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The financial crisis of 2008 and ensuing recession led to falls in earnings in the UK, not seen since the Great Depression of the 1930s, and it was only in 2014 that overall household income returned to its pre-crisis levels. At the same time, according to one official measure, income inequality has actually fallen, although different data indicate no change. This situation follows from several factors, notably the continued growth in pensions, higher earnings of lower income households as these have worked more since the recovery in 2013, and the continued stagnation of earnings in higher income households (even if very high incomes have continued to pull away from the rest of the population). Incomes of younger workers also remain below their pre-crisis peak. This chapter shows however that the picture of poverty and inequality in the UK is far more complex than suggested by the main measure of income inequality. To this end, it begins by reviewing the definitions of poverty and inequality, in order to provide a broader overview of these pressing but complex social problems. The review here goes on to examine wealth inequalities, the impact of housing costs on inequality and poverty, and it concludes by presenting recent studies suggesting that Brexit may well lead to future rises in inequality, as higher inflation could well hit lowerincome households most.

Introduction

In the years following the financial crisis of 2008, the standard rate of income inequality using one key official measure in the United Kingdom fell. According to the Office of National Statistics, inequality in Britain in 2016 was back to the levels recorded in the mid-1980s, a decade in which inequality rose strongly. This may sound paradoxical, given the long squeeze on household incomes following the financial crisis, and the divisions in British society exposed by the Brexit vote, but it reflects the opaque nature of poverty, inequality and calculations based on averages: other government figures suggest there has been no change.

This chapter seeks to describe and explain the evolution of inequality since 2008. It will look at what lies behind and beyond the standard definition of inequality which refers to equivalised disposable household income. The review here includes more contextual information about inequality, examining poverty trends in recent decades and changes in wealth inequality, which is far greater and more difficult to identify.

It must be stressed that this presentation is based on aggregate statistics. These shroud the harsh reality of poverty which in many ways is invisible, hidden behind closed doors or confined to marginalised neighbourhoods. Documentaries and deeper academic studies like Stewart Lansley and Joanna Mack's Breadline Britain (2015) can partly relate the daily misery of poverty. So too can writers: yesterday George Orwell in The Road to Wigan Pier, today perhaps JK Rowling in her description of "The Fields" sink estate in The Casual Vacancy. The films by Ken Loach also stand out, not because they show something unusual, but because they contrast with the sanitised image of society and history shown by mainstream media, such as the beautifully-made Downton Abbey. Aggregate numbers provide an overall picture but say little about the real lives of millions.

The chapter begins by briefly recalling the basic definitions of poverty and inequality as given in official statistics. It then reviews the evolution of inequality in the UK since the financial crisis, and more generally since the rise of neoliberalism. Next, the chapter provides key figures on poverty since the financial crisis. Finally, the conclusion touches on some forecasts of future trends in inequality and poverty, especially in the light of Brexit.

Understanding standard measures of poverty and inequality

The standard rate of inequality has been flat or perhaps even falling in recent years, depending on the data, even though the financial crisis led to the biggest drop in household incomes since the Great Depression. These two trends are not contradictory, but need explaining, and so it is necessary to look at the basic concepts of poverty and inequality. These are deeply divisive in most societies, because they are central to political identities and fundamental social struggles. One emphatic view of equality as a political dividing line was given, for example, by David Willets (1992, p 109), 1 writing in the heyday of the Thatcher-Major years. In defining Modern Conservatism, Willets notes that "there is one key idea, seductive, and with a strong emotional appeal, which cannot be absorbed into conservative thought: egalitarianism. Socialism may be dying but not the idea of equality. It is now the key, anti-conservative concept".

