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CPAG in Scotland: Initial thoughts on devolution of further powers to Scotland 

Summary  

1. Further devolution should be underpinned by clear strategic objectives and principles. The 

merits of any settlement should be judged on the extent to which they provide a realistic 

opportunity to reduce child poverty and wider socio-economic inequality. 

2. It is vital that devolution of significant social security powers is not considered in isolation.  

Social security responsibilities need to be coherently linked to the wider range of fiscal, economic 

and labour market powers, including national minimum wage and parental employment rights.  

Failure to ensure the links creates a real risk of leaving the Scottish Parliament with responsibility 

for ‘picking up the pieces’ of poverty generating policies over which it has no control, and within 

increasingly tight fiscal constraints 

3.  It is important to recognise the political difficulties that would be faced attempting to invest in 

devolved social security, with, for example, only limited income tax levers and without the powers 

to reduce pressures on the system.  

4.  Devolution of powers does not, in itself, mean that the public and political will yet exists to 

invest in social protection to prevent poverty. The focus on constitutional concerns needs to be 

matched by efforts to promote support for a new approach to, and investment in, social security, 

wherever, the responsibility for it lies.  

5. There are opportunities but also risks that need careful consideration  in the specific proposals 

that have been put forward to date in relation to, for example,  devolution of housing benefit, the 

work programme and support with childcare costs.  

5.  Any devolution of social security powers must be undertaken in such a way that:  

• protects minimum standards of entitlement Scotland wide,  

• ensures adequate systems of accountability and oversight,  including the right to appeal 

decisions to an independent agency quickly and without unnecessary administrative barriers, and 

• does not further complicate access to financial support or create further cracks that 

claimants could fall down 

6. Any package of devolution should be able to pass key tests in relation to ensuring:  

 ‘welfare’ powers are matched with adequate fiscal and economic powers;  

 there is a clear delivery mechanism and infrastructure to protect national entitlements, 

adequate oversight, accountability and administrative efficiency  

 the case has been made that newly devolved powers would be used specifically to reduce 

child poverty and tackle wider inequalities  

 the proposed package of devolution is likely to result in increased respect for the dignity 

and human rights of people claiming benefits 
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1.0 Context 

1.1 This paper sets out CPAG in Scotland’s initial thoughts on further devolution, with a focus on 

proposed devolution of ‘welfare’ powers. It goes on to pose key questions which we believe need to 

be answered in order to ensure further devolution is in the best possible interests of children in and 

at risk of poverty.  

1.2 CPAG in Scotland warmly welcomes the fact that child poverty, alongside wider issues of social 

justice, has become a key issue within referendum campaign debates. The stark statistic that under 

current UK Government policy up to 100,000 more children will be pushed into poverty by 2020 in 

Scotland alone1 has been a recurring debating point2, as has the progress made3 to reduce child 

poverty by the previous UK government.  There have been positive messages about the future of 

social security,  whether in the language of ‘social protection’ 4 or the idea of constitutionally 

enshrined ‘social and economic rights’5. This is all a far cry and a refreshing change from the 

prevailing UK discourse of welfare dependency, scroungers and benefit cuts.  

1.3 There is currently a real sense of hope and expectation that the positive messages which 

underpinned much of the referendum debate will improve the quality of the conversation about 

social security and tackling poverty more generally, both in Scotland and across the rest of the UK.   

1.4 CPAG has to date not taken a position on constitutional change – rather we have focused our 

attention on how powers should be used rather than where they lie. We believe that any devolution 

of power should be underpinned by clear strategic objectives and principles. In particular, the merits 

of any settlement should be judged on the extent to which they provide a realistic opportunity to 

reduce child poverty and wider socio-economic inequality.  

1.5 CPAG has extensive expertise on the UK social security system and its existing interaction with 

devolved sources of financial support and wider policy to prevent child poverty.  We have played a 

lead role in informing the development of recently devolved areas of ‘welfare’ such as the Scottish 

Welfare Fund and are the leading national provider of independent second tier welfare benefits  

training, information and casework support for advisers and other frontline workers supporting 

families in and at risk of poverty . 

