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ABSTRACT

The budget standards presented and discussed in this thesis have
been produced as part of a national research project carried out
between 1990 and 1992 by the Family Budget Unit (FBU), based at
the University of York; and by research teams at Kings College,
London and at Sheffield Hallam University. The research
programme was funded by the Joseph Rowntree Memorial Foundation.

A series of budgets were produced, for six household types, at a
'modest-but-adequate' standard. By this is meant a standard of
living which enables the physical needs of each family member to
- be met and which facilitates full social participation.

This thesis derives from the FBU research project. Although it
focuses on the work undertaken by the researcher at Sheffield
Hallam University, it also seeks to contextualise, review and
criticise the national FBU research project, of which it formed a
part. , v

The first part of this thesis contains a critical review of
previous national and international research into 1living
standards in general and household budgets in particular. It
then describes and evaluates the budget standard methodology
employed by the FBU. Where budget standards are defined as being
a costed 'basket of goods and services!'.

The particular methodologies employed and difficulties
encountered during the development stages of the clothing budgets
are reviewed in greater detail, as this together with household
goods and services, and leisure goods and services were the areas
for which the researcher at Sheffield had sole responsibility.
In addition, the consultation questionnaire which she designed
and distributed amongst local community groups is described and
evaluated, in order to obtain the opinions of members of the
public concerning the 1990 draft budgets. This part of the
overall FBU methodology receives particular attention here as it
is the only aspect that was not prescribed by the FBU.

The results of the overall FBU project showed that in 1991, the
expenditure of many families with children was lower than the
amounts that the FBU estimated were required for a
modest-but-adequate standard of 1living. The findings of the
consultation questionnaire suggested that in general the
respondents thought that the 1990 household goods and services
budgets could be described as 'modest-but-adequate'!, whereas they
thought that the clothing and leisure budgets had been set at a
slightly lower level. Refinements were subsequently made to the
budgets based on the respondents opinions.

Finally, the policy implications and applications of this
research are discussed and possible future extensions it are
outlined.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

This introductory chapter seeks to set this research project in
context by outlining its origins in the larger project carried
out by the Family Budget Unit (FBU). Firstly, therefore, the
aims and structure of the FBU research will be described. The
development process of this project to Master of Philosophy level
will be briefly charted and its relationship with the 1larger

project explained.

1.2 The Family Budget Unit (FBU) research project

The FBU has recently undertaken a major research project which
sought to develop budget standards for six household types living
in the United Kingdom. In this project they defined a budget
standard as being a "specified 'basket of goods and services'
which when priced can represent a standard of living" (FBU, FBU
Working Paper (WP) 1, 1990, p3). Their research was carried out
between May 1990 and May 1992, and was undertaken by researchers
based at the University of York, King's College London and

Sheffield Hallam University.

1.2.1 The history of the FBU. The FBU was established in 1985
by a group of social scientists, home economists and
nutritionists concerned with issues relating to domestic economy.
It "is an independent, ... non-party-political organisation"

(FBU, op cit, p2), with charitable status.
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1) to advance the education of the public in all matters
relating to comparative living standards and the costs of living
throughout the United Kingdom;
2) to carry out research into the economic requirements
and consumer preferences of families of different
composition, for each main component of a typical family budget;
3) to publish the useful results of such work.

(FBU, FBU WP 1, 1990, p2)
1.2.2 The background to the FBU research project (1990-1992). In
1990 the FBU received a major grant from the Joseph Rowntree
Memorial Foundation to complete a two year research project, to
develop a modest-but-adequate budget standard for households in
the United Kingdom. The FBU described this standard of living as
being at a level which goes beyond the mere provision for meeting
basic physical needs, in that it also aims to meet the social,
emotional and aesthetic requirements of individuals and families.
The specific objectives of the research project were:-
1) to construct a series of family budgets at a
modest-but-adequate standard, from which a UK budget standard can
then be derived;
2) to develop the methodology for ensuring that the budget
standard can be regularly updated and adapted to take into
account regional variations in prices and expenditure patterns

over time;

3) to explore the relationship between modest-but-adequate and
other living standards;

4) to use the budget standard to develop equivalence-scale
analysis;

5) to assess the policy implications and practical applications
of the budget standard approach.

(FBU, op cit, pé6)
The project was led by Professor Jonathan Bradshaw, supported by

a research team at the University of York, who co-ordinated the

project nationally. This team also had responsibility for
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The food and alcohol budgets were developed by researchers at
King's College London, and the research team at Sheffield Hallam
University produced the clothing, household goods and services,

and leisure budgets.

Budgets were produced for the six household types listed below.
Household A: Single man

Household B: Single pensioner

Household C: Couple without children

Household D: Couple with two young children

Household E: Couple with two older children

Household F: Single parent household with two young children
Draft budgets were produced during the first phase of the project
(May 1990 to April 1991) for household types C, D and F and these
were revised, repriced and extended to include household types A,

B and E during the second phase of the project (May 1991 to May

1992).

1.3 The aim of the MPhil research study

This thesis derives from the FBU research project. Although it
focuses on the work undertaken at Sheffield Hallam University, it
also seeks to contextualise, review and criticise the nation-wide
FBU research project, of which it formed a part. The range of
methods which can be used when developing household budgets will
be critically assessed, by means of a review of previous national
and international research into household budgets and 1living
standards. This thesis will also evaluate the methodology used
to develop the FBU budget standard, and examine the feasibility
of the underlying assumptions and outcomes, with particular
reference to the budget components for clothing, for household

types C, D and F.



Particular emphasis is paid to this component area in this thesis
because it represents one of the three budget areas that were
developed by the full-time researcher (based at Sheffield Hallam
University), who is the author of this thesis. Although the
Sheffield researcher developed budgets for clothing, household
goods and services, and leisure, this thesis only includes a
discussion of detailed methodological considerations and results
for the clothing budgets because of the constraints on the
word-length for an MPhil thesis. Only the household types that
were budgeted for in both phases one and two of the project
(household types C, D and F) will be referred to in detail, as it
is only possible to show how the budgets were revised and
extended, in light of comments received during the consultation
process for these household types. No period of consultation
occurred after phase two of the project (at which stage budgets
for households types A,B and E were also derived), so these

budgets were not revised.

1.4 The plan of the MPhil study

This chapter explains the background to this thesis and shows how
it has been derived from the nation-wide FBU research project.
In Chapter 2 the origins of budget standard methodology and
alternative approaches to the study of living standards will be
reviewed by examining research that has been carried out into
poverty from the late nineteenth century until the present day.
The various methodologies that have been used in the US, Canada,
Scandinavia and Western Europe when researching and producing
household budget standards will then be compared. Finally, the

methodological difficulties that are often associated with the
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Chapter 3 will provide further details about the background to
the FBU research project and its specific assumptions about the
economic requirements of the six household types (A to F), at a
modest-but-adequate standard of living. It will then explain in
more depth the basic methodology established by the FBU in
developing these budgets. This methodology will then be
evaluated by reviewing particular difficulties associated with
its use. The last paft of this chapter will concentrate on the
consultation process used by the researcher at Sheffield which
involved inviting experts and members of the public to comment on
the realism of the clothing, household goods and services, and
leisure budgets. Particular emphasis will be given to the
consultation questionnaire, which the researcher designed in
order to ascertain the views of members of local community groups

and other individuals concerning the budget costs.

The clothing budgets will then form the focus of chapters 4.
This chapter commences with a review of relevant research into
expenditure on the particular budget area in question, or the
general needs for these commodities and services. Then a
comparison is carried out between the different approaches that
have been used in other countries when devising either clothing
budgets. Next, the particular approach adopted by the researcher
at Sheffield in producing this budget area will be explained and
discussed. The resulting budget costs for this area will then be
summarised and evaluated, in light of responses made in the
consultation questionnaire regarding the total budget costs, and

by comparing them with actual expenditure data taken from the
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methodological difficulties will then be explored with reference
| to a few selected budget component groups that are found within

the clothing budget area.

Chapter 5 provides a summary of the eventual FBU budget costs and
compares these results with FES expenditure data. The results of
the consultation questionnaire will also be outlined and reviewed
and the methodology used for the distributing the questionnaire
will then be evaluated in relation to the usefulness of the
responses received and general feed-back provided by the

respondents.

The concluding chapter of this thesis, Chapter 6, will summarise
possible future modifications and extensions of this FBU
research, with particular reference to the clothing budget area.
Finally, the possible policy implications and applications of the

FBU's research results will be identified.

1.5 Conclusion

Having explained the context of the FBU research project and the
ﬁarticular concerns and plan of this thesis, it is now possible
to move on to explore the origins of budget standard methodology

and research into living standards in general.



CHAPTER 2
BUDGET STANDARD METHODOLOGY AND ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES
TO THE STUDY OF LIVING STANDARDS

2.1 Introduction

Budget standard methodology was first used by Seebohm Rowntree in
his study of poverty in York (1901). More recently it has been
developed and established to produce budget standards (as defined
below) for households in the United States (US), Canada and

Europe.

The first part of this chapter describes the evolution of budget
standards and then goes on to outline various approaches to the
study of poverty that have been used in the United Kingdom from
the nineteenth century to the present day. Finally it provides a
critique of recent work on budget standard methodologies and of
the particular techniques that have been used in the US, Canada

and Europe.

Before going on to examine the origins of budget standard
methodology it is necessary to give a more detailed definition of
budget standards. As already seen in Chapter 1, the FBU defined
a budget standard as "a specified 'basket of goods and services'
which when priced can represent a standard of living" (FBU, FBU
WP 1, 1990, p3). In this definition they also explained that
"budgets can be devised to represent a variety of 1living
standards, for insténce 'minimum', ‘'modest-but-adequate' or
'taffluent!'" levels (ibid). Bradshaw and Morgan put this more
succinctly as "establishing what a family needs and then pricing

it" (1987, p2). At this stage it is important to address a
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concerned with actual household expenditure (as found, for
example, in the Government's Family Expenditure Survey, FES).
Rather, they form a hypothetical model of possible expenditure

at a given level somewhere between luxury and deprivation.

Although the FBU budget standards are set at a
modest-but-adequate standard (as defined in Chapter 1, and
explained in more detail in section 3.1) it has been necessary
for the purposes of this project to review research into poverty.
Research of this kind has proved important because most studies
in the UK have examined poverty rather than higher standards of
living. Also, an examination of poverty inevitably leads to
comparisons between poverty and higher living standards. Lastly,
some of the concepts and techniques involved when trying to
define or assess poverty are applicable when researching living

standards in general and at other specific levels of prosperity.

2.2 Research into poverty in the nineteenth century

In 1848, Henry Mayhew carried one of the first major reviews of
poverty in London, which he described in a series of newspaper
- articles in the 'Morning Chronicle' (Hopkins, 1979). A more
detailed account of his methodology and results were later
published between 1851 and 1862, in four volumes, entitled
'London Labour and London Poor'. Mayhew found that 1.87 million
persons were in receipt of Poor Relief (welfare payments), and
2.25 million (14 percent of the population in 1848) were
unemployed (Michael Rose, 1972). Hopkins explained that these
statistics shocked the readers of the 'Chronicle', because they

were much higher than official figures and because they provided
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articles which illustrated the continuing existence of poverty
included Mearns' pamphlet, the 'Bitter Cry of Outcast London'
(1883), and the Social Democratic Federation's statistics on
poverty published in the 'Pall Mall Gazette' in 1886. The latter
article estimated that 25 percent of households in the UK were

living in poverty (Briggs, 1961; Rose, 1972).

Charles Booth, a wealthy Victorian ship-owner, was '"deeply
disturbed by the poverty and 1living conditions of the working
class" (Moser and Kalton, 1971, p7), but also questioned the
extent of poverty described in some of the more sensational
accounts found in the articles cited above (Briggs, op cit; Rose,
op cit; Hopkins, 1979; and McNeill, 1990). Consequently, he set
out to try and establish more reliable information, through the
use of systematic scientific techniques. His resulting survey on
poverty in the East End of London, entitled 'Life and Labour of
the People of London', was commenced in 1886, and published in 17

volumes between 1889 and 1902.

Booth's investigation was carried out with the assistance of
seven voluntary workers and 250 School Board visitors. He
organised his work using the Official Census Report's statistical
framework for collecting data, to which he added qualitative
records gathered from reports of the School Board visitors (who
kept records on school attendance and visited pupils' homes, and
so were aware of general 1living standards), and from his own
team's findings (Moser and Kalton, op cit; Rose, op cit). The
type of data recorded included the number of rooms and residents;

the type of living conditions; and the type of income, diet and



nature and effects of poverty by asking respondents to give
personal accounts of their experiences of poverty (McNeill,
1990). He even experimented with participant observation
techniques to explore these issues further, by residing in a
boarding house in the area being surveyed, so that he could make
detailed observations of the 1lifestyles of selected families.
His use of such varied and systematic techniques was quite
revolutionary at this time, and has since earned him recognition
for having conducted ohe of the first major social surveys in the

UK (McNeill, ibid). .