Defining poverty

This kind of political cleavage runs deep in discussions about poverty and inequality, and is reflected in the way these phenomena are measured. At the risk of simplification, the conservative approach to measuring poverty is based on looking at people and households living below an absolute level of poverty. This usually involves calculating the cost of a basket of goods and services individuals or households need to subsist in extremely straightened circumstances. This approach is used in the United States, surely reflecting its more individualistic political culture, and is coherent with the US as a "liberal welfare state" in Esping-Andersen's terminology. In this case, the poverty line is calculated on the basis of a "dollar amount for the sum of three broad categories of basic goods and services -food, clothing, and shelter (including utilities)" (Citro & Michael et al. p5). The poverty line is then adjusted to take into account the number of persons living in a household, and their age: in 2016, the US poverty line was set at $12,486 for a single person, and at $24,339 for a family of four, with two children under 18. 2 By contrast, the main definition of poverty adopted by the European Union is a relative measure. Individuals are considered as poor when they live in households with an income of less than 60 percent of the median equivalised disposable household income. This is the standard definition used in British government statistics. The term equivalised means weighting the people living in a household, as children are assumed to cost less than adults. Disposable income refers to income after benefit payments and taxation have been taken into account (Wells, 2016). According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS), median UK household disposable income was £26,300 in 2016. Sixty percent of this is £15,780. 3 Related to the idea of relative poverty is the notion of social exclusion. In the UK, this view of poverty was pioneered by Peter Townsend in the 1970s. He argued that people are living in poverty when "[t]heir resources are so seriously below those commanded by the average individual or family that they are, in effect, excluded from ordinary living patterns, customs and activities". Access to certain goods and services or resources is essential not for nutritional reasons or with the immediate objective of survival. Instead, they are "necessity[ies] of life" because they are part of "life-long customs and [are] psychologically essential". They are vital to "maintaining the threads of social relationships" (Townsend, 1979, Chapter 1).

Such necessities evolve over time, as society changes. This makes their identification more difficult, than stricter calculations of absolute poverty. However, surveys of public opinion indicate that it is possible to identify goods and services at any one moment which members of the public as a whole appear to agree on as being essential "needs" or "the necessary minimum for decency". 4 In the UK, this Breadline Britain methodology was first used in 1983 as part of an ITV television series. Successive surveys conducted in 1990, 1999 and 2012 underline the changing nature of necessities, and the vital importance of goods and services which maintain relationships, such as "visiting family or friends in hospital or other institutions", "celebrations on special occasions", "attend weddings, funerals and other such occasions". It is notable that according to Lansley and Mack, there is a "strong consensus across social and income groups, across gender, education levels and ethnicity, about what is necessary to enjoy such a minimum". Also, surveys indicate that public opinion is more generous towards children than adults (Lansley & Mack, 2015, pp16-31). Other things being equal, such widely-held values provide a political base for policies to fight poverty. By definition, relative poverty is also connected to the question of inequality. Reference to a median equivalised income creates a link between how poor households are defined and how "most people" -i.e. households grouped around the central level of income in a society -actually live.

Finally, official British statistics also include a measure of absolute poverty. This is a composite approach, because it involves looking at changes in the number of people living below the real value of 60 percent of the median income in a given base year: 2010 is the current base year. The nominal value of the 60 percent level for this year is then adjusted for inflation, to provide a real, absolute poverty line which does not automatically follow the evolution of the median income. This makes it easier to demonstrate there have been falls in the poverty rate, providing comfort for existing policies.

Defining inequality of income and wealth

There are usually two standard measures of income inequality. The first is the Gini coefficient and the second compares the median income of the top 10 percent (decile) or 20 percent (quintile) of households as a multiple of the bottom decile or quintile. These figures may be given for both original incomes (i.e. salaries and other income, normally from investments, before benefits and taxes), gross incomes (i.e. original income plus cash benefits like pensions, income support and child benefit), or for disposable incomes (i.e. gross income less all direct taxes, including national insurance and local taxes). The difference in equality between the original and disposable income values is substantial. For example, according to the ONS, the original median income for the richest fifth of households was 12 times higher than for the poorest fifth in 2015/16 (respectively £85,000 and £7,000). By contrast, the median disposable income (after benefits and taxes) of the fifth richest households was only five times higher than for the poorest fifth (respectively £62,400 and £12,500) (ONS, 2017b).

