
QUESTION 2a (i) & b (i) Number of weeks
If more than a year write “52”. If the informant cannot be sure of the
exact number and there is uncertainty whether it is less or more than eight
weeks seek confirmation of the exact period from the individual concerned
at a second call if necessary.
QUESTION 2c Regularly
That is, at least once a month for the past three months in connection
with the present illness or disability.

QUESTION 3 Condition affecting activity
This question is designed to prepare the ground for the all-important
Q.7. You are not asked to trace every conceivable disability or condition
from which people may suffer. Many of them, anyway, will not know
diagnostic terms even if you ask them. Instead, you ask about conditions
which restrict activity, show Flashcard No. 6 (which is nearly the same list
as prompted verbally) and code any part of the body or faculty with which
“trouble” is reported. You do not explore all possible effects but only a
few examples of effects in which we are particularly interested.
Remember you are only trying to find out about certain conditions, not
every condition.
Nerves
Pay particular attention to the need to prompt for any trouble with
“nerves”.
Reading ordinary print
Note that your code “No” only if a person cannot read print in a
newspaper. Do not code “No” If a person merely has difficulty. For
someone who cannot read interpret the question as “seeing” print in
newspaper. We are interested at this point in sight not literacy.
Hearing
Note that if an informant does not admit difficulty with hearing but it
is observed, you can code accordingly.
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QUESTION 4 Special schools & centres
This question is asked only of persons who have been ill and off
work or confined to bed or the house for eight weeks or more
continuously, and those who are coded for any item in Question 3.

QUESTION 5 Date of onset of sickness or disabling condition
Our object is to establish the year of onset but the question is worded
“first have any condition” so as to allow for the fact that some conditions
develop out of others. For persons with a disabling condition you ask, in
effect, when all the trouble started.
Previous occupation
In the section on Employment you have already asked for the last
occupation of everyone not now at work (p. 7). Some people change their
occupation because of a disabling condition before finally being obliged to
give up work. You should probe for the (previous) occupation which
people had before any history of illness or disability started.
QUESTION 6 Mobility
You should code people according to their usual mobility, taking no
account of a temporary illness or injury. “Usual mobility” may be
interpreted as “for at least eight weeks and unlikely to become more
mobile in the immediate future” or “for less than eight weeks but unlikely
to become more mobile within at least that total period.” Someone who
spends most of the time in bed and needs help to get out to sit in a chair is
defined as bedfast. Someone who can get out of his bed into a chair or
wheelchair - and who can walk indoors but not even a few yards outdoors
without help is defined as housebound. The test is whether someone can
walk on his own (without the assistance or company of any other person
— though with or without sticks or crutches).

QUESTION 7 Incapacity
In prompting this series of questions you may find it simplest to ask
the question without the variation in brackets, unless it seems appropriate.
Remember you are asking whether they have any difficulty in doing X.
Sometimes certain questions will not apply to particular people or to
particular situations. You will meet people who do not (or say they do not)
wash down, negotiate stairs (living in bungalows), go shopping and do
housework (especially some men). The question should then be asked in
terms of “But would you have any difficulty in doing X if you had to?”
The codes 0, 1, 2 are listed in increasing order of difficulty and you should
check that you ring one of them for each item.
QUESTION 7e
It would be insensitive and unnecessary to ask questions about the
daily activities of the bedfast. They are therefore excluded from this
question and the rest of the series. You may encounter other people (e.g.
advanced obesity) of whom it is clear that they cannot do certain activities.
You may refrain from putting questions to them. The same is true of any
situations in which the questions are likely to cause great distress. BUT
AS A GENERAL RULE QUESTIONS 7 (e) to (i) SHOULD BE ASKED
FOR ALL OTHER THAN THE BEDFAST AND CHAIRFAST.

QUESTIONS 8 & 9 Variation in incapacity
These questions explore whether the pattern of answers to Question
7 is permanent. Question 8 seeks any indication of seasonal variations
(e.g. bronchitis) and Question 9 day-to-day variations in the effects of
disability.
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VII SOCIAL SERVICES
General
It is assumed that the housewife will normally be the informant. It is also
assumed that she will generally be the “parent” to whom many of the questions
are addressed. If in fact there is another mother in the household with a child then
you may accept answers by a proxy (i.e. the housewife). You should also use
your discretion about the housewife’s ability to answer questions about the visits
to hospital, doctor or dentist by each member of the household. If she plainly
does not know or is uncertain you should check the appropriate questions when
you come to ask earners in the household Sections II, III & IV. If this still does
not involve the right members of the household you must check directly with
them. Remember to code carefully since the questions vary as to whom they
apply. We have repeated instructions at the head of each question to help you.
QUESTION 1 Welfare milk
Tokens are obtained from the Ministry of Social Security and handed to the
milkman. All families with children under 5 can obtain a pint of milk for each
child for each day for 6d. per pint cheaper than retail prices. Free milk tokens
have to be claimed separately, and few parents claim them (other than those
getting supplementary benefits).
QUESTION 2
Child welfare clinics are provided by local authority health departments.
A visit to an ordinary hospital out-patient department does not count. Cod liver
oil and orange juice are the main goods which may be purchased below normal
shop prices. “Ever visited” means for the informant herself to obtain advice
concerning herself or her child or to obtain goods. Accompanying another mother
does not count.
QUESTION 3 Baby in hospital
It is possible there may be two mothers in the household.
On the National Health means free in a National Health Service hospital
contracted to the N.H.S.
QUESTION 4 Type of school
Write in the name of each school on the left. The parent will usually know
the type of school but if he or she does not or is doubtful the interviewer may
know. If in doubt please verify from the Education Department or a teacher who
knows about the local schools. If the child is aged 16 or over and is at an
institute, college or school (of commerce, for example), list under Q. 12.
Type
Maintained day nursery, nursery school or class …
…
1
of
Private nursery school or nursery class ...
...
…
2
School State primary school … … … ...
…
…
3
Private primary/preparatory school
...
…
…
4
Secondary modern/elementary/non-grammar denominational 5
Comprehensive
… … … …
…
…
6
Technical school, Central, Intermediate ...
...
…
7
State grammar
… … … …
…
…
8
Private or “public” school (secondary) ...
...
…
9
Other (SPECIFY)
… … … …
…
…
0
Whether built pre- or post-1940
Again, the parent may not know or may be unsure. Check if necessary.
QUESTION 5 School meals
Normally means when neither sick nor in the holidays. Did the child last
week have school meals if attending school? If not attending school, when last
attending school. Free school meals are provided to poorer children on a means
test basis.
QUESTION 5(c) No facilities
There really are schools which do not offer school meals either because
they lack dining space or there are too many children for the space available or
for other reasons.
QUESTION 7 Days absent from school
Absences due to visiting an out-patient department or a dentist should not
be counted.
QUESTION 8 Boarding school
If the child boards at a school which is primarily a day school code the
answer “yes”.
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QUESTION 9
Uniform grants are available to poorer children in State schools on
a means test basis. The grant can be in kind: a parent may be given a
voucher or a letter to take to a special shop. NOTE that the question is
addressed ONLY TO ONE OF THE PARENTS OF THE CHILD OR
CHILDREN. Very uncommonly there will be two sets of parents and
children in the household. ONE parent of the second family should also be
asked the question. ONLY complete the column alongside Qs. 10a and
10b for the parent in question. If the parent says the grant was made by the
Supplementary Benefits Commission check whether you have already
included the amount in Q.15 (code 14) of the Income Section. If not,
include the amount here. Remember to code parent only.

QUESTION 10 Costs of going to school
We are interested not only in fees paid to private or “public” schools
but in some kinds of cost met by parents of children in State schools. Fees
include payments for music lessons. School outings — We are interested
only in payments for outings or school holidays organised by the school or
a school club which the child went on.

QUESTION 11
Educational maintenance allowances are provided by local
authorities for poorer children attending school between the ages of 15 and
18 on a means test basis. We ask parents of 14-year-olds whether they
have heard about them to find whether this is taken into account in the
decision to leave school. We are also interested in applications which were
refused or which were made and the child did not in the end continue at
school after the minimum leaving age.

