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I am happy for this to be made available if you publish the responses. 

 

We would like everyone’s views on how we can work together to end child poverty. Only by working 

together can we transform the lives of the poorest children.  

Our approach  

 

1. To what extent do you agree that the draft Strategy achieves a good balance between tackling poverty 

now and tackling the drivers of intergenerational poverty?  

 

The draft Strategy is not sufficiently focused and adequately balanced to tackle child poverty and reduce 

it significantly.  While there is welcome recognition of many problems, there is no clear indication how 

the measures proposed will enable the government to meet the target of the Child Poverty Act to which it 

expresses its continuing commitment. 

 

First, it is not shown how people who are unemployed will escape poverty: existing benefits are not 

enough to achieve this. It cannot be assumed that all those able to work will be able to get work.  

 

Second, many who do get work will not earn enough to escape poverty, joining many more trapped in 

the low-pay no-pay poverty cycle. The evidence for this is well-established, and acknowledged in the 

accompanying review. The measures indicated in the draft proposal will not be sufficient to overcome 

that problem even though they may provide some alleviation of the extent of poverty and hardship. 

 

Third, other ‘workless’ people will also remain in poverty unless they receive some exceptional support 

because of ill health or disability. But that extra help will not usually get them out of poverty: it will only 

help to meet some of the extra costs caused by the illness, injury or disability. 

 

Fourth, there is a serious lack of balance in the draft Strategy. The focus is virtually entirely on helping 

those already in poverty, and often those in persistent poverty. There is no discussion of preventing 

poverty in the first place, and this is essential to meet the requirements of the Child Poverty Act. This is 

puzzling and dismaying given the reassurance of the government’s firm continuing commitment to its 

target. The concern to prevent children growing up in poverty from continuing poor is of course good 

and important, but it can only really make a major impact if the strategies to prevent many more children 

being born in poverty in the first place are given high priority and adequate support and funding. This is 

all the more important given the many forecasts of rising child poverty. 

 

Finally, the review which accompanies the consultation, and so presumably helped to inform it, is very 

seriously circumscribed in its analysis. This may contribute to explaining why the consultation strategy is 

so limited and neglects broader structural issues. This point is examined in a note below. 

 

The case for giving far greater attention to preventing child poverty than appears in the draft Strategy can 

be summarised in four points (developed in Sinfield, 2014 and, especially in relation to point c), 2012).  

 

a) We cannot expect to prevent child poverty without more decent jobs with fair wages. As the 

review notes, ‘Work: The evidence is clear that the root causes of families being in poverty are 

worklessness or low earnings (either not working enough hours or not being paid enough)’ (review, p 7).  

Although some elements of this are touched on in the consultation, there is not adequate discussion of 

the need to improve the pay and working conditions of many jobs that mean their holders remain in 

poverty and under presssure (Shildrick et al, 2012 a and b). We have neglected what Beveridge said: full 

employment means jobs ‘at fair wages, of such a kind, and so located that the unemployed can 

reasonably be expected to take them’ (Beveridge, 1944, p 18; Miller, 1999). 
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Higher rates of child poverty and poor pay tend to go together, and low pay is ‘much more common in 

nations where the labour sector is weak, government does little to manage the economy in the service of 

all, and public participation is less than the case in other countries’ (Raphael, 2014). Some of the 

literature cited in the accompanying review could throw very useful light on this, but their findings are 

not exploited to examine labour market workings and to consider the contribution that both government 

and employers might make to ending the low-pay no-pay poverty cycle (eg the works of Shildrick and 

her colleagues). It is very good to see this referred to in chapter 4, but then it is not developed into the 

Strategy. 

 

b) We cannot expect to improve poverty prevention without strengthening the preventive powers 

of the welfare state. The lack of generous provision in the welfare state is ‘the dominant cause’ of the 

high poverty that persists in some ‘affluent Western democracies’, argued Brady in his analysis of 18 

countries over more than 30 years (Brady, 2009, p 166).  
 

Total income support should be set above the poverty line and in accordance with established Minimum 

Income Standards to ensure that ‘every citizen willing to serve according to [their] powers has at all 

times an income sufficient to meet [their] responsibilities’ (Beveridge, 1942, para 444). 

