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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.
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In brief

Diary

Open space

New investment in childcare
Vidhya Alakeson asks who will benefit 

Child wellbeing in the UK 
Dragan Nastic presents the latest
international comparisons

Poverty minus a pound 
Stewart Lansley looks at how the 
poverty consensus has unravelled

Research review 

Poverty watch

Last word

Time for the rhetoric to change

Much of the current rhetoric about child poverty revolves around
the idea that poverty is a result of individual choice rather than
structural constraints. We have seen this clearly in recent months:
whether it is the much-employed ‘strivers versus skivers’ line, the
idea that poverty is a ‘lifestyle choice’, or government polling that
headlined drug and alcohol abuse as a key explanation of child
poverty, personal responsibility and behaviour is repeatedly
highlighted in the discourse. 

This issue of Poverty contains an examination of where this type
of language has come from in recent years. Stewart Lansley looks
at the collapse of the poverty consensus that seemed rock-solid
only three years ago when the Child Poverty Act was passed. He
charts how cross-party agreement on the nature of poverty has
disintegrated since 2010, and examines the policies that have
emerged in this new political landscape. He artfully dubs the
current government’s programme ‘poverty minus a pound’, a term
that effectively captures the hardship and even destitution we are
beginning to witness around the country. 

The new child poverty projections from the Institute for Fiscal
Studies confirm the damage we anticipate if current policies
remain in place. Relative poverty looks set to increase by 1.1
million over the course of the decade from 2011 to 2020, with
those living in absolute poverty predicted to rise by 1.4 million
over the same period. The problem with the figures is they can
lead to a feeling there is a pre-ordained path for child poverty to
2020, but, in truth, there is nothing inevitable about this trajectory. 

Instead, we know that poverty is eminently amenable to policy
and Dragan Nastic’s contribution to this issue of Poverty could not
illustrate this any more clearly. Drawing on the most recent
UNICEF scorecard of child wellbeing, he sets out the evidence
that shows that, between 2004 and 2010, the UK made significant
strides, not just in improving children’s material circumstances but
with respect to a host of other wellbeing indicators too. The
relationship between policy intervention and outcomes is clearly
delineated, especially given that those areas where progress has
not been observed tend to be policy-light. 

Finally, as we look to the spending review on 26 June, there is 
one policy area to which the government looks prepared to
devote extra funds, and that is childcare. CPAG welcomed the
recent announcement by the government that it would put almost
£1 billion extra on the table in the next few years for childcare
spending. But, as Vidyha Alakeson highlights in her feature, the
government’s plans for how it will spend this money are far from
ideal. Instead, an examination of proposals suggests that the
current plans are broadly regressive, and that without changes to
the suggested model low-income families will not benefit much
from the new funds. 

All in all, the next few months look set to be interesting from the
point of view of child poverty campaigners. Can the evidence we
marshal both here and elsewhere successfully counter the view
that poverty is a result of personal failings or just a fact of life? Or
do we need to develop a more progressive narrative that appeals
to both the head and the heart? And, having achieved this, what
should the policy response be? As ever, we urge you to watch 
this space…  ■