QUESTION 12 Type of college
Teacher training college
... ... ...
1
College of Education ...
... ... ...
2
Technical college
...
... ... ...
3
University
... ...
... ... ...
4
College or School of Commerce ... ...
5
Art college
... ...
... ... ...
6
Domestic Science college
... ... ...
7
Evening Institute
...
... ... ...
8
Secretarial college
...
... ... ...
9
Other: SPECIFY
...
... ... ...
0
As with “school” the informant may not know the type and the interviewer may be able to code on the basis of the name supplied. Or he
should check on the basis of that name. Part time DAY study means
attendance during normal working hours when the student or pupil works
for a salary or wage, however small, or, if he has no job, attendance during
the morning or afternoon.
QUESTION 12 (d) & 12 (g) Fees and cash from others
Code source of help but if the amount has been included in the
Income section earlier (i.e. Q.20 of that section) make a note, drawing our
attention to the fact.
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QUESTION 13
NHS means free, wholly paid for by the National Health Service.
Private and amenity (paying) beds in NHS hospitals should be coded as
private.
QUESTION 13(b) Number of nights
If a person has had two or more spells in hospital add the total
number of nights together.
QUESTION 13(c) Name of hospital
This will be used in the office to code type of hospital
QUESTION 14
Ill in bed means actually in bed for at least half the day.
QUESTION 15
Visits by and to a doctor will include calls when a person is no
longer in bed but up and about. The questions are not, therefore,
dependent on the answer yes to Q.14. When the household is large and/or
when there have been several visits it may take you a little time to obtain a
reliable answer. Remember that in cases of difficulty it is usually best to
approach the answer by asking: “When did you last see your doctor?”
“And when was the time before that?” “So that means you saw your
doctor seven times altogether in the last 12 months?” Remember that we
want to count each consultation, even if there are two consultations on one
day or on succeeding days. Remember also to include locums and other
(alternative) doctor seen in this period.
QUESTION 15(c) Visits paid for
If the informant is a wife who makes a visit to her NHS doctor and
pays later for the pill, which he prescribes, this should still be counted as a
NHS
QUESTION 16 Spectacles
Most people pay in part for spectacles even under the NHS but some
obtain them free by paying and then claiming a refund on test of means
(by the SBC).
QUESTION 18 Doctor at hospital
It is the number of occasions we want to know, not the number of
doctors seen at the hospital.
Visits to dentist
Remember to ask number of visits, not number of courses of
treatment.
Home help
We are interested only in the use of a local council’s Home Help
Service.
Someone from the Welfare
We mean a social worker or officer from a Council health, welfare
or children’s department who is concerned with some aspect of family
welfare. Include a health visitor, say, but not an officer from the
Supplementary Benefits Commission or someone from a voluntary
organisation — like the WVS or Salvation Army.
QUESTION 18(a) Paying a dentist
The point is that very poor people can get free dentures and do not
have to pay the £1 for a course of treatment.
QUESTION 18(b) Home help
Some councils charge for a home help’s service on test of means.
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VIII INCOME IN KIND
General
This section aims to discover the major exchanges of services and
gifts between the household and relatives or friends living elsewhere. One
major problem is that people ordinarily take for granted the exchanges
between themselves and their closest relatives. When being asked
questions about “help” and “gifts” a housewife may not think of her
mother, or her husband’s mother, who lives nearby. A grandfather may
not think of his daily activity of seeing a grandchild home from school.
The first question is designed to help overcome this problem. You should
remember that most households in the UK have frequent contact with a
relative (either of a wife or a husband or of both) living elsewhere in the
locality. Remember that independently of his wife a husband may see
someone in his family (eg: his mother or a brother at work) every day. It
will be very unusual if you make no entry in the box alonside Q. 1, so
probe for likely relatives (eg: parents in the case of young and middleaged people, brothers and sisters in the case of unmarried people, sons and
daughters in the case of the elderly). In the remaining questions the
contacts with such relatives are a likely indication of a flow of services or
small gifts. Note that earning members of the household should normally
be asked these questions independently of the housewife.
QUESTION 1 Relatives seen frequently
The question is designed to establish the existence of the relatives
who have the most frequent contact with members of the household. Note
that you ask “any of your family or a relative”. The alternative wording
will help to avoid information about really close relatives — eg: parents
and children — who are thought of as “family” or even as members of a
common household rather than as “relatives”. By “most” days in the week
is meant at least four of the seven days.
QUESTION 2 Help given
The unspoken assumption in the question is that these must be
unpaid services. Prompt the items in the list carefully, emphasising those
which are appropriate to the age or social situation of different members of
the household. Make direct reference to the relatives listed in Q.1. For
example: “You say you see your mother every day. Do you do any of
these things for her? And what about your sister?” Note that you prompt
also for help given to friends and neighbours.
Hours
If two or three different services are undertaken, add together the
informant’s estimates of the time taken. Since the services are unpaid you
should not expect informants to be able to give more than an approximate
estimate of the time taken (that is, the time spent in the performance of the
job, not interruptions for tea and conversations, etc).
QUESTION 3 Help received
The question reverses Q.2 and proceed as in that question. Check in
whatever way seems appropriate to establish the unpaid services being
performed for members of the household. Again the question should be
repeated for relatives seen frequently. “You’ve told me you see your
mother every day. Does she do any of these things for you?” Two separate
people might do the cleaning, for example. Add the hours together.
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QUESTION 4 Emergency help
Since this is rather a general question specific acts may be forgotten.
Probe as seems appropriate in the light of previous answers. Most people
have occasional help from family or friends in the neighbourhood.

QUESTION 5 Gifts regularly made
This is the counterpart of Q.2, dealing with gifts or commodities
rather than services. Again repeat the question in reference to relatives
seen often. Note that a meal that is given is distinct from the service of
preparing a meal (prompted in Q.2). Obtain the best total estimate that you
can of the worth of these gifts, however rough.

QUESTION 6 Occasional gifts made
We do not wish to waste time on occasional gifts of a value of less
than £25.

QUESTION 7 Gifts (regularly) received
This is the counterpart of Q.3. Refer to relatives seen frequently and
repeat the question. Note that meals consumed should also be coded in this
question. The service (of preparing them) was included under Q.3. Probe
according to the answers made previously.

QUESTION 8 Occasional gifts received
Do not waste time inquiring about gifts of a value of less than £25.
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QUESTION 9 Staying overnight
The question concentrates on holidays and stays which are directly
or indirectly paid for or subsidised by relatives and friends. It may be
difficult to obtain an estimate of saving. We have in mind not only the
instance of holiday but also an elderly person or a child staying with a
member of the family for a lengthy period of the year during a time of
loneliness or financial difficulty. Note that space allows only 8 columns
on this page. In the unlikely event of interviewing in a household with 9 or
10 persons write in the details for the 9th and 10th persons lower on the
page.

QUESTION 9 (b) Saving
Note that there are two alternatives in the question. The saving from
staying in a relative’s or a friend’s home should be estimated in terms of
the comparable cost of living at home. The saving from being taken on
holiday should be estimated in terms of the cost of going on holiday on
one’s own.
QUESTION 10 Visitors
This question reverses Q.9 but estimates of cost should be written
into the column allocated for the housewife.

34a

APPENDIX TEN: QUESTIONNAIRE 1155

1156 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
IX STYLE OF LIVING
This section aims to find out some ways in which people spend their
time, how they manage on their incomes, what kinds of things they buy
and do, and how they feel about their situation. Most of the questions are
pre-coded (but interviewers are urged to write any interesting comments
on the blank spaces in the questionnaire or on the back). It is hoped that
the answers will put some flesh on the income skeleton you have painstakingly built up in the rest of the questionnaire.

QUESTION 1 Holidays
Note that this question immediately follows Questions 9 and 10 of
Section VIII. Question 9 of Section VIII refers only to staying in the
homes of relatives and friends or being subsidised by them on a joint
holiday. Question 1 in this section applies to all “holidays” (as understood
by the informant) which are away from home, excluding only those which
were spent actually in the homes of relatives or friends. If there was more
than one holiday add together their duration and code accordingly in
Question 1 (a).
QUESTION 2 Meals out
Care should be taken because people may forget meals which were
incidental to the visit. By “snack” you should understand something more
than a biscuit and cup of tea, say at least a sandwich. Note that in this
question and in later questions there are certain persons whom it is not
expected you should code. Thus children under the age of 15 should be
coded DNA.

QUESTION 3 Friends to meals
Note that it is possible to code both “Yes, relative” and “Yes,
friend”.

QUESTION 4 Friends in to play
There are few simple questions which can be asked about the child’s
own standard of living and social life. Some homes are too poor for the
child to bring his friends in, so stress in the house.

QUESTION 5 Afternoons and evenings out
The key point is entertainment for which someone spends money
(youth clubs require entrance and weekly fees; scouts, guides, etc., require
uniform and bus fares for outings). Examples of leisure-time activities will
vary according to the age of the person to whom the question is addressed
and you should probe accordingly. (Note that while we do not ask for
amounts of expenditure we try to find the relative frequency of all forms
of entertainments so that we can see how it varies with income.)

QUESTION 6 Church
Accept any religious sect or denomination which may be mentioned.