The measure that Booth used to describe poverty involved an
objectively devised 'poverty line' based on nutritional data (to
establish the amounts of food required for physical existence)
- and on rent costs. He estimated these essential costs as being
between 18 and 21 shillings per week for a family consisting of
one man, one woman and three children (Hopkins, 1979). Once this
poverty line had been set it was possible to count the number of
households in his survey whose income fell short of this amount

and who could therefore be described as living in poverty.

The results of his survey suggested that the Social Democratic
Federation's estimate of 25 percent poverty in London had
probably underestimated its true extent as, according to Booth's
figures, 30.7 percent of the London population were 1living in
poverty (Hopkins, op cit). However, Booth was not only concerned
with the extent of poverty but was also interested in trying to
ascertain the moral and economic reasons for the poverty. For

example, from his results he showed that the major causes of

10
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described as ‘'irregularity of conduct', which he defined as
including drunkenness or idleness (Booth, 1897, cited in Hay,

1978, p56).

The results and methodology of Booth's study inspired others such
as Rowntree to question whether the picture portrayed, of over
thirty percent of households living in poverty, was indicative
of living standards elsewhere in England. As a result, Seebohm
Rowntree (the son of Joseph Rowntree, the cocoa factory owner)
set out to review the extent of poverty in York in 1899, which he
later published in 'Poverty: A Study of Town Life' (1901).
Rowntree chose to investigate York because it was small enough to
carry out house-to-house investigations of the whole population
(15,000 households), compared with Booth's investigation which
only surveyed one half to two thirds of the population of London.
Also, Rowntree felt that VYork was representative of other
provincial towns at that time. His survey was comparatively
small in terms of resources as it only took one full time worker,
assisted by a team of part-time staff, a period of seven months
to complete. However his sample was significant in size,

enabling reasonable generalisations to be made (Rose, 1972).

Rowntree devised his own poverty 1line, which he called a
'minimum subsistence standard', and like Booth's, it was based on
the estimated cost of necessities to meet individuals' physical
needs. However, according to Rose, Rowntree's measure was more
precise than Booth's because he gave more careful consideration
to the physiological nutritional data which were then available,

and because he arrived at a more precise figure, of 21 shillings

11



The nutritional guidelines that Rowntree used were based on those
devised by Professor Atwater, who was a researcher in the US
Department of Agriculture (Briggs, 1961). His data provided a
breakdown of the amount of protein, fat, and calories required
for the physical maintenance of health. Rowntree used these
guidelines to cost the necessary amounts of food for health,
using 1local food prices. He also established a minimum
expenditure for clothing, 1lighting and fuel costs, using 18
expenditure diaries of working class households. These minimum
allowances were based on the assumption of prudent housekeeping

(Briggs, ibid).

Rowntree identified 27.8 percent of York households as being in
poverty, which was close to Booth's estimate for the population
of London of thirty percent. Rowntree further distinguished
between 'primary poverty' (that is, having insufficient income to
provide for the physical requirements of one's household), and
'secondary poverty' (which he defined as being in poverty as a
result of mismanagement of money). Using these definitions, he
estimated that 9.9 percent of all York households were in primary
poverty, while an additional 17.9 percent were in secondary
poverty. His overali results also showed similar causes of
poverty to those described by Booth. For instance, Rowntree
found that 52 percent of households were in primary poverty as a
result of low wages. However, Rowntree also found that the size
of family (where there were more than four children) was an

important factor (Hopkins, 1979).

Another important observation made by Rowntree concerned what he

12
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based this on his findings about the 1living standards of
labourers' households, at various stages of a person's life, from
childhood to old age. From these he suggested that there were
three stages at which a person would be most likely to live in
poverty. These were: childhood (when there was usually only one
wage earner in a household); when a person was bringing up their
own children (usually on a sole income); and in old age (when a
person was too old to work and any working children would have

left home).

Briggs suggested that it was not Rowntree's original aim to find
solutions to the problems of poverty, but rather to research its
extent and to provide proof of its existence. However, based on
his findings, Rowntree argued that the causes of poverty could
be tackled by introduction of a 'minimum wage', through full
employment and social security. It was these conclusions that
caused Briggs to suggest that Rowntree "lay bare the need for a
welfare state" (1961, pp44-5). Indeed, Rowntree's later work
paved the way'for the introduction of the Welfare State in more
explicit ways (as will be seen in the next section).

2.3 Research into poverty in the first half of the twentieth
century

During the first half of this century a number of other studies
were carried out into the living standards of the working class,
which sought to build on and to test the methodologies and

results of the studies of Booth and Rowntree.

In 1912 Bowley studied the conditions of working households in

five different towns in England, which he published with
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concentrated on 'primary poverty' and based his findings on
actual expenditure data. His methodology was more advanced than
previous surveys because he used a sampling process to select his
survey respondents, and because he took into account the varying
nutritional needs of children of different ages (Moser and
- Kalton, 1971). Other smaller scale surveys, which sought to
examine the extent of poverty elsewhere in Britain, included
those conducted by Bell, 1907; Davies, 1909, and Reeves, 1914.
According to Rose, many of these studies confirmed Rowntree and
Booth's estimate of around 30 percent of all households living in
poverty. However the only evidence he provided to support this
came from Davies' survey of the village of Corsley (in
Wiltshire), where one third (65) of the 220 households were
living below the poverty 1line. As this sample was relatively
small it is questionable how reflective these results were of
poverty in other villages or towns. However, each of these
studies did indicate that poverty was prevalent in both rural and

urban areas in the period preceding the First World War.

Further surveys published during the 1930s were carried out by
Smith, between 1930 and 1935; Ford, 1934; and Jones, 1934.
Ford's investigation of Southampton was based on Bowley's
methodology, to which he added a new category of ‘'potential
poverty'. This category encompassed households where the total
income was sufficient, but where members' needs were not always
met, as the main 'bread-winner' withheld income for their own
personal use. Smith's survey was a repeat of Booth's London
study, whereas Jones investigated the conditions of households

living on Merseyside.
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It was also during the 1930s that Rowntree commenced his second
major survey of poverty in York, in which he sought to compare
living conditions in 1936 with those that he had found in 1899.
The results showed that there was less primary poverty in 1936:
only one in 15 households was then in primary poverty, compared
with one in six in 1899 (Rowntree 1901; 1941). He also found
that the causes of poverty had changed. For example, in 1936
unemployment was the biggest reason for primary poverty (with
44.5 percent of households living below the poverty line because
of unemployment) whereas in 1899 only 2.3 percent of households
were in primary poverty as a result of unemployment. In addition
there was less poverty due to large families, and more due to
illness and old age in 1936. Briggs noted that Rowntree had
presumed that these results implied that the 0ld Age Pensions Act
(introduced in 1908) had been ineffective in preventing poverty

amongst the elderly.

Rowntree also concluded that his previous measure of 'the poverty
line' had become inadequate, so he applied a new measure, the
'human needs standard', which he had originally established in
1918 (Moser and Kalton, 1971). This standard was based on "the
human needs of 1labour", and aimed to establish the cost of
providing sufficient food and clothing for "physical efficiency"
and "warmth and respectability" (Briggs, 1961, p245). It also
included adequate allowances for other basic household expenses,
and provided for minor leisure costs (such as a daily newspaper).
The new rates (updated to 1937 prices) were set at 43 shillings
and 6 pence for a family of four or five members. The budget was

devised using the same methodology as the 1899 survey, and again
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required, if it was spent prudently (Briggs, 1961).

This new subsistence level helped to inform the Beveridge Report
(1942), in which Sir William Beveridge, Chairman of the
'Committee on Social Insurance and Allied Services', gave his
recommendations for the new social security rates (Bradshaw,
Mitchell and Morgan, 1987b). His methodology had been inspired
by Rowntree's work, and his calculations involved an adjustment
of Rowntree's 'human needs standard’'. Both Deacon (1982) and
Bradshaw et al (1987b) questioned the extent to which Rowntree's
standard was further modified before the National Assistance
Board rates were finalised in 1948. Bradshaw et al, for example,
suggested that the budget was altered on the basis of "thin data"
from a Ministry of Labour's survey, which was based on the
expenditure of the working class (ibid, pl66). However, whatever
degree of adjustment occurred, it is not disputed that
Rowntree's 1936 study had been influential in setting the

original level of national assistance rates.

Rowntree carried out two further studies, including 'English Life
and Leisure' (1951a) and concerned the promotion of healthy
leisure patterns. It also examined the effect of the increased
amount of leisure time that had occurred as a result of shorter
working hours on general living standards. Of more importance,
however, was his last major survey on poverty, 'Poverty and the
Welfare State', which he completed in 1951, with the help of
Lavers (1951b). This study showed a dramatic decrease in poverty
between 1936 and 1950, from a rate of about 31 percent of all

working class households to only 3 percent in 1950. Rowntree
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the introduction of the Welfare State (Roebuck, 1974). Moser and
Kalton however, questioned how representative these figures were,
and argued that at this time York was not directly comparable
with other towns and cities, as it had a smaller proportion of
lower waged workers than other communities. In defence of the
study Roebuck pointed out that as all of Rowntree's studies had
taken place in York,.the results were viable for York, on the
grounds that they had been carried out in the same geographical
area. Moser and Kalton also pointed out that "there has been
some suggestion that the ... (poverty line) was unduly low and
the amount of poverty consequently understated" (1971, pll).
This they supported with evidence from the survey 'Poverty: Ten
Years After Beveridge', by Political Economic and Planning, which
was published in 1952. Although it is possible that Rowntree's
results could have implied (wrongly) that poverty was virtually
non-existent in the 1950s, their results did demonstrate that a
major reduction in poverty had occurred in York between these

years.

Bradshaw et al (1987b) claimed that Rowntree's minimum
subsistence level was an example of a budget standard, set at
poverty level. They supported this by showing how Rowntree's
methodology bore the resemblance of more modern budget standards,
as it included a combination of normative data (the use of
nutritional guidelines), and behavioural data (the use of
expenditure data). Both aspects of Rowntree's methodology were
described by the other writers cited in section 2.3, even though
they did not use the term 'budget standard’'. However, it is

possible to describe Rowntree's concept of a minimum subsistence
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'costed basket of goods', set at a particular level. Although
Booth's approach seems very similar, it cannot be as easily
described as a budget standard, as it did not contain a whole
basket of goods set at a fixed rate, but involved an estimated
range of costs. It is therefore likely that Bradshaw and Ernst's
claim that Rowntree was the 'pioneer' of budget standard
methodology (FBU WP 2, 1990), is true, as Rowntree seems to have

been the first researcher to use this method.

As already discussed, Rowntree's methodology is not generally
described as budget ’standard methodology; in fact the term
'absolute poverty' is more commonly used, (representing a
standard of 1living which is fixed and is only concerned with
meeting basic physical necessities). Bradshaw et al noted that
where other researchers do recognise Rowntree'! methodology as
involving budget standards, they assume that all budget standards
have to be set at a minimum level, which only meets physical
needs. On the contrary, budget standards can be set at higher
levels and can therefore provide for social needs. Indeed, as
already seen, even Rowntree's later minimum levels catered for

some non-necessities such as newspapers.

However, Townsend (who has spent much of his 1life studying
poverty in the modern era) rejected Rowntree's approach, and
hence budget standard methodology, for three main reasons

(Townsend, 1979):

1) He felt that Rowntree's 1899 definition was too narrow because
it was only concerned with the necessary income required to

maintain physical health and the most basic costs of clothing and
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2) He questioned the validity of the techniques used to calculate
the cost of these essential budget components, particularly where
they were based on the expenditure patterns of the poorest
households, since expenditure does not necessarily equate to

need.

3) He challenged the criteria used for the families' nutritional
requirements, since they were set using broad averages of needs
irrespective of the age, sex and the physical activity of each

family member.

John Veit-Wilson (1986) also discarded Rowntree's poverty norms,
as he felt they were too broad and overgenerous. In particular,
he described the levels which had been redefined in 1936 and 1951
(which had included social needs) as being too extravagant to
reflect actual poverty levels. However this view was not widely
held as other researchers, including Abel-Smith and Townsend
(1965), have criticised Rowntree's level for being frugal and not
making adequate provision for social needs.

2.4 Research into poverty in the second half of the twentieth
century

Since the 1960s research on poverty has moved away from the use
of absolute measures as employed by Booth and Rowntree, towards
the use of 'comparative' or 'relative' measures. One exception
to this trend is that of Sen, who in 1983 still advocated the
use of an 'absolute' definition of poverty as a way of
identifying households who were 1living in poverty. Piachaud
(1987) categorised the changing approaches to the study of

poverty into three types:
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1) The relativist approach (see section 2.4.1);

2) The social consensus approach (see section 2.4.2);

3) The budget standard approach (see section 2.5).

However, these are not the only ways in which 1living standards
have been investigated. For example, some studies in the 1970s
and 1980s have sought to examine the adequacy of benefits by
examining the living standards of low income households, whilst
others have been concerned with the distribution of resources
within the home. In addition, Bradshaw (1989) suggested that
since the Second World War official research into poverty has
concentrated on identifying households whose net income was close
to welfare assistance rates, and more recently they have been
concerned with the overall distribution of 1lower income
households. These alternative approaches will be explained in

more detail in section 2.4.3.