The advantage of these statistics is that they provide a simple way of comparing inequality over time and across countries. But they are very aggregate statistics, and variations in the Gini coefficient often seem minimal even if they actually indicate big differences. The Gini coefficient runs on a scale of 0 to 1 (or 0 percent to 100 percent): 0 indicates a situation of perfect equality between households and 1 (or 100 percent) a situation of total inequality in which the "top 1 percent" receives all income. This range may seem large. In practice, however, actual observed Gini coefficients for disposable income within the OECD countries only run from about 0.25 for Scandinavian countries to 0.394 for the US and 0.46 for Mexico and Chile (see Table 1 below). This is quite a narrow spread for what we usually view as very different types of societies.

A similar assessment can be made concerning the data on comparative quintiles. The ratio of the median equivalised disposable income of the top 20 percent of UK households to the bottom 20 percent -as calculated by the OECD -was only 6.0 in 2014. This compares with an OECD average of 5.5 and a range running from 3.4 in Iceland to 10. [START_REF]Author's calculation based on ONS data of the UK population by age[END_REF] 

in Chile (OECD). 5

There are other criticisms of such aggregate measures. At the bottom end of the income distribution, falling or unchanged overall inequality is compatible with worsening absolute living standards for the poorest households. Furthermore, the standard indicator of overall inequality does not say much about the overall distribution of income (see the next chapter by Stewart Lansley). It is wholly compatible with the sustained pulling away from society of top incomes. This top income group -widely identified as the "1 percent " versus the remaining 99 percent -is today seeing its income rise far more quickly than the rest of society. In the words of Danny [START_REF] Dorling | Inequality and the 1%[END_REF], "[i]n the UK the bottom 99 percent now have more in common than has been the case for a generation. Some 99 percent of us are increasingly 'all in it together'. It is the top 1 percent who are not part of this new austerity norm" (Dorling, 2014, p4).

The landmark analysis of capitalism by Thomas [START_REF] Piketty | Le capital au XXIè siècle[END_REF], Capital in the 21 st Century, also makes a number of significant points which expand on this observation. Piketty notes rather obviously but unusually that this seemingly small group -the 1 percent -actually includes quite a large number of adults: 508,000 in the UK, in 2015. 6 He also points out that these populations (the 1 percent) tend to live in concentrated areas, and are visible in the social landscape as well as having money. Significantly, they are sufficiently numerous to structure the political and social order (Piketty, 2013, pp 398-9). Piketty further notes that within the 1 percent, investment income provides an increasingly large share of their earnings, compared to salaries. This is especially so for the 0.01 percent of top income earners.

Such investment income is also significant in the compensation packages of senior executives which have skyrocketed since the 1970s. Today they make up a majority (60 to 70 percent) of the top 0.1 percent of income earners in the United States. A further 20 percent of this ultra-high income group work in finance (Piketty,ibid,. These figures confirm how pay for senior corporate executives has risen as a multiple of average company pay from about 30 to 40 in the 1950s and 1960s, to 200 or even 300 times average pay today [START_REF] Mishel | CEOs make 276 times more than typical workers[END_REF]. While these shifts are especially strong in the United States, the UK has followed the American model more than other European countries. According to the High Pay Centre, the average pay ratio between FTSE 100 CEOs and the average total pay of their employees was 129:1 in 2015, with median earnings of these CEOs running at £3.973 million (High Pay Centre, 2017). This contrasts spectacularly with the late 1970s, when earnings by top company directors of UK firms like BP, Barclays, Lloyds and GKN were only about 15 times greater than average pay [START_REF] Curtis | Why has executive pay increased so drastically? Politics Blog[END_REF].