35a

APPENDIX TEN: QUESTIONNAIRE 1157

1158 POVERTY IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
QUESTION 7 Food
Actual nutritional levels cannot be established by an interview of
this kind, but it is hoped that these questions will show very roughly (i)
whether a family member goes short of food occasionally, (ii) whether the
family is able to buy relatively expensive foods frequently, (iii) whether
any member of the family goes short of food occasionally, and (iv) to
what extent patterns of food consumption vary with income.
(a) Cooked breakfast
Many women do not eat breakfast. Bacon and eggs is only an
example. Others would be boiled or fried egg, haddock, kipper, etc. But
not porridge, toast, fried bread or potatoes (the distinction is between
carbohydrates and other foods).
(b) No cooked meal
Stress the whole day. A heavy breakfast but nothing later, or a heavy
meal at supper-time will not count as going without a cooked meal during
the day.
(c) Fresh meat
This will be difficult for households where children have school
dinners, or members of the household eat canteen meals. It would be
reasonable to code such persons “Yes” in the absence of any better
information. It is highly possible that some housewives may have very
little fresh meat (defined to include chicken, chops, frozen meat of any
kind but not corned beef, tinner meat, boiled ham or sausages). Care is
needed as meat-eating is probably over-stated, and when there is meat the
men in the household and not the women may have it.
QUESTION 8 (a) Joint
Accept what the informant understands by a joint.
QUESTION 8 (b) and (c) Milk
Do not include school milk (a correction for this will be made in the
office). Check for extra milk at weekends. Include sterilised milk (“stera”)
as fresh. Some houses buy milk in powder or liquid in tins for babies too,
but do not attempt to assess the quantities of this. Just make a note that it
is bought.
QUESTION 9 (b) Clothing
Clothing cheques are “Provident” cheques and the like where a
cheque for £l, for example, entitles a person to shop at certain shops and
repayment is made at 1s. in the £1 for 21 weeks. Clubs include any kind of
arrangement through a catalogue, shop, or door-to-door salesman.
QUESTION 9 (c) and (d) Spending on clothing clubs
Some clubs include coal and furniture as well as clothes; try to get
an estimate of the proportion of money spent on clothes. Informants often
give a maximum figure, when in fact they miss or only pay something on
account.
QUESTION 11 Adequate footwear
Includes state of repair as well as fit. Plimsolls and sandals in winter
are not adequate, nor are boots alone adequate for summer. Plastic sandals
are coded not adequate, unless there are other shoes.
QUESTION 12 Smoking, pools and betting
Smoking is often underestimated in surveys. By asking quantities we
hope to be able to work out roughly the expenditure. Note if cigars and not
cigarettes. Take care to make betting seem a very common activity (which
it is, of course), since information may not readily be forthcoming in the
context of all these questions on shortages.
QUESTION 13 Christmas
Make sure that the sum you have is the extra expense on top of
normal housekeeping for the household unit.
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QUESTION 14 Fuel
Everyone forgets to order coal. Stress “through lack of money”.

QUESTION 15 Birthday parties
Again the emphasis is on the expense and the experience of bringing
the child’s friends into the home, so stress that we don’t mean just a
family party.

QUESTION 17 (a) Social class
This question requires the views of both chief wage-earner (head of
household) and housewife. By “chief wage-earner” we mean the person
upon whose earnings the housekeeping income primarily depends. By
“Head of Household” we have in mind the alternative person to be
questioned if there is no chief wage-earner, e.g, a husband who is a
retirement pensioner, or a widowed mother (who may be the tenant) living
with her widowed daughter (the housewife) and grandchildren. As far as
possible the views on social class should be sought from each person
independently. If both are present take the question stage by stage, making
sure both answer before passing on. The question asks first for a selfrating, which must be written down, At this stage avoid putting names of
classes into people’s heads. People often hesitate awkwardly, so try to get
the informant to say what class she thinks she belongs to or “is nearest to”.
Prompt by repeating the question carefully, and say “It’s what you think”,
implying (which is true) that everyone has their own idea and each is
equally valid. Do not strain to get an answer if one is not easily
forthcoming. Do not assume the informant will pick one class only.
Multiple choices of “middle and working” or “professional and working”
are allowed.
QUESTION 17 (b) Determinant of class
Code housewife and chief wage-earner only. Next, to give us a clue
as to what the informant is using as a reference point and scale we ask, in
effect, the informant’s idea of what determines “class”. Try to get the most
important one only.
QUESTION 17 (c) Names of classes
Third, the informant is presented with a flash-card (this is why
husband and wife should if possible be interviewed separately, since
otherwise the second person may be unduly influenced). Code one item
only. If informant wants (again) to say “None”, say ‘Well, I’ve got to put
something down, which would you think was nearest?” This rating is
the most important bit of the question. Do not be puzzled if the wife gives
a different answer from the husband. This is quite common.
QUESTION 17 (d) Father’s main occupation
That is, the occupation held for most of the time (not necessarily the
most recent).

QUESTION 18 Well off
Four comparisons are made in this series of questions — with
relatives, with other people (note—of the same age) in locality, with the
average in the country and finally in the context of time. Prompt carefully
and remember that you might get a different response for one comparison
than for another.
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QUESTION 19 Housekeeping and board
The question refers to ALL INCOME RECIPIENTS including
pensioners, as well as earners, who contribute to the housekeeping
expenses. Be careful that you probe for everyone in the house, including
adolescent earners. Sometimes the actual sum available for housekeeping
will be quite different from that suggested by the total income of the
household. The husband or teenagers may retain quite large sums not only
for their own use but because the pattern of responsibility in one
household for expenditure may be different from that in another household
which has the same composition. Housekeeping can be a touchy point if
both husband and wife are present, and it is perhaps best dealt with by
interviewing one of them on their own (the housewife preferably) and, if
possible, checking later with the other (the husband). If both husband and
wife are present avoid expressing any surprise or criticism if you think the
housekeeping is small. Also avoid indicating any opinion on the question
of whether wage-earners should pay bills. Try to imply that all
arrangements are equally possible. We have listed the common ones, but
there will be others. REMEMBER TO CODE EACH INCOME
RECIPIENT.
QUESTION 19 (b) Money back
This can be daily fares, insurances or clubs paid, dinner money, or
simply “spending money”. Some teenagers hand over their wages but get
clothing bought. Usually this question will apply to teenagers, but some
husbands may get money from the housekeeping for their cigarettes and
beer mid-week.
QUESTION 19 (c) Payment of housekeeping bills
Often the husband will pay some larger bills, but alternatively he
may pay housekeeping but expect to “help out” if a heavy bill comes in.
We realise that an estimate may be rough but try to get an average
contribution. Teenage children may buy food as “treats” for the household
from the money they retain. Again try for an average.
QUESTION 20 Long-term saving
We are not interested in asking here whether the informant has
savings (that was asked in Section V). Nor are we interested here in asking
for short-term saving. Instead the question explores whether at the present
time the informant manages to put aside savings for a long-term objective.
QUESTION 21 Ten years ago
To give us some idea of fluctuating fortunes we ask what things
were like ten years ago. Some persons aged 35 or over will have been at
home in their parents’ households ten years ago and therefore we have to
find what was the composition of the household. In any case, we require
an estimate of the total money flowing into the household, and the number
of adults and children that were supported at that time. Give the informant
time to recollect. And check that income includes pensions, family
allowances, etc. Fortunately, the informant will already have some idea of
what you are after from the detailed questions asked earlier.
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QUESTION 23 Poor now
Stress genuinely and try to avoid facetiousness at this point.
Question 23 (a) explores what the informant understands by feeling
“poor”. If the word “poor” seems inappropriate use the alternative “very
hard up”.

QUESTION 24 Poverty
Stress the word “poverty”. Do not explain what you think it means if
you are asked. Seek from the informant his definition and write it in the
box as clearly as you can.
QUESTION 25 Voting
Ask for those old enough to have voted in the last election (March
1965). We are not concerned who they voted for (although they will
probably say) but would like to know if they are sufficiently involved to
vote at all. Be careful to reassure people that this is confidential and as far
as you are concerned non-voting is blameless —many people consider that
voting is legally compulsory or morally obligatory and no voting figures
are over-estimated. Try to get a clear recollection by fixing the incident
(time of day, who they went with) if necessary. Stress National, not local
elections.
QUESTION 26 Action on poverty
We are interested in what the informant thinks can be done. Give as
full an answer as possible.