1.5 It is in this context that this paper sets out our initial thoughts on the policy and technical 

implications of differing approaches to devolution.  The paper approaches the issue with a specific 

focus on how different approaches might impact on child poverty. It is based on our understanding 

                                                           
1
 

http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/PiS2014%20Summary%20Briefing%20(updated%20August%20201
4)_0.pdf   
2
E.g.  http://news.stv.tv/politics/250647-sturgeon-and-carmichael-cross-examine-each-other-on-

independence/ 
3
 http://www.itv.com/news/update/2014-09-02/passionate-participants-debate-issue-of-child-poverty/   

4
 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/11/9348/8 

5
 http://www.dailyrecord.co.uk/news/politics/gordon-browns-vision-scotland-must-3635924 

http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/PiS2014%20Summary%20Briefing%20(updated%20August%202014)_0.pdf
http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/PiS2014%20Summary%20Briefing%20(updated%20August%202014)_0.pdf
http://news.stv.tv/politics/250647-sturgeon-and-carmichael-cross-examine-each-other-on-independence/
http://news.stv.tv/politics/250647-sturgeon-and-carmichael-cross-examine-each-other-on-independence/
http://www.itv.com/news/update/2014-09-02/passionate-participants-debate-issue-of-child-poverty/
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/11/9348/8
http://www.dailyrecord.co.uk/news/politics/gordon-browns-vision-scotland-must-3635924
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of the main UK parties’ proposals as set out to date6, and an assumption that the Scottish 

Government is likely to press for the maximum possible devolution of powers.  

2.0 General considerations 

2.1 It is vital that devolution of significant social security powers is not considered in isolation.  Social 

security responsibilities need to be coherently linked to the wider range of fiscal, economic and 

labour market powers, including National Minimum wage and parental employment rights.  Failure 

to ensure these links creates a real risk of leaving the Scottish Parliament with responsibility for 

‘picking up the pieces’ of poverty generating policies over which it has no control, and within 

increasingly tight fiscal constraints. Research published by CPAG has demonstrated how social 

security income transfers are an essential part of preventing high poverty rates across Europe, but 

that the UK leaves tax credits, social security and family benefits to do much more of the ‘heavy 

lifting’ than in other EU countries where progressive taxation and structural factors of the economy 

play a larger role in poverty prevention7.  To prevent poverty, powers (whether at Scotland or UK 

level) need to be used to reduce income inequality before, as well as through, tax and benefit 

income transfers. 

2.2 Furthermore it is important to recognise the political difficulties that would be faced attempting 

to invest in devolved social security in line with expectations raised during the referendum 

campaign, with, for example, only limited income tax levers and without the powers to reduce 

pressures on the system.  

2.3 It is also important to remember that devolution of powers does not in itself mean that the 

public and political will yet exists to invest in social protection to prevent poverty. The focus on 

constitutional concerns needs to be matched by efforts to promote support for a new approach to –  

and investment in – social security, wherever the responsibility for it lies.  

2.4 There is also a need to ensure that any powers devolved to Scotland can be given meaningful 

effect in practice. In particular, any devolution of social security powers needs to be informed by the 

experience of Northern Ireland where formal devolved competence over social security has, whilst 

resulting in some divergence , to date ensured social security in NI largely replicates that in the rest 

of the UK  due to the  ‘parity’ principle, commitment to “single systems of social security, child 

support and pensions for the United Kingdom” (NI Act 1998 c47 s 87(1)) and the financial 

consequences of not implementing UK policy (£15m of the NI block grant was required to be 

returned to the Treasury in 2013/14, potentially rising to £200m in subsequent years,  as a 

consequence of failure to implement the reforms in the 2012 Welfare Reform Act). Any such loss 

could be made up from devolved resources, although this too is constrained by treasury powers to 

reduce block grant if devolved expenditure increases “significantly more rapidly than comparable 

expenditure in England... in such a way that threatens targets set for public expenditure as part of 

the management of the United Kingdom economy” (HM Treasury, Funding the Scottish Parliament, 

National Assembly for Wales and Northern Ireland Assembly: statement of funding policy (HM 

Treasury, 2010)) . On the other hand, any savings resulting from reduced social security expenditure 

                                                           
6
 As of 09/10/14 See www.scottishlabour.org.uk/campaigns/entry/devolution-commission; 

http://scotlibdems.org.uk/files/Federalism%20-%20the%20best%20future%20for%20Scotland%20web.pdf;   
www.scottishconservatives.com/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Strathclyde_Commission_14.pdf;  
7
 http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/effectiveness-social-security-tackling-child-poverty  

http://www.scottishlabour.org.uk/campaigns/entry/devolution-commission
http://scotlibdems.org.uk/files/Federalism%20-%20the%20best%20future%20for%20Scotland%20web.pdf
http://www.scottishconservatives.com/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Strathclyde_Commission_14.pdf
http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/effectiveness-social-security-tackling-child-poverty
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would under existing arrangements be retained centrally. Clearly formal devolution of 

responsibilities does not necessarily lead to significant policy autonomy. 

