Inclusion Scotland Response:

Context:

"Disability is both a cause and consequence of poverty. Eliminating world poverty is unlikely to be achieved unless the rights and needs of people with disabilities are taken into account" (DFID 2000)

“Disability is both a cause and a consequence of poverty. Disabled people are more likely to be poor because they experience barriers to employment, high living costs, low wages, and inadequate benefits and tax credits. People living on a low income are also more likely to become disabled because of the close association between poverty and ill health” (CPAG).

· Three out of every ten disabled adults of working age are living in poverty in Britain – a higher proportion than a decade ago and double the rate among non-disabled adults. 

· Disabled adults are now more likely to live in poor households than either pensioners or children.

· One in four people aged 45 to 64 are affected by impairment and long-term sickness, but it is twice as common among the poorest fifth of the population. 

· Around 800,000 disabled people between 25 and retirement age are classed as 'economically inactive, but wanting work'. This compares with only 200,000 who are officially counted as 'unemployed'. 

· For any given level of educational qualification, a disabled person is around three times as likely to lack but want work as non-disabled people. The “unemployment” rate among disabled graduates (14 per cent) is higher than that for non-disabled adults with no qualifications at all. 

· Disability increases the chances of low pay for those people who are in work. This applies at every level of qualification and irrespective of gender or whether jobs are full- or part-time. 

· Disabled people also incur additional costs that are directly related to impairment – for example, for extra heating, laundry and clothing, or special equipment. Furthermore, disabled people have to pay for personal support, goods and services, and help with tasks that non-disabled people can do for themselves1. 

Facts & Figures above (for UK) from : Monitoring poverty and social exclusion 2005 by Guy Palmer, Jane Carr and Peter Kenway, published by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2005
Guy Palmer, co-author of the report, said: "Both child poverty and pensioner poverty are decreasing because the Government brought in policies to address them. But poverty among disabled people is high and rising, with little by way of Government policy, thus far, to help."
Background & General Comments: 

Inclusion Scotland (IS) is a consortium of disabled peoples' organisations and individual disabled people. Currently over 60 organisations of disabled people and over fifty individual disabled people are members. Inclusion Scotland’s main aim is to draw attention to the physical, social, economic, cultural and attitudinal barriers that affect disabled people’s everyday lives in Scotland and to encourage a wider understanding of those issues throughout Scotland.
Inclusion Scotland welcomes the Scottish Government’s commitment to reducing income inequality and poverty and the opportunity the Scottish Government has provided for us to contribute to the development of its anti-poverty strategy. 
Inclusion Scotland would very much agree that increasing people’s potential to become economically active is the best available route out of poverty and towards greater equality for currently maginalised groups.  However it should be acknowledged that many of those who have moved off benefits and into work have simply exchanged inadequate benefits for inadequate pay. Nor is the route into work as simple for disabled people as others.  Whilst all marginalised groups face discrimination, disabled people face physical as well as attitudinal barriers.  

Our members experience is that mainstream education, training and employment agencies fail to provide adequate or appropriate support for disabled people and in fact often turn them away when they seek assistance. 

Nor is it at all simple for disabled people to gain the qualifications which might assist them in securing employment. Parliamentary answers show that although disabled people are over-represented in FE colleges, in comparison to able bodied students, and although they tend to be there for longer they are less likely to leave FE with any qualifications. Changes within the Open University also make accessing Home Study, which is sometimes the only option suitable for disabled people, much more difficult. 

Nor is it any use to spend years securing a job only to find that you –

· Cannot get in or out of your own home because it is inaccessible
· Cannot get into/onto inaccessible railway stations, trains or buses
· Cannot get support for transport or personal assistance costs for months after starting because of bureaucracy

· Cannot be sure that the care and support package provided in the local authority within which you currently reside will be secured within another authority where you may have to move to be able to work (this problem is likely to be exacerbated by the ending of ring-fenced funding for particular services).

· Cannot get the adaptations you need to do the job until months after you start

All of the above issues must be addressed if disabled people are to secure, and most importantly retain, lucrative employment. 

Inclusion Scotland having read through the consultation document are also left with a number of questions. The consultation document talks about moving towards a “Framework” for tackling poverty.  What will be the status of this Framework in relation to the new Single Outcome Agreements currently being agreed with Local Authorities? It would seem logical to us that if tackling poverty has been given a high priority by the Scottish Government then Local Authorities should be bound to work towards achieving targets set in the Framework.  Yet the Government has been keen until now to state that Local Authorities can set their own local priorities.  So will tackling poverty or Local Authority independence take precedence?
Secondly we believe that setting a “Direction of Travel” is much more than simply stating where you would like to arrive.  It should be aboutthe Scottish Government  providing real leadership to Local Authorities, Health Boards, other public bodies, the Third Sector and the Private Sector. Within Scotland the prevalence of Low Pay is a real issue making escaping poverty that much more difficult.  The Government should take action to both exhort employers to provide decent wages and conditions and to assist exploited workers in enforcing their rights. This would go a long way to changing the culture which currently views poverty wages as acceptable.
Finally the document makes great play towards the end in stating that communities and the disadvantaged will be empowered to contribute towards the development of the framework and to tackle poverty themselves. 

