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Child Poverty Action Group is the leading national charity working to end poverty among children, 
young people and families in the UK. Established in 1965 we have a long history of expertise in 
relation to social security law, policy and advice and are widely acknowledged as leading experts in 
the field. In addition to our high profile policy and campaigns work, our advice lines help in over 3,500 
separate cases each year and our legal test case work has on many occasions led to improvement in 
social security law that has helped millions of families. CPAG’s publications and training help advice 
workers all over the UK, each of whom go on to support many families in poverty.  

Our Vision 
Our vision is of a society free from child poverty where all children can enjoy their childhoods and 
have fair chances in life to reach their full potential. We believe that the high level purpose of the 
benefits system, wherever social security powers lie, should be to eradicate and prevent future 
poverty by reducing inequalities between rich and  poor and by redistributing resources from those 
most capable of creating wealth and realising their rights and freedoms to those least able to do so. In 
essence, this means the social security system should redistribute form rich to poor, from those able 
to work to those unable to do so and from those without children to those raising a family. Social 
security should also help individuals distribute wealth throughout their own lifecycle, ensuing that the 
wealth they create during their working lives contributes to the support they require during times of 
unemployment, childrearing, disability and/or old age. 

Our Priority 
Having played a pivotal role in winning the argument that led to the establishment of child benefit in 
the 1970s, CPAG’s most immediate concern is the restoration of adequate and universal child benefit. 
The universality of child benefit was, until very recently, an important means of ensuring that the 
whole community contributed something towards the costs of bringing up the next generation, on the 
basis that it is society as a whole which benefits from the wellbeing of children. Its existence is 
fundamental to the delivery of a social security system which reduces child poverty, promotes equality 
and maximises uptake of benefits. 
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Question 1. What should be the high level purposes of the benefits system in an independent 
Scotland? What key outcomes should system aim to achieve? 

1. CPAG believes that the high level purpose of the benefits system, wherever social security powers 
lie, should be to eradicate and prevent future poverty by redistributing resources from rich to poor and 
from those most capable of creating wealth and realising their rights and freedoms to those least able 
to do so. In essence, this means the social security system should redistribute form rich to poor, from 
those able to work to those unable to do so and from those without children to those raising a family. 
Social security should also help individuals distribute wealth throughout their own lifecycle, ensuing 
that the wealth they create during their working lives contributes to the support they require during 
times of unemployment, childrearing, disability and/or old age. 

2. The key outcomes of the benefits system should therefore be: 

• To eradicate child poverty and reduce the underlying socio-economic determinants of poverty 
• To increase benefit rates to a level where no one is left in poverty and all have sufficient 

income to lead a dignified life. This will prevent poverty from occurring in the first place. 
• To minimise barriers to paid employment, ensuring that those who are able to work are 

provided with the individualised support and assistance needed to access suitable, decent 
and sustainable employment.  

• To create a system which provides adequate support and assistance to allow those who are 
unable to work as a result of disability, ill-health, family or other caring responsibilities to 
participate fully in society. 

• To create a system which provides support, assistance and guidance and promotes inclusion 
rather than stigmatisation, punishment and exclusion. 

• To give effect to Scotland’s national and international human rights commitments. 
 

3. Creating a social security system that achieves these outcomes will require public support and 
political will. It is therefore essential that politicians work in partnership with the media and third sector 
to raise awareness of the profound and proven benefits that will flow from the creation of a fair and 
adequate social security system. Public attitudes towards increased social security spending in 
Scotland are only marginally more positive that in the rest of the UKi. In order to reform the system in 
a meaningful way, public attitudes will need to shift in favour of social security spending and the 
increased taxation which may be required to fund it.  Politicians should not be afraid of putting forward 
the strong arguments for social justice and equality which have convinced the  general public to invest 
both financially and emotionally in the welfare state, and in particular the NHS, for over 70 years.   

Question 2. What are the main principles that should underpin the benefits system? 
 