Please write in any additional notes.
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METHOD OF CHECKING MINORITY GROUPS MEMBERSHIP OF
WHICH TO BE CODED ON INSIDE BACK COVER
(a) Households in which there is a child, one of whose parents is not
resident. Page 4. Question 13 (b) code 4 or 5.
(b) Households consisting of a woman and adult dependent
This is a difficult group to define-the main thing to remember is that we are
looking for a household where a woman either with her earnings or income from
government benefits or from stocks, shares, etc., is partly or wholly supporting an
adult male or female (usually related to her), who has a smaller income than she
has. There will be no males in full-time employment in this household. Consider
household composition (page 3, Question 10 (b) ) and also employment (page 6,
dependents are coded Y for Question 1 and the woman is coded X for Question
1). If the woman is not employed (i.e. coded Y in Q.1, page 6) then you should
check income from employer’s pension (page 19, Question 19, coded X or Y),
annuity, trust, allowance, etc. (page 20, Question 20, coded X Y 0 1 2 4 5 6 7 or
8), property (page 20, Question 23, coded X), lodgers or boarders (page 23,
Question 30, coded X or Y), and stocks and shares (page 24, Question 3 (b)). If
the dependent adult receives government allowances or pensions (page 18,
Question 15), then the amount received should be less than any allowance or
benefit together with any earnings the woman receives.
(c) Households in which there are five or more dependent children
The best check is whether any informant receives 48s. or more in family
allowances (up to April 1968) or any informant receives 66s. or more in family
allowances (after April 1968). See page 18, Question 15.
(d) Households in which there is an adult who has been unemployed for
eight weeks or more (consecutively or in last 12 months)
See page 8, Question 8 and Question 8 (a) and page 7, Question 7 (c)
should be coded X or Question 7 (d) should be coded 2.
(e) Households in which there is an adult under 65 who has been ill or
injured for eight weeks or more (consecutively or in the last 12 months)
See page 8, Question 8 and Question 8 (a) and page 6, Question 6, code 3.
Note that page 27, Question 2 (a) or Question 2 (b) shows eight weeks off work
or school or confined to bed or house.)
(f) Households in which there is a disabled adult under 65
See page 28, Question 7. Any household containing an adult for whom
enough codes 1 and 2 ringed to add to a total of 5 or more or an adult for whom
at least one item in Question 7 is coded 1 or 2 and who is coded “Yes” to any of
Questions 3 (a), (b), (c), (e) or (f) or “No” to Question (d). Do not include a
person coded positively for one or more of the prompts in Question 3 (i.e. chest,
lungs, back, joints, etc.) unless he or she is also coded “Yes” in one of the
questions 3 (a), (b), (c), (e), (f) or “No” for Question 3 (d). Borderline disabled.
See page 28, Question 7, If Coded 1, 2, 3 or 4 for at least one item or page 27,
Question 3, if any of the questions (a) - (f) is coded “Yes” or page 28, Question
8, the answer given as “much more difficult”.
(g) Households containing a disabled child or handicapped child
(including children ill or injured for eight weeks or more)
A family with a child 15 years or under for whom the following answers
were given: page 27, Question 2 (a), code 6 and 8 weeks or more way from
school or page 27, Question 2 (b) code X and 8 weeks or more confined to bed
or home, or page 27 Question 3, suffering from “nerves” and coded X or 0 for
Question 3 (c) (ii), or page 28, Question 4, coded X, Y, 0, 1 or 2.
(h) Households containing a person aged 65 or over who has been bedfast
or ill for 8 weeks or more or who is otherwise severely handicapped.
A family with an old person aged 65 or over for whom the following
answers apply: page 27, Question 2 (b) code X and 8 weeks or more confined to
bed or house, or page 28, Question 6, code X, or page 28, Question 7, enough
codes 1 or 2 ringed to add to a total of 9 or more.
(i)
Households in which there are: (a) earners, none earning £12 a week
or more; (b) adult male earners (aged 21 to 64) earning less than £14 a week
(a) See page 15, Question 3 (b), no adult earning more than £12 a week.
(b) See page 15, Question 3 (b) not earning more than £14 a week.
(j)
Immigrant families
Households containing one or more adults born in Eire or non-white
(whether born overseas or in this country). Eire, see page 5, Question 18 code X
for any adult and Question 18 (a), code 1. Non-white, see page 5, Question 18
(b), code 3, or code 4 and Question 18, code X, plus Question 18 (a), codes 2, 3,
4, 5 (and 7, if appropriate).
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Appendix Eleven
Statistical Tests

A range of statistical tests were available with the SPSS programmes for use with the PDP 10
computer at the University of Essex in the latter stages of the preparation of this report, and we
computed chi-square, lamda (asymmetric) and gamma when a number of sets of tables were
printed. Chi-square is used in inferential statistics as a basis for a test of significance called the
chi-square test. It has the advantage of working for nominal variables and compares expected
with actual cell frequencies. The larger the values of chi-square (and the fewer the degrees of
freedom), the greater is the probability of a relationship between two variables. When the
computed chi-square is large, it does not mean that there is a strong relationship between the
variables. It merely means that we can be more confident about rejecting the null hypothesis
and concluding that the variables are related. Lamda is another measure of association suitable
for nominal variables. Lamda is a measure of the proportionate reduction of error in predicting
modal values from knowing not only the distribution of a dependent variable but of the way
that dependent variable is distributed within the categories of an independent variable. It varies
in magnitude from 0.0 to +1.0. Unlike chi-square it is a measure of the strength of a relationship. Gamma is a third measure of association, suitable for ordinal data, and measures the
proportionate reduction in errors in predicting the ranking of pairs drawn from both of two
variables when the known distribution is compared with a random distribution. It varies in
magnitude from -1.0 to +1.0.
All statistical tests require care, because assumptions are made in applying them. Thus, in
the computation of chi-square it is assumed that the data analysed are a simple random sample
of the population, that the observations are independent, that no expected frequency in the
contingency table being analysed will be less than 5, and that the underlying distribution of the
1
computed chi-square statistic is continuous. The poverty survey was not based on a simple
random sample but, especially in view of the evidence on representativeness, has been assumed
to be so for purposes of statistical testing. This assumption has been made in much other
research.
An example is given in Table A11.1. Our object in this example is not simply to test the
strength of the association between two variables, but to find whether the association between
occupational class and income net worth is stronger than between occupational class and net
disposable income, and by how much. The gamma test shows that the association is stronger,
and markedly so.
1

Examples of the warnings that need to be observed in using tests are given in Loether, H. J., and
McTavish, D. G., Inferential Statistics for Sociologists: An introduction, Allyn & Bacon, Boston, 1974,
Chapter 8.

Table A11.1. Percentages and number of chief wage-earners or heads of households and housewives of different occupational class,
according to the net disposable income and income net worth of the income unit, expressed as a percentage of the state’s poverty standard
(married couples only).
Income/income net worth
as % of supplementary
benefit scale plus housing cost

A. Net disposable income of income unit

Professional

Under 140
140-99
200+
Total
Number

Managerial Supervisory

Routine
non-manual

Skilled
manual

Partly
skilled
manual

Unskilled
manual

High

Low

6
13
81

7
15
77

8
30
62

18
30
52

15
29
55

24
35
42

27
35
38

48
18
34

100
106

100
80

100
192

100
230

100
112

100
682

100
306

100
172

3
13
83

6
15
79

5
30
64

15
31
54

20
29
50

41
17
42

100
192

100
230

100
112

100
682

100
306

100
172

B. Income net worth
Under 140
140-99
200+
Total
Number

7
6
87
100
106

100
80

NOTE: Income units which did not give information about both A and B in full have been excluded from this table.
TESTS: Gamma A
= -0.327
B
= -0.415
Lamda
= 0.024 with income dependent
= 0.0000 with income dependent
= 0.0000 with class dependent
= 0.0000 with class dependent
Chi-square
= 200.05 with 14 degrees of freedom
= 264.365 with 14 degrees of freedom
(or significant at 0.0001 level)
(or significant at 0.00001 level)

Appendix Twelve
Method of Adjusting Distribution of Assets
(See Chapter 9, Table 9.1, page 342)

In Chapter 5 we compared aggregate figures for assets (grossed up from sample) with Inland
Revenue figures. We can also compare these estimates with balance-sheet estimates produced
by Revell and Tomkins. Allowing for certain problems of definition, our estimates for
dwellings plus land and other buildings, and even consumer durables, seem broadly to reflect
estimates of aggregate national value. But our estimates are much too low for savings and
stocks and shares.
There is reason to believe that our estimates of percentage shares of wealth are too low for
the top groups, i.e. the top 1 per cent, next 4 per cent and, possibly, next 4 per cent. There are
three contributory reasons:
1. On the basis of the information we collected about non-respondents (Chapter 3), it seems
that slightly more non-respondents than respondents were wealthy. However, our
information does not suggest that this was more than a slight deficiency.
2. Among respondents, more of the rich than of middle-income and poor groups did not give
complete information. First, we produced tables showing what numbers and percentages of
different groups of households ranked by income were not counted as complete for assets.
Secondly, we produced a special print-out for every household in the sample, ranked by
household net disposable income and such income expressed as a percentage of
supplementary benefit scale rates. Moreover, some of the rich households rejected from the
analysis of assets had disclosed enough information about a variety of questions to allow a
minimum estimate of their wealth to be given. There were three, for example, with a
minimum of between £118,000 and £131,000 each, and another three with between
£50,000 and £100,000. Even without adding any allowance to these estimates, their
reintroduction into the rankings would have the effect of increasing the percentage share of
the top 5 per cent.
3. Values of assets were underestimated by our informants. Often we are sure that this was
because questioning should have been more detailed for wealthy informants. We do not
believe underestimation was proportionately uniform from top to bottom of the income
scale. Thus 82 per cent of the aggregate value of stocks and shares admitted to be held by
the sample was held by the top 5 per cent. The corresponding figure for savings was 27 per
cent. These two categories of asset were substantially underestimated.
The first of these sources of underestimation of the percentage share of riches held by the top 5
per cent seems to be small and will be ignored. There is no basis on which an adjustment can
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be made.
The second is more promising. There were 1,764 households with complete information for
income, and 1,533 of these complete for assets. This means that 13 per cent were incomplete.
But twenty-six of the 100 top-ranking households for income gave incomplete information on
assets. We replaced half of these, and entered the incomplete information for their assets.
Finally, we made some allowance for underestimation. We assumed that the underestimation
of stocks and shares and of savings was proportionately uniform for the percentage ranks into
which they had been distributed, namely, the top 1 per cent, next 4 per cent, next 5 per cent,
next 10 per cent, and so on.
Table A12.1.
Unadjusted
sample
aggregates