Unfortunately there is no great clarity as to how they will be assisted to do this – e.g. consultation is not the same as engagement and involvement.  Simply listing all the ways that the Government might use is not the same as stating what the level of involvement that is being sought will actually be. Inclusion Scotland would urge the Government to genuinely empower communities and disadvantaged groups to participate in the process.  This is more resource intensive as it involves community development and capacity building but it is the only method which guarantees genuine engagement which is sustainable.
Para 14:  “Income inequality can be reduced by lowering the income of the highest earners, or raising the income of the lowest earners”. Why is “or” used when “and” could be? Doing both at once is called redistribution and is the most effective and fairest way to reduce income inequality.  Any policy which only seeks to reduce relative poverty by increasing the income of the poorest households may fail if the income of the highest earners increases at the same or a higher rate.
Para 22: Why only a “gendered” approach to tackling poverty?  20% of the population have an impairment or long term limiting illness and also suffer disproportionately from poverty. They are amongst those who have benefited least from economic growth yet they do not seem to figure in the Scottish Government’s strategy.
Para 25: Actually there are also skilled and educated workers on low earnings.  In particular the skills and attainments of women tend to receive less recognition. This is acknowledged elsewhere.  To give but one example those contemplating a career in Nursery Nursing were promised increased status and economic reward if they undertook professional training but these did not necessarily materialise.  
Para 30: Outcome 7 will not necessarily be achieved solely through the attainment of “Indicator 10: To decrease the proportion of individuals living in poverty”. It is possible to envisage that the overall proportion of people living in poverty could be reduced without any concomitant reduction in the number or proportion of disabled people living in poverty.  To benefit from any general improvement some tailored intervention to improve the chances and support available to disabled people will be required.
Para 33: It is difficult to envisage anything more patronising than an approach which focuses on the internal capacity of disadvantaged individuals who are portrayed as needing to  ‘develop their resilience’. Disabled people, and other disadvantaged groups are already resilient – they have to be to endure the discrimination and denial of rights that they experience daily. 
In general Inclusion Scotland  believes that this priority is stated the wrong way around. It implies that the fault lies with the poor for being poor (because they lack ‘resilience’) rather than that the fault lies with the structural barriers which will ‘also’ be tackled – sounding as though they are seen  as less important than ‘resilience’ in overcoming poverty. An approach which identifies the poor as the authors of their own misfortune is blame-shifting of the highest magnitude.
Another key principle identified is user involvement, consultation, community engagement and empowerment.  These are all laudable aims to work towards but to date Inclusion Scotland have little evidence of them being applied to disabled people. To give but one example – the UK Government set aside £340 million in recognition of the huge difficulties faced by families including disabled children in accessing services such as respite care.  
They believed that this was necessary because such families’ needs were not treated as a priority by local authorities or the NHS.  As part of the Barnett Formula £34 million of that money came to Scotland.  
Yet the Scottish Government has not ensured that any of this money will actually reach disabled children and their families as they have simply given it to local authorities to spend as they wish.  These being the very same local authorities who had failed to prioritise the needs of these families before. This was done without any consultation with organisations of and for disabled people, far less with their involvement and engagement.  This method of policy making is the very opposite of empowering.  Fine words are easy but the Scottish Government needs to demonstrate that it puts such principles into practice.
· “Given that there is a finite resource available to deliver on these laudable aims what is it feasible to expect and should we prioritise some over others”
No the principles should guide whatever is attempted.  However aims and principles are not the same as actual activities and as there are no activities outlined it is difficult for us to prioritise which ones should be allocated more of the limited resources available.

Para 39 : “What policies are key within the existing powers available to the Scottish Government?”
(i) Local taxation: We would suggest that the ability to alleviate poverty and redistribute wealth through local taxation is a key power which should be utilised.  
It has to be recognised though that if local government services, relied on most heavily by the poor, are to be adequately funded and at the same time the poor and those on modest incomes are to pay less then the most affluent will have to pay more.
(ii) House building: Many low/modest income families are being forced into unsustainable debt through being forced to buy a home when they might prefer other lower cost options if they were available. The sell-off of all the good quality housing stock in locations other than peripheral or run down estates has made renting social housing unattractive.  The Government’s halt to selling new council housing is therefore to be welcomed.  
However larger problems loom. Because of the international credit squeeze banks and building societies are now unwilling to take risks and make loans which are four or five times household income or 100% of the value of a property. This will effectively exclude low income households out of the market.  

