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About Maxim Institute:

Maxim Institute is an independent research and public policy think tank, 
committed to the people, land, history and culture of New Zealand.

Our mission is to foster ideas and leadership that enable freedom, justice and 
compassion to flourish in New Zealand.

As a think tank, Maxim Institute engages in the following core activities:

• Producing research and informed analysis of contemporary issues;

• Developing and promoting sound public policy;

• Communicating our research findings and policy initiatives to the  

decision-makers and leaders of today;

• Training and mentoring tomorrow’s leaders for all areas of community, 

political and business life; and

• Equipping New Zealanders to become better informed and more effective 

agents of change in their community.

Maxim Institute is a registered charitable trust that is funded by donations. 



THE ANNUAL SIR JOHN GRAHAM LECTURE 20118

Sir John Graham

Sir John Graham is a New Zealand hero. He has 
spent his life training, inspiring and mentoring 
young New Zealanders in education and sport, 
having had a celebrated and distinguished 
career in both fields. He has been Headmaster of 
Auckland Grammar School, Chancellor of The 
University of Auckland, Captain of the All Blacks 
and President of the New Zealand Rugby Football 
Union. 

John is a dedicated leader in our nation and 
his passion for New Zealand has endowed 

this country with a brilliant legacy. Appropriately, he was recognised for his 
services to education and the community, with a CBE in 1994, and was further 
honoured when he was knighted in the 2011 Queen’s Birthday Honours List. 
John Graham’s commitment to service and to this country has enriched all New 
Zealanders.

The Annual Sir John Graham Lecture holds up John Graham’s life as an 
example to tomorrow’s leaders, encouraging them to serve our country well. 
It provides an opportunity to invite leading international experts to contribute 
to the policy debate in New Zealand. Public debate and discussion stimulate 
creative thinking and this event offers a forum for new ideas to be articulated, 
tested and refined.

The 2011 Sir John Graham Lecture was delivered on Friday, 22 July, at  
the Heritage Hotel in Auckland.



 The Annual John Graham Lecture 9

Rt Hon Iain Duncan Smith

The Rt Hon Iain Duncan Smith MP was appointed 
Secretary of State for the UK’s Department for 
Work and Pensions following their 2010 General 
Election.

He has served as MP for the Chingford and 
Woodford Green constituency since April 1992 
and has held a number of roles in Government, 
and was Leader of the Conservative Party from 
September 2001 until November 2003.

In 2004, Iain Duncan Smith founded the 
influential think tank, the Centre for Social Justice, which worked to develop 
innovative policies on tackling poverty and welfare reform.

In his early career, Iain Duncan Smith served in the Scots Guards and worked 
with the General Electric Company. He was born in Edinburgh and he and his 
wife, Betsy, have four children.
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Annual Sir John Graham Lecture
Auckland, 22 July 2011

• RT HON IAIN DuNcAN SMITH •

It is a pleasure to be here in Auckland today, and a particular privilege 
to be speaking at the Annual Sir John Graham Lecture. 

It is the achievement of a better society that is the topic of my lecture 
tonight, and I am immensely grateful to Maxim Institute, on whose board 
Sir John Graham served for many years, who have been so generous in 
arranging for me to be here.

The Centre for Social Justice