The explosion of pay for senior executives and the rising importance of investment income among the 1 percent connects with the main hypothesis developed by Thomas Piketty, that the return on investments (r) has a general tendency under capitalism to rise more quickly than the growth rate (g): i.e. r>g. This easy-to-understand equation has been central to the impact which Piketty's book has had, notably in the United States, because it implies that wealth has an inexorable tendency to concentrate. Drawing on long term data for the US, France and the UK in particular, Piketty shows that capitalism inherently leads to ever greater inequality, not so much of income, but of wealth. Here he touches on another issue which is obscured by the standard definition of inequality, namely the inequality of wealth. Piketty observes that whereas the Gini coefficient tends to vary across societies between 0.2 and 0.4 for wages and salaries, and between 0.3 and 0.5 for total income (i.e. salaries plus investment income before tax), the Gini coefficient of the ownership of capital across societies ranges from 0.6 to 0.9 (Piketty,p 418). Wealth inequality is thus far more pronounced than income inequality.

The evolution of inequality and poverty in the UK since the financial crisis of 2008

Recent inequality trends in context

With these qualifications in mind, it is now possible to return to examining recent trends in inequality and poverty in the UK, notably since the financial crisis. Here two different stories emerge, depending on the data used which are based on two different household surveys: 1) the Office of National Statistics draws on the Living Costs & Food Study (LCF) survey of about 5,000 households together with data for the Effects of Taxes & Benefits on Household Income (ETB) to make its calculations; and 2) the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) statistics on households below average income (HBAI), based on the Family Resources Survey of around 19,000 UK households.

According to the ONS data, the Gini coefficient for equivalised disposable income (i.e. income after receiving benefits and paying taxes) has fallen quite clearly since the financial crisis years (see Graph 1). In 2006-07, the Gini value was 34.7 percent (or 0.347), already down from its peak in 1999-2000 when it stood at 35.80 percent. By 2015-16, this measure had decreased to 31.6 percent, the same level as in 1986. This figure explains media reports in early 2017 that inequality in Britain had fallen to its lowest level since the 1980s.

<<< take in Graph 1 here >>> Data from the DWP on the other hand indicate that there was no overall change in the key Gini coefficient relating to equivalised income. This is true both before and after housing costs. In 2006/07, the Gini coefficient before housing costs (BHC) was 35 percent and after housing costs (AHC) it was 39. The figures in 2015/16 were exactly the same, although there had been some fluctuations in between. On balance, given the larger survey size of the DWP data, it may provide a better refection of reality, although the differences may also follow from the exact statistical processes used. Both sets of data however show that there has not been a worsening of inequality since the financial crisis.

Graph 1 shows up some other salient facts. First, the benefits and tax system has a substantial impact on the difference between the inequality of original incomes (i.e. before households receive benefits and pay taxes) and disposable income. In particular, the impact of benefits on the inequality of equivalised income is significant: in 2015-16, benefits reduced the Gini value by more than 14 percentage points. Second, concerning the long term picture of inequality, it is possible to identify three broad phases in the evolution of income inequality since the 1970s. During the first phase, from the mid-1970s to the early 1980s, Britain's income inequality measure by equivalised disposable income was low, with a Gini value clearly less than 30 percent (or 0.30), using the ONS data. This was followed by a surge in inequality from the mid-1980s onwards, as the British economy and society were transformed, partly in direct response to the policies of the Thatcher governments (1979 to 1990). According to Anthony [START_REF] Atkinson | Inequality: What Can Be Done?[END_REF], key factors explaining the rise in inequality included the switch in up-rating state pensions so that the basic pension for a single person fell by nearly one-fifth relative to take-home pay in the second half of the 1980s, while unemployment insurance also fell relative to incomes (Atkinson, 2015, p 66). A significant government policy here was the move from indexing benefits on wages to indexing on consumer price inflation, which over time increased the gap between benefits and wages. The surge in inequality also followed substantial income tax and capital gains tax cuts implemented by the Conservatives: the top rate of income tax was brought down from 83 percent in 1979 to 40 percent in 1988. Moreover, Britain's economy experienced profound restructuring as a result of government policies to strengthen domestic and international market forces, leading to the loss of large numbers of relatively well-paid manufacturing jobs [START_REF] Machin | Recent shifts in wage inequality and wage returns to education in Britain[END_REF]. The final phase began in the 1990s, as inequality has fluctuated somewhat but on the whole has remained fairly unchanged, though this depends on the data set used.

