Counting the Cuts

What the Government doesn’t want the public to know
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Austerity In theory

In 2010 the UK government
began an ‘austerity’
programme in order to cut
public spending.

This was its response to a
financial crisis caused by:

- A house price bubble

- Mounting personal debt
and mortgages

-+ Excessive lending by the

banks

- Poor governance by

government and the Bank
of England

However the government
committed itself to make
these cuts fairly: to place the
greatest burden of cuts on
those who were better-off.



“But it’s fair that
those with
broader shoulders

should bear a
greater load.”

David Cameron,
Speech, October 2010




Unfair cuts In practice

In reality the Government’s plans have + Cut legal aid and systems used to
had the opposite effect. In particular, defend rights

the Government decided to:
- There have also been significant

* Increase VAT to 20% - a tax that hits increases in the cost of meeting basic
the poorest hardest needs, e.g. utilities, housing
- Introduce a wide-range of cuts to the Especially worrying has been the
benefit system government’s unwillingness to carry out
a ‘cumulative impact assessment’ in
- Cut housing benefit and mortgage order to calculate the way in which
interest relief many of these policies - at the same

time - seem to target disabled people.
- Cut local government, which is
responsible for social care for adults It seems that the government does not
and children want us to know that its policies are
very unfair indeed.



Bedroom Tax
Cuts in Housing Benefit
Cut in MIR
Cut Council Tax Benefit
Increased rents

Increased means-testing VAT increased to 20%
Higher eligibility Utitlity bills increased
Cuts in Adult Social Care Indexation rules changed
Cuts in Children’s Services DLA replaced by PIP
Closure of ILF Failing Work Programme
Cuts in Supporting People ATOS and WCA
Cuts to Personal Budgets IB being replaced by ESA

Policies hitting people on low incomes or with disabilities

Facts, figures and references available: hitp://bit.ly/cuts-data



The depth of the cuts

The Government’s cuts programme is
the most radical in the post-war era.
But to understand the size of the cuts
you must do two things:

1. Adjust for inflation: If prices
increase faster than spending then
this is a cut. (I have adjusted by
using 2012-13 prices.)

2. Adjust for growth: If the economy
grows faster than spending then
this is also a cut, because it will
lead to loss of support or an
Increase in relative poverty.

When we only adjust for inflation the
total level of cuts is 1.95%. If we
adjust for growth the total level of cuts
is 13.50% - that is £94 billion.

It is noticeable that the biggest of all
cuts - £31 billion cut in the grant to
local government (which includes
social care) is:

- 61.96% with no adjustments

- 67.25% when adjusted for inflation
- 78.80% when adjusted for growth

This is a very deep cut indeed.



Overall spending is being reduced by

13.9%

Pension
Foreign

Government
NHS

Culture

Northern Ireland
Wales

Transport

Energy & Farms
Scotland
Law & Order
Business & University
Defence
Education
Benefits

Local Government

-100% -75% -50% -25% l 0% 25% 50%

Reduction in UK Central Government Spending 2008-16

Facts, figures and references available: hitp://bit.ly/cuts-data



Where the cuts fall

The details of the planned cuts
were first set out in the Treasury’s
2010 Spending Review and then
in a series of announcements over
the following years.

At the end of 2013 new reports
were released that described:

- Expenditure from 2008-09 to
2012-13

- Expected expenditure up to
2015-16

By working through these reports
it’s possible to see where the cuts,
have already fallen and where they
are likely to fall in the future.

In short, Pensions, Foreign Aid
and Central Government will all
grow. The NHS will stay the same,
and everything else will be cut -
although to different degrees.

But, together local government
and benefits bear more than
50% of all cuts.



50% 2
Over O of all cuts fall in just £.. areas...

Pension
Foreign
Government
National Health Service
Culture
Northern Ireland
Wales
Transport
Energy & Farms
Scotland

Law & Order
Business & University
Defence

local government & benefits Defens

—
Local Government & Housing

£-30000mn. £-20000mn. £-10000mn. £0mn. £10000mn.