2.4.1 The 'relativist' or ‘'behavioural approach' to poverty.
Bradshaw distinguished between the absolutist view of physical
needs (as used by Rowntree), which are fixed, and that of the
relativists who define poverty in relation to the prevailing
standard of 1living of a particular society. Relative poverty
takes into account social needs and is often based on data from
behavioural surveys (as advocated and used by Abel-Smith and

Townsend, 1965; Townsend, 1979; and Mack and Lansley, 1985).

In the early 1960s Townsend joined forces with Abel-Smith in
making plans to carry out pilot studies for a national survey to
define and measure poverty. The first part of his final survey,
which was undertaken between 1968 and 1969, involved the

distribution of an extensive questionnaire (concerning the
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household), which was completed by 3,062 households in 51
parliamentary constituencies throughout the UK. The findings of
this survey were later described in detail in Townsend's book
'Poverty in the United Kingdom: A Survey of Household Resources
and Standards of Living' (1979). In it, Townsend strongly
justified his contention that poverty should be defined using a
totally objective, relativist approach:

Poverty can be defined objectively and applied

consistently only in terms of relative

deprivation...Individuals, families and groups 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 ... in the societies to which they belong.

(ibid, p31)

The second part of Townsend's survey aimed to define a basic
living standard which even the poor could attain. He did this by
establishing an index of deprivation factors, which when absent
from household members' lives, gave an indication that they were
living in poverty. Townsend's measure of poverty consisted of
sixty 'indicators of deprivation', from eleven areas of the life
of an individual or household. These indicators were devised
- from their diet and health; clothing, housing, and household
facilities; the environment in which they lived; their work and
education; their social and family activities; and their social
support network. For example, with reference to diet, the
inability to be able to afford fresh meat on most days was one
criterion. Inadequate footwear for different types of weather
and the purchase of second-hand clothes were two examples of

clothing deprivation factors. Each indicator was allocated a

score for non-participation (which was calculated in relation to
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recorded in the questionnaire results). A total score of between
five or six was used to establish the 'deprivation threshold' or
minimum participation line for a household. Once this had been
established, it was used to estimate the number of families
nationally who fell below this 1line. Using this deprivation
standard Townsend estimated that 25.2 percent of households were

living in poverty in 1968-9 (1979).

Desai (1986) confirmed that it was feasible to establish a
threshold of deprivation. Other researchers, however, were
highly critical ‘of Townsend's methodology, including Piachaud
(1982) who doubted the existence of a threshold, or a notable
change of 1living standard, at a particular level of income. He
also rejected the possibility that an objective and scientific

measurement of poverty was feasible using Townsend's method.

Piachaud's main criticism was that there was no distinction
between a deficiency of 'essential' indicators through choice,
and those missing through insufficient resources. For example,
one related indicator concerned whether a person ate cooked
breakfasts, which could clearly be excluded through choice rather
than insufficient finances. Bradshaw et al (1987b) provided
weight to this argument as they noted that ten percent of the
highest income group 1lacked five or more of the ‘'essential
indicators', which also suggested that there was an element of
- choice involved. Although these arguments seem fairly logical,
as the inclusion of items like a cooked breakfast appears rather
extravagant, they ignore the fact that Townsend never intended

that individual indicators should be considered in isolation from

22



iile WYVWLGALL MU ML LAEVEARLALWVIL LdAEA. MV vedly WilliovobL L TULUVILILe LM
Townsend's intentions and considerations, the arguments
concerning particular indicators do have some bearing on this
debate, because if certain items appear extravagant, then they
can affect the overall credibility of the index as a viable

measurement of poverty.

In 1983 Mack and Lansley sought to improve Townsend's methodology
by reducing the number of indicators; by obtaining a greater
degree of consensus about which commodities were essential; and
by checking whether items were excluded out of choice. In
conjunction with London Weekend Television they commissioned a
major survey to be carried out by Market and Opinion Research
International (MORI), to find out what the general public thought
people needed for 1living in the 1980s. Using a questionnaire
they ascertained what members of the public thought should be
included to form the basis of an adequate lifestyle. Items were
only defined as being 'necessities' if 50 or more percent of
respondents considered them to be essential, and without which
they could not 1live. The results became the focus of a
television series entitled 'Breadline Britain' and were published

in Mack and Lansley's book 'Poor Britain' (1985).

Their final list of 'necessities' for civilised life contained 14
items or activities (including the need for daily fresh fruit and
vegetables) which were checked to ensure that only a small
proportion of higher income groups lacked these items or
activities. A household was said to be in poverty if it lacked
three or more of these necessities. On this basis, they

estimated that 7.5 million (13.8 percent of the British
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This study has recently been updated to show that increasing
numbers of people were living in poverty, with an estimated 11
million people or 20 percent of the British population living in

poverty in 1990 (Frayman, 1991).

Piachaud (1987) dquestioned the significance of selecting three
final factors, on the basis that a choice of three items was
fairly arbitrary. Ashton (1984) questioned whether a household
. could be described as poor if they could not afford necessities
such as shoes, but could afford to buy non-necessities 1like
cigarettes. In general, Bradshaw et al (1987b) blamed the
neglect of budget standard methodology by researchers on their

'preoccupation' with social indicators.

2.4.2 The 'social consensus' approach to poverty. This approach
is based on the belief that a 'social consensus' of opinion
regarding poverty levels can be obtained which provides a social
definition of necessities (Mack and Lansley, 1985). Examples of
researchers who have used this approach have included Van Praag,
Hagenaars and Van Weeren (1982), and Mack and Lansley (1985), and
its advocates have included Watts (1980), Bradshaw et al (1987b),

Piachaud (1987), and Walker (1987).

Mack and Lansley's use of socially defined necessities marked a
move away from expert defined measures towards what Walker
called '"consensual approaches to the definition of poverty"
(Walker, 1987, p213) he described these methods as those "which
seek to establish poverty lines by reference to the views of

society as a whole" (ibid).
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consensus approach as being:

1) to ascertain public opinion about what the minimum level of
income or items should be. This partly includes what Walker
described as 'income based measures', which involves asking the
public what they think the minimum income should be (as used by
Van Praag et al, 1982). It can also require people to specify
what items they think are essential (as used by Mack and

Lansley, 1985); and

2) to establish the extent to which the public are willing to pay
for additional benefits through extra taxation. For example how
many extra pence per pound in income tax they would be willing to
pay to fund an increase in welfare benefits or services to

improve the living standards of the poor.

Public opinion concerning these two issues are usually obtained
through quantitative techniques, such as survey questionnaires.
Walker, however, proposed the use of qualitative approaches to
obtain a consensus of opinion. He advocated consulting members
of the public during the whole consensus process, rather than
before a consensus of opinion had been obtained (as used in Mack
and Lansley's study). Walker suggested a more radical approach,
which would involve replacing the 'expert panel' of advisers (who
influence the decision making process of budget standards) with
groups comprised of members of the public. (See Chapter 3 for a
discussion on the role of 'expert panels' and public consultation

in the establishment of the FBU budget standards.)

Advocates of the consensus approach recommend its use because it
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because it can reflect the prevailing views of the general public
(Watts, 1980; Piachaud, 1987; Veit-Wilson, 1987; Walker, 1987).
Both Piachaud and Walker pointed out that although the aim of the
consensus approach is to gain socially agreed measures instead of
those of experts, it would be impossible to eradicate the
influence of experts because they would still design and analyse
the survey questions. For example, Piachaud criticised the
social consensus element of Mack and Lansley's indicators because
in the final analysis the priority items had been narrowed down
by the researchers, and so could not truly be described as a

consensus of public opinion.

Walker also questioned the point of expecting the public to give
immediate responses to the types of questions over which
researchers had spent many years deliberating. He consequently
doubted the reliability of their responses and stressed the value
of providing participants with adequate information because, in
his view, "opinions ... based on ignorance have little utility as
a basis for policy" (Walker, op cit, p221). He also observed
that respondents' answers could be influenced by the way in which
they thought the researchers expected them to answer. In
addition, he suggested that their views could be altered if they
were shown the consequence of their decisions, for example, how
higher benefit rates would need to be financed from increased

taxation.

Further problems that Walker highlighted were the ambiguities
surrounding concepts of income and cost. He suggested that the

term 'income' portrayed different things to different people.
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think of gross income when asked what they thought should be a
minimum income per year or week. He also identified the
methodological problems involved in asking respondents about
costs with which they were unfamiliar, either because the person
being surveyed was not the main shopper, or because they are not
aware of actual prices (as found by Cooke and Baldwin, 1984). 1In
particular he alleged that men were 1likely to give different
answers from women about the prices of food and household
consumables. This can be supported by the findings of research
- carried out by Morris and Ruane (1986) and Pahl (1989) into
household transfers and budgeting, which showed that women and
men living in the same household tend to have responsibility for

different aspects of household transactions.

Despite these methodological problems, Walker did not discard the
consensus approach, nér the desirability of eliciting the views
of members of the public. Instead he advocated a review of the
techniques used and the use of qualitative social consensus
surveys which avoid some of the difficulties associated with

quantitative research methods.

~ 2.4.3 oOther approaches that have been used to study 1living
standards. Piachaud (1987) recognised that many studies of
living standards utilise a combination of the methods already
described. For example, Mack and Lansley's study (1985) used
relative poverty measures, obtained by a consensus of public
opinion. Piachaud suggested that the pluralistic approach (which
combines several approaches) was becoming an increasingly popular

way of investigating poverty, because it can combine the benefits
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Other research into poverty has concentrated on examining the
living standards of 1low income households and assessing the
adequacy of welfare benefits. In particular, the Social Policy
Research Unit (SPRU) at the University of York has undertaken a
number of studies foliowing this line of investigation over the
last ten years. For example, Bradshaw, Cooke and Godfrey (1983)
examined the impact of unemployment on living standards, whilst
Cooke and Baldwin (1984) carried out an investigation for the
Department of Health and Social Security (DHSS) that aimed to
check the adequacy of benefits received by two-parent families.
From their results, Cooke and Baldwin concluded that there was no
single test suitable for measuring the adequacy of benefits.
Their results also confirmed the findings of Berthoud (1984),
whose study of the impact of the 1980 Social Security reforms had
exposed the severe financial difficulties experienced by
households dependent on benefits. Further evidence of this kind
was provided from the findings of a survey carried out by
Bradshaw and Holmes (1989) which had used a variety of methods,
including in-depth interviews, expenditure diaries, and collating
inventories of household goods, of households dependent on

supplementary benefits.

Other relevant research conducted by SPRU has concentrated on
specific household requirements including those of lone parents
(Bradshaw and Millar, 1991) and pensioners (Walker and Hutton,
1988); the financial impact of a handicapped child on family life
(Baldwin, 1985); and the income and expenditure of families with

teenagers (Bradshaw, Lawton, and Cooke, 1987a). Finally, other
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standards of different types of families, including Bradshaw's

study of multi and single-unit households (1983).

Obviously studies of the economic requirements of different
household types have not solely been the prerogative of SPRU; the
work of SPRU has been emphasised because of its influence on FBU
research. However, similar studies have been undertaken
elsewhere in Britain, including Noble, Smith, Payne and Robert's
survey of households in receipt of social benefits in Oxford
(1987). Also, official studies commissioned by the DHSS have
included the 'Low-income Statistics' series which was carried out
until 1985 (DHSS, 1988), and a more recent Government series

'Households Below Average Income' (DSS, 1990).

Most of SPRU's studies concentrated on total household income or
expenditure, whereas other important surveys have investigated
the actual distribution of resources within the household (Morris
and Ruane, 1986 and Pahl, 1989). Pahl, a renowned researcher in
this area, revealed the inequalities of resource distribution
within the home. She challenged the assumption made in studies
which only considered total income or expenditure, that the main
purchaser of the families' requisites (normally the wife or
mother) had access to the total household income. Confirming
this view, Piachaud (i987) suggested that the failure to 1look
within the 'black box' of individual families' budgetary habits
at the internal distribution of family funds was a major flaw of
most research into poverty (including budget standard
methodology). However, given that budget standard methodology is

concerned with defining the economic requirements of particular
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further attention to this particular area of research, despite

its importance.

2.5 A critique of budget standard methodology
As already seen, the basic method employed by the FBU can be
described as costing a basket of hypothetical goods and services
(see section 2.1). However, the processes involved in devising
this basket of goods include making 'normative' judgements about
what people 'need', which are informed by behavioural data. The
FBU see this as the underlying basis of budget standard
methodology:

Budget standards methodology is based very largely on

normative Jjudgements. The essence of budget standards

methodology is that to derive the components of a

budget standard, normative Jjudgments have to be made

about the amount of food needed, clothes required, heat

that 1is desirable and so on. These normative

judgements may be informed and buttressed by data on

purchasing patterns, evidence on 1life times and so

forth.