Turning to trends since the 2008 financial crisis, the fall (ONS) or constancy (DWP) of inequality is mainly due to the rise of incomes of the bottom quintile (i.e. the 20 percent of households with the lowest income), and the fall of incomes of the top quintile (i.e. the 20 percent of households with the highest income. According to the ONS, the median income of the bottom quintile rose by £1,600 (or 13.2 percent) between financial year 2007/08 and 2015/16. In its report on UK living standards, poverty and inequality published in July 2016, the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) links this improvement in low incomes to the performance of the labour market, which has seen strong employment growth since late 2013. This has helped low income households raise their earnings especially, although by working more hours, as for example the number of second earners in household has increased [START_REF] Belfield | Living standards, poverty and inequality in the UK: 2013[END_REF]. By contrast, the average income of the top quintile fell by £1,900 (or -3.4 percent) in real terms during the same period, due mainly to lower average income from employment (including self-employment). For all households, the median disposable real income in 2015/16 was £1,000 higher than in 2007/08 (ONS, 2017a).

The diverging fortunes of different social groups

The most notable contributing factor to lower inequality is the relatively strong income growth of Britain's senior population. According to the IFS, the median income of the over-60s rose by 11 percent between 2007-08 and 2014-15. This increase has been driven by the 8.1 percent rise in pensioner benefits. Real growth of private pensions and increases of employment among older people also contributed to the improved situation of the over-60s (Belfield et al. 2016, p12).

For the 31 to 59 year old age group, income growth after 2012-13 saw their median income (before housing costs) finally return to its pre-recession level by 2014-15. By contrast, workers aged 22 to 30 have suffered most since the recession: in 2014-15, their real median income was still 7 percent below the pre-recession level.

Another divergence concerns the greater inequality in earnings between men. This is a long term feature of the labour market, which has remained largely unchanged in recent years. More specifically, looking at one definition of the ratio of the top 10 percent of incomes by men, compared to the bottom 10 percent (respectively the 9 th and 1 st deciles), it moved from 4.1 in 1994, to 4.5 in 2014. This compares to a narrowing for all incomes, which for the same ratio fell from 4.1 to 3.9. The greater inequality of incomes among men stems not just from a widening inequality of incomes, but also a covariance between male wages and hours worked: in other words, lowly paid men also work fewer hours. By contrast, the inequality of earnings among women has fallen, and the inequality in the number of hours they work has fallen too [START_REF] Belfield | decades of income inequality in Britain: the role of wages, household earnings and redistribution[END_REF]).

Britain's income distribution and comparative situation

An alternative way of looking at inequality is to look at the distribution of incomes. Graph 2 is based on DWP data (the Family Resources Survey 2015/16). 7 It plots the percentages of the households earning different amounts of income per week, in income bands of £100. The largest, narrow categories each account for 12 percent of households, earning "£200 but less than £300"; and "£300 but less than £400" per week. Significantly, 25 percent of households also fall within the broad "£1,000 or more" category.

These figures are for all households, and the distribution is slightly flatter for households with children, as the largest single category earns "£400 but less than £500", accounting for 11 percent of the households surveyed. For households with children, more than one third (34 percent) are part of the broad "£1,000 or more" category. This catch-all group is both large and comparatively rich. Following Piketty's comments above about the power of the 1 percent, this category is likely to exercise considerable economic and political influence on society, although its interests and values are not necessarily homogenous.