Top 1%
2-5%
6-10%
11-20 %
21-100%

Including 13 additional
rich households

1,515,143
1,277,533
866,949
1,071,536
1,512,118

1,765,000 (adding £250,000)
1,698,000 (adding £420,000)
927,000 (adding £60,000)
1,122,000 (adding £50,000)
1,522,000 (adding £10,000)

6,243,279

7,034,000

Adjusting
for stocks,
shares and
savings

Percentage
of
adjusted
aggregate
net assets

2,615,000
2,498,000
1,287,000
1,532,000
2,112,000

26.0
24.9
12.8
15.3
21.0

10,044,000

100.0

The adjustments are shown in Table A12.1 (used as a basis for the third column of Table 9.1,
page 342). This gives a mean of £6,107. National wealth would therefore on this basis be
approximately £115,000 million for 1968-9.
Thirteen added (but therefore displacing others at the foot of each of the percentage groups):
£131,000
121,000
119,000
75,000
52,000
48,000
(45,000)
(45,000)
36,000
30,000
(30,000)
(30,000)
(30,000)
_______
792,000
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sum = £6,243,000 = 1,630 sample
£7,035,000 = 1,643 adjusted sample
includes
But should include
 additional

£952,000 savings ( x 2.7)
£702,000 stocks and shares ( x 3.0)
£2,570,000 savings
£2,106,000 stocks and shares
£1,618,000
£1,404,000

has been divided as follows: Top 1%
next 4 %
next 5 %
next 10%
bottom 80%

£200,000
£300,000
£240,000
£350,000
£520,000
£1,610,000

Multipliers
(0.06)
£650,000
(0.16)
£500,000
(0.15)
£120,000
(0.22)
£60,000
(0.41)
£70,000
(1.00) £1,400,000

Multipliers
(0.43)
(0.37)
(0.10)
(0.05)
(0.05)
(1.00)

Appendix Thirteen
Multiple Deprivation

Before compiling a summary index of material and social deprivation set out in Chapter 6
(page 250), we had examined answers to a large number of questions on different aspects of
deprivation. This appendix sets out a fuller list, grouped under particular headings. (Some of
the principal forms of deprivation are discussed in Chapters 11-14.) Correlation coefficients are
given for individual items (and collectively) in relation to net disposable income expressed first
as a percentage of the state’s poverty standard and secondly as a percentage of the deprivation
standard. Both standards have the effect of taking composition of income unit and relativity to
other units into account. Two conclusions may be drawn. The relationship between most (as
many as forty-two) indicators of deprivation and income (as measured in these two ways) is
highly significant. And the correlation between indicators and the deprivation standard is
generally closer than between indicators and the state’s poverty standard (in only eight of the
sixty instances was the size of the latter coefficient larger).
Pearson coefficient
net disposable income of
income unit
as %
as %
supplementary deprivation
benefit
standard
standard

Form of
deprivation

Dietary

1. At least one day without cooked
meal in last two weeks
2. No fresh meat most days of week
3. School child does not have school
meals
4. Has not had cooked breakfast most
days of the week
5. Household does not have a Sunday
joint three weeks in four
6. Fewer than three pints of milk per
person per week

0.0241
(S = .041)
0.1453
(S = .001)
0.1345
(S = .001)
0.0577
(S = .001)
0.1011
(S = .001)
0.0272
(S = .024)

0.0220
(S = .055)
0.1546
(S = .001)
0.1170
(S = .001)
0.0603
(S = .001)
04030
(S = .001)
0.0359
(S = .004)
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Clothing

Fuel and light

7. Inadequate footwear for both wet
and fine weather
8. Income unit buys second-hand
clothes often or sometimes
9. Income unit misses clothing club
payments often or sometimes
10. (Married women) No new winter
coat in last three years
11. No electricity or light only (not
power)
12. Short of fuel sometimes or often

0.0765
(S = .001)
0.1080
(S = .001)
0.1247
(S = .001)
0.1720
(S = .001)
0.0527
(S = .001)
0.1267
(S = .001)
0.0379
(S = .003)
0.1566
(S = .001)
0.0003
(S = .491)
0.0666
(S = .001)
0.0793
(S = .001)
0.0544
(S = .001)
0.0029
(S = .415)
0.0347
(S = .006)
0.0410
(S = .001)
0.0119
(S = .193)
0.0066
(S = .314)
0.0905
(S = .001)

0.0766
(S = .001)
0.0759
(S = .001)
0.1563
(S = .001)
0.1812
(S = .001)
0.0666
(S = .001)
0.1334
(S = .001)
0.0711
(S = .001)
0.1831
(S = .001)
0.0030
(S = .413)
0.878
(S = .001)
0.1105
(S = .001)
0.0709
(S = .001)
0.0054
(S = .347)
0.0384
(S = .003)
0.0525
(S = .001)
0.0204
(S = .068)
0.0147
(S = .142)
0.1339
(S = .001)

0.0713
(S = .001)
26. Structural defects believed dangerous 0.1366
to health
(S = .001)
27. Overcrowded (in terms of number
0.0771
of bedrooms)
(S = .001)

0.1012
(S = .001)
0.1597
(S = .001)
0.0993
(S = .001)

13. No central heating
14. No rooms heated (or only one)
Household
facilities

15. No TV
16. No refrigerator
17. No telephone
18. No record player
19. No radio
20. No washing machine
21. No vacuum cleaner
22. No carpet
23. No armchair

Housing
conditions
and amenities

24. No sole use of four amenities
(indoor WC, sink or washbasin, bath
or shower, and cooker)
25. Structural defects
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Conditions at 28. Works mainly or entirely outdoors
work (severity,
security,
29. Stands or walks at work all the time
amenities and
welfare benefits) 30. Working fifty or more hours last
week
31. At work before 8 a.m. or working at
night
32. Poor outdoor amenities of work
(See page 438)
33. Poor indoor amenities of work
(page 438)
34. Unemployed for two weeks or more
during previous twelve months
35. Subject to one week’s entitlement to
notice or less
36. No wages or salary during sickness
37. Paid holidays of two weeks or less

Health

38. No meals paid or subsidized by
employer
39. No entitlement to occupational
pension
40. Health poor or fair
41. Sick from work five or more weeks
last year
42. Ill in bed fourteen days or more last
year
43. Has disability condition
44. Has some or severe disability

Educational

45. Fewer than ten years’ education

Environmental 46. No garden or yard, or shared
47. If garden, too small to sit in
48. Air dirty or foul smelling
49. No safe place for child (1-4) to play

0.0060
(S = .392)
0.0540
(S = .008)
0.0180
(S = .197)
0.0315
(S = .069)
0.1214
(S = .069)
0.0546
(S = .016)
0.0584
(S = .002)
0.0800
(S = .001)
0.0964
(S = .001)
0.1286
(S = .001)
0.0351
(S = .060)
0.1259
(S = .001)
0.0926
(S = .001)
0.0437
(S = .015)
0.0930
(S = .001)
0.0830
(S = .001)
0.1076
(S = .001)
0.1019
(S = .001)
0.0614
(S = .001)
0.0455
(S = .001)
0.0688
(S = .001)
0.1132
(S = .010)

0.0422
(S = .026)
0.0814
(S = .001)
0.0085
(S = .344)
0.0069
(S.= 373)
0.0972
(S = .119)
0.0646
(S = .006)
0.0723
(S = .001)
0.1244
(S = .001)
0.1314
(S = .001)
0.1413
(S = .001)
0.0598
(S = .004)
0.1758
(S = .001)
0.1202
(S = .001)
0.0574
(S = .002)
0.1122
(S = .001)
0.0973
(S = .001)
0.1323
(S = .001)
0.1523
(S = .001)
0.0806
(S = .001)
0.0703
(S = .001)
0.0869
(S = .001)
0.1132
(S = .010)
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Family

Recreational

Social

50. No safe place for child (5-10) to play 0.0641
(S = .068)
51. Difficulties indoors for child to play 0.1829
(S = .001)
52. Child not had friend in to play in last 0.0919
four weeks
(S = .001)
53. Child not had party last birthday
0.1163
(S = .001)
54. Household spent less than additional 0.1637
£10 last Christmas
(S = .001)
55. No afternoons or evenings out in last 0.0950
two weeks
(S = .001)
56. No holiday in last twelve months
0.1704
away from home
(S = .001)
57. No emergency help available, e.g.
0.0209
illness
(S = .190)
58. No one coming to meal or snack in
0.0555
last four weeks
(S = .001)
59. Not been out to meal or snack with
0.0723
relatives or friends in last four weeks (S = .001)
60. Moved house at least twice in last
0.0085
two years
(S = .267)
61. Multiple Deprivation
0.2177
(S = .001)