(Bradshaw, FBU WP 13, 1991, pl)

Piachaud described budget standard methodology as a way of
"defining a set of needs and costing them" (1987, p152). As
already seen, this method was used by Rowntree (1901; 1941;
1951b). This section will show how budget standard methodology
has been developed in more recent years in the US, Canada and
parts of Europe. Two important issues concerning budget
standards will be addressed: the concept of need; and the role of
equivalence scales. These are fundamental to a greater
understanding of the nature of budget standard methodology. Once
these have been explored, the potential applications and

limitations of budget standards, and their associated

methodology, will be discussed.
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2.5.1 Research relating to budget standards in the UK. A number
of studies have influenced the FBU's budget standard methodology.
One of these was Margaret Wynn, in her book 'Family Policy'
(1972), which examined living standards beyond poverty level. In
it she stressed the importance of estimating the cost of living,
as a means of informing social policy.

However difficult it may be to assess the needs of

individuals or families, it must be done, if injustice

is to be avoided. For if national scales of need are

not devised ... the level of need for particular people

will be decided on hunches and guesses.

(ibid, p38)

As an advocate and investigator of budget standard methodology,
and having been involved with the FBU in its early stages, Wynn's

writings have been significant in helping to establish budget

standards for the UK.

Other influential studies included that of Piachaud (1979), which
aimed to estimate the 'cost of a child' by devising a budget
standard to maintain a 'modern minimum lifestyle'. His budget
allowed for the basic requirements of food, clothing, fuel, an
annual holiday, pocket money, presents and leisure goods. These
items were then priced at a major supermarket and a leading
clothing retailer. His conclusion was that the prevailing levels
of child benefit would have to be increased by 50 percent in

order to meet a child's minimum requirements.

Inspired partly by Piachaud's approach, Bradford and Morgan
(1987) carried out a study where they used budget standard
methodology to explore the spending patterns of families

dependent on state benefits. Their 1lists, quantities and
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households who were dependent on social benefits. Their results
highlighted these families' restricted choice, and the
unrealistically long lifespans and small quantities of items that
are necessary when households are limited to income received from
welfare benefits. In particular, it drew attention to the
difficulties involved in trying to provide a healthy diet on a
very low income. Their findings provided even further weight to
the argument about the inadequacy of benefits, as well as forming

the basis of a budget standard for low income households.

Bradshaw et al (1987b) reviewed further empirical work carried
out into budget standards by members of SPRU, which can be
summarised as follows:

1) a review of budget standards in other countries (Bradshaw et
al, 1987b);

2) translation of US budget standards into UK costs (ibid;
Whiteford, 1985);

3) the consumption of households on social security benefits, as
used by Bradshaw and Morgan (1987); and

4) statistical techniques for fixing budget standards.

Bradshaw et al explored the use of statistical techniques in
measuring poverty and as a possible way of developing budget
standards. The two main approaches which they considered were
Orshansky's method and the use of the !'S-curve' analysis or
'quantity-income-elasticity' (Q-I-E) technique. (These methods

are explained in the following paragraphs.)

a) Orshansky's method. Orshansky (1969) based her method of
measuring poverty on Engel's 1857 law on necessities which stated

that as income rises, the proportion spent on food decreases.
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- spent 30 percent or more of its total net income on food, then it
was in poverty. Bradshaw et al suggested that a norm of 25
percent (as the proportion of income spent on food) was a better
indicator of poverty, in the belief that the 30 percent rate

indicated too low a standard of living.

b) ‘'sS-curve’ analysié or the ‘'quantity: income elasticity’
technique. The 'S-curve' analysis aims to 1locate 'inflection
points' on a graph, when income is mapped against quantity.
These are the points at which the proportion spent on a
particular commodity changes, where the tendency to consume a
particular good 'slows in relation to income', and where the
desire for quality replaces the need for a greater quantity of

goods.

Bradshaw et al compared Orshansky's method with the 'S-curve
analysis' technique. They found that Orshansky's method was more
useful for analysing FES data because it was better able to cope
with the smaller sub-divisions of the sample household groups.
Watts (1980) also recommended the use of an 'updated' Orshansky
measure as a new way of establishing US budgets. However
Bradshaw et al found that it was difficult to find inflection
points for lower income households (such as pensioners and single
. parents), as there was an insufficient range of expenditure
between the highest and lowest expenditure bands for this type of

household to establish a slope on a graph.

2.5.2 The concept of need. Wynn (1972) stressed the importance of
an understanding of the concept of need when devising budgets.

She referred to the definition of the United Nations Committee on
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Human needs and wants range from common biological
needs... to culturally defined motivation and
wants...desires for particular types of food, drink,
housing and clothing appealing to taste; for access to
education, cultural and recreational facilities.
(UN 1954, IV, p2)
This definition went beyond Rowntree's notion of a minimum
subsistence level which concentrated on physical needs because it
included social needs. Maslow (1943) explained needs in
hierarchical terms with physical needs as the primary needs at
the base of an imaginary triangle. Once these had been met he
suggested that an individual was motivated to seek the
gratification of higher or more sophisticated needs, including
those described by the UN committee. Maslow's perceived peak of
human needs was that of self-actualisation. For the purpose of
establishing a modest-but-adequate budget, only the lower tiers

of hierarchy, up to the level of emotional needs, have been

considered.

Wynn stressed the importance of concentrating on average needs
when defining lifestyle levels, rather than trying to cater for
the "great variability of needs" of the whole population (op cit,
p50). This does not mean that individual needs are ignored and
that ‘'blanket' averages are used. On the contrary, budget
standards must consider individuals' needs which differ according

to age, sex, physical activity and employment circumstances.

2.5.3 Equivalence scales. Some countries cater for the varying
needs of households by simply devising budget standards for one
or two 'index families' or several 'index individuals', which are

then multiplied by 'equivalence scales' to calculate the economic
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Bradbury (1989) proposed that "the object of an equivalence scale
is to enable a comparison of the economic resources, relative to
needs, of different families" (ibid, p384), to be made.
Equivalence scales are, he asserted, concerned with determining
the level of resources required by a family of one size, when
compared with a family of another size (or compbsition), in order
to achieve an equivalent standard of living. Wynn pointed out
that equivalence scales can also be used to calculate the
requirements of families with greater needs than the model
families. (For example, this could include families with
teenagers or a disabled child, or women during pregnancy and

child-rearing years.)

Equivalence scales are also used to measure and compare the
living standards of families in receipt of different incomes,
living in different regions and countries, and changes in living
standards over time. Examples include an American study which
carried out an international comparison of family budgets, using
expenditure data (Poduska, 1988); and Hesse's (1991) comparisons
between monetary family policies in Germany, using household
income statistics and other data including German tax transfers

and child benefits.

2.5.4 The applications of budget standards. Bradshaw (1989) has
summarised the ways in which budget standards have been used in
the past; how they are currently used in other countries; and

their potential use in the UK, as follows:-
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2) to evaluate the adequacy of state benefits;

3) to help courts to determine levels of maintenance payment;

4) for guidance/advice on consumer budgetary behaviour (and debt
counselling);

5) to provide standard of living norms for given families;

6) to derive equivalence scales that can be used to compare
living standards;

7) for making inter-area comparisons and assessing changes over
time.

Additional ways in which budget standards have been used in the

US include their use in establishing employment relocation costs,

scholarships and grants; for wage negotiations; and for setting

welfare benefits (Watts, 1980).

A more explicitly political objective that has been suggested for
their use in the UK was that they can be used to highlight the
inadequacy of current levels of welfare benefits, which could
lead to a major review of benefit levels (Bradshaw et al, 1987b).
However, these authors cautioned that in reality, budget
standards work in the UK is more 1likely to be used to evaluate
policy by examining living standards, rather than as a basis for
setting policies. Finally, Wynn pointed out that budget
standards are not only needed to assess the adequacy of benefits,
but are also needed to evaluate the living standards of

self-supporting families on low incomes.

2.5.5 Methodological difficulties of budget standards. There are
four main criticisms which have been made of budget standard

methodology in general. These are:-

36



-7 it R JERLRLIVE WAEY 440 WAL HIVLdlidLlvVE  PUUycL otlLqallGaluo alC
produced;

2) the hypothetical nature of budget standards;

3) the difficulty in defining a particular standard; and

4) the large quantity of human and financial resources necessary
to establish budget standards.

1) The subjective nature of budget standards is the most common
criticism of budget standards. The DHSS expressed this viewpoint
in its Green Paper (1985), asserting that budget standards
involve "a large degree of subjective judgements in deciding what
items are ‘'essential'" (ibid, p21). Abel-Smith and Townsend
(1965) made similar criticisms of Rowntree's minimum subsistence
level, which they condemned as being based on too many value
judgements. Bradshaw et al (1987b) acknowledged that the
formulation of budget standards inevitably involve a series of
subjective decisions about the type, quality, quantity, lifespans
and prices of items. 1In particular, the role of the expert in
making judgements about needs was questioned as they often had
little experience of the household types being budgeted for, or

of the living standard in question.

2) The hypothetical nature of budget standards. Budget standards
do not necessarily reflect expenditure, because they are
concerned with setting a standard rather than reflecting
expenditure patterns. Also they are not records of the
consumption patterns of actual households, so in this sense they
are entirely hypothetical. However, as they can be informed by
- behavioural data, and are not constrained by actual income
levels, they can incorporate elements of both reality and

idealism about what is required for a healthy lifestyle, whereas
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concerns. In addition, Bradbury (1989) was critical of the
arbitrary nature of the budget standards approach which, he said,
becomes more difficult to establish as living standards rise and

" consumption patterns become more complex.

Another fundamental flaw of budget standards research is that it
can never fully reflect or ensure a particular quality of 1life
(Bradshaw, Hicks and Parker, FBU WP 12, 1992), as life consists
of more than just a series of purchasing decisions. Bradshaw et
al highlighted the faét that budget standards do not take into
account the quality of relationships, emotions, or the 1living
environment in which households live. Also it ignores skills,
qualifications and other factors that are crucial to 1living
standards. However, they recognised that no approach can ever
provide a comprehensive description of people's real lives at a

particular level of deprivation or affluence.

3) Who defines the standard? The definition of any 1living
standard, from poverty to affluence, is problematic because of
the varying perceptions that people hold about living standards.
This point is reinforced by Piachaud's observations of other
researchers' views of his 1979 budget, which aimed to cost the
needs of a child (Piachaud, 1987). For example, Lynes (1979)
criticised it as being frugal, while other researchers described
it as overgenerous. As has already been shown, similar
disagreement occurred much earlier about Rowntree's budgets.
Piachaud also pointed out that as there was so much disagreement
about children's needs (which can be related closely to their

overall physical development and welfare), defining adult needs
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requirements). Despite this difficulty, Piachaud still commended

the budget standard approach.

4) The resources required to develop budget standards. Budget
standards are costly to develop in terms of time and personnel.
This is one reason why they became less popular in the US, and
were replaced by cheaper methods such as statistical techniques.
Bradshaw et al (FBU WP 12, 1992) also pointed out the time
consuming way in which budgets have to be drawn up, costed and

calculated.

The US Watts Committee (in its recommendations to the US Bureau
of Labor Statistics (BLS), as to whether to continue devising
budget standards) questioned the validity of establishing budget
standards in a society in which 1living standards had generally
improved and where households had a diverse range of budgetary
priorities. They concluded that budget standard methodology was
no longer a relevant way of estimating 1living costs in the US

(Watts, 1980).

However, researchers in the FBU and other agencies who are in the
process of establishing and using budget standards argued that
budget standards do have a number of practical applications for
modern society, as described in section 2.5.4. Bradshaw et al
concluded that as "budget standards have the capacity to bring
the analysis of living standards alive ... in a way that other
measures of 1living standards cannot" (op cit, p43) they should

not be discarded.
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establishment of budget standards

Before making comparisons between the budget standards produced
in different countries, it is useful to outline the background
and context behind the development of each national standard.
The countries of origin of these studies have been grouped into
the following geographical regions: North American countries;
Scandinavian countries; and other European countries. The
comparison commences with Rowntree's subsistence standard, in its
own category, which is unique because it is nearly a century
older than the other European budget standards. The US BLS
standard will be given the greatest attention as it has the
longest tradition of producing budgets, and more plentiful
documentary information regarding its background and methodology
is available. The different aspects of each country's budget
standard work are summarised for convenience in Appendix 1 and
includes the following elements:

1) Country of origin and organisation involved;

2) budget level;

3) Dbudget components;

4) household types;

5) methodology; and

6) applications.

2.6.1 Rowntree's subsistence budget standard (UK). Section 2.2
explained the background behind Rowntree's budget standard, so it

will not be considered further here, but it is included as part

of the overall summary chart of budget standards, in Appendix 1.

2.6.2 North American work on budget standards.
1) Us BLS. The first federal budgets were produced by the BLS,
in 1909 (Bradshaw et al, 1987b). These had been produced out of

a concern for the working conditions of employed women and
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standard of 1living. During the First World War the National War
Labor Board used budgets to set pay scales at a realistic 'living
wage'. In 1920 the BLS produced the 'minimum quality budget' for
workers!'! families, that was intended to ensure 'health and
decency'. A few years later, in 1923, the Heller Committee
devised budgets suitable for civil service workers. Further
budgets were produced during the Depression in 1936, by the
Works' Progress Administration (WPA), for workers on pay relief,
which were set at both a basic maintenance standard of living
(for those in long-term unemployment or on low wages) and an
emergency level (for those suddenly without work). Also, the US
Department of Agriculture produced minimum budgets for working
women at minimum cost of 1living budgets in 1938 and 1944

(Bradshaw et al, 1987b).