2.5 The implication of a UK cap on annually managed expenditure (AME) in relation to socially 

security spending would need to be considered in any devolution settlement.  CPAG believes an AME 

cap degrades the social security system’s poverty-fighting ability by effectively introducing rationing of 

basic support.  

3.0 Specific considerations relating to current proposals for further devolution 

Devolution of housing benefit, attendance allowance and the work programme have been the focus 

of several of the proposals relating to devolution of ‘welfare’ powers. 

3.1 In relation to housing benefit (HB) we believe the following issues need to be carefully 

considered and taken into account. 

 There is clearly some logic in devolving HB given that it is closely aligned with council tax 

reduction (CTR), is already administered by local authorities and relates to an area of policy 

that is already devolved in terms of housing supply. It also provides the opportunity to 

develop a fairer system (getting rid of the ‘bedroom tax’ entirely, for instance).  

 However, devolving HB without sufficient revenue powers could cause problems given the 

future uncertainty of housing costs. A fixed settlement to cover housing benefit would make 

it difficult to react to such changes. Furthermore, if other areas of social security are not 

devolved the Scottish Government would have limited means of making up the shortfall to 

households that had lost out as a result8. The potential for using devolved housing policy to 

reduce rents and therefore upward pressures on the housing benefit budget also needs to 

be considered. 

 Any devolution of housing benefit needs to consider the implications of the roll-out of 

universal credit (which, according to the DWP will be rolled out to all Jobcentres for new 

claims from single jobseekers from early 20159). The housing element of universal credit is 

intended to replace housing benefit almost entirely by 2017. This means that devolution of 

housing benefit - without assurances that it would not subsequently be replaced by UC – 

could prove very short-lived.  

 Rolling universal credit out in Scotland without the housing element would risk undermining 

one of the most positive aspects of UC - its single taper system (albeit the removal of 

support with council tax already undermines this) .  If HB were separated out many 

claimants would potentially continue to face the problems that arise from the withdrawal of 

three different means tested  benefits (HB, CTRS and UC/tax credits).The resulting extremely 

high marginal deduction rate  undermines attempts to make work pay and makes it harder 

for claimants to plan moves into work and between jobs.   

                                                           
8
 A more detailed analysis of concerns relating to funding devolved housing benefit is contained in a discussion 

paper published by the Chartered Institute of Housing and the Scottish Federation of Housing Associations 
available at http://www.sfha.co.uk/sfha/publications/cihssfha-discussion-paper-devolving-housing-benefit  
9
 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/plans-announced-for-accelerated-rollout-of-universal-credit-after-

success-in-north-west  

http://www.sfha.co.uk/sfha/publications/cihssfha-discussion-paper-devolving-housing-benefit
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/plans-announced-for-accelerated-rollout-of-universal-credit-after-success-in-north-west
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/plans-announced-for-accelerated-rollout-of-universal-credit-after-success-in-north-west
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 Furthermore, delivery of UC will rely on a UK wide IT system.  Changes to UC in Scotland 

would require ongoing changes to the UK IT system to accommodate it.  A potential risk is 

that such changes are slow to be implemented and expensive to resource.  Creating a new 

administrative interface between UC and a devolved housing element could also have 

implications for claimants with potential for under- and overpayment of benefit.  

 Another question that would need to be answered is whether the benefits cap would 

continue to be applied in the event that housing benefit were devolved. The benefit cap 

(which limits weekly income from benefits at £500 for most families) operates by removing 

entitlement to any housing benefit which takes the household over their weekly income 

limit.   Provisions allowing the benefit cap to be enforced might be removed from the HB 

regulations if HB were devolved, but might still form part of Universal Credit legislation.   

 A possible alternative to devolving housing benefit would be to devolve the power to set the 

level of the housing element of UC in Scotland. A disadvantage to this approach is that the 

conditionality rules attached to universal credit would still apply. However for many 

claimants it could still be favourable to a system in which two tapers withdrawing benefit as 

earnings increase were operating. CPAG argued for the inclusion of support with both 

housing costs and council tax within universal credit as this reduces the complexity of the 

means-tested benefit system and the reporting burden on families where circumstances 

change. 