<<< Take in Graph 2 here >>> IFS figures also clearly indicate to what extent the 1 percent has pulled away from the rest of society. While equivalised median income in the UK in 2014-15 was £24,600, the average income for the 1 st decile was £12,700; for the 9 th decile (i.e. the top 10 percent of households) it was £49,200; but for the top 1 percent (i.e. the 99 th percentile) it was £122,500. 8

Table 1 provides some comparative data from selected OECD countries, chosen to reflect broadly different country groups within the organisation. The countries here have been sorted by the Gini coefficient for "2014 or latest" column. Not surprisingly, Iceland and other Scandinavian countries (not shown here) are among the most equal countries of the OECD. So too are the countries of central Europe, like Slovenia. Germany and France are ranked together among all OECD countries, reflecting their position as "conservative welfare states" in Esping-Andersen's typology, with considerable horizontal welfare transfers. Portugal and Greece (not shown here) are grouped with Spain, corresponding to what is sometimes called "Mediterranean capitalism", while the two Asian members of the OECD straddle the average. The Baltic States, represented here by Estonia, stand out as being more unequal than the other countries of Eastern Europe. Chile is the most unequal country of the group (followed by Mexico, which is not shown here), reflecting the strong inequalities found in Latin America.

<<< take in Table 1 here >>>

As for the "Anglosphere" countries, to use a fashionable term, they are all more unequal than the OECD average (except Ireland which is not shown here). The United States clearly stands out as the most unequal. Within the OECD, it is the third most unequal country with the two other countries of the Americas, albeit still quite some way behind Mexico and Chile.

On the basis of this comparative data, the United Kingdom is quite clearly the most unequal major European country. Its Gini coefficient for 2014 is considerably higher than the OECD average (respectively 0.358 and 0.318). This position is also confirmed by the income ratio of the top quintile relative to the bottom quintile.

Wealth inequality

In contrast to income inequality, analysis of wealth inequality was relatively neglected for many years. More recent interest follows the increasing recognition of how unequal wealth contributes to unequal income flows, given the importance of investment income at the top of the income distribution [START_REF] Alvaredo | The Challenge of Measuring UK Wealth Inequality in the 2000s[END_REF]. Wealth inequality is also more difficult to measure and calculate: not surprisingly, wealth holders tend often to under-report their wealth, and calculating the value of assets is not always easy. In the UK, there are four main potential sources which provide information about the distribution of wealth: i) administrative (tax) data on estates at death; ii) administrative tax data on investment income; iii) household surveys of personal wealth, such as the Wealth and Assets Survey (WAS); and iv) lists of wealth-holders, like the Sunday Times "Rich List". All of these methods have shortcomings: it is often not possible to distinguish between wealthy individuals, households and families; accounting for future pension entitlements, which are also a form of wealth, is complex, etc.

That said, some indicators do emerge which clearly attest to the greater concentration of wealth than income. According to [START_REF] Alvaredo | The Challenge of Measuring UK Wealth Inequality in the 2000s[END_REF], using estatebased estimates indicates that the top 1 percent own between one-fifth and one quarter of total personal wealth. Similarly, the share of total net worth (of individuals) was around double the share of after-tax income earned by the top 1 percent during the first half of the 2000s, standing at about 10 percent. The share of wealth held by the top 10 percent was about 50 percent, which was higher than their share of income, although top wealth-holders are not necessarily the same as the top income earners (ibid).

In terms of wealth distribution as indicated by the Gini coefficient, Rowena Crawford, Dave Innes and Cormac O'Dea (2016) calculate a Gini value of 0.64 for total net wealth held in the United Kingdom, in 2010-12. This contrasts with a net income Gini coefficient of 0.34 (for 2011-12), using DWP data. Not surprisingly, given the importance of inheritance and family wealth, the concentration of wealth is greatest in the 24-34 year old age cohort, where the Gini coefficient for total net wealth is 0.74, while the net income coefficient is only 0.26.

How do these figures translate into actual amounts of wealth held? Using data from the latest wave of the Wealth and Assets Survey (WAS) covering 2010-12, [START_REF] Crawford | Household Wealth In Great Britain: Distribution, Composition and Changes 2006-12[END_REF] show that the 1 st percentile of households (i.e. the 1 percent poorest households) actually had a negative net wealth exceeding £12,000, while the 9 th percentile owned nothing (£0 of net wealth). Total median wealth in the survey was £104,000 per adult (including housing). By contrast, the 95 th percentile owned £0.7 million, and the 99 th percentile (the top 1 percent) owned on average £1.4 million (per adult), though these latter figures could well be underestimates.