At the same time repossession from existing owner occupiers may increase substantially with both primary and secondary creditors seeking to protect their interests. All of this will increase the demand for social housing.  Yet private developers are likely to scale back their house building plans because of falling demand.  This will in turn deny local authorities and housing associations the affordable homes which have to be provided in all new developments.  So demand for social housing will be rising whilst supply could fall.  The loss of building industry and supply jobs will also have a knock-on effect in the economy increasing unemployment, the need for skilled workers and the spending power of households affected.  

All of this will increase the difficulties of achieving the Government’s aims of growth, decreasing worklessness & raising the incomes of the poorest households. Inclusion Scotland would therefore call on the Scottish Government to invest in a social house-building programme to increase supply and safeguard the house building industry’s skills base and workforce.  The houses built should be both affordable and fully accessible to disabled people.
“What role might the private sector play in helping to achieve this aspiration?”

If the private sector could be encouraged to pay reasonable wages to their workforces and not to exploit migrant workers then poverty would be substantially reduced or alleviated in many thousands of households.  It is discouraging that the Scottish Low Pay Unit has closed, due to lack of local authority support, when so many Scottish workers still receive low wages and the use of migrant workers to undercut local labour is widespread. 
Without the research that the Unit carried out it will be near impossible to estimate the scale of these problems and whether they are localised or widespread issues.  This is likely to undercut the Government’s aim of social cohesion across Scottish communities.

(iii) Improving childcare provision: One of the main factors influencing women’s access to work and genuinely making work pay is affordable childcare.  Those ‘Arc of Prosperity’ countries (e.g. Denmark) which provide “free” childcare have the greatest involvement of women in the workforce and the lowest levels of childhood poverty. Though tax credits partially address this in the UK much of the childcare available is at set hours (i.e. 9 – 5) whereas many workplaces, (call-centres, tele-sales, clearing banks etc.)  now require their employees to work rolling 24 hour shifts. 
In addition what childcare there is remains relatively expensive for the low paid.  This means that they often remain worse, or barely better, off in work than they were on benefits after such employment related costs are taken into account.  The Scottish Government should examine the possibilities of expanding/improving access to childcare outwith “normal” working hours and making it more affordable for the low paid (this would need to be done with the agreement of the UK Government otherwise any improved income for women/carers might be clawed back via benefit rules.

(iv) Reducing personal care costs for disabled workers: Many disabled people are faced with increased personal care costs when they do manage to secure work.  This is compounded by local authorities requiring disabled people to pay towards their personal care costs.  This is a real barrier to disabled people finding and remaining in employment and should be addressed as a matter of urgency.

Para 43: Inclusion Scotland are pleased to note that “addressing educational disadvantage and underachievement” and helping people through key transition points (such as when they leave school) feature amongst initiatives to tackle the root causes of poverty and helping lift people out of poverty. 
In 2003, approx. 40% of disabled people had no qualifications at all. The employment rate of working age disabled people is around 50% whilst the employment rate of non-disabled people is 80%. The largest difference in employment rates is amongst people without qualifications; therefore there is a pressing need for people with disabilities to obtain qualifications. Yet Parliamentary Answers indicate that young disabled school-leavers are –

(i) proportionately more likely to attend FE colleges than their non-disabled peers 

(ii) more likely to spend more than a year at FE college, and yet 

(iii) are conversely less likely to attain a recognised qualification as an outcome of their studies. 

Because of the failure of schools & colleges to address young disabled people’s educational needs young disabled people at the age of 16 are twice as likely to be Not in Education Employment or Training (NEET) than non-disabled young people and yet after many of them attending FE Colleges are more than three times as likely to be NEET at age 19.
There is a large amount of anecdotal evidence that FE colleges are running non-academic courses for disabled students rather than equipping them for job-seeking and employment.  

Inclusion Scotland would like to see the Scottish Government directly addressing the issues of young disabled people in transition and ensuring that they have the support and opportunity to acquire the qualifications that they need to participate fully in employment and wider society.
Inclusion Scotland are also pleased to note that the Scottish Government intends to address the discriminatory attitudes which are widespread in Scottish society. However as a result of those attitudes disabled people do not only face attitudinal discrimination but also physical barriers to participation. For example many public transport services (buses and trains) and private taxis are inaccessible to disabled people making travel to and from educational establishments, work, services or leisure facilities difficult, if not impossible. 
In addition many workplaces, educational establishments, local authority and NHS services are still not accessible to disabled people.  Unless there is a commitment to extra funding to remove physical, as well as attitudinal, barriers then disabled people will remain trapped in worklessness and poverty, denied their rights to participate fully in society. 
To illustrate this point Inclusion Scotland notes that providing free bus travel for older people and discounted travel for young people are given as examples of alleviating the impact of poverty.  We are puzzled as to why free bus travel for disabled people fails to merit a mention. 
Is this an oversight (the needs of disabled people have consistently been overlooked by successive Governments so that would not necessarily be a surprise) or is there a question mark over the continuation of such support? 
In any case whilst it is credit worthy for the consultation to identify the very real problems faced by young people, women and carers, when attempting to escape poverty, it is disappointing that that not a single example of meeting the needs of disabled people is provided under this section on “key areas for action”.
Para 44: Are these three areas for action the right ones to adopt? 
Yes - so long as discrimination and barriers to participation are genuinely recognised and effectively addressed.
Para44 : How should our efforts be balanced between them?