 

This also requires that social security be maintained strongly enough to act as an effective automatic 

stabiliser, economic and social, to prevent further job-loss and exclusion. This has not received sufficient 

attention. 

 

c) We cannot expect to strengthen the preventive powers of the welfare state without spending 

more on it. In her analysis of the European Union, Bea Cantillon finds that ‘rich, high employment 

countries where social spending is low end up with high poverty. This leads to the conclusion that, if it is 

possible to attain a low risk of poverty without substantial spending, it has not yet been demonstrated 

(Cantillon, 2009, p 240 – the comparative studies by Cantillon here and Brady above are major, much 

quoted and highly regarded but neither is referenced in the review). 

 

How funding for this could be achieved by a fairer tax system more fairly implemented is discussed in 

the response to question 2 on the ‘current fiscal climate’ below. 

 

d) We cannot expect to prevent child poverty better without significant reductions in economic 

inequality. The much greater extent of inequality in recent years makes it even more difficult to tackle 

the persistence of child poverty and current policies are increasing it. The Social Mobility and Child 

Poverty Commission recognises the signficance of wide structural economic and social inequalities for 

tackling poverty, but this is neglected in the draft Strategy. 

 

‘Where poverty is widespread… there has been a failure to institutionalize equality’ (Brady, 2009, p 6). 

Measures to promote greater equality across all groups can help to prevent and tackle the greater risk of 

poverty, and long-term poverty. Despite some improvements, women’s concentration in lowpaid part-

time jobs through occupational segregation and lack of affordable childcare continues ‘to make them 

more vulnerable to poverty and also make it more difficult for them to establish themselves in secure, 

well-paid employment that protects them from falling back into poverty even when in work’ 

(Breitenbach and Wasoff, 2007).  More, therefore, needs to be done to construct a broad equality agenda 

within which specific goals of preventing and reducing child poverty can be achieved (NEP, 2010; 

Lansley and Reed, 2013). Only in this way can a successful attack be made on ‘the major drivers of 

poverty, such as high levels of wage and wealth inequality’ that undermine preventive policies (Harker, 

2006, p 9, writing for the DWP; Titmuss, 1965; Townsend, 1979). 

 

2.Considering the current fiscal climate, what is your view of the actions set out in the draft Strategy?  

 

It is not clear from the report what is meant by the ‘current fiscal climate’.  Obviously the general state of 

the economy and the fiscal situation following the repercussions of the credit crunch and the limited 

policy responses only underline the need to prevent and reduce child poverty as a priority. William 

Beveridge put the priority very well in Voluntary Action. Calling the last chapter, ‘First things first’, he 



begins: the Beveridge Report of 1942 ‘set out a practical programme for putting first things first. There 

was to be bread and health for all at all times before cake and circuses for anybody at any time, so far as 

this order of priority could be enforced by redistribution of money’ (Beveridge, 1948, p 319). And 

Beveridge’s judgement of the late 1930s is at least as valid today: ‘Abolition of want … was easily 

within the economic resources of the community; want was a needless scandal due to not taking the 

trouble to prevent it’ (Beveridge, 1942, para. 447, emphasis added). 

 

In terms of the available fiscal resources there is no recognition in the consultation of the proportional, 

not progressive, nature of the total taxes in this country. This is very relevant because it means that the 

poorest pay much the same proportion of their income in all taxes as the average and even the richest, 

contributing proportionately as much to funding services and benefits as the very richest.  In fact, the 

government’s own figures indicate that the poorest fifth of households pay a slightly larger share of their 

income (Tonkin et al, 2013). Partly this is due to the generous tax reliefs built into the system. Most 

income tax reliefs redistribute upwards and strengthen inequalities - top 0.1% of income taxpayers have 

36 times as much income as the average, but 86 times as much tax relief over and above the personal 

allowance (author’s estimate based on IFS, 2008, Table 1).  

 

Additionally the tax gap has been allowed to grow, very largely to the benefit of the better- and even the 

best- off, limiting the revenue available to fund public resources. 

 

Closer attention to these now well-documented issues could enable a more generous and effective 

programme to reduce poverty by helping more out and preventing even more from falling into it. 

