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Poverty is the policy journal of the Child Poverty Action
Group. It aims to carry articles and features that will
inform, stimulate and develop the debate on the nature
and causes of poverty in its various forms and on the
action required, especially by governments, to relieve and
ultimately prevent it. Our objective is to publish material
that achieves a high standard of analysis, without
sacrificing clarity or accessibility, to specialist and non-
specialist alike.

Editorial staff
Editor: Lindsay Judge
Production editor: Alison Key
Diary: Caroline Paskell
Research review: Lindsay Judge and Rys Farthing
Advertising and circulation: Liz Dawson

The views expressed in Poverty are not necessarily
those of CPAG. We welcome articles and other
contributions from our readers.

Poverty is published three times a year by CPAG, 
94 White Lion Street, London N1 9PF 
Telephone: 020 7837 7979
staff@cpag.org.uk
www.cpag.org.uk
Registered Company No. 1993854
Charity No. 294841 (England and Wales); No. SC039339
(Scotland)
VAT No. 690 808117

Poverty is sent to all CPAG members – write for details
or visit www.cpag.org.uk/membership

© Child Poverty Action Group 2013
ISSN 0 0032 5856

Cover photos: Chapman Wiedelphoto/Photofusion; John
Birdsall/Photofusion 
Design/Page make-up: studio@deviousdesigns.co.uk
Print: Calverts, info@calverts.coop

In brief

Diary

Open space

Measuring child poverty: can we
do better?
Jonathan Bradshaw assesses the
shortcomings of the government’s plans

Poverty, social security and stigma 
Kate Bell describes recent research

The impact of the Welfare Benefits
Uprating Bill 
Lindsay Judge explores what it will mean
for families on low incomes

Research review 

Poverty watch

Last word

Low-income families face another 
bleak year

Looking back at how low-income families fared in 2012 is a
dispiriting exercise: minimal wage rises, the escalating price of
essentials and benefit cuts all conspired to make it a dismal year.
Sadly, 2013 looks set to be no better: this year we will see, among
other things, the introduction of the benefit cap which, for the first
time since the 1970s, disconnects assistance from assessed need;
the localisation of the social fund and of council tax benefit, which
will result in many low-income families having to find the funds to
pay council tax in the future; and the advent of the tougher regimes
of both universal credit and personal independence payment. 

If anything, the various initiatives analysed in this issue of Poverty
suggest a government behaving with an even greater sense of
disregard for child poverty. To start, it is clear that it is attempting
to evade its legal obligations to measure progress (or lack thereof)
against the metrics set out in the Child Poverty Act 2010. Through
a public consultation, the government aims to give a veneer of
legitimacy to a new measure of child poverty. Professor Jonathan
Bradshaw provides a forensic analysis of the exercise, unpicking
the proposed multi-dimensional indicator that brings together
causes, correlates and consequences of poverty in a way he
describes as ‘so confused it is very difficult to know what such a
measure could achieve. 

A new measure of this type, of course, would serve one vital
function for the government: it would not be sensitive to changes
in income and therefore would not deteriorate rapidly in response
to benefit cuts. And well may the government want to employ
such a measure, when it plans to uprate key benefits and tax
credits at a sub-inflation 1 per cent for the next three years. As
Lindsay Judge shows, this single policy is projected to impoverish
an additional 200,000 children by 2015/16, driving their living
standards down at a shocking rate in both real and relative terms. 

That the government is able to prosecute its programme of cuts
with such impunity is a consequence, at least in part, of a lack of
public support for low-income families. In this issue, Kate Bell
presents findings from a new report which shows that shame is
generated to a significant degree by the institutions of our welfare
state. In addition, stigma is internalised, externally reinforced, and
further fomented by the press. Interestingly, however, the report
shows that news reports containing negative depictions of
claimants are the result more of policy announcements than
deliberate editorial choice, illustrating how far the government
(and opposition) is able to create an enabling environment in
which to pursue its stigmatising agenda.

Perhaps the one sign of hope is the way in which the government
was forced to retreat from its framing of the Welfare Benefits
Uprating Bill which pitted the ‘strivers’ against the ‘skivers’. Once
it became apparent that the vast majority of claimants have
worked, are in work, or are highly likely to work again in the near
future, the fallacy of an idle class who deserve to have their
benefits cut was exposed for the lie that it is. Is this the point at
which the government has finally overstepped the mark, and the
pendulum of public opinion begins to swing back in favour of
greater solidarity? That, of course, remains to be seen, but it would
make 2013 a happier year than it currently looks set to be. ■