0.0463
(S = .141)
0.2025
(S = .141)
0.1178
(S .001)
0.1299
(S = .001)
0.1763
(S = .001)
0.1136
(S = .001)
0.2019
(S = .001)
0.0175
(S = .231)
0.0816
(S = .001)
0.0961
(S = .001)
0.0585
(S = .001)
0.2808
(S = .001)

NOTE: According to both the state’s poverty standard and the deprivation standard, the size of
the coefficient was larger when net income worth plus the value of employer welfare benefits
in kind was substituted for net disposable income. For example, the coefficient for multiple
deprivation and net income worth plus the value of employer welfare benefits in kind as a
percentage of the deprivation standard was 0.3304 compared with the figure of 0.2808 given
above.
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social perceptions of, 478-9; and types of
tenure, 501, 514-24
AT WORK, 432-75; changing problems, 435-6,
468-70; and character of job, 444-52; concept
of, 437-43; conditions at work, 96, 453-5,
1017-28, 1043-6, difficulty in measuring,
433-5; and earnings, 463-5, 1043; index of,
461-3; and job satisfaction, 470-74; and
occupational class, 443-4; poverty and, 4668; and security, 452-3; and self-employed,
465-6; various occupations and, 436-7; see
also employer welfare benefits; fringe

benefits
GENERAL TOPICS: ‘cycle of’, 70-71; denials
of poverty, 425-7; deprivation index, 249-62,
439, 716, 1000; dietary, clothing, health,
educational and recreational deprivation,
1173-6; forms (objective), 413-18;
objective/subjective, 413-31; objective and
lack of income, 430-31; subjective (do people
feel deprived ?), 418-22; subjective and
disablement, 716-17; subjective and income,
423-4; subjective perceptions of poverty,
427-30
deprivation standard, 267-71, 271-4, 893-900
differentials, 19
Disability Alliance, 819
disabled, the: ages of, 1048-51, 1056; assessment,
need for new approach, 693-5; chronic illness
or invalidity, 722-4, 1053-4; concept and
definition of, 686-93; and deprivation, 71417, 1001; earnings of, 1056-8; employment
disadvantages, 727-33, 735, 739; home
difficulties, 717-22; housewives, 733-4;
increase with age, 705-9; low official
estimates, 699-705; low pay, 636, 639; low
social status, 709-11; mental illness, 725-7;
new benefits (1971), 906-7; numbers, 695-9;
in poverty, 305-10, 311-12, 315, 318, 319,
322, 323, 328-9, 331-2, 334-5, 711-14, 7234, 726-7, 734-8, 897, 898, 1052; as social
minority, 567, 569, 570, 571, 573, 574-5,
576, 577, 587; and supplementary benefit,
830, 832, 834, 835, 837, 839, 846; and
unemployment, 592, 599, 605
Disablement Income Group, 733
distribution of earnings, 19-21; deficiency of
government statistics, 21-3; in different
countries, 43-6, 76; and dual labour market,
77-9; economic factors and, 71-7; (1938-68),
160-66; social factors and, 81; see also
earnings; incomes; inequality; low paid, the;
resources; rich, the
dual labour market, 77-8
Dudley Committee, 477

earnings: occupational and class structure related
to, 142-4; occupations contrasted, 133-6; in
other countries, 138-9; 142; structure, 13942; wages/ salaries, 133-4; women’s, 136,
137, 138, 141; see also distribution; income;
low paid, the; rich, the economic theory and
poverty, 71-7
Economic Trends, 19, 23, 127, 148n, 149n, 150n,
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154n, 159n, 219n, 478n, 480n, 493n, 530n,
789n, 909n. 910n, 911, 964n, 965n
Economists Advisory Group Business Research
Study, 339
Education Act (1944), 869, 873
Education and Science, Department of, 861, 868,
870
Education Ministry of, 869
Eire, people born in, 313-15, 321-2, 569, 570,
571, 573, 577, 579, 580-81, 587, 896
electoral registers, 100
employer welfare benefits, 152-3, 215-18, 225,
228, 232-3, 362, 386-9, 390, 455-61, 678-80,
982; see also fringe benefits
Employment and Productivity, Department of: and
disabled, 694, 729; and earnings distribution,
139, 338, 571; and low-paid 623, 634, 650;
and older workers, 661, 675; salary index,
133-4; and unemployment, 110-11, 590, 591,
596, 610, 614, 616; and working conditions,
435; see also Family Expenditure Survey
Environment, Department of the, 530
environment, deprivation of, see under
deprivation
Equal Opportunities Commission, 918
equivalence, problems of concept of, 262-7
Essex, University of, 25, 26, 28, 29, 93
ethnic minorities, 53, 59, 566; see also Eire,
people born in; immigrants; non-whites
Explosives Inspectorate, 434

facilities at work, see deprivation at work Factory
Act, 433
Factory Inspectorates, 433-5
family allowances, 150, 151, 156, 161, 162-3,
306-7, 314, 320, 322, 326, 330, 332; numbers
receiving, 903
Family Expenditure Survey (1957-76): data on
incomes, 19, 22, 25, 41, 94, 95, 124, 125,
126-8, 133, 134, 141, 142, 148, 180, 181,
182, 183, 184, 187, 189, 195, 196, 232, 245,
263, 266, 621-3, 624, 866, 992, 993; housing
costs, 299, 504, 508; J-Index, 930; numbers
in poverty, 160, 161, 165 275, 907, 908, 911;
pensioners, 789; purpose, 338; response, 104,
108, 109; sampling procedure, 942; and
supplementary benefit, 825, 826, and value of
social services, 157, 219, 964, 966
Family Income Supplement, 619, 906; failure of,
633-4, 648; and one-parent families, 763
Finer Committee, 754-5, 758, 759, 761, 775, 778,
782, 881

Fisher Committee, 881
food expenditure, 263, 1001; see also nutrition
France, 138, 142, 156, 654-5
fringe benefits: importance as proportion of total
resources, 45, 89, 90, 124; living standards
and, 54, 55; older workers and, 678-9;
questionnaire and, 94, 111; value of, 386,
387, 391, 393; and work conditions, 48, 437,
438, 439, 441, 442, 455-61; see also
employer welfare benefits
functionalism, 83-5
functions of poverty, 85-7, 922

General Household Survey, 23, 174n, 381n, 456n,
477n, 480, 481n, 484n, 495n. 496n, 520n,
596, 597n, 605n, 612n, 703, 704, 705n, 757,
758n, 794n, 957, 958
Germany: income distribution, 138; % poverty in,
42; taxation, 148
Gini coefficient, 229, 343
Glasgow, research in, 93, 104, 107-8, 950, 952
Government Social Survey, 26, 101, 484, 701, 703
Guillebaud Committee, 155

Hall-Jones scale, 370, 987
handicapped children, 740-52; estimates of
numbers, 740-42; examples, 746-50; forms of
handicap, 742-5; need for further evidence,
750-52; poverty among, 745-6, 750, 1059;
see also disabled, the
Hansard, 152n, 523n, 544n, 675n, 729n, 848n,
860n, 861n, 863n, 865n, 866n, 868n,
869n, 871n, 874n, 879n, 907n, 971n
health: public services, 218, 219, 223, 967, 96871; significance in relation to poverty, 17074; see also disabled, the; Health and Social
Security, Department of; National Health
Service; nutrition
Health and Safety at Work Act, 434
Health and Safety Executive, 434, 435
Health and Social Security, Department of: and
deprivation cycle, 70; and disabled, 724, 736;
and handicapped children, 740-41; incomes
data, 191; nutrition, 51. 168; and one-parent
families, 754-5, 756, 757, 763, 958; poverty
standard, 241, 246; unemployed, 608, 612;
see also National Health Service; social
security; supplementary benefit
Health Economics, Office of, 167
Household Conditions Survey, 480, 529
households, different types of: assets of, 205-10;
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households, different types of - contd
as basis for assessing wealth distribution,
341, 345-7, 360-66; incomes of, 193-8, 910,
992-3, 996-7, 1000, 1003, 1005, 1007, 1010,
and poverty, 267-70, 290-91, 298; resources
of, 282-3, 998; size related to poverty, 163,
276-8; supplementary benefit, 1065; see also
council tenants; housing costs; owneroccupation; tenure
housing: costs, 503-14, 984-5, 1008, 1009;
market, 490-98; subsidies, 973-9 (see also
rate rebates; rent rebates); values, 97; see also
deprivation in housing; households; tenure
Housing Acts, 479, 480, 481, 544
Housing and Local Government, Ministry of, 529,
531
Housing Finance Act (1972), 522, 875
Housing Subsidies Act (1967), 878
Hungary, 43, 807