 Northern Ireland successfully negotiated for the housing element of UC to be paid directly to 

the landlord. If the housing element of UC becomes a devolved responsibility, the claimant 

should be able to choose whether to receive it or have it paid direct to the landlord. 

 In terms of opportunity, devolving housing related benefits could also;  

o If adequately and securely resourced and carefully planned,  over time help reduce 

housing costs with direct impact on levels of child poverty ( as measured after 

housing costs and reflecting the actual disposable income families have) 

o Allow for a widening of access to housing benefit for full-time students in difficult 
financial circumstances, e.g. for ill or disabled students, thus reducing pressure on 
college and university discretionary (hardship) funds   
 

 Devolved HB in combination with a reformed system of local taxation could potentially offer 

a way of ensuring recipients of Universal Credit do not see localised/devolved support 

tapered away at the same time. If all UC claimants received full support with these costs 

there would be the opportunity to introduce a single taper after UC entitlement was tapered 

away for financial support with housing costs and local taxation. This would require 

significant investment, but could potentially make local taxation significantly more 

redistributive. 

3.2 In relation to of active labour market policy  

 Devolution the Work Programme potentially allows for programmes to be developed that 

are more suited to the local labour market, local skills and local employers, minimising the 



Page | 6 
 

imposition of arbitrary and inappropriate job-seeking tasks that can undermine claimants’ 

current efforts to move into work and create unnecessary risk of benefit sanction. However, 

devolving the Work Programme without wider powers relating to social security benefits 

and operation of Jobcentre Plus would limit the Scottish Parliament’s ability to effect 

meaningful change. While a Scottish ‘work programme’ might better react to local skills and 

employment opportunities (and perhaps be better at reducing the number of work 

programme related sanctions), its policy and operation would still be limited and even 

dictated by UK Government policy in relation to when sanctions are applicable and what 

conditions must be met by job seekers. Careful negotiation would be needed to avoid a 

situation where a harsh and punitive sanctions regime could be imposed from Westminster 

which would then need to be operated by a devolved service. 

 Consideration must also be given to the fact that active labour market policy is devolved in 

Northern Ireland. However, any savings made through the success of the scheme (through 

reduced uptake of out of work benefits) flow to the UK Government rather than remaining 

in Northern Ireland. This removes some of the incentives for success. If Scotland were to be 

given control over the Work Programme it would be important that arrangements were in 

place for any savings to remain in Scotland.   

 A degree of control over Jobcentre Plus (even if it were just operational rather than policy 

control) might allow for significant improvements to be made in terms of organisational 

culture and the experience of claiming benefits. This might be positive, in the longer term, 

for the perception of people who claim benefits. It might also help to counter the 

dehumanising quality of claiming benefits that many people report having experienced. 

Making the process of claiming benefit less unpleasant might also result in higher benefit 

uptake. 

 

3.3 In relation to Attendance Allowance we believe the following issues need to be carefully 

considered and taken into account. 

 Attendance allowance is widely acknowledged as being of real benefit to disabled people. 

Administration is largely smooth, people can spend it how they choose and it provides 

access to other passported entitlements.  

 Devolving attendance allowance in isolation risks making the system more complex than it 

already is. Already the age at which someone becomes disabled determines whether they 

are entitled to DLA, PIP or AA in a way that can create apparently  arbitrary differences in 

the source and level of support available based solely on the age at which a person become 

eligible for support as a result of disability. Devolution could create further confusion 

because it would mean that these different benefits might also be delivered by different 

agencies.   

 One of the potential arguments for devolution of attendance allowance (AA) has been the 

potential to pool social security and social care resources10 . However, there is a very real 

                                                           
10

 See plans set out here 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130107105354/http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatist
ics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/DH_114922 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130107105354/http:/www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/DH_114922
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130107105354/http:/www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAndGuidance/DH_114922


Page | 7 
 

risk that such a pooling of a cash benefit and a social care budget could deprive many 

disabled people of a say on how their money is spent. Furthermore our understanding is that 

many AA claimants are not receiving any social care service/funding from the local authority. 