4. As a member of the Scottish Campaign on Welfare Reform (SCoWR), CPAG believes that the 
benefit system should be underpinned by the following principles:   

• Increase benefit rates to a level where no one is left in poverty and all have sufficient 
income to lead a dignified life 
 
5. The cost of living has continued to rise at a far greater rate than the value of social security 
benefits. This is largely as a result of the UK Government decision to uprate benefits using 
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) measure of inflation rather than the Retail Price Index (RPI) 
and then capping certain basic benefits at the even lower rate of 1% and freezing child benefit 
for three years. The impact of these measures on family budgets is likely to be devastating 
given that (according to the Retail Price Index) prices have risen by a total of 17% between 
2008 and 2013. Indeed, according to research conducted by the Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation, the amount required to meet Minimum Income Standards for a couple with two 
children has risen by a staggering 24.6% in the last five yearsii, leading to a situation in which 
social security benefits are often insufficient to cover the most basic costs of living.  
 
6. Along with other recent reforms to the benefit system, the decoupling of social security 
rates from the cost of living is expected will greatly increase rates of child poverty in Scotland.  
Modelling by the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) suggests that 70,000 more children will be 
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living in poverty by the year 2020, severely undermining many of the Scottish Government’s 
policies relating to the health, wellbeing and educational attainment of Scotland’s childreniii 
 
7. CPAG therefore believes that levels of basic benefits should be increased with the aim of 
not only lifting all households out of poverty but of preventing poverty in the first place. Levels 
of benefit income should be increased with the aim of ensuring the incomes of all families 
match the Minimum Income Standards calculated by the Joseph Rowntree Foundationiv, 
which are based on what members of the public think is the minimum that is currently 
required to enable people to meet their needs and live with dignity. Research has shown that 
the social and economic costs of averting increased child poverty will be considerablev.  
 

• Make respect for human rights and dignity the cornerstone of a new approach to social 
security and welfare 

8. It is essential that any social security system should ensure that all claimants are treated 
with dignity and respect. In terms of substantive rights, the system should ensure that the 
benefits rates are sufficient to allow everybody to enjoy an adequate standard of living as 
required under Article 11 of the UN Convention on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. The 
social security system should also reflect the following fundamental human rights principles: 
 

- Equality and Non-discrimination: The social security system should be fair and 
equally accessible to all. Neither eligibility criteria nor the process of making a claim 
for benefits should discriminate against any particular group. Benefits should reflect 
the variation in costs of living required by different households to secure an adequate 
standard of living.  

 
- Participation and Inclusion: Any new system of social security should be 
developed in partnership with those groups who will use it, with particular focus on 
vulnerable and/or hard to reach groups. In particular any disability or ‘fitness for work’ 
assessments should be co-produced with those best placed to have a full 
understanding of health and disability issues. This should include disabled people 
and disabled peoples’ organisations.  

- Accountability and the Rule of Law: Any financial or procedural disincentives to 
review or appeal welfare-related decisions should be removed. Robust systems of 
accountability and public scrutiny should be put in place to oversee the application of 
any conditions or sanctions.  Arrangements should be made to ensure that benefit 
and job seeking services are accountable at a local level to service users.  
  
 

• Radically simplify the welfare system 

9. There is an urgent need to create a simpler social security benefits system in order to 
improve transparency and accountability and to maximise the uptake of benefits. This should 
include a rollback of complex conditions and sanctions which are ineffective, costly and 
stigmatising. Instead, claimants should receive practical support which is directed to their 
individual needs and helps them to find suitable, sustainable employment.  

10. In relation to disability and ill-health benefits, claimants should only be asked to go 
through a medical assessment where there is insufficient supporting evidence available. 
Where assessment is necessary, it should be carried out by individuals with an in-depth 
understanding of the individual’s condition and the impact it has on their day to day life.  
 
11. Creating a simpler social security system should include redressing the current imbalance 
between targeted and universally available benefits. In recent years policy at both UK and 
Scottish level has largely focused on targeting resources in order to limit social expenditure. 
In doing so, governments have failed to recognise the numerous advantages that a more 
universal approach to social security can provide. The many advantages of a universal 
approach include reduced administrative costs, higher uptake amongst those most in need 
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and increased public support for the social security system (see our response to question 5 
for more information).  