 

Gathering ideas  

3.  At a local level, what works well in tackling child poverty now?  

 

Good and accessible social services are a necessary part of an effective welfare state. High quality child 

care and support for those with disabilities, for example, play an important part in preventing as well as 

reducing child poverty. Poor services and limited alleviation of need for even those seen as most 

deserving not only fails to prevent the growth of poverty, it deepens and exacerbates it. Insufficient 

attention is given to making a strong enough case for these to ensure adequate the need to fund these 

adequately. 

 

4.  At a local level, what works well for preventing poor children becoming poor adults?  

 

There is much of value in the consultation document that could help to prevent poor children becoming 

caught by the same problems and deprivations as their parents, although there is a general neglect of the 

structural factors that increase the risk of their also experiencing poverty because they are trapped in the 

same poorly-paid and insecure jobs.  However, there needs to be equally close attention to ensuring that 

children are not born into poverty.  

 

5. What more can central government do to help employers, local agencies and the voluntary and 

community sector work together to end child poverty?  

 

The response to the first question above underlines the need for a generally broader, structural strategy 

that takes into account the need to prevent poverty at a structural level. Without more and better 

prevention poverty will only spread and deepen. 

 

There is however one particular factor that deserves greater attention. 

 

Reducing Stigma One issue that has become more evident in recent years is the need for central 

government to give a greater and clearer lead to the whole community in helping to reduce the shame 

that attaches to poverty (Lister, 2004, chapter 5). Recent research on a comparative basis brings this out 

with particular relevance to this consultation and deserves fuller quotation: ‘Rather than being shameless, 

as is often claimed by the media, people in poverty almost invariably feel ashamed at being unable to 



fulfil their personal aspirations or to live up to societal expectations due to their lack of income and other 

resources. Such shame not only hurts, adding to the negative experience of poverty, but undermines 

confidence and individual agency, can lead to depression and even suicide, and may well contribute to 

the perpetuation of poverty.  

 

‘Moreover, people in poverty are repeatedly exposed to shaming by the attitudes and behaviour of the 

people they meet, by the tenor of public debate that either dismisses them or labels them as lazy and in 

their dealings with public agencies. Public policies would be demonstrably more successful if, instead of 

stigmatising people for being poor, they treated them with respect and sought actively to promote their 

dignity’ (Walker, summary, 2014; Walker et al, 2012). 

 

At present some key leaders who are particularly well placed to reduce stigma are seen to be 

compounding it, even from the very departments that are expected to be leading government initiatives 

to reduce poverty (Baptist Union et al 2013; McCarrron and Purcell, 2013). Ministers and other leaders 

could be making better use of well-grounded research that undermines the allegations instead of 

repeating stigmatising statements (eg, Shildrick et al, 2012a). It is all the more disturbing that these 

claims cannot be supported with any evidence when they are challenged. 

 

Attention should be given to the initiative in Scotland in 2011 when ‘The Commitment to Challenge the 

Stigma of People Living in Poverty in Scotland’ was signed by all the then leaders of the political 

parties, March 2011:  

 ‘People experiencing poverty are often judged and blamed for their poverty. This can undermine their 

self-confidence, insults their dignity, perpetuates misunderstanding and creates barriers to escaping 

poverty. 

Individuals who experience poverty face additional obstacles which make it harder for them to make the 

best of opportunities which most of us take for granted, but the efforts they make to support 

themselves and their families are often ignored. 

People cope as best they can with very scarce resources, despite prejudices and stereotypes that paint 

them as lazy and undeserving. 

Stigmatising people experiencing poverty is not just cruel: it erodes understanding, is socially divisive, 

and inhibits effective policy responses. 

There is an urgent need to raise awareness about the negative effects of the stigmatization of people in 

poverty in Scotland, and challenge prejudiced attitudes. This is essential for tackling poverty and 

ensuring dignity for everyone. 

I join all those who care about the sustainability of our communities in calling for concerted action from 

all sections of society to end the stigmatization of people in poverty in Scotland.’ 

 

This appears to have had some success and deserves to be included in the Strategy. The Poverty 

Alliance’s Stick your labels campaign launched at that time has collected examples of political and 

media manipulation and helped to support the move against demonising those on benefit or in poverty 

(Mooney and Wright, 2011; see also Davies, 2008). 

 

 

A note on the accompanying review:  

The consultation places considerable importance on drawing on sound research: ‘We are taking a 

rigorous, evidence based approach which focuses on sustainable solutions that work for the long-term 

and make our society fairer’ (The Minister of State for Schools, p 8). 