Changes in UK Central Government Spending 2008-16

Facts, figures and references available: hitp://bit.ly/cuts-data



Social care cuts

The biggest and deepest cut is to
local government.

This is probably because:

- Local government finance is organised
In a very complex way

- Most of its funding comes from central
government, but some of this funding
is ring-fenced (e.g. education) and
some comes from Council Tax

- The public neither understands nor
highly values local government

- Local government can take the blame
for any cuts that it is forced to make.

From the data it is clear that local
government has often tried to protect
social care from the worst of the cuts;
but also that it cannot manage to fully
protect social care.

Between 2007-08 and 2012-13 services
had already been cut by 25%. Further
pressure on social care is inevitable and
it is likely to lead to a cut of £7.5 billion
by 2015-16. This is a cut of 33%.

The government hopes to use funding
from the NHS to fill the gap in social care
funding; however this would mean
reversing its promise to protect NHS
spending.



By 2015-16 local government
must cut £31.2 billion from its Central

non ring-fenced spending. Services

Proportionately this would

mean a cut of £15 billion to Roads &

social care. Transport

Even as local government tries Social Care
to protect social care the cut

will still be £7.5 billion: Cultural,
Environment,

3 % Planning

Distribution of non ring-fenced local government functions in 2008-09

Why social care cannot be protected from cuts

Facts, figures and references available: hitp://bit.ly/cuts-data



Benefit cuts

The second biggest cut in spending is to
benefits, which will be cut by £15.6
billion by 2015-16.

However this cut is smaller than the
target of £22 billion declared by the
Chancellor of the Exchequer in Autumn
2013, and which included cuts in several
specific disability benefits, for example,
saving £1.2 billion by introduction of the
Personal Independence Payment (PIP).

To date | have found no explanation for
such a large disparity, between the
official figures and the Chancellor’s
statement.
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The official figures don’t target disabled
people as much as the Chancellor
seemed to intend. But they do further
target people in poverty - particularly
people on low incomes or needing
support with housing. Obviously this has
a significant impact on disabled people.

In general the public don’t understand
the reality of disability.

There are 11.3 million people with a
disability in the UK, and of these 4.5
million have a significant disability that
entitles them to a disability benefit like
Disability Living Allowance or Attendance
Allowance. 2.7 million disabled people
live in poverty.



Disability is real, has many causes

and can happen to any of

US

Arthritis

Leaming Disabilities
Psychosis

Muscle, Bone, Joint Disease
Psychoneurosis

Back Pain

Neurological Diseases
Heart Disease
Cerebrovascular Disease
Chest Disease

Spondylosis

L,I n kﬂ own

Epilepsy

Blindness

Multiple Sclerosis

Diabetes Mellitus

Trauma to Limbs

Malignant Disease
Hyperkinetic Syndrome
Behavioral Disorder
Deafness

Chronic Fatigue Syndromes
Terminally Il

Asthma

Alcohol and Drug Abuse
Peripheral Vascular Disease
Major Trauma

Parkinsons Disease

Severely Mentally Impaired
Renal Disorders

Bowel and Stomach Disease
Skin Disease

Personality Disorder
Dementia

Multi System Discrders
Metabolic Disease

Traumatic Paraplegia/Tetraplegia

Inflammatory Bowel Disease
AIDS

Cystic Fibrosis

Blood Disorders

Frailty

Motor Neurone Disease
Haemophilia

Cognitive Disorder
Multiple Allergy Syndrome
Double Amputee
Haemodialysis

Deaf-Blind

Infectious disease
Tuberculosis

Total Parenteral Nutrition
Bactenal disease

Recipients of Disability Living Allowance (DLA)

Source: DWP Benefit Tables, May 2011



Who the cuts target

In media discussions about the When we examine where the cuts
cuts there is often disagreement fall we can see that some of the
about whether or not there should people they target include:

be any cuts. However there is much
less debate about whether the cuts a) People in poverty (20% of the

are being distributed fairly. population) bear 36% of the
cuts.