As for the impact of the financial crisis, [START_REF] Crawford | Household Wealth In Great Britain: Distribution, Composition and Changes 2006-12[END_REF] calculate that real levels of pension wealth (at the mean and the median) increased in the period between 2006-08 and 2010-12. On the other hand, the mean and median holdings of non-pension wealth fell, which is likely due to the fact that asset prices fell in the wake of the financial crisis. Similarly, the economic shocks of the period may have affected households' normal wealth accumulation, leading to "decumulation". More recently, however, asset prices (stocks and housing) have been rising again, partly spurred on by quantitative easing by the Bank of England. This is fuelling renewed increasing wealth inequality (see the chapter by Stewart Lansley).

The impact of housing costs on inequality and decline of home-ownership

Connected to the issue of wealth is the question of housing costs. They tend to worsen income inequalities, because poorer households pay a greater share of their income towards housing. This is a development which has become more important since the recession of the early 1990s (Department of Work and Pensions, 2017a). Graph 1 shows that taking housing costs into account raises the Gini coefficient by an average of 4 percent (or 0.04). This gap has been fairly steady over the last two decades, occasionally falling to 3 percent (in the early 2000s) or rising to 5 percent in the early 2010s (Department of Work and Pensions, 2017b).

The impact of housing costs on income inequality acts, among other things, through the rate of homeownership. The Resolution Foundation has found that households in the private rented sector spend 30 percent of their incomes on housing, compared to 23 percent of income spent by households with a mortgage. Moreover, the UK housing sector is experiencing profound challenges, linked to the low level of construction: in the year to December 2016, annual new dwelling starts totalled 153,370, with completions for the same period standing at 140,600 (actually -1 percent on a year-on-year basis) (Department for Communities and Local Government, (2017). At the same time, the rise of the "buy-to-let" rental sector is putting pressure on homeownership. In fact, data by the Resolution Foundation indicate that homeownership levels in England have fallen back to 1986 levels, down by 7 percent on the peak owner-occupier rate of 71 percent in 2003. This phenomenon is not concentrated in London and the South East. On the contrary, Great Manchester, South and West Yorkshire and the West Midlands Metropolitan area have all suffered double-digit falls in homeownership rates since their peak in the early 2000s (Resolution Foundation, 2016: see also the chapter by Murie)

The poverty rate(s) According to the latest HBAI statistics published by the DWP in March 2017, the median equivalised net disposable income in the UK was £481 per week (£25,012 per annum) before housing costs (BHC). The mean was £593 per week, while 60 percent of the median was £288 per week. The respective figures after housing costs (AHC) were £413 (median), £516 (mean) and £248 (60 percent of median). This data also shows that 0.3 million individuals had an income of below -£100 per week (AHC).

<<< take in Table 2 about here >>>

Table 2 shows the evolution of poverty defined both in relative terms (less than 60 percent of the median income), and according to the absolute measure used by the UK government (60 percent of the median income in 2010/11, subsequently adjusted for inflation). In 2010/11, the rates were respectively 16 percent before housing costs (BHC) and 21 percent after housing costs (AHC). Three broad characteristics stand out. First, whatever the indicator of poverty used (relative or the new absolute), the role of housing costs significantly aggravates the poverty numbers. Second, the percentage share of people living below the relative poverty rate fell by a small, but clear amount between the mid-1990s and the mid-2010s, both BHC and AHC. Lastly, the number of persons living in poverty according to the new absolute measure fell quite substantially over the two decades covered by the data here.

Significantly, there was no discernible rise in poverty -under any measure shown here -in the wake of the financial crisis. That said, in 2015/16, 14 million people -22 percent of the population -were living in relative poverty, after accounting for housing costs. Concerning children, of the UK's 13.6 million children in 2015/16, 2.7 million (17 percent) were living below the 60 percent median threshold BHC, and 4.0 million (27 percent) were living below the threshold AHC. 9 To finish with a comparative look at the UK situation, data from the ONS suggests a fair degree of similarity in the overall poverty rate today between the UK and the European Union as a whole: in 2014, the relative poverty rate stood at 16.8 percent in the UK and at 17.2 percent in the EU (see Graph 3).