The US BLS subsequently carried out a major revision of the WPA
budgets, which they used as the basis of their 1948 city worker's
family budget, which they set at a ‘'modest-but-adequate'
standard. In 1943 they revised the WPA's minimum budget and in
1946 they were commissioned by the Government to determine the
cost of living for workers in large cities (US BLS, 1948) . This
'modest-but-adequate' budget was significant because it was the
first budget produced in the US that was above minimum
subsistence level and which provided for both physical and social
needs. It was produced by drawing up and costing basic baskets
of goods and services. The aim of this budget was also closely

linked with social policy as its purposes were to:
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b) examine the impact of taxes on households' living standards;
and

c) identify how many families were 1living below satisfactory
standards by establishing an income threshold.

From the mid-forties onwards the BLS annually updated the costs
of their budgets, but made few methodological changes until the
late sixties. At this time (1967) two additional levels were
produced (the higher and lower budgets), alongside the original
modest-but-adequate standard (which became known as the
intermediate level). These budgets represented living standards
below, at, and greater than the modest-but-adequate standard of
living for four-person households and retired couples. The lower
or minimum level had been introduced as a result of the
campaigning of the National Welfare Rights Organisation, who
wanted it to become the minimum guaranteed level of income for
four-person households. Budgets were produced for other
households using equivalence scales. Bradshaw et al (1987b)
suggested that it was at this stage that the BLS began to
increase the amount of expenditure data it used instead of its
previous normative approach. Also, individual component costs
were updated using the Retail Price Index (RPI). These changes
were introduced due to previous difficulties with their pricing
techniques and because it was cheaper to rely on the RPI, than to

price separate components.

In 1980 the Watts Committee advised the US Government that four
new budget levels should be produced, based entirely on median
expenditure, as they believed that budget standards were no

longer valid. These standards included:
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expenditure of households;

b) The 'social minimum standard', which was calculated as being
half the median expenditure;

c) The 'lower living'standard', set at two thirds of the median
expenditure, and

d) The ‘'social abundance' standard, which was one and a half
times the median expenditure.

(Watts, 1980, pviii-ix)
In 1982 the BLS ceased to establish budget standards, partly due
to President Reagan's drive to reduce governmental administrative

costs, and partly on the recommendation of the Watts Committee

(Bradshaw et al, 1987b).

2) The New York Community Council (NYCC), US. Although the BLS
discontinued producing budget standards in 1982, the NYCC have
continued this work since 1981/2 by developing budget standards
based on the BLS 1948 methodology. Their 'moderate' budgets was
based on a four-person index which is adapted to the needs of
other households using equivalence scales. In addition to the
use of market research, expenditure and income data, the NYCC
used consumer surveys as an "objective basis for defining what
the self-supporting consumer considered as an acceptable minimum
standard" (NYCC, 1982, p4). These were then combined with
normative judgements about quality and 1lifespans to produce

budget standards.

3) Montreal, Canada. The Montreal Diet Dispensary (MDD) started
to produce budget standards in 1959. The two primary aims of the
MDD were to produce a standard which could be used for budgetary
advice, and to provide a measure of adequacy of households'

income and benefits. It commenced by examining the existing
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these guidelines it developed two basic budgets: the 'short-term'
budget (to cover emergency physical needs during the initial
stages of unemployment) and the 'long-term' budget (for longer
periods of unemployment). The short-term budget was described as
"the minimum adequate requirements for the maintenance of a
family ... and the preservation of health and self-respect of the

individual members" (MDD, 1984, pl).

4) Toronto, Canada. The Toronto Social Planning Council (TSPC)
have produced 'Guides for Family Budgeting! based on their
budget standards work since 1964. The basic aim of their work on
budgets has been to provide a reference point of "adequate
standards of 1living ...necessary for maintaining physical and
social functioning of families" (TSPC, 1974, p9). Their budgets
aimed to represent 'adequate standards of living', at different
expenditure 1levels, based on income/expenditure rates. The
budgets were devised by technical committees, and based on the
assumption that all households have a need for the same basic
stock of goods. Their guidelines have been used by community
social agencies to assist with money management counselling; by
the Government to assess the adequacy of their welfare

programmes; and as the basis for wage negotiations.

2.6.3 Scandinavian work on budget standards.

1) sweden. In 1976 the Swedish National Board for Consumer
Policies (NBCP, a consumer organisation sponsored by the
Government) began calculating what were "reasonable amounts for
the commonest items of household expenditure" (Swedish NBCP,

1985, p2). The "aim was for estimates to correspond to a
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services which households need in order to cope adequately with
everyday living" (ibid, p3). The budgets were normatively
devised by technical committees, whose membership included Home
Economists and income advisers, and were devised in collaboration
with Government administrators. These budgets were then priced
using the network of consumer agencies throughout Sweden that
were part of the NBCP. The objective of the Swedish budgets was
initially to produce estimated family expenditure guides for the
Government, welfare agencies and individual consumers. Later,
they became used as a base for analysing economic developments

and social policy.

2) Norway. The National Institute for Consumer Research (NICR, a
consumer organisation) was commissioned in 1986 by the Norwegian
Government to produce minimal level budgets based on existing
social benefit levels and itemised budget costs. These budgets
were based on the number of members in a household. Equivalence
scales were used to establish budgets for different types of
households and for budgets at higher levels. They were used for
giving budgetary advice to individual consumers, and could
accommodate individual lifestyles, through the use of a specially

designed computer package.

3) Denmark. In 1990 the Danish Government-funded National
Consumer Agency (NCA) started work on a national computer package
which could produce budgets for different households. The model
that they intended to set up would be based on a similar approach
to the Dutch package (see below), as it would also use

expenditure data as its main basis, and the results could be sold
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2.6.4 Other European work on budget standards

1) The Netherlands. The National Institute for Family Finance
(NIFF) was founded in 1980. Although it is an independent
organisation, it received funding from the Dutch Government and
the private financial sector. The NIFF developed a complex
computer system that could calculate the economic requirements of
specific households, based on existing expenditure data. The aim
of their package was "to promote the most beneficial pattern of
income expenditure for the private household" (Dutch NIFF, 1983,
pl). The NIFF produces a basic minimum budget and an optional
residue package for non-essential expenses. General budgetary
advice was issued in brochures; through the mass media; and
specific household advice was given, based on its computer

package, through banks and financial organisations.

2) Ireland. In 1986 the results of the 'Report of the Commission
on Social Welfare' was published, which had been sponsored by the
Government to review the social welfare system and to devise ways
of producing minimum income levels or budgets. In this survey
the Irish Commission on Social Welfare and Adequacy explored
 seven possible methods for calculating a minimum adequate income.
Following the publication of this report, the Combat Poverty
Agency (CPA) decided to carry out their own research into the
issue of adequacy by conducting a series of case studies on the
living standards of persons on low-income. In 1990 the CPA
commenced a .project which aimed to produce minimum budget
standards based on Bradshaw and Morgan's methodology (which was

described in section 2.5.1). The Irish budgets were derived from
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benefits, as found in the Irish 'Household Budget Survey' (Bond,

1991).

4) The UK. The budget standards produced by the FBU in their
pilot study (1988-9) and the subsequent research project
(1990-1992) will also be included in the summary chart. The FBU
methodology will not be explained in this section as it forms the

central focus of the remaining chapters.

2.6.5 A critique of the methodology employed by researchers in
other countries when  devising budget standards. The budgets
featured in section 2.6, produced by research teams in different
countries, were established using three basic approaches:-
1) Budgets which were primarily normatively devised by technical
groups (eg Swedish NBCP and MDD budgets) ;

2) Budgets that were based on a mixture of normative, behavioural
and consensual information (eg Rowntree; US BLS 1948 and 1967
budgets; NYCC; TSCP; Norwegian NICR; Irish CPA; UK FBU)

3) Budgets devised entirely from behavioural data (eg US BLS
1980; Dutch NIFF and Danish NCA)

Using the FBU's definition of a budget standard as being a priced
"specified 'basket of goods and services'" (FBU, FBU WP 1, 1990,
p3), only the budgets in categories 1) and 2) would be considered
to be budget standards, as only they contained individual costed
components. The budgets in category 3) are simply derivatives of
expenditure surveys, so they cannot be described as budget
standards by the FBU's definition. The majority of the other
budgets also involved a mixture of approaches, and so fit
. Bradshaw's particular definition that budget standards are

normatively defined budgets, informed by behavioural data (FBU WP
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Within each of the above categories there are variations in the
way in which the budgets have been devised. Specific
characteristics will now be considered. The New York Community
Council's budgets included information from a consumer survey, to
try and obtain a public consensus about the minimum level. Apart
from the FBU main research project, this was the only
organisation which took into account the opinions of actual
consumers. The Montreal Diet Dispensary budgets made a
distinction between emergency and long-term minimum needs, which
is an aspect that has been overlooked in other minimum budgets.
The Swedish, Norwegian and Dutch budgets were all able to take
into account particular household variations. For example, the
Swedish food budget had the option of food prepared at home or a
diet based on convenience foods. The budgets which were compiled
into computer packages had the greatest capacity to consider
individual household options and to produce budgets for the

largest variety of households.

Each of these budget standards have been considered and used to
inform the development of the FBU's budget standards, which will

be described in more detail in the remaining chapters.

2.7 Conclusion. Budget standard methodology is one method of
approaching the study of living standards in general, and poverty
in particular. Since the Beveridge Report (1942) other methods
have been used in the UK in place of budget standards. The use
of relative deprivation indicators and statistical techniques
based on income/expenditure data have become especially popular.

However, in view of the inherent limitations of each of these
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methodology as an alternative way of examining living standards
within the UK. A detailed explanation and critique of the FBU's

budget standard methodology is carried out in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3
FAMILY BUDGET UNIT BUDGET STANDARD METHODOLOGY
AND THE SHEFFIELD CONSULTATION PROCESS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the background behind the Family Budget
Unit (FBU)'s research project (1990-1992) and shows how the
research work was divided amongst the three research centres at
the University of York, King's College London, and Sheffield
Hallam University. It then gives a critique of the general
assumptions and methodology employed by the FBU in this project
to devise budget standards for six household types at a
'modest-but-adequate’ standard of living. (The term
'modest-but-adequate'! is defined in the next paragraph.) The FBU
methodology is explained in detail ©because the clothing,
household goods and services, and leisure budgets which were
produced by the researcher at Sheffield were based on and
constrained by this basic approach. Finally, the techniques
employed by the researcher at Sheffield during the consultation
process for reviewing the clothing, household goods and services,
and leisure budgets will be explained. Particular attention is
paid to this part of the FBU research in this thesis because it
was the sole work of this researcher and not based on any

predetermined methodology devised by the FBU co-ordinating team.

The FBU set their budgets at -a 'modest-but-adequate' standard of
living. It is important to explain this term in detail, as an
- understanding of the 1living standard in gquestion underpins all

the assumptions made regarding the components to be included the
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describe the city worker's family budget devised by the US Bureau
of Labor Statistics (BLS) in 1946, which it defined as being:
a level of adequate living to satisfy the prevailing
standards of what is necessary for health, efficiency,
the nurture of children and for participation in
community activities.
(ibid, 1948, cited in Wynn, 1972, p38)
A similar standard was the US BLS's 'prevailing family standard’',
which had replaced their former 'modest-but-adequate' standard.
Watts described this prevailing family standard as one which:
affords full opportunity in contemporary society and
the basic options it offers. It is adequate in the
sense of 1lying both well above the requirements of
survival and decency and well below levels of luxury as
generally understood.
(Watts, 1980, pvii)
Wynn elaborated on the meaning of the 'modest-but-adequate'! level
in the following manner:
As income rises, an increasing proportion is spent on
satisfying psychological needs rather than physical
needs: the modest-but-adequate level is a threshold at
which there is a modest point of income available for
satisfying non-physical needs.
(Wynn, 1972, p180-1)
Translating such concepts into detailed decisions about the
actual components of a budget standard is not easy. Here the

definitions of the US BLS and Watts have proved to be very useful

because they relate to physical needs and social participation.

It is important to note that because the term
'modest-but-adequate' is not commonly used ©outside this
particular area of research, there is inevitably a measure of
ambiguity concerning its precise meaning. However, as already

seen in the section reviewing research into poverty, the problem
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of research and is certainly not unique to the concept of a

'modest-but-adequate' budget standard.

3.2 The FBU pilot budget standard research project (1988-1989)

The main FBU research project (1990-1992) fulfilled one of the
original aims of the FBU when it was first established in 1985:
to undertake "systematic research into the needs and costs of
families of different sizes and different composition" (FBU, FBU
WP1, 1990, pl). The interest in this type of research had been
partly inspired by Margaret Wynn's book 'Family Policy' (1972),
which had advocated a major review of the costs of 1living of

households in the UK, using budget standard methodology.