• Invest in the support needed to enable everyone to participate fully in society 

12. The experience of poverty, long-term unemployment and/or disability can create financial, 
physical and social barriers which prevent many people from participating fully in society 
and/or from finding suitable, sustainable employment. CPAG believes that the social security 
system should contribute to the removal of many of these barriers, enabling previously 
excluded individuals and groups to partake in employment, education and community life.  
 
13. If this is to be achieved, there is a need for the social security system to guarantee access 
to a well-resourced and wide range of employment services for all those who are seeking 
work. Childcare should be made affordable and available to all parents to enable them to 
engage fully in society, whether through paid work, further education or as carers and 
volunteers. Those who are unable to work or have caring responsibilities should also be 
entitled to the support they need to engage in society fully (including, if appropriate, taking 
steps towards moving into paid employment) and should not be required to engage in 
unsuitable work seeking activities. 

 
Question 3. What areas of policy are fundamental to the delivery of a system that meets the 
principles you have set out? What evidence do you have to support that view? 
 
Universal and Adequate Child Benefit  
14. The provision of universal Child Benefit is fundamental to the delivery of a social security system 
which reduces child poverty, promotes equality and maximises uptake of benefits. The vital role it has 
played in narrowing the gap between working families' net income and the poverty line has been 
explored in depth by Jonathan Bradshawvi.  
 
15. The universality of Child Benefit was, until very recently, an important means of ensuring that the 
whole community contributed something towards the costs of bringing up the next generation well and 
healthily, on the basis that it is society as a whole which benefits from the wellbeing of children. 
Limiting access to Child Benefit will result in decreased standards of living, particularly amongst large 
families and households, such as those in remote rural areas or containing a disabled child, which 
face additional costsvii. Undermining the universality of Child Benefit for High Rate tax payers 
represents ‘the thin end of the wedge’ and risks resulting in calls for even more restrictive targeting of 
the benefit.  
 
16. As well as restoring universality, it is essential that rates of Child Benefit are restored to the value 
they would have reached in the absence of the UK Government’s uprating freeze. Child Benefit was 
frozen in April 2011 for three yearsviii. The freeze has already severely affected many families and 
comes at a time when the costs involved in raising a child have increased dramatically. The minimum 
necessary cost for raising a child rose by 4 per cent in 2013 while benefits for families and children 
rose by just 1 per cent and child benefit did not rise at all. This has resulted in a situation where child 
benefit covers less and less of the most basic costs involved in raising a child. ix  

The Removal of Financial Barriers to Education 
17. It is essential that an effective social security system is supported by services which are non-
discriminatory and do not undermine redistributive benefits. In order to help reduce socio-economic 
inequality and intergenerational poverty, for instance, it is essential that children from less affluent 
backgrounds do not face financial barriers to education. Research shows that, across Scotland, 
children’s educational outcomes are still very strongly linked to deprivationx. For this reason, 
Scotland’s social security system should ensure that children from poorer families are given better 
opportunity to thrive at school and to enjoy the opportunities experienced by their more affluent 
classmates.  
 
18. CPAG believes one of the most effective ways of helping to achieve these objectives is through a 
renewed commitment to the provision of free school meals for all children. Access to a free and 
nutritious school meal has repeatedly been shown to decrease attainment gaps and increase levels of 
nutrition, health, concentration and wellbeingxi. 
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19. It is also essential to minimise the impact of charges for school related activities such as school 
trips and outings by identifying, developing and promoting good practice at local level. Encouraging 
local authorities to provide school clothing grants that reflect the real cost of school clothing with 
consistent minimum entitlement criteria across Scotland would also be of huge benefit.  