If a devolved AA was pooled with funding for social care there is a very real risk may 

vulnerable people would lose out completely on a vital source of income that helps meet the 

costs of their disability.  This is particularly worrying at a time when resources at local and 

national level are being squeezed. AA could just end up subsidising local social care budgets. 

 On the other hand if the intention is to retain AA as a devolved cash benefit there is a need 

to consider how the devolved benefit would be administered in such a way as to maintain 

consistent standards of entitlement across Scotland. There is currently no Scottish national 

agency that administers social security benefits. 

 AA has significant knock-on effects in terms of entitlement to other benefits e.g. the severe 

disability addition in Pension Credit (£61.10 per week) and carer’s allowance for carers. Any 

devolution would need to be thought through in a way that did not jeopardise linked 

entitlements to any non-devolved benefits. 

3.4 Other potential partial devolution options for social security 

 Another area of social security that has been suggested for devolution is the childcare 

element of working tax credit (as highlighted in the IPPR’s 2014 paper ‘Devo More and 

Welfare’11). Childcare, including the power to provide publicly funded childcare facilities, is 

already within the remit of the Scottish Parliament. Devolution of the childcare element of 

working tax credit (and universal credit) might allow for a more coherent policy approach to 

childcare by giving the Scottish Parliament access to resources which might enable it to 

move more quickly towards the provision of high quality, affordable universal childcare.   

 Simpler more ‘stand-alone’ benefits might be successfully devolved, particularly those which 

link into health and early years such as Sure Start Maternity Grants and Healthy Start 

Vouchers. Devolution of these benefits might also provide an opportunity to more closely 

align their delivery with the health service in Scotland, potentially improving take up levels.  

Maternity grants have been eroded in recent years so devolution would provide an 

opportunity to improve benefit levels, or to reinstate the Health in Pregnancy Grant. 

 Child Benefit (ChB) is a universal benefit, which replaced previous income tax allowances for 

children and is still funded through general taxation. CPAG remains strongly committed to a 

universal cash social security benefit to support the costs of raising children, and has 

repeatedly argued that it must increase in line with the costs that families face. It has been 

suggested that ChB could potentially be devolved as it is simple to administer and could be 

used to effectively reduce child poverty12.Now that ChB is disregarded in means-tested 

benefits calculations, this would indeed enable the Scottish Government to invest in it (if 

there was the political will to do so) without affecting means-tested support to families, and 

therefore make a contribution to meeting the 2020 target to eradicate child poverty. 

                                                           
11

  http://www.ippr.org/assets/media/images/media/files/publication/2014/03/Devo-more-and-
welfare_Mar2014_11993.pdf 
12

 https://paulspicker.files.wordpress.com/2014/10/spicker-draft-submission-to-smith-commission.pdf 

http://www.ippr.org/assets/media/images/media/files/publication/2014/03/Devo-more-and-welfare_Mar2014_11993.pdf
http://www.ippr.org/assets/media/images/media/files/publication/2014/03/Devo-more-and-welfare_Mar2014_11993.pdf
https://paulspicker.files.wordpress.com/2014/10/spicker-draft-submission-to-smith-commission.pdf
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 Power to supplement benefit rates 

It might be beneficial to devolve the ability to supplement existing benefit levels. This could 

potentially mean that CPI/RPI uprating could be restored, or Minimum Income Standard 

levels could be reached – depending on ambition. However the resource and political 

practicalities (see 2.2 and 2.3 above) need to be thought through and consideration given to 

whether this power would be meaningful in the absence of wider fiscal and economic 

powers. 

4.0 Delivery and administration 

It is important that any devolution of social security powers is undertaken in such a way that:  

 protects minimum standards of entitlement Scotland wide,  

 ensures adequate systems of accountability and oversight,  including the right to appeal 

decisions to an independent agency quickly and without unnecessary administrative 

barriers, and 

 delivers social security in such a way that does not further complicate access to financial 

support or create further cracks that claimants could fall down. 

4.1 Minimum standards of entitlement 

Citizens should have clear rights, a minimum standard of entitlement and active encouragement to 

take up benefit support wherever they live. Care needs to be taken to ensure any devolution is not a 

cover for further cuts to social security under the guise of ‘localisation’ – with the well documented 

hardship this has caused for families, particularly in England, as a consequence of council tax 

reduction and social fund localisation13. Whilst Scotland has to date largely avoided this by 

establishing national replacement schemes, local delivery of the discretionary  Scottish Welfare Fund 

has in itself led to significant variation in how support is accessed and provided dependent on where 

people live, a pattern that needs to be avoided if further welfare powers are devolved.  For more 

information, see CPAG in Scotland’s recent response to the Welfare Reform Committee’s call for 

evidence on the Welfare Funds (Scotland) Bill14.  