Between 1985 and 1986, Jonathan Bradshaw (one of the founders of
the FBU) coordinated a feasibility study to explore possible ways
in which budget standard research could be undertaken. This was
funded by the Joseph Rowntree Memorial Foundation (JRMF) . The
project involved a series of different investigations into "the
origins of budget standards, their methods and their usage in
different countries" (Bradshaw and Ernst, FBU WP2, 1990). For
example, Bradshaw, Mitchell and Morgan (1987b) compared the New
York Community Council (NYCC)'s minimum budget with UK
| supplementary benefit scales, by converting the NYCC's budgets to
UK costs. In their study they also carried out a secondary
analysis of Family Expenditure Data (FES). In addition, Bradshaw
and Morgan (1987) devised a minimum budget standard based on the
actual expenditure of low income households. Finally, reviews of
budget standards from other countries were carried out by

Mitchell (1985) and Hammill and Hutton (1986). The results of
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JRMF to carry out a further study between 1988 and 1989, which
aimed to produce two pilot budgets at a modest-but-adequate

standard of living.

Pilot budgets were devised for a couple with a pre-school child,
and a single female pensioner, at a modest-but-adequate standard
of living. The methodology and its results were later published
in the FBU's second working paper (Bradshaw and Ernst, FBU WP 2,
1990). The aim of the pilot study was described as "to establish
the methods, identify the problems and gain experience of what
would be required for a full programme of budget standards
research" (ibid, p3). This pilot study was very influential in
shaping the subsequent FBU research project carried out between

1990 and 1992 with which this thesis is concerned.

The methodology used to construct the pilot budgets involved work
by 'technical groups' of social scientists, home economists and
nutritionists, to draw up lists of commodities, and to determine
the type, quantity, lifespan and quality of items to include in
each budget area. The decisions made were primarily normative
(informed by existing health standards and based on the judgement
of the experts), but they were also based, to a varying extent,
on consumption patterns (behavioural data). Budgets were devised
and priced for housing, fuel, food, clothing, household goods,
and leisure costs, using retail and service outlets. However,
transport, alcohol and tobacco, household service expenses were
identified differently, being derived from 1984 FES data, updated

to 1988 prices using the Retail Price Index (RPI).

The original normative budgets were then subjected to major
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‘the households in question. These adjustments were made on the
basis of Watts' (1980) observation that the expenditure of median
income households was "notionally representative of a
modest-but-adequate standard of 1living" (Bradshaw, FBU WP 13,
1991, pl). The resulting modest-but-adequate budget standard for
a married couple with a pre-school child was estimated as being
£177.38 per week at 1988 prices, compared with the 1988 updated
median expenditure of this household which was £158.66 (Bradshaw
and Ernst, FBU WP2, 1990, p31). Hence the FBU budget was
calculated as being 12 percent above the actual expenditure of

this type of household (ibid).

A number of methodological difficulties arose as a result of
establishing the pilot budgets, which can be summarised as
follows:

1) The balance between normative and behavioural measures. There
was inconsistency in the methodology used for establishing the
different budget components, with some being derived entirely
from expenditure data whereas others were primarily based on
normative decisions. Also it was problematic to use expenditure
data both in the development stage of devising the budgets and
for comparison purposes. It was therefore concluded that future

budget standards should not be based on expenditure data.

2) The role of 'expert' judgement. The opinions of the experts
involved in devising the budgets were recognised as being fairly
subjective, which highlighted the need for a balance of normative

decisions to be moderated by behavioural data.

3) Costing the budgets. The use of a mixture of retail prices
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the pricing procedures used for certain budget areas. The use of
adjusted FES data had mainly been used because of a shortage of
staff and time. However, it was decided that in subsequent
research only retail prices should be used to avoid these

methodological variations.

4) Budget parameters (the expected lifespan, quantity, quality of
each budget item). The problem of attributing the budget
parameters was highlighted as, apart from foreign budget
standards described earlier, there were few information sources
that could be used to underpin these decisions. It was suggested
that the future budgets could be refined further by using other
existing standards and market research information. However, it
was anticipated that the allocation of commodity lifespans would

remain difficult due to an absence of relevant data.

5) Modest-but-adequate. It was argued that a modest-but-~adequate
budget standard was an appropriate level to set, because it
provided for both physical and social needs. However, it was
pointed out that the relationship between the notion of a
modest-but-adequate standard, and actual median income and
expenditure had its limitations, because in practice expenditure
is constrained by financial circumstances and does not

necessarily reflect needs.

3.3 FBU research project (1990-1992)

The aims of the FBU and the 1990-1992 FBU research project are
stated in Chapter 1. The purpose of the FBU research can be
summarised as seeking to establish budget standards for six

family types, at a modest-but-adequate living standard.
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3.3.1 The structure of the project. The FBU budgets aimed to
include "all the major components of family expenditure"
(Bradshaw, Hicks and Parker, FBU WP12, 1992, pl), namely food,
clothing, alcohol, housing, fuel, transport, personal care,
household goods and services and leisure costs. Pensions and
savings were excluded due to the methodological difficulties
involved in determining the costs of such components. The
components were then grouped according to FES expenditure
categories to enable comparisons to be made between the final
budgets and actual expenditure data. Work on the budget
components was divided between the three research centres in the
manner outlined below:

Table 3.1: The research centres responsible for the different
budget areas

Budget component area Research centre

Housing Department of Social Policy and
Fuel Social Work,

Transport University of York

Personal goods and

services

Food Department of Nutrition and
Alcohol Dietetics,

King's College, London

Clothing School of Leisure and Food
Household goods and Management,
services Sheffield Hallam University

Leisure goods and services

The research project as a whole was directed by staff at the
University of York, who comprised the co-ordinating team. Each
research centre had a team of one or more researchers who had
ultimate responsibility for devising their particular budget

component areas. In addition there were ‘'technical committees'
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area closest to the area of their expertise. Finally, there was
a steering committee which oversaw the progress of the research

project as a whole.

Budgets were devised for each of the above component areas, for

the following model family types:

A: Single man (aged 30 years)

B: Single female pensioner (aged 72 years)

C: Two adults (a man aged 34 and a woman aged 32 years)

D: Two adults and two young children (a man aged 34, a woman aged
32, a boy aged 10, and a girl aged 4 years)

E: Two adults and two older children (a man aged 37, a woman aged
35, a boy aged 10, and a girl aged 16 years)

F: Lone parent and two young children (a woman aged 32, a boy
aged 10, and a girl aged 4 years)

- These household types were selected using the criteria decided by

the co-ordinating team, as explained in the extract by Ernst and

Parker (FBU WP 3, 1991) reproduced in Appendix 2. They were

chosen to represent the main household types in Britain, or

because they included 'priority groups' such as lone parents, the

elderly and children (ibid). Details of the proportions of such

households in the British population are provided in Table 3.2,

p70.

Once the household types had been selected for inclusion in the
research a series of assumptions were made concerning each
household's life-style. The reasons behind these assumptions are
justified fully in Appendix 2. The most important of these

assumptions were:

1) Housing 1location and tenure. Each of the families were
assumed to 1live in York, in either an owner-occupied home or

local housing authority rented accommodation. The particular
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research and technical teams.

2) The employment status of the adults. Each of the adults was
assumed to be in full-time employment with the exception of the
pensioner (household B), and the mothers with resident partners

(households D and E) who were assumed to be employed part-time.

3) The education and care of the children. Both the ten year old
boy and sixteen year old teenage girl were assumed to be in
full-time state education. It was decided that the four year old
girl would be in part-time nursery education. Additional
childminding provision was allowed for the two younger children,
for the periods when their mother was at work and they were not

at primary or nursery school.

The project was divided into the two phases described below, for
all areas of expenditure, at all three research centres.

1) Phase 1 - May 1990 - April 1991. 1In Phase One budgets were
devised for the following three household types:

Household C - Two adults

Household D - Two adults and two children

Household F - One adult and two children

The processes involved in phase one of the project included:

a) background research into the economic requirements of each
household, for the each budget component area;

b) meetings with technical advisory groups to discuss and inform
the construction of the draft budgets;

c) devising of draft budgets for households C, D and F by October
1990;

d) pricing of budget items using major retail outlets in October
1990;
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assumptions employed when constructing the budgets, for each
budget area and for the whole budget for each household type.

2) Phase 2 - May 1991-May 1992. In the second phase the budgets
were revised, repriced and extended to include the following
household types:

Household A - Single person

Household B - Single pensioner

Household E - Two adults and two older children

During this phase the work involved:

a) a consultation process (see section 3.3.8) which involved a
review of the 1990 budgets for household types C,D and F;

b) making comparisons between the budgets and FES data;

c) revision of budgets for households C, D and F in the light of
comments received during the consultation process;

d) devising budgets for households type A, B and E;
e) pricing/repricing of the final budgets;

f) revising/extending the working papers.

3.3.2 The basic FBU budget standard methodology. Based on the
experiences, evidence and recommendations made in the FBU pilot
study, a basic budget standard methodology was established by the
FBU during the 1990-1992 research project. The main processes
are illustrated in the flow-chart in Appendix 3 and can be

described as follows:

1) Production of the draft budgets. The draft budgets were
devised based on the judgements and decisions of the researchers
and their technical advisers (experts in a fields relevant to
one of the budget areas). The role of the technical advisers was
"to assist the component groups in the task of drawing up
commodity 1lists and specifications for different family types"
(FBU, FBU WP1l, 1990, p9). These decisions were informed by

existing health and safety standards (normative sources of
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people behave (behavioural sources).

The decision making process used to determine the particular
budget parameters (the type, quantity, 1lifespan, gquality, and
price of items to be included in the budget) involved a series of
basic questions:

a) What items should/should not be included?

b) What quality of items should be selected?

c) What materials should the items be made of?

d) What quantity should be allowed?

e) What lifespan should be attributed to each item?

- £f) Which brands should be selected?

g) Which retailers should be used for pricing?

2) Pricing. Once the budgets had been devised they were priced
using popular retailers or service outlets, either in York or

using 'York equivalent' national prices (where retailers had a

national pricing policy).

3) Budget calculations. Once the cost of each item had been
established it was possible to calculate the total budget for
each component area, by adding together all the individual

component costs, for each household type.

4) Consultation process. After the draft budgets had been
produced experts and members of the public were consulted to

ascertain their views on the budgets.

5) Budget revisions. The budgets were then revised on the basis
of comments received during the consultation process, and were
compared with actual expenditure data found in the FES. At this
stage the process returned to stages 1) to 3) of the original
procedure until the final budgets had been produced at stage 3).

Budgets for households types A, B and E, however, were only
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budgets had been produced, they were again compared with FES

data.

3.3.3 Information sources. Normative information sources
included existing health and safety standards (for example,
Government, medical, housing and health statutory guidelines);
evidence from other budget standards research; and guidelines
from manufacturers and service associations. Additional
information was obtained from Consumer Association surveys and
product test results. The behavioural data were drawn from a
large number of surveys (including consumer and market research,
Government, tourism and industrial reports), which provided
evidence of consumer ownership and lifestyle patterns. The
balance between the normative and behavioural elements of the
budgets varied with the different components. For example, the
clothing budget was largely based on normative assumptions about
what clothes were required, whereas the leisure budget was more

behaviourally based on leisure participation patterns.

3.3.4 The methodology used to determine the parameters of the
budget components. The budget components and their associated
parameters were finalised through the decision making process

outlined in section 3.3.3. Particular considerations involved:

1) The type of items included. Many items were included on the
basis of ownership statistics, for which an ‘'inclusion rate' of
50 percent was set (whereby if 50 percent of households owned an
item then it was included in the budget). It was argued that if
50 percent or more of the population owned a particular item or

participated in an activity, then it could be described as
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for inclusion within a modest-but-adequate standard of living.

2) The quantity and lifespan of items. Once the items were
chosen they were attributed an estimated quantity and lifespan
that was 1likely to be required by each household type. These
factors proved to be difficult to determine since there was a
shortage of empirical data available to inform such decisions for
Britain. Consequently they were largely based on the budget
standards of other countries and adjusted by the technical
committees and research teams. Some components, however, could
be based on more scientific evidence. For example, the
quantities of food were based on actual eating patterns (as found
in the 'National Food Survey', 1985-1989) and adjusted to ensure
adequate nutritional provision for the maintenance of health of
each family member using guidelines (such as the 'National
Advisory Committee on Nutritional Education' report, 1983, and
'Dietary Reference Values', 1979, as referred to by Nelson, Mayer

and Manley, FBU WP4, 1992).

The lifespan of the item indicated the expected length of time
for which each household would Kkeep an item. This factor
accounted for the greatest difference in costs between different
| families, because the lifespan of items is directly affected by
the number and age of the persons within a home. In particular
cases, goods like furniture can have a reduced life expectancy
as a result of the presence of children in a home. Other
lifespans could be calculated based on the known usages or
recommendations, for example 1in the <case of shampoo and

toothbrushes information was derived from market research reports
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3) The dquality. The method used to assess the quality of items
was generally weak as it was usually based on the researcher's
perceptions. However, the quality of some components could be
established more accurately, for example, the efficiency of
heating systems could be determined from existing scientific
studies based on the characteristics of the fuels involved and
performance data of such equipment (based on official surveys
carried out by the Department of Energy (1989) and the 'Building
Research Establishment Domestic Energy Model' (Uglow, 1981), as
referred to in the Fuel Working Paper, Hutton and Wilkinson, FBU

WP 8, 1992).