<<< Take in Graph 3 about here >>> It may be noted, however, that the evolution of this relative income poverty rate since the start of the crisis has been better in the UK however, where the rate in 2008 was higher than the European average (respectively 18.7 percent and 16.5 percent). Also, the rate of persistent income poverty in the UK is clearly lower today than in the EU: persistent poverty is defined as "experiencing relative low income in the current year, as well as at least 2 out of the 3 preceding years" (Wells, 2016). Back in 2008, the rates were practically identical (8.5 percent in the UK and 8.6 in the EU). By 2014, however, the EU persistent poverty rate had crept up to 10.4 percent, whereas the UK rate had fallen to 6.5 percent. This likely reflects the more dynamic growth of employment in the UK than in the rest of the EU.

Conclusions and a Difficult Future

Britain's economic growth from 2013 onwards, combined with strong employment growth have meant that real median income finally rose above its pre-crisis level in 2013-14. Significantly, when looking at the broad aggregates of equivalised disposable income, stronger growth at the bottom of the income distribution and income stagnation at the top of the distribution mean that income inequality has remained unchanged since the crisis, and may even have fallen (depending on the data used). This situation reflects the continuing real growth in pensions in particular.

Young people in contrast have been the big losers in terms of inequality since the crisis. As an age group, the 22-to 30-years were still facing a median income in 2016 that was 7 percent below its 2007-08 level. This has mainly been due to weaker labour market outcomes for younger people, who are also most strongly penalised by housing costs.

Looking forward, concerns about future inequality and poverty have been voiced by both the Resolution Foundation and the Institute of Fiscal Studies. In early 2017, the former noted that the strong growth of median real household disposable income in 2014-15 (3.4 percent) had been very dependent on falling oil prices and rising employment, rather than productivity growth (which has been flat since the financial crisis). Drawing on official forecasts by the Office of Budget Responsibility, 10 the Foundation estimated that income growth is likely to slow significantly in 2016-17, with typical incomes only 1.2 percent higher than in the previous year, while working-age households in fact are only likely to experience income growth of 0.5 percent. The contrasting evolution of incomes for pensioners and 24-44 year olds, whose incomes have still not recovered from the crisis, is set to continue. While the Resolution Foundation notes that the impact of Brexit is hard to predict, it stresses the negative consequences of the pound's devaluation on inflation and hence real income growth. Income growth will also slow sharply, especially for poorer households, given the government's tax and spending policies announced in late 2016 [START_REF] Corlett | Living Standards 2017: The past, present and possible future of UK incomes[END_REF].

Forecasts published by the IFS in March 2017 point in the same direction. Again, using the OBR's forecasts, the IFS estimates that real median income growth is likely to be flat until 2018-19 when it may pick up. Indeed, if earnings grow in line with the OBR forecast, then the IFS projects that median incomes will only be 10 percent higher in 2021-22 than in 2007-08. Again, pensioners fare better than the rest of the population, as their median income is forecast to grow by a total of 6.8 percent between 2016-17 and 2021-22, compared with only a total increase of 3.3 percent for non-pensioners. In terms of inequality, the IFS estimates that real earnings growth will henceforth favour high-income households more than low-income households. Planned cuts to working-age benefits are also likely to aggravate inequality, as the freeze of nominal benefits levels leads to real income falls due to higher inflation. Low-income private renters will be hit especially, as real AHC incomes are projected to fall between 2014-15 and 2021-22 for the poorest 15 percent of households. Given continued growth in pensions, the absolute AHC poverty rate of pensioners is set to fall slightly (from 12.8 percent to 10.9 percent), but the absolute AHC child poverty rate is forecast to rise from 27.5 percent in 2014-15 to 30.3 percent in 2021-22.