immigrants, 321-2, 335-6, 579, 616; numbers in
poverty, 897; see also Eire, people born in;
ethnic minorities; non-whites
incomes: definitions of, 45, 180-93, 980-84; and
deprivation, 271, 423-4, 425, 430-31, 1006,
1036; different household types, 193-8;
difficulty in assessing, 54-5; of disabled and
long-term sick, 711-14, 723-4, 729-33;
incomes policy, 128-32, 925; ‘income unit’,
302; income units and distribution of poverty,
900-901; of old people, 787-93, 798-800,
819, 820-21; of one-parent families, 759-63;
questionnaire and, 94-5, 98, 111; survey of
(1938-68), 117-28; of various households,
991-3, 997, 1000, 1002-3, 1005, 1007, 1010;
and wealth, 230-32; see also assets; benefits;
distribution; earnings; Family Expenditure
Survey; private income in kind; resources;
taxation
India, 43
inequality: characteristics of, 18; deficiency of
documentation, 21-3; and economic factors,
71-7; functionalism and, 83-5; relation of
poverty to, 33, 43-6; sociological approaches,
80-83; survey of incomes (1938-68), 117-76;
see also class; deprivation; occupational class
infant mortality, 170-72
Inland Revenue, Board of, 117, 119, 122, 124,
133, 146, 178, 184-5, 191, 201, 203, 205,
232, 338, 339
Inner London Education Authority, 559
International Labour Office, 914

interviewing, 101-4; see also poverty survey;
questionnaire
Italy, 654-5, 807

Japan, 654-5, 807
Joseph Rowntree Memorial Trust, 25-6, 752

Labour, Ministry of, 133, 139
large families, 289-91, 487, 527, 569-71, 579,
584-6
life-styles, see style of living
living standards: changes (1938-68), 117;
compared in different societies, 225-6, 248
London School of Economics, 28
low paid, the, 618-51; case-history, 643-5;
concept of low pay, 618-21; correlates of low
pay, 635-9; dual labour market theory, 645-8,
650-51; failure of Family Income
Supplement, 633-4; fluctuations in manual
pay, 639-42; instability of pay and
conditions, 642; lowest decile, 621-4; as % of
mean, 625-8; policy towards, 648-9; and
poverty, 316-17, 326, 329-31, 629-33; Wages
Councils, 634-5

McCorquodale Committee on the Assessment of
the Disabled, 693-4
managerial workers: age, 665, 669; conception of
poverty, 999; and deprivation, 400, 414-16,
418, 419, 420-21, 533, 538, 540, 1035; and
disablement, 710; earnings of, 134, 135, 140,
141, 386, 387, 464; growth of, 19-20 142-3;
housing, 482-3, 515-17, 1032; large families,
585; occupational classification, 382-3; and
poverty, 292, 293, 408 , 555, 896; resources,
362; unemployment, 601-2; working
conditions, 443, 451, 453, 462, 1017-18,
1020-23, 1025, 1027, 1044-6
manual workers: accident rates, 469; age, 665,
666, 667-8, 675; assets, 145, 362, 390-94,
407; and class, 380, 382, 404, 1014;
conception of poverty, 999; deprivation, 41416, 418, 420-21; deprivation at work, 443,
444-52, 462, 468; disablement, 710; earnings,
133-9, 464; environmental deprivation, 533,
538, 540, 1035; fluctuations in pay, 639-42;
fringe benefits, 152-3, 387, 388, 455-61, 6789; housing, 482-3, 515-17, 1032; instability
of pay and conditions, 642; job satisfaction,
471, 472, 473 , 474; job security, 452-3; large
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families, 585; life-styles, 389-90, 419;
means-tested benefits, 889-90; numbers in
poverty, 292, 293-5, 296-7, 408, 555, 896;
pensions, 457, 458-9, 808, 810; proportion
of, 43, 385-6; resources in old age, 800-801,
802, 803, 821; social mobility, 400-408;
unemployment 601-2, 603; and wealth, 361;
working conditions, 455, 1017-18, 1020-23,
1025-7, 1044-6
‘marketability’, 231, 340
means-tested benefits: educational maintenance
allowances, 869-71, 885, 886, 889, 891, 892;
failure of, 860-92; free school meals, 860-68,
883-6, 887-9, 892, 952, 953, 972, 1070-75;
free welfare milk, 868-9, 892; numbers
eligible but not receiving, 892; and
occupational class, 1068-9; option mortgage
scheme, 877-9; rate rebates, 873-5, 883, 884,
891, 892; rent rebates, 875-7, 883, 884, 892;
school uniform grants, 871-3, 892; under-use,
explanations of: class, 889-91; regional and
area variation, 882-6; socialization, 886-8;
type of family, 888-9
means tests, 242; and supplementary benefit, 823
men, activity rates, 658-61; earnings, 217-18, 6249, 638, 641, characteristics of employed, 636,
639; differences from women in
employment, 661-80; disablement, 695-9,
705-8; differences from women in
occupational class and work conditions, 382,
438-4, 451-61, 464, 467, 471, 473; % in
poverty, 285; % of older men compared with
older women in poverty, 796-800;
differences, from women in unemployment,
591-3, 611-12; perceptions of class, 375, 378
mental illness, 725-7
Mexico, 43, 67
middle-class values and poverty, 67-8
Millard Tucker Committee, 809
Mines and Quarries Inspectorate, 434
minimum-wage legislation, 138-9
Ministries, government, see individual ministries
‘minority group theory’, 64-5; see also social
minorities
mortality, 170-72, 436-7
multinational companies, 79
multiple deprivation, 422-3, 425-6, 501-3,
535, 1173-6; see also deprivation

national assistance, 161, 163, 176
National Assistance Board, 41, 243, 844
National Board for Prices and Incomes, 129, 130-

32, 138-9, 142, 153, 176; and the low paid,
619, 621, 623, 624
National Child Development Study, 174, 741, 743
National Children’s Bureau, 741
National Coal Board, 459
National Food Survey, 52, 167, 168
National Health Service, 55, 136, 155, 189, 245,
751, 818, 965, 967, 968-71
National Incomes Commission, 132
National Savings, 95, 96, 122, 920
Neath, research in, 93, 104, 107-8, 950, 953-4
Netherlands, the, 138, 142, 156, 654
New Earnings Survey of the Department of
Employment, 19, 111, 133, 445, 571n, 621-3,
624, 625, 634, 641, 642, 675n, 676, 681
New Zealand, 138, 142, 156
non-whites, 569, 570, 571, 573, 575, 577, 579,
580, 582-4, 587, 897
Norway, 654-5
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate, 434
nutrition: needs, 33, 34-7, 39, 51-2, 264-5; trends,
167-9

occupational class: and area deprivation, 535;
composition, 291; and deprivation of
environment, 533, 540; and disablement,
710; and the dual labour market, 645-8; and
earnings, 638; and means-tested benefits,
889-91; measurement, 369-71; and poverty,
291-4, 916; and subjective and objective
class, 381-412; and resources in old age, 800804; and unemployment, 601-3, 615; and
trends in employment, 661-71; and wealth,
359-63; see also class
OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development), 38, 42
Offices, government, see individual offices
Offices, Shops and Railway Premises Act, 434
older workers, 652-84; activity rates, 658-61;
earnings rates, 675-8; employment record,
661-3; fringe benefits and work conditions,
678-80; incapacity and age, 663-5; skill,
training and education, 665-7; trend to
retirement and explanations, 654-8; trends in
social class, 667-71; types of industry and
employment, 671-5; who are they? 652-4;
women, 680-82
old people, 784-822; assets, 791-2, 796, 800,
1062; concept of 4th generation, 797-9;
deprivation, 793, 1061; income, 1061-2;
increasing disability and relation to resources,
815-19; inequality among elderly, 795-800;
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Old people - contd
inequality elderly/young, 786-95;
occupational pensions, 807-11; pensions,
788-90; policy implications, 818-19, 822;
poverty and, 784-6, 1061-3; retirement and
social status, 804-7; social class and
resources, 800-804, 819-20; social isolation
and family resources, 811-15; supplementary
benefit, 1062-3; tenure, 793-5; see also older
workers; retired, the
one-parent families: alternative policies, 778-81,
783; committee on, 754; consequences of
poverty, 768-71; disadvantages of, 753-4,
771-3, 781; and Family Income Supplement,
763, 779; income rights, 773-5; living
standards, 764-8, 775-6; married parents,
777-8; non-poor, 764, 785; numbers, 754-9;
in poor areas, 554, 655; and poverty, 313,
322-3, 327-8, 759-63, 781, 1060; as social
minority, 566, 568, 570, 571, 572, 573, 575,
576, 577, 578; and supplementary benefit,
832
option mortgages scheme, 877-9
owner-occupation: access to, 514-19; and
calculation of resources, 177, 181, 207, 225,
229, 295, 347, 367; capital gains, 975-6;
deprivation and, 491, 493-4, 495, 496-8, 501,
502, 539-40; elderly and, 793-4; housing
costs, 300, 504, 506-14; housing subsidies,
220, 874-5, 877-9, 973-4; ‘imputed income’,
974-5; and occupational class, 396, 398; and
poverty, 246, 283, 549; proportions, 490; the
rich and, 350-51
Oxford University Institute of Statistics, 145, 339