 

‘This Strategy is based on the evidence of what drives child poverty’ (end of Executive Summary, p. 18). 

The consultation document is accompanied by a research review, An evidence review of the drivers of  

child poverty for families in poverty now and for poor children growing up to be poor adults. The value 

of the accompanying Review is stressed with its evaluation of the evidence available.  It is all the more 

important therefore to bring out the ways in which the review is circumscribed and so limited in its value 

for developing a child poverty strategy that will make a significant impact on the scale of poverty.  

 



Its ‘Executive Summary’ begins: ‘Purpose:  This report looks at the key factors that make it harder for 

some families to get out of poverty and the key factors that make some poor children more likely to 

become poor adults’ (review, p 5). The focus therefore is on those already in poverty without sufficient 

consideration of what might be gained from the available evidence to prevent this poverty from 

occurring. 

 

The shift away from broader policy concerns that would help to prevent child poverty in the first place is 

shown in chapter 2 where the focus shifts on to persistent poverty and inter-generational poverty and also 

downplays the importance of low earnings despite some limited reference. ‘Looking at children likely to 

be stuck in poverty for longer is important – those children affected suffer the worst outcomes and are at 

greatest risk of becoming poor adults’ (review, p 9). The first bullet point to follow is ‘The key factor for 

child poverty now is parental worklessness and low earnings’. This very important point is pursued 

further on p. 12 under the heading of ‘Future poverty: There are some factors that increase the risk of 

poor children growing up to be poor adults and thus propagate child poverty across generations. This 

chapter focuses on factors that mean a poor child is more likely to grow up to become a poor adult’ 

(review, p 12). 

 

What follows is then very surprising but may help to explain the focus on persistent poverty and the 

neglect of structural factors and policies that might help to prevent poverty in the first place. 

 

‘Individual agency and the macro-economic context: The primary driver of longer spells in poverty is 

seen in terms of labour market issues, whilst the primary driver of future poverty is low educational 

attainment.  

 

‘This evidence review only considers individual and family characteristics and events associated with 

current and future poverty. It does not take account of the macroeconomic context, in terms of the 

number and quality of available jobs or the returns to qualifications. This review also does not examine 

the impact of the institutional framework (e.g. the current educational system) or culture of society. Nor 

does it consider the interaction between the benefits system and incentives to work, although this will 

obviously have a role in ensuring work pays. These factors are important as they may limit the extent to 

which individuals are able to improve their situations through their own agency and changes in these 

factors could affect the future stability of the associations reported’ (review, p 12). 

 

This decision to focus on individual agency to the exclusion of other broader, structural factors is curious 

given that the purpose of the review is to enlarge understanding of the drivers of child poverty with the 

aim of improving the existing child poverty strategy. In fact, the review is not as narrowly confined as 

this paragraph would indicate.  There are occasions where broader issues are touched on but they do not 

inform the main discussion or conclusions. That severely limits the value of the review for informing the 

development of a broad strategy to tackle and prevent child poverty. 

 

The shift is evident again on p 20 under the heading: ‘Long-term worklessness and low earnings: Why 

is long-term worklessness and low earnings a driver of poverty? 

‘• The direct impact of worklessness and low earnings on household income makes it a key area of poverty 

risk.  

‘Coverage: High  

‘• 38% of children in persistent poverty live in workless households.  

‘Strength: High  

‘• 38% of children in workless households experience persistent poverty (are poor for at least three years out 

of the last four).  

‘Certainty: High  

‘• Huge body of Government and academic research and statistics covering the links between employment 

and income poverty’ (review, p 20). 

 

By the end of this extract the focus has shifted off low earnings and on to persistent poverty, not all 

poverty. Although there is some limited discussion of low earnings later, there is no real engagement 



with issues of wage levels or discussion of why some occupations attract such low earnings that a 

fulltime worker with family responsibilities cannot escape poverty. Why these jobs are inadequately paid 

needs closer examination and not only why these workers are inadequately paid, especially when many 

including those in the caring services are so important to the rest of society. It is a great pity that this 

narrowing of the focus has been allowed to happen as some of the sources cited could have enabled a 

much broader review that would have helped to overcome the gaps indicated. But there is also much 

other research and analysis that is not even listed. 
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