Increasing access to flexible, affordable childcare and early learning 
20. CPAG believes that Scotland should provide a universal and comprehensive system of early 
learning and childcare, including out of school care. Provision of quality early years services will not 
only facilitate access to employment for parents and carers, it will also improve outcomes and 
educational attainment for children, particularly those from deprived backgroundsxii. Childcare also 
encourages socio-economic and gender equality by facilitating access to work:  

“Childcare can promote gender and class equality in several ways. First, by enabling high 
labour force participation among mothers, particularly lone mothers, universal childcare can 
significantly reduce child poverty and the associated risks to child poverty and child 
development and wellbeing. Secondly, as children spend more time in centres where family 
differences in cultural capital are not reproduced, high quality universal childcare can reduce 
the impact of parent’s social status on their children’s futuresxiii  

 
21. The provision of affordable childcare is particularly vital in Scotland where research has found that 
only one fifth of Scottish local authorities report having enough childcare for working parents. As well 
as there being a huge variation in availability, the cost of childcare also varies greatly from one local 
authority to the next, with the average cost for 25 hours care for a child under two 80 per cent more 
costly in the most expensive local authority than it is in the cheapest.xiv 

 
A Living Wage  
22. In recent years the family earnings needed to achieve a minimum standard of living have been 
rising rapidly, while actual wages have stagnatedxv. Currently more than half of children in poverty in 
Scotland live in families where at least one adult is in workxvi. The means that the most common 
cause of poverty is not worklessness, let alone alcohol abuse or family breakdown, but having a 
parent who is a cleaner, care worker, retail worker, security guard or one of the many other workers 
across Scotland who are unable to earn the living wage.  
 
23. CPAG therefore believes that all workers in Scotland should receive, at the very least, the Living 
Wage, and that where government has powers over the National Minimum Wage those powers 
should be used to ensure the NMW is increased with the aim of reaching Living Wage standards. Not 
only would the Living Wage benefit families directly by reducing pressure on household budgets, it 
would also positively impact on social security costs by reducing the need for in work benefit support. 
Above all it would reduce income inequality and facilitate social mobility, leading to the development 
of a healthier, more balanced society. As King has noted, “Inequalities do not incentivise people to 
work harder. Instead, by lengthening the distance between the rungs of wealth and income ladder, 
they make it more likely that existing positions become entrenched. Those at the top don’t have to try 
as much; those at the bottom figure “Why bother?” while those in the middle feel embattled by both 
sidesxvii”  
  
A Reduction in the Cost of Living  
24. As well as raising the rate at which benefits are paid, the Scottish Government could seek to 
improve standards of living by reducing the cost of living. For example, the provision of universal free 
school meals proposed above could save a family with two children up to £779 a year; investment in 
social housing could both increase supply and reduce rents. Indeed, investing in social housing would 
reduce pressure on household budgets as well as helping to reduce housing benefit related costs. 
Scotland should therefore consider “investing in supply to bring down the housing benefit bill by 
reducing the cost of housing and lifting households out of the benefit trapxviii” 

Removal of Punitive Measures 
25. In order to create a social security system which reduces poverty and respects the human rights 
and dignity of claimants it is essential to avoid measures which are punitive. Punitive measures and 
sanctions often put households under extreme financial pressure, leading to a fall in living standards, 
family tensions, stress and long-lasting debt that makes coping with and escaping from poverty and 
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hardship even more difficult. Research from the UK and elsewhere on its effectiveness in terms of 
getting claimants into sustainable employment is, at best, equivocalxix. 

26. There are disturbing reports that some vulnerable claimants, including those with mental health 
problems, physical disabilities and/or chaotic lifestyles face repeated and lengthy sanctions. Without 
adequate, high quality training there is a serious risk that personal advisers, working within a culture 
of ‘payment by results’, have too much power and discretion to impose inappropriate requirements on 
claimants, which  are difficult to challenge. 

27. Drawing on its own experience and that of related groups CPAG sees no evidence to support and 
so strongly opposes excessively punitive sanctions and conditionality.  These have become part of an 
approach to social security which demonises and stigmatises benefit claimants. Genuinely 
personalised support has been shown to be the most effective way of helping and encouraging 
claimants to find decent, sustainable employmentxx.  