4.2 Delivery  

4.2.1 Devolution of policy responsibility needs to be accompanied by clear proposals for the delivery 

infrastructure required to ensure minimum standards of entitlement are protected nationwide with 

adequate accountability and oversight. Would the intention be for existing UK agencies to deliver 

benefits within a different policy regime? Are new Scotland delivery agencies required to maintain 

national consistency? It is often in the implementation and delivery that the real problems of new 

schemes or benefits arise.  

4.2.2 Any devolution of social security powers also needs to take into account the IT infrastructure 

needed to deliver newly devolved benefits.  Currently, for example, the IT packages available to local 

                                                           
13

 For more information on the degree of local variation of Local Welfare Assistance Schemes in England see 
http://www.cpag.org.uk/lwas 
14

 http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/cpag-scotland-response-call-evidence-welfare-funds-scotland-bill-august-
2014 

http://www.cpag.org.uk/lwas
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authorities to administer housing benefit and Scottish Welfare Fund too often incorrectly screen out 

applicants and negatively affect the quality of statistical recording15.  The software element of the 

administrative infrastructure not only amplifies the complexity of the system but also affects the 

ability of decision makers to comply with the law, pay benefits, and collect meaningful statistics.  

4.2.3 It is important that such issues are seen as matters of principle in deciding the most 

appropriate distribution of powers, and not just questions of implementation. Evidence from CPAG 

in Scotland’s Early Warning System highlights that even within the existing system many of the 

problems families are experiencing in relation to social security arise from maladministration and 

delay, with particular issues arising where support is delivered from different levels of government – 

e.g. between the devolved Scottish Welfare Fund and DWP benefit advances, or local housing 

benefit decisions based on misunderstanding of DWP sanctions.  

5.0 Tests for any devolution package 

 Is the proposed package of devolution relating to social security matched by adequate fiscal 

and economic powers to enable politically possible and meaningful policy variation? Does it 

match new ‘welfare’ responsibilities with adequate control of resources to enable publically 

acceptable investment in social protection?  

 

 Has the delivery mechanism and infrastructure required to protect national entitlements, 

adequate oversight, accountability and administrative efficiency been thought through? 

 

 What are the risks that the financial entitlements available to families might be reduced 

further?   Is there a risk that core rights and entitlements to social security will be further 

eroded, rather than protected and enhanced?  

 

 Has the case been made that any newly devolved powers would be used specifically to 

reduce child poverty and tackle wider inequalities? 

 

 Would devolution of the relevant powers contribute to the development of a simplified 

benefits system or create further complications for claimants? 

 

 Is the proposed package of devolution likely to result in increased respect for the dignity and 

human rights of people claiming benefits? 

 

6.0 Principles for reform of social security 

Along with other members of the Scottish Campaign on Welfare Reform 16CPAG believes: 

1) Benefit rates should be set at a level where no one is left in poverty and all have sufficient 
income to lead a dignified life. 
 

                                                           
15

 CPAG evidence suggests current screening questions in relation to application are too often 
incorrect/inapplicable and that software available to local decision makers fails to record information key to 
prioritisation of support. 
16

 http://povertyalliance.org/policy_campaigns/scowr  

http://povertyalliance.org/policy_campaigns/scowr
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2) Respect for human rights and dignity should be the cornerstone of a new approach to 
welfare. 
 

3) The benefits system should be simplified - by, for example, increasing the role of non-means 
tested benefits. 
 

4) The system should provide the support needed to enable everyone to participate fully in 
society. 
 

5) Welfare benefits should work for Scotland - so that in Scotland;  
•  those areas of welfare which are devolved are developed in line with the 
principles above,  
• all welfare reform takes account of the different legislative framework in Scotland 
so that it is integrated with Scottish housing, childcare, education, social care, 
training and other key devolved areas of responsibility,  
• whatever the constitutional settlement, the principles set out above should 
underpin a new approach to social security wherever powers lie. 

 
These principles need to underpin all deliberations on further devolution of ‘welfare’ powers to the 
Scottish Parliament. 
 
 
CPAG in Scotland 

10/10/2014 