Even if you agree that some cuts

are necessary it is not clear why b) Disabled people in poverty (4%

those cuts should target people of the population) bear 13% of

who are already disadvantaged. the cuts.

But this is what has happened. c) People using social care (3% of

Some cuts affect all of us equally; the population) bear 13% of the

but many target only a few people - cuts.

very unfairly.
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M O re cuts falls on people who need extra help

»This share of

36% 13% 13%
the cuts: | ’ ‘0 AO
People in Disabled People
poverty people using social
in poverty care
Falls on this ' ' ‘
part of the
population: 20% 4% 3%

The impact of the cuts on different groups

Facts, figures and references available: http://bit.ly/cuts-data



The impact on individuals

How people experience these cuts is
also complex.

For different people, to different
degrees, there will be:

- Reductions in or a complete loss of
support

- Ineligibility for support as
thresholds are raised

- Higher means-testing, often
leading to loss of support or loss of
Income
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- Loss of income or reduced
spending power

Moreover it is possible to calculate
the average annual cut, per person,
iIn income or support, by 2015-16, for
each one of these groups of people:

a) People in poverty will lose an
average of £2,744 per year

b) Disabled people in poverty will
lose an average of £4,660 per year

c) People using social care will lose
an average of £6,409 per year



Where the heaviest cuts

fall I
m 04 660

if you’ve
also got
a disability

if you need
social care

on
average

if you’re on
a low income

Average annual cuts per person by 2015-16

Facts, figures and references available: http://bit.ly/cuts-data



The unfairness of the cuts

If the cuts had been made fairly
then the burden of cuts would not
fall most heavily on the most
disadvantaged.

In fact the cuts would have been
organised to have the opposite
effect: with a heavier burden falling
on the better-off.

However, in reality, the cuts have
been imposed very unfairly:

a) People in poverty bear more
than twice the burden of cuts
compared to most citizens.
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b) Disabled people in poverty
bear a burden which is more
than 4 times the (modal) average.

c) People using social care bear a
burden that is nearly 6 times the
burden on the average citizen.

Although this may seem
extraordinary it is the logical result
of a government policy that has
protected some areas of funding,
whilst cutting spending in the areas
that are most important to those of
us who are already disadvantaged.



The unfair targ et| i g of cuts

Double the cuts if you’re on a low income 2

Four times the cuts if you're also disabled

4
- Six times the cuts if you need social services { @

How the cuts target the people who need the most help

Facts, figures and references available: http://bit.ly/cuts-data



Conseguences

The impact of these cuts is already - Increased mental health problems

being experienced.
- Increased family breakdown

In particular, we already see:
- Growing inequality
- Growing numbers forced to use

food banks Paradoxically many of the
conseqguences of these cuts will be
- Rapid (25%) reduction in social perverse - creating new social costs
care services and leading to unnecessary

spending in other areas (e.g. A&E).
-+ Growing crises in health care

services as social care As things stands these problems are
diminishes. only just beginning. The benefit cuts
and the social care cuts are set to
- Increased personal debt continue for many years.

19



“I worry about the
future as | have been
told that my funding
may not be enough
for me to have the
right amount of
support to enable me
to live my life.”

Nadia Clarke
My Rights, 2013



http://bit.ly/rights-my

Explanation

The reason that cuts have been
targeted in these areas is not
moral or economic - it is political:

- |t’s easier to scapegoat
disabled people and people In
poverty.

- Few people use or understand
social care or local
government.

- Benefits and social care are
highly means-tested and
stigmatised.
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- Most people are scared at the

size of their own mortgage and
fearful of another banking crisis
or a drop in house prices.