3) Brands and retailers. The brands and retailers selected were
chosen based on their popularity, as recorded in market share
information (published by 'Mintel' and 'Euromonitor'), where the
leading brand or retailer was selected for pricing. Where brand
information was unavailable, mid-to-low priced items were
selected. However in order to keep the budget within the
restraints of a modest-but-adequate standard, where the prices of
branded items were significantly higher than the mid-price range,

then a lower priced product was selected.

3.3.5 The methodology used for pricing the budgets. The FBU
established a pricing method which involved determining the
prevailing costs in York of all items and services included in
the budgets, to avoid regional price variations. By using
retailers with a national pricing policy, it was possible to
price the majority of items at the nearest retail outlet to the

local research centre, or to use central price data lists to

63



R N R e el dh TS VARl DS . = AeitsdsmmAi N ffWEd RSN DS T e

used throughout, even where special offers were available,
because price reductions would have affected the standardisation

of the national costs.

In the first phase of the project, component price data were
gathered through ‘'instore pricing' (which involved selecting
items and noting their costs and other identification details,
such as brand, description and material). In the second phase
many items were priced using head office price data lists because
it was more efficient use of the research teams' time.
Information on the prices of the remaining commodities was again

collected in stores.

Once the quantity, 1lifespan and prices of each item had been
established it was possible to calculate a cost per week for each
budget item. This involved dividing the total cost (cost x
quantity) by the expected lifespan of the item. The cost of each
commodity was then added to the costs of the other components to
arrive at a total budget cost per week for each component area
and for the different household types. The resulting budgets are

summarised in Chapter 5.

3.3.6 The consultation process used to check the realism of the
budgets. After Phase One of the research, the draft budgets were
shown to other experts (in addition to those experts already
involved in the project). Also, members of the public were asked
to give their opinions of the budgets, and to check the realism

of the overall budget and its component costs.

Consultation on the budget as a whole was carried out by the York
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group discussions with individuals from one of the household
types represented in the first phase of the study. They also
sent copies of the reports and budgets to experts, requesting
their comments by means of structured questions. The methods
employed by each research team had been left to their discretion
and were influenced by the time, resources and personnel
available to them. The details of the methods selected by each
team were recorded in an FBU working paper (Hicks, FBU WP 14,
1992). The team at York used a questionnaire and group
discussions to obtain the opinions of members of the public, and
asked experts who received copies of the 1991 working papers to
provide feed-back on the overall budget area costs, in addition
to the specific budget areas for which they had been responsible.
The food technical group in London decided to circulate letters
containing structured questions about the budgets to
professionals in food-related industries. Finally, the
consultation process carried out by the Sheffield team involved
distributing a questionnaire amongst local community groups and
obtaining advice from professionals in education, industry or
retail who had specialist knowledge relating to clothing,
household goods and services, or and 1leisure costs. The
methodology used by the team at Sheffield is described in more
detail in sections 3.5-3.6 and forms the main focus of the latter

part of this chapter.

The comments received from members of the public were considered
by the FBU to have been extremely valuable because they helped in
ensuring that the budgets were more realistic for the types of

households involved, than those simply devised by researchers
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the households types budgeted for (C, D and F), this helped to

add a degree of realism to what is otherwise an essentially a

hypothetical process.

3.3.7 Budget revisions. The budgets devised in the first phase
of the project were revised using the comments received during
the consultation process to try and ensure that they were
realistic and representative of a modest-but-adequate standard of

living.

The budgets were also compared with actual household expenditure
on each budget area, as found in the FES 1988 (updated to October
1990 prices using commodity price indices). These comparisons
were not used to adjust the FBU budgets (as had been the case in
the FBU pilot research project), but rather were used to compare
the budgets with actual expenditure. However, where large
discrepancies were found the FBU assumptions were reviewed to
ensure that they had been made on a realistic basis, and detailed
justifications of the decisions made were recorded in the working
papers. Once the final budgets had been produced in October 1991
further comparisons were made with new updated 1988 FES figures

to October 1991 prices.

3.3.8 Deviations from the basic FBU methodology. The basic FBU
methodology which was devised by the co-ordinating team at York,
in collaboration with the individual research teams, was designed
to meet the FBU's definition of a budget standard as involved
costing a hypothetical ‘'basket of goods and ~services', at a

particular standard of living.
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component area, a number of commodities were treated in a
slightly different way. These differences were primarily
concerned with the type and balance of information sources used
and the way in which items were selected. The most notable
deviations from the basic concept of the ‘'basket of goods'
approach were found in the food and leisure services budgets. In
both these cases a model of expenditure was established based on
behavioural data which was then adjusted to take into account
health recommendations. Once these costs had been produced, they
were translated into possible baskets of goods and services, to
show how a household might spend the allowances for food or

leisure services.

3.4 A critique of the basic FBU budget standard methodology.
Many of the general criticisms made about budget standards are
applicable to the FBU budget standards research. Similarly, many
of the methodological difficulties that were outlined during the
pilot study remained problematic during the most recent FBU
research project (1990-1992). However, despite these limitations
the particular methodology established by the FBU has managed to
overcome some of the difficulties and weaknesses of budget
standards produced in other countries, as well as having refined

its own approach.

Particular methodological difficulties acknowledged in the FBU
Summary Working Paper by Bradshaw et al (FBU WP12, 1992, pp39,

41-42) can be summarised as follows:

1) The time consuming and tedious nature of devising the budget

standards. Although the use of computer spreadsheet and data
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collation and input of all the detailed information about each

budget item was a lengthy and tedious process.

2) Pricing the budgets. As items had to be priced in stores it
was equally time consuming to do this, especially where a variety
of outlets were used. Bradshaw et al explored the possibility of
using the Retail Price Index (RPI) to update the budgets, but
concluded that the use of the RPI would be problematic as it
represents a national index, whereas the budgets were to be
priced in York. "Also, the commodity mix in the RPI is not the
same as the mix in (the) budgets" (Bradshaw et al, op cit, p41),
especially with components like childcare. Eventually the budget
commodity variables would need to be reviewed on a regular basis
because of changing ownership patterns of items, and these would
affect which items should be included in the budget. Therefore
the budget could not be repriced simply using the RPI on a

continual basis.

3) Unrepresentative nature of the budgets. One limitation of the
budgets noted was that they were not nationally representative as
they are based on York prices. Hence they would have to be
repriced and culturally adjusted to adapt them for other areas.
Similarly, the budgets were based on assumed needs, which do not
reflect individual household preferences. Bradshaw et al though,
suggested that some items could easily be omitted (such as child
care costs) and new ones incorporated, or exchanged with similar
brands or types of items. These adjustments could therefore
enable the budgets to accommodate the lifestyles of people living

in other part of Britain and to cater for individual household
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4) ‘'Modest-but-adequate’'. The notion of a 'modest-but-adequate'
standard is fairly ambiguous and therefore difficult to validate
externally. Bradshaw et al argued that the budget 1level
established can be justified as it was carefully devised using a
balance of normative and behavioural information, and was

reviewed using the opinions of individual consumers.

Further specific methodological difficulties were experienced and
observed by the researcher at Sheffield. These will be described

in sections 3.4.1-5.

3.4.1 Assumptions made about the hypothetical FBU household
types. The FBU produced budgets for six family types, described
in section 3.3.1. These model families included a wide variety
of household types, encompassing those with and without children,
or a partner, with members of various ages and in different
employment situations. Table 3.2 on the next page illustrates
the percentage of British households that were represented by the
selected FBU household types, and shows that the six chosen FBU
household types represented the main types found in Britain in
1990. Using the first set of the General Household Survey (GHS)
categories (which were based on household size and age), the
figures imply that the FBU household types represented 71 percent
of British households. However, applying the second set of GHS
categories (which grouped households depending on the presence of
children and their demographic structure) the figures suggested
that the FBU family types covered 85 percent of all households.
Although the figures vary depending on which of these categories

are used, it is reasonable to conclude that the FBU household
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Britain.

Table 3.2: The percentage of British households represented by the FBU family

types in 1990

GHS Nearest % of GHS Nearest % of
household FBU h/holds* household FBU h/holds
category 1 h/hold (GHS 1990) category 2 h/hold (GHS 1990)
1 adult (16-59yrs) A 10% 1 person h/hold A, B 26%

1 adult (60yrs+) B 16%

2 adults (16-59yrs) C 15% Couple-no children C 28%
Youngest person Couple with

(0-4yrs) D, F 13% dependent children D, E 25%
Youngest person Lone parent with

(5-15yrs) E 17% dependent children F 6%
Total households represented 71%* 85%*

Households excluded in the FBU family types:

3 or more adults - 12% Couples with non-dependent
2 adults (1 or both children - 8%
60 yrs+) - 17% Lone parent with non-dependent

children - 4%
2 or more unrelated
adults - 3%
2 or more families - 1%

Total households excluded* 29% 16%

Source: GHS 1990 (1992), Tables 2.25-26

Key:

A: Single man B: Single female pensioner C: A couple without children
D: A couple with two children (aged between 4 and 10 years)

E: A couple with two children (aged between 10 and 16 years)

F: A lone parent with two children (aged between 4 and 10 years)

H/hold = household

* Figures rounded to the nearest percent by the GHS

However, the FBU households by no means cover all commonly-found
household types and from Table 3.2 it is possible to identify
several household types that were excluded:
1) middle aged couples with non-dependent children;
2) couples in retirement years;
3) non-related adults in shared accommodation
(for example students); and
4) extended families with several generations of relatives.

Also, no consideration had been given to the varying needs of

different ethnic minority groups who represented 5 percent of all
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specialised dietary or clothing requirements. Similarly, no
allowances had been made for pregnancy, disability or illness.
However, within the time constraints available, the budgets did
cover a varied range of households, although further research
would be required to cater for other household types and

individuals' specialised needs.

Two other assumptions highlighted during the consultation process
concerned the notional ages of the children and the employment of
the lone parent. Firstly, many of the parents who answered the
questionnaire thought that the six year age interval between the
children was unrealistic compared to their own experience of the
spacing between siblings. These ages were chosen to represent
the presence of both a pre-school and one primary school aged
child in a family. Also, a ten year o0ld boy was selected,
because this is the age at which the 'Local Government and
Housing Act' (1989) specified that siblings of different gender
should have separate bedrooms (which has implications for the
house type selected). In the case of the 1lone parent, the
normative decision that she would be employed full-time was made
because in order to achieve a modest-but-adequate 1living
standard she would need to be in receipt of income from full-time
employment. It was acknowledged, however, that this assumption
is contrary to the usual employment status of most lone parents
(based on Bradshaw and Millar's estimate that in 1990, 78 percent
of 1lone parents were not in employment (ibid, 1991)). In
practice this occurs because of women's difficulties in finding
suitable childcare arrangements or employment which pays a salary

that is sufficient to cover childcare costs.
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3.4.2 Information sources. The FBU used a wide range of
information sources to ensure that any normative decisions were
well informed. However, the extent to which this was the case
was entirely dependent on the types of data available, so that
decisions for some component areas were better informed than for

other budget areas.

3.4.3 Budget component parameters. Another contentious area
concerned the use of the '50 percent inclusion rate'. The FBU
argued that if over half of households owned a particular item
then it could be said ﬁo represent 'typical' UK living standards.
Other countries have used higher inclusion rates, although this
is possibly due to the fact that their budgets were set at a
minimum budgetary level with less items being included. Even so,
it is possible that the use of a 50 percent inclusion criterion
may actually create a higher standard then modest-but-adequate.
However, the 50 percent inclusion test did act as a useful guide
when selecting items, as it helped to avoid making subjective
decisions about the inclusion of more expensive components such

as video recorders.

Decisions about the lifespan and gquantities of items in the
budgets were heavily reliant on normative judgements due to the
shortage of empirical data, and so were more subjectively based.
However, as already seen 1in Chapter 2, the methodological
difficulty of attributing expected 1lifespans to items is a
typical problem faced by other researchers engaged in budget

- standards research.

3.4.4 Pricing. Particular difficulties in determining prices
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follows:

1) Not all items were available from the selected retail outlet,
as they were not sold at that particular store or branch, or

because they were out of stock or season.

2) Instore pressures (for example when pricing items near to the
closing time of the shop or during its sale seasons) meant that
the pricing procedures often had to be rushed and carried out
ineffectively, so that some information was initially omitted and

had to be recollected at a later date, leading to inconsistency.

3) Difficulties occurred in obtaining permission for some

instore pricing to be undertaken.

4) In the second pricing phase new items had been added, or items
available had changed since the previous pricing session, so

these items could not be priced using central data lists.

5) Retailers took too 1long in returning inventories when
requested to price them from central data 1lists, so 1lengthy
instore pricing was again necessary. The second pricing phase
was consequently more labour intensive than originally

anticipated.