Avoidance of Value Based Measures 
28.  Tax and social security measures should be designed so as to avoid punishing or rewarding 
claimant’s and their children’s particular family structure. For example the Coalition Government’s 
decision to introduce tax allowances for selected married couples was explained as a means of 
rewarding the responsibility and commitment of marriage,xxi  but it is divisive and discriminatory and 
curiously poorly directed, only reaching a minority of married couples and excluding many on low 
incomes because of unemployment, illness or disability. Furthermore, by rewarding certain married 
couples for their ‘responsibility and commitment’ the UK Government is, by implication, casting lone 
parent families, cohabiters and non-working married couples  as irresponsible and unworthy of 
additional support. This both reinforces negative stereotypes of lone and un-married parents and 
strengthens the idea that the social security system should administer punishment and reward, rather 
than providing everybody with a safety net and the support they need to live dignified lives free from 
poverty. 
  
Question 4. Which areas of welfare should be delivered as services and which through cash 
transfers and why? 

29. In certain circumstances the direct provision of goods and services are preferable to cash 
transfers. Direct provision for services will be most suitable, for instance, where there is no way to 
quantify or pre-determine the monetary value of a benefit. Hospital transport, for instance, is best 
provided directly to those who need it rather than as a fixed financial allowance because there is no 
way of predicting how many trips of what distance to hospital an individual will require. Legal aid also 
fits into this category.  

30. Similarly, there will often be an argument for goods or services being directly provided where that 
good or service cannot be easily bought or obtained by a private individual. Blue Badges for instance 
give disabled people access to accessible parking spaces that no amount of money could buy and 
are, therefore, far more effective in promoting independent living than cash transfers.  

31. In some cases a good or service is so basic and essential that it is highly unlikely that a cash 
payment could be used for a more beneficial purpose. Free school meals, childcare or prescriptions, 
for instance, can be provided at a lower price and higher quality when they are supplied directly. 
Given that they are essential items which a household would be forced to purchase in the absence of 
the benefit, their direct provision is an effective means of reducing price, raising quality and freeing up 
family resources. In addition, the removal of a financial barrier to prescriptions and eye tests, for 
example, prevent problems becoming greater and save many of the costs to the individual, family and 
society of deteriorating conditions. 

32. For benefits which do not fit into the categories above, CPAG believes that there should be an 
assumption in favour of cash transfer in order to protect claimants’ freedom of choice and to avoid an 
overly paternalistic approach in a society which places great emphasis on participation in the market.  

Question 5. Of these services and/or transfers which should be means tested support and 
which should be universal provision? 
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33. As noted above, CPAG believes that there is a need for the social security system to implement a 
universal approach to certain benefits. Where, for instance, benefits cover an additional expense 
which must be met by all households in a given group, a universal approach ought to be taken to 
provision, with any resulting increase in expenditure subsequently being recouped through a 
progressive tax system. The benefits of a universal approach to welfare include the following:  

-Universal provision of benefits removes the disincentive to work that means testing can 
create. Indeed, the 2005 UNICEF report on Child Poverty in Rich Countries highlighted that 
highly targeted social expenditure creates problems across the developed world and 
concluded that “benefits universally provided, though apparently more expensive, can avoid 
this poverty trapxxii”. 
 
- Paradoxically, systems where benefits are not targeted towards low income groups are the 
ones that most benefit those groups. The figures for child tax credit and child benefit are 
instructive on this issue. Child benefit which is not currently means-tested is accessed by 96 
per cent of eligible households, compared to 80 per cent take-up for the more highly targeted 
child tax credit. As a result, child benefit actually reaches more families living in poverty than 
child tax credit.xxiii. Similarly, in relation to school meals, universal provision has been shown 
to increase take up amongst low income families by up to 8.5 percentage points.xxiv 

- Research has shown that where goods or services are ‘rationed’ for those on lowest 
incomes (i.e. targeted or means tested), the quality of those services decline. This is because 
there is not a wider public interest or ‘majority buy-in’ surrounding the quality of those goods 
or services. These evidently poorer services help to reinforce social divisions and can 
become part of a downward cycle of deteriorating servicesxxv. 