- Fairer options (e.g. tax

iIncreases, or salary controls) are
not popular with swing voters.

-+ Disabled people and people in

poverty have no effective
political representation.



/ nequality Street

—
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/

/

Bonuses for bankers Food banks & care cuts
Higher salaries for MPs | Low pay and benefit cuts
Privatisation and profit Increased VAT
Subsidised loans and mortgages Loan sharks
House prices rising her rents and higher prices
Growing inequality iy, stigma and sanctions




Conclusion

There is no doubt that these cuts
have been distributed unfairly:

- They target the people that a
decent society should protect.

- They target the people who did
not cause the current economic
crisis.

- They are justified by the use
rhetoric and stigma which
causes further prejudice and
harm.
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Changing and challenging this
unfairness will require political
action.

In particular it will require disabled
people, and others concerned
about fairness and poverty, to
work together.

We will need to find ways to use
the legal and democratic
processes to restore the UK’s
sense of fairness.



Action

Over 100,000 people supported the WOW Petition’s
campaign to force a debate on these issues and to
demand a cumulative impact assessment on the
impact of the cuts on disabled people. A debate In
the House of Commons is scheduled for the 27th

February 2014.

If you think that what the government has done is
wrong why not join the Campaign for a Fair Society.

Join for FREE here by following the link HERE.
24



http://wowpetition.com
http://www.campaignforafairsociety.com/membership/

Facts and figures

Every year since 2011 The Centre d) HSCIC: Reports on Social Care

for Welfare Reform has tried to 2013

estimate the impact of the cuts on

disabled people.This is the fourth This is only a partial cumulative

report and it is based on the most Impact assessment. It does not

recent information. Include tax or price increases.

In particular: Also some government information
IS Inconsistent. For example, some

a) HM Treasury: PESA 2013 of the cuts announced publicly are

not reflected in official figures.
b) DWP: Benefit Tables 2013
A full list of the reports and data
c) DCLG: Local Government used is provided in the
Financial Statistics 2013 bibliography.
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Lies, damn lies & statistics

Statistics can be misleading.

Often Government statistics don’t
tell the whole truth and big policy
decisions can be hidden by
apparently technical changes.

When the Government wants to
make something sound important
then it will describe it using one
method; but when it wants
something to look insignificant it
will use a different method.
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Quite reasonably many think that
campaigners also distort statistics
to make the Government look
worse than it really is.

So | have published all the
statistics that | have used online
using Google Spreadsheets.

You can check my figures and use
the statistics to do your own
calculations. Go directly to the
online spreadsheet to see all the
facts, figures and workings.
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http://bit.ly/cuts-data

Further reading

This analysis is a summary of
research that is available on our
online spreadsheet.

If you want more detail about the
cuts and why they target disabled
people read A Fair Society? how
the cuts target disabled people,
which outlines the arguments in
more detail.
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If you want to think about what
kind of alternatives there might be
to this unfairness then read the
Campaign for a Fair Society’s
Manifesto.

You can also find a range of
Interesting materials on the
website of The Centre for Welfare
Reform. You might also be
iInterested in my latest book which
explores how disabled people
were the first victims of the
Holocaust: The Unmaking of Man.


http://bit.ly/afscuts
http://bit.ly/FairSoc
http://www.centreforwelfarereform.org
http://bit.ly/unmaking
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We fell asleep. We forgot that they don’t take care of
us, we take care of each other. We forgot that it’s the
rich who need the poor, not the poor who need the
rich. We forgot that politicians work for us, we don'’t
work for them. We forgot that government doesn’t
iInnovate, people do. We forgot that government
doesn’t create wealth, people do. We forgot that
government doesn’t know best, people do. We
forgot about citizenship, we forgot about families, we
forgot about community. We confused good with
big. We confused achievement with wealth. We
confused love with control. We forgot that the
welfare state was made by us, that it belongs to us
and it needs to work for us. It’s time to wake up.
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