3.4.5 Consultation process. As the consultation processes used
- by each research centre differed there was no consistency in the
approaches used, or the extent to which the consultation was
carried out. Also, the results from the consultation process at
York concerning the overall budget area costs were not available
to the other research teams prior to making budget changes, so

any particular comments made about the clothing, household goods
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revisions.

The remaining two sections of this chapter concentrate on the
particular consultation process carried out by the Sheffield team
used to review the clothing, household goods and services, and
leisure budgets. The next section (3.5) examines the way in
which the Sheffield research team consulted with experts, while
section 3.6 outlines in greater detail the way in which the team
obtained the opinions of members of the public once the draft

budgets had been produced.

3.5 Sheffield consultation process with experts

The research team at Sheffield decided not to establish any
technical committees to advise on the construction of the three
budgets devised at Sheffield (for clothing, household goods and
services, and leisure) for two main reasons. Firstly, there was
a shortage of staff time as only one full-time researcher was
available to devise each of these budgets, and to set up and
service the technical committees. Secondly, the nature of the
component areas being researched at Sheffield meant that there
were more items to include than for the other budget areas.
Consequently it was argued that it would have been too difficult
and time consuming for a panel of advisers to reach a consensus

of opinion with the researcher about which items to include.

However, the importance of obtaining expert advice was not
overlooked and copies of the draft budgets and reports were sent
to a number of professionals, so that any significant adjustment
of assumptions could occur prior to their publication. The

representatives included:
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1) Retailers. Four of the main retailers used for pricing the
commodities were invited to comment on the budgets which included
items costed at their store. No reply was received from any of
them although interest was shown regarding the general work and

aims of the FBU.

2) Education and research. Five professionals in the field of
leisure and social policy, education and research were asked to
" give their opinions on one or more of the three budget areas.
Two responses were received, which included some specific queries
concerning the methodology used to devise the budgets and which
challenged the underlying assumptions that had been made

regarding certain items.

3) Industrial associations and organisations. Four home
economists working in industry, community care and journalism
were invited to comment on the final draft budgets. Three
detailed responses were received which included specific points
about particular items and adjustments were made for these in the
same manner as for comments received from the professionals in

education and research.

Overall, the level of responses received from the experts was
poor and this process only yielded a few relevant comments which
could be incorporated when revising the budgets. It is possible
that a structured letter, with a few open-ended questions (as had
been used by the research team based in London), would have
generated more useful information than the open-ended letter that

had been sent.
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back from professionals, the Sheffield team decided to
concentrate on obtaining the views of members of the public, once
'~ the budgets had been completed. They also believed that during
the consultation or ‘'democratisation' stage it was more
appropriate to ask representatives of one of the three household
types (C, D and F) to indicate how these budgets compared with
their actual budgeting experience, rather than seeking to obtain
further ‘'expert' advice. It could also be argued that these
respondents were actually more 'expert' at budgeting for their

particular household type than the professionals.

3.6 Sheffield consultation with members of the public. Members
of the public were consulted through the use of a questionnaire.
- The nature of the questionnaire, its distribution processes and
the difficulties involved are explained in this section. The
main aim of the Sheffield consultation process was to obtain
feedback from individual members of one of the three household
types (C, D and F), about each of the clothing, household goods
and services, and leisure summary budgets. In addition it was
intended that every individual budget item and its associated
parameters (quantity, 1lifespan, brand and price) should be
checked by at least two individuals, and by at least one from

each of the household groups.

3.6.1 The choice of methodology. Certain constraints restricted
- the methodology used for carrying out the consultation process.
Firstly, the consultation had to be carried out between June 1991
and October 1991 prior to the budget revision and repricing phase

(which occurred at the end of October 1991), to meet the
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which to plan, carry out and analyse the consultation process in
order for the results to be ready to inform the following stage.
Also, as this time span included the summer period it limited the
amount of time available for contacting respondents, as many
community groups (which offered a point of contact with their
members) were inactive during this time. Therefore the need to
adopt an approach which would be rapidly completed was paramount.
Secondly, as ever, the project's choice of methodology was

limited by the available personnel and financial resources.

Alternative approaches considered included the use of individual
or household interviews; group discussions; completion of
expenditure diaries; and questionnaires distributed by post, in
the street or through community groups. The rationale for the
approach finally chosen for this phase of the project is

described below.

1) Individual member or household interviews could have been used
to obtain individuals' views about the budgets (as used in
Bradshaw and Morgan, 1987 and Bradshaw and Holmes, 1989). This
method would have provided the interviewees with adequate time to
provide detailed reasons for their answers, and would have given
the interviewer a greater understanding of the socio-economic
background and budgeting preferences of members of these
households. However, as individual interviews are very time
consuming it would have been difficult to obtain an adequate and
representative sample size in the time available. Also, although
interviews provide valuable qualitative material, they are not

always easy to carry out and it can be difficult to review and
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2) Group discussions seemed a better and more efficient
alternative to individual interviews as they would have enabled
the views of several individuals to be gathered in one session.
The use of group discussions was suggested and used as part of
the overall FBU co-ordinating team's consultation process.
However, this technique requires experienced management of group
dynamics 1in order to produce effective results, and to ensure
that the views of all members are heard, in order for a consensus
of opinion to be obtained. As this approach needs careful
handling and the researcher had no experience of managing group
discussions in a research context, it was considered inadvisable

to experiment with the technique in this situation.

3) Expenditure diaries have been frequently used in the study of
living standards and household budgeting (as in Bradshaw and
Morgan, 1987, and Bradshaw and Holmes, 1989) because they provide
detailed records of household expenditure. However the accuracy
of such diaries is dependent on the co-operation, memory and
honesty of participants. For instance, one problem commonly
associated with this technique is that the act of recording
expenditure can affect the participant's normal buying patterns
(Oppenheim, 1966). In addition, this method is more time
consuming than interviews as it usually requires two visits (one
to explain the diary completion procedure, and a second session
to go through the diary with the respondent to check that it has
v been completed correctly). More importantly, this method was not
utilised as it would not have fulfilled the aim of obtaining

comments regarding the FBU's budgets. Also, the FES provided a
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using a much larger sample than could have possibly been obtained

within the confines of this study.

3) Questionnaires. A questionnaire therefore seemed the most
effective way of obtaining the views of a reasonable sample of
people in a short space of time. Also it was considered to be a
relatively easy method of collecting such information for one

researcher to administer, collate and analyse.

The use of questionnaires to be distributed amongst pedestrians
was considered (as is used by many market research agencies).
However, in view of the significant amount of data that
respondents would be required to comment on, it was felt that the
questionnaire would take too long to be appropiate for completion
in a street setting. One way of overcoming this would have been
- to invite volunteers to answer the questionnaires in a nearby
building, but this variation would have required additional staff

and finances to organise effectively.

Postal questionnaires have the capacity to obtain large samples
of people from different types of households. However, as the
costs entailed are high (due to postage) and the response rate is
usually very low (Scott, 1961), this method was rejected. In
addition, the complex nature of the FBU budgets and concept of a
modest-but-adequate living standard meant that the questionnaire
was easier to complete if the researcher was available to answer

any queries.

Hence, the use of a structured questionnaire, to be distributed

via established community groups, was selected as the most
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was based on the following rationale:

a) A questionnaire is an effective means of obtaining a
reasonable sample size, within a reasonably short space of time.

b) This method was manageable in terms of the researcher's
experience, time and resources.

c) The use of existing community groups provided a context in
which to locate suitable respondents and in which to distribute
the questionnaire.

d) Distribution within groups enabled several questionnaires to
be completed in one session.

e) The use of structured questions simplified both the completion
and analysis of the questionnaire.

f) The inclusion of some open-ended questions enabled
respondents to give some more detailed responses and provides the
researcher with some qualitative material.

qg) It made it possible to use whatever time respondents were
able to offer as it was not necessary for all respondents to
complete the same questionnaire in full.

Initially it had been envisaged that the questionnaire would be
followed up with an in-depth interview, with members of a few of
the household types represented in the survey, in order to

examine some of their buying patterns and choices in more detail.

However, due to time constraints this stage was omitted.

No research method is ever ideal and a number of methodological
difficulties arose as a result of choosing to use a questionnaire
to carry out the consultation process. These problems will be

discussed in section 3.6.6.

3.6.2 The questionnaire format. In the initial planning stages
the option of asking respondents to answer questions about all
three budget areas (clothing, household goods and services, and
leisure) had been considered. However, as the quantity of data

involved was so extensive it was decided that respondents could
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areas. This resulted in a reduction in the number of potential

respondents asked to examine each budget area.

The questionnaire was divided into sections A, B and C. (See
Appendix 4 for a copy of the questionnaire). Section A involved
basic questions about the respondent's background. All
respondents were asked these questions, irrespective of the
budget area that they were examining. Section B contained a
summary of the budget costs for one component area, and required
respondents to select a word to describe the perceived standard
of living represented by the costs using a scale of five options,
from poverty to luxﬁry. Lastly, section C contained a
sub-section of the budget, which respondents were asked to review
and comment on using a series of structured and open-ended
questions. These were divided into three basic parts. The first
set of questions in section C were structured and concerned the
budget variables; the middle section had a series of open-ended
questions, again concerning the variables; and the last section
provided the respondent with the opportunity to make general
comments about the questionnaire or budgets, and to. indicate

their willingness to answer further questionnaires.

For the purpose of section C of the questionnaire, each budget
area was divided into several sub-sections which contained more
than one component area. For example furniture, floor coverings,
and soft furnishings were all grouped together in one sub-section
of household goods and services. The sub-sections were grouped
into manageable sized portions for the respondent to be able to

. review. Most sections had up to five pages of spreadsheet
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items and variables. Clothing was divided into five portions;
household goods and services into six; and leisure into only two

sections because it contained fewer budget items.

3.6.3 The distribution techniques. Initially it had been decided
that the questionnaires would be distributed entirely through
existing community or interest groups, rather than using
individual contacts, friends or colleagues of the researcher as
volunteers. Groups were used to provide a suitable setting for
the distribution and completion of the questionnaire.
Difficulties occurred with some community groups, as they found
it difficult to accommodate the researcher into busy time
schedules and programmes (or during the summer holiday period) or
because members were not happy about their social club being used
for the research questionnaire. Hence, in view of time
limitations and the problem of obtaining willing groups, it
became necessary to contact other respondents using a variety of
alternative means. Consequently, the dquestionnaires were
distributed in a variety of ways (depending on the group or
individual involved and the method of contact). The contacts
made included:

1) Single parent support groups. Three single parent support
groups situated in different parts of Sheffield were contacted
via the Sheffield Council for One Parent families (SCOOP). Two
of these were particularly selected because they met in the
evening, which gave the greater possibility of group members
being in some kind of employment during the day (so that they
would be in a similar situation to the hypothetical FBU lone

parent). The third contact proved unsuccessful as the group
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questionnaire was distributed as part of a normal meeting. The
researcher gave a brief introduction and explanation of the
project and the procedure of the questionnaire and then assisted

individual respondents in their completion of the questionnaire.

2) Playgroups. The Sheffield Children's Information Service was
able to provide lists of hundreds of playgroups around Sheffield.
Three playgroups were selected from one district in the city
(Sheffield 6 area) where there is a mixture of private and
council homes (which indicated a 1likely cross-section of people
from different socio-economic backgrounds). Questionnaires were
distributed prior to and during the playgroup sessions, and were

explained to respondents on a one-to-one basis.

3) Parent and toddler group. The parent and toddler group
volunteered to take part in the questionnaire after a request had
been made by the researcher on the local radio station. The
researcher gave a short talk about the project and then explained
the dquestionnaire instructions to the whole group. The
participation rate for this group was high because they had
volunteered to take part, and because it was a fairly large group
- and ample time had been provided in which to explain and complete

the questionnaire.

4) Colleagues/students at Sheffield Hallam University. The
University was targetted as the researcher's place of work, with
an existing network of colleagues and students who could be asked
to take part in the questionnaire. Also because it is the second
largest employer in Sheffield, it has employees from a variety of

household types. The researcher sought additional volunteers via
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with an explanation to groups of one or two colleagues at a time.
These were then completed in their own time and returned to the

researcher using the internal mailing system.

5) Family/friendship network. Some respondents were contacted
through the existing social network of the researcher. These
questionnaires were again explained on a one-to-one basis, and
completed by respondents on their own. Also, further respondents
were obtained via the ‘'snowball effect' (whereby previous
respondents asked friends from the same household type to
complete a questionnaire). In these <cases the original
respondent explained the purpose and instructions of the
questionnaire to their friends, instead of the researcher. This
networking system was particularly helpful in trying to obtain
volunteers from either the one parent or two adult households
(which were otherwise under-represented in this phase of the
research). However, this method gave the researcher no control
over the explanations given about the questionnaire. Other
respondents agreed to answer additional questionnaires on other
budget areas. In these cases, the questionnaire was sent to
their home using a pre-paid envelope, but not all questionnaires

were returned.

6) A school group. A similar ‘'snowball effect' was used to
contact other single parents in the school attended by 6ne
colleague's children. A group of five parents met with the
researcher, before collecting their children from school. This
meeting had the sole purpose of distributing the questionnaire,

and to increase the sample of single parent respondents. As
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given on a phased basis.
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