- Means testing can also reduce overall public support for spending on social security by 
creating a false and distorting division between people who contribute (taxpayers) and those 
who take advantage of contributions (benefit claimants). In fact, claimants pay many taxes 
while receiving benefits and many are caught up in the low-pay no-pay poverty cycle moving 
between income tax paying and benefit receipt.

xxvii

xxvi In reality the vast majority of the population 
receive support from the benefits system at some point in their lives.  As Peter Townsend 
noted, means testing “fosters hierarchical relationships of superiority and inferiority in society, 
diminishes rather than enhances the status of the poor, and has the effect of widening rather 
than reducing social inequalities. ... it lumps the unemployed, sick, widowed, aged and others 
into one undifferentiated and inevitably stigmatised category .”  

- More recent analysis in Scotland has shown that universal approaches to social security 
reveal  how removing the means test boosts self-esteem, confidence and employability, 
“addressing poverty, mobility and inclusion directly, efficiently and effectively” and highlighting 
how when “all are covered, quality is less likely to be compromisedxxviii” 

 
34. As a minimum, child benefit, support with the additional costs of disability (as currently provided 
through DLA/PIP), Free School Meals, employability support services and the provision of subsidised 
childcare should be universal services that everyone has the right to access, regardless of 
employment status or access to social security support. 
 
35. We recognise that reforming the social security in this way would represent a sizable investment, 
but believe that this would be more than offset by long term savings made by reducing and preventing 
poverty, removing barriers to paid work and reducing socioeconomic inequalities.  
 
Question 6. How important is it that benefits relate directly to the contributions paid by an 
individual and, if important, which benefits and why? 

36. There are several advantages to a more contributory approach to social security. Research has 
shown, for instance, that greater emphasis on the contributory principle has been associated with 
better labour market performance as individuals are incentivised to work and increase their 
contributionsxxix. The contributory principle also plays an important role in strengthening citizens’ stake 
in the social security system, ensuring that benefits and services are perceived as being most 
beneficial to those who have paid into the systemxxx. A contributory based system can also reduce the 
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stigma attached to claiming benefits by constructing social security benefits as goods which are 
accessed by ‘people like us’ rather than just ‘the poor’. 
 
37. We are strongly committed to a contributory system that pools risks and we do not support one 
based tightly on actuarial contributions where members can only receive what they individually have 
put in. As experience in many countries shows progressive contributions do not require that benefits 
are exactly proportionate. When the risks are not equally distributed, there is great value in pooling 
them through social insurance. 
 
38. The contributory principle should, nevertheless, only be one element in building a genuinely 
poverty preventing social security system.  It is essential that adequate provisions are in place for 
those who are unable to make contributions as a result of disability, ill-health or caring responsibilities. 
Contributory based benefits should therefore merely ‘top up’ an already adequate non-contributory 
benefit system. Government should therefore consider creative ways of strengthening the contributory 
basis of the social security system. Belgium, for instance, has created a ‘time credit’ system, where 
workers can build up an entitlement to a year’s complete or partial absence from work, for a variety of 
purposes such as childcare or trainingxxxi.   
 
Question 7. When considering the cost of welfare in the future, what are the most important 
considerations which Governments in an independent Scotland should take into account and 
why? 

39. We recognise that creating a social security system based on principles such as universality, 
adequacy and return on contributions will represent a sizable investment. However, this ‘upfront’ 
investment in a fair and adequate system will be recouped over time through the resulting reduction in 
poverty and socio-economic inequality. Thus one particularly important consideration which 
governments should take into account in relation to the future of social security is the cost of failing to 
invest. This will include:  

- The cost of child poverty. Research conducted by CPAG has found that around £3.5 
billion a year is currently spent in Scotland on the consequences of child poverty. This 
includes money spent on services to deal with consequences of child poverty, money lost in 
tax receipts from people earning less as a result of having grown up in poverty and benefits 
for people spending more time out of work as a result of having grown up in poverty. Glasgow 
alone is thought to spend approximately £395 million a year on the consequences of child 
povertyxxxii. Without fundamental reform and investment in the social security system we do 
not believe child poverty can be significantly reduced, let alone eradicated. 

- The cost of inequality. High rates of social inequality – regardless of a country’s overall 
wealth – have been shown to exacerbate a wide range of costly social problems. Rates of 
crime, mental ill- health, violence, alcohol abuse and obesity are all disproportionately high in 
countries with the biggest gap between the rich and poorxxxiii. As Marquand puts it, 

xxxiv

“Low 
social expenditure intensifies those social problems which lower everyone’s quality of life. E.g. 
Rising crime rates, reduced consumption, unemployment, threadbare public goods and 
services and a generalised insecurity .”  

This is particularly relevant for Scotland. The Scottish Government admitted in 2012 that, 
‘Scotland is currently part of a UK economic model and society which is one of the most 
unequal in the OECD. Inequality within the UK has increased in recent decades. Such 
patterns of inequality will continue to have a negative impact on growth and prosperity over 
the long-term’xxxv. 

40. It is also essential that the government communicates clearly with the general public and explains 
that current levels of social security spending are actually comparatively low. While the UK 
Government repeatedly cite a growth in out of work benefits as proof of the need for a more restrictive 
approach, a longer term perspective makes clear how far the value of these benefits has fallen. In 
1979 unemployment benefit (the predecessor to Jobseekers Allowance) was about 22% of average 
weekly earnings. It is now approximately 15% - a relative decline of about a thirdxxxvi.  

41. International comparisons also show that UK spending on social security benefits is not 
particularly high.  The OECD’s social expenditure database shown that the UK is ranked significantly 
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below many other European nations, including France, Germany and Italy, in terms of the money it 
spends on social security. xxxvii  

Question 8. How should benefits be delivered in this system? (eg. Through a new or existing 
national public body? Through existing public or third sector organisations? Localised 
delivery based on national guidelines) What would this entail? Are there barriers to such a 
structure? 

42. During a time of transition between systems, it is essential to minimise disruption for claimants. 
 Using the existing Scottish-based DWP and HMRC infrastructure and expertise would be the most 
practical approach to delivery of benefits during any transitional period. This is particularly essential 
given that we are not aware of any existing Scottish bodies that would have the necessary staff 
expertise, infrastructure or capacity to operate a national social security system. 
 
43. In the longer term there would be a need to create a new government body to oversee social 
security and tax policy. While there may be a role for local delivery of services such as employability 
schemes and the assessment of eligibility for certain benefits, it is essential that national government 
retains responsibility for the administration of social security benefits including eligibility, core 
administrative functions, standard setting, regulation and oversight. This will help to ensure simplicity, 
consistency and accountability of the social security system.  

44. We also believe there could be a role for the third sector in ensuring access to statutory social 
security support, particularly in terms of providing independent advocacy, and information and advice 
to ensure citizens are able to receive the financial support to which they are entitled. Benefits of 
involving the third sector in these roles include their specialist knowledge of local areas and/or specific 
population groups or conditions, the fact that they are often more trusted and respected by members 
of the public and the fact that, unlike private contractors, voluntary organisations have no legal duty to 
make profits or satisfy stakeholders. 

For further details please contact John Dickie, Head of CPAG in Scotland, on 0141 552 3656 or 
07795 340 618 

                                                           
i http://www.bsa-29.natcen.ac.uk/media/13421/bsa29_full_report.pdf  British Public Attitudes Survey 2012 
ii http://www.jrf.org.uk/sites/files/jrf/income-living-standards-full.pdf A Minimum Income Standard for the UK in 2013, Donald Hirsch, 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation 
iii http://www.ifs.org.uk/comms/r78.pdf. Figures for Scotland on p41 table B.2 Column 1. The proportion of children living in relative child 
poverty (after housing costs (AHC) are deducted) is forecast to increase from 21.4% in 2011 to 28.4% in 2020, 70 000 additional children 
pushed into poverty by 2020. 
iv For more information see http://www.jrf.org.uk/topic/mis  
v http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/estimate-cost-child-poverty-2013 Cost of Child Poverty in 2013  
viFind recent publications at http://www.poverty.ac.uk/report-child-benefit-work-poverty-child-poverty-europe/child-benefits-
%E2%80%98help-tackle-work-poverty%E2%80%99  
vii For more information on the vital role of Universal Child Benefit see CPAG’s recent publication ‘Save Child Benefit’, Rhys Farthing, 
2012 http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/CPAG-SaveChildBenefit-070312.pdf   
viii UK Budget 2010, published June 2010; 
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