A good start could be made by recognising that causes and effects are not easily de-coupled.  For example - educational disadvantage and underachievement; poor health; young people’s disengagement from society; poor starts in life and the degradation of deprived communities are not solely, or even largely, “causes” but also effects of poverty. Whilst they are issues that the Scottish Government can address it is doubtful whether action in these areas can succeed whilst income inequality continues to grow.
Para 53: Where the Scottish Government can contribute most to tackling poverty –

(i) By providing a lead in championing, rather than stigmatising, the victims of income inequality. 
(ii) By providing a lead to local government, the NHS and the private sector in ensuring that, as far as possible, all policy implementation is designed to make the most impact in reducing, alleviating or lifting people out of poverty.

Para 53: How we maximise the impact of these policies and programmes –

See above.

Para 53: Where there may be gaps in these policies and programmes that need filling, and how they should be filled –

There is little detail on the bare bones of seeking to increase the incomes of the poorest households by being more successful in getting them into work via a growing economy.  
That seems to be a policy that has already been tried with some, but not overwhelming success (i.e. the largest growth in poor households in the last 10 years has been amongst the working poor, suggesting that they have merely exchanged the poverty of worklessness for the poverty of low wages). 
Whilst this problem is acknowledged in the consultation document it is not directly addressed. It might be worth the Scottish Government comparing the Irish economy (low tax, little re-distribution) with that of the other countries in the “Arc of Prosperity” which tend to have higher income-based taxes, greater re-distribution and lower levels of poverty.
Para 53: How well reserved and devolved programmes currently complement each other and any areas where co-operation can be improved –

Cooperation and coordination of action should be improved as long as this does not lead to diversion from the Scottish Government’s three main areas for action or attacks on the poor rather than poverty.
Para 53: Any areas where it is believed enlargement of the devolution settlement could improve the seamless provision of support and achieve a greater impact on poverty and income inequality – 
Obviously greater devolved power over taxation and benefits would equip the Scottish Government with the main levers for change

Para 53: The constituencies within Scotland, such as employers, with whom the Scottish Government should do more to influence thinking and action on tackling poverty.

Influencing employers to pay a decent rate of pay for a day’s work could have a profound effect on poverty levels as could encouraging employers (via incentives) to employ more disabled people. The Government should also look to utilising contract compliance to ensure that those awarded public contracts pay decent wages and meet their equalities’ responsibilities.

Target Groups?: Paras 54 & 55 : Such a differentiated approach is definitely required in addressing the lack of opportunities, physical & attitudinal barriers and denial of human rights experienced daily by disabled people. 
Perceptions of Poverty: Paras 56 – 60: Inclusion Scotland members are less than sure that the new language adopted to describe the problem of poverty is any better or clearer than what has been used before.  If anything by adding yet another range of terms the Government has simply added to the existing confusion.  Whilst most people will understand terms such as “fairness and equity” we are less sure that terms such as “Solidarity” and “the Golden Rules” will be readily understood.  
Solidarity is an old trade union term for practical support given to workers in struggle.  It remains to be seen exactly how affluent Scotland will provide genuine “solidarity” to poorer Scotland but it is hardly a concept in widespread use in general society.   
As for the “Golden Rules” by and large we believe such shorthand jargon should be avoided.  Ministers and civil servants may be familiar with its intended meaning but for others the received meaning may be much less clear.  A dictionary defines the “Golden Rule” as the ethic of reciprocity, a moral value which simply means “treat others as you would like to be treated”. If that is the philosophy underpinning the Government’s approach it is to be applauded but we remain unsure that this is what is meant as it is never clearly stated.  We are forced to conclude that the clarity which the Government seeks has not been achieved.
Para 64: Inclusion Scotland believes that disabled people have the right, in law (Disability Equality Duty) as well as morally, to be involved in formulating policies which will impact on their lives. Having examined the “Menu of Local Outcome Indicators” we find that there are none relating to Local Authorities enabling disabled people (or anyone else!) to participate and engage in the Community Planning Process. As Local Authorities will have their performance measured by reference to this menu why should they devote resources (i.e. funding, staff time) to something that they will not be asked to account for?