Pareto’s Law, 72-3
Parker Morris Committee, 477, 485
Parker Morris standards, 52
Pearson Commission, 752
pensions: disablement, 193; occupational, 152-3,
216, 345, 457-9, 807-11, 820, 821;
retirement, 788-90, 805, 806-7, 821-2; and
supplementary benefit, 831; and trend
towards retirement, 656-7, 675; widows’,
765, 773; see also benefits; disabled, the; old
people; retired, the
Pensions and National Insurance, Ministry of,
164, 456, 678, 824, 832
Phillips Committee, 807, 809
Pilkington Commission, 81
Plowden Report, 544
policy: on employment, 610-14, 616; incomes,

128-32; poverty, 62-4, 922-6; see also social
policy
poor areas: areas of high deprivation, 553-8;
conception of, 543-5, 563-4; incidence of
poverty, 545-8; persistence of, 558-9;
regions, 545-8, 563; regional differences,
550-53; rural/urban, 546, 549-50; theory of
area poverty, 559-63; see also poverty:
DISTRIBUTION
Poor Laws, 62, 63
Population Censuses and Surveys, Office of, 23,
26
Post Office Savings Bank, 201, 202, 203
poverty: see also deprivation; inequality; poor
areas; poverty survey
DEFINITIONS AND THEORIES: ‘cycle of
deprivation’, 70-71; defined as deprivation,
31-3; definitions, subjective and social, 23741, 270, 913-16, 1014, 1016; dual labour
market and radical theories, 77-9; economic
theory and, 71-7; evidence, inadequacy of,
39-43; explanations, 916-22; forms of
deprivation, 48-9; functionalism, 83-5;
functions of, 85-7; minority group theory, 645, 238; as mismanagement, 239; policy, 62-4,
922-6; poverty line, 57, 267; relative
deprivation, 31, 46-9, 50-53, 248-62, 272-5,
281, 287, 299, 301-3, 395, 893-4, 915-16;
relative income standard, 247-8, 280, 290;
sociological approaches, 80-83; short and
long-term, 56, 275-6; state’s standard, 241-7,
270, 272-5, 278-80, 282 284, 893-901, 91415 (see also supplementary benefit);
‘subculture of’, 65-70; subsistence, 32-9,
238; theories of, 61-92; total/partial, 56
DISTRIBUTION: changes since 1968-9, 90212; and conceptions of, 893-4; estimated
numbers in various regions, 1004; families
with children, 288-90, 291; households,
different types, 262-7, 290-91; measurement,
894-901; % in, 1039; regional, 284, 1037-40
EFFECTS ON INDIVIDUALS: chronically
sick, 332-3; disabled, 305-10, 311-12, 315,
318, 319, 322, 323, 328-9, 331-2, 334-5, 71114, 723-4, 726-7, 734-8, 897, 898, 1052;
gipsies, 324-5; immigrants, 321-2, 897; low
paid, 316-17, 326, 329-31, 629-33; oneparent families, 313, 327-8, 335-6, 759-63
768-71, 781, 1060; retired people, 310-11,
323-4, 328-9, 333-4, 784-6, 1061-3;
unemployed, 313-15, 324-5, 588-617, 897,
898, 1041
FACTORS INFLUENCING: birthplace and
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colour, 291; distribution of income and
benefits, 160-66; employment status, 291-2,
293-5, 406; population, 285-8; see also
assets; benefits; classes; households; housing;
income; resources
poverty survey: interviewing, 101-4; limitations,
111-13; method of approach, 1076-7;
obtaining representative sample, 98-100, 10911; response, 104-8; survey method, 113-15;
see also questionnaire; sampling
Premium Bonds, 199, 201, 202, 203
pressure groups, 63
private income in kind, 89, 223-4, 228, 233, 312,
343, 362, 391; definition, 984
private tenancies; access to, 522-4; environmental
deprivation and, 539-40
professional workers: age, 665, 668-9; conception
of poverty, 999; and deprivation, 400, 41416, 418, 419, 420-21, 533, 538, 540, 1035;
and disablement, 710; earnings, 134, 135,
386, 387, 464; growth of, 19-20, 142-3;
housing, 482-3, 515-17, 1032; large families,
585; means-tested benefits, 889-90;
occupational classification, 382-3; and
poverty, 292, 293, 408, 555, 896; resources,
362; social class, 382; unemployment, 601-2;
working conditions, 153, 443, 451, 453, 462,
1017-18, 1020-23, 1025, 1027, 1044-6
property values, 97
Public Attitudes Surveys, 27
Public Health and Housing Acts, 51, 477
public sector wages, 136

questionnaire, 94-8; reproduced, 1084-167;
structure, 1077-83

Radiochemical Inspectorate, 434
rate rebates, 873-5, 883, 884, 891, 892, 1067,
1069
rate support grant, 561
Redundancy Payments Act, 469
relative deprivation, 31, 46-9, 50-53, 248-62, 27071, 272-5, 281, 287, 299, 301-3, 395, 893-4,
915-16
relative income standard, 247-8, 280, 290
rent rebates, 875-7, 883, 884, 892, 1067, 1069
research into poverty, see poverty survey
resources: concept and distribution, 88-91, 98,
177-236, 916-26; definitions, 116, 984; in
different countries, 90; difficulty in assessing,
177-8; inequality of distribution, 55-7, 60, 81,

82-3, 87-92, 227-9, 232-3; interrelationship
of, 225-32; and living standards, 174-6;
occupational class and, 389-94; recipient
units, 179-80; types of, 55-6, 88-9; see also
annuity values; assets; benefits; distribution;
income; private income in kind; rich, the
Retail Price Index, 54, 510
retired, the: assets, 199, 214; attitude of poor to,
428; in deprived areas, 558; effects of
poverty on, 310-11, 323-4, 328-9, 333-4;
numbers, 902; numbers in poverty, 91, 161,
163-4, 293, 897-8; and supplementary
benefit, 244, 824, 825-6, 829, 830, 832-3,
834, 837, 839, 842, 846; trend towards
retirement and explanations, 144, 654-8, 665;
see also old people
Review Body on Top Salaries, 649, 918
rich, the: age distribution, 1011; compared with
the poor, 357-9; concepts of riches, 338-40;
definition of the rich and examples, 347-57;
income and wealth-holding, 341-7, 368;
power elite or ruling class? 363-4; sources of
wealth, 364-5; wealth and class, 359-63, 893
Robens Committee, 434-6
Royal Commission on Doctor’s and Dentist’s
Remuneration, 128, 129, 619
Royal Commission on the Distribution of Income
and Wealth, 17, 21, 123-4, 175, 181, 199,
230-31, 340, 342, 345, 908-9, 911, 991

Salford, research in, 93, 104, 107-8, 950-52
sampling: adjustment of findings, 989-90; choice
of regions, 927-9; of units within regions,
929-30, 949; limitations, 943-4;
representativeness, 955-8; rural areas, 932,
937, 938; sampling procedure, 98-100, 93254; selection of addresses, 938-43, 944-9;
stratification of urban areas, 930-32, 937-8;
see also poverty survey; questionnaire
savings, 201, 202, 316, 317, 329, 791, 792
Savings Certificates, 199, 202, 203
Scottish Education Department, 861
Scottish Home and Health Department, 740
self-employed, the, 182, 189, 191, 193, 291, 292,
396, 896, 1024
shanty-town dwellers, 68
shift-work, 439, 445, 468
social minorities: 565-87; characteristics of the
poor, 576-8; concept of, 91-2; definitions,
566-8; examples, 568-72, 578-86; incomes,
572-6; occupational class, 575-6; see also
disabled, the; ethnic minorities; immigrants;
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social minorities: contd
large ‘families; low paid; non-whites; old
people; one-parent families; unemployed,
the; women with adult dependants
social mobility, 400-409
social policy: for dealing with poverty, 62-4; and
definition of poverty, 32; redistributive
effects of, 218-19; and upper non-manual
groups, 20
social security: benefits for disabled, 735-6; for
elderly, 788; invalidity benefit, 737; numbers
receiving, 826-7; rationale for benefits, 32,
34; sickness benefit, 216, 225; see also
family allowances; Family Income
Supplement; Health and Social Security,
Department of; means-tested benefits;
national assistance; pensions; supplementary
benefit
Social Security Act, 825, 881
Social Security, Ministry of, 41, 321, 332, 826
Social Security Pensions Act (1975), 821, 906
social services: allocation of subsidies, 128;
as assets, 218-23; direct and indirect benefits,
964-5; education, 971-2; expenditure on,
154-5, 156-7, 220; housing subsidies to
owner-occupiers, 973-6; to council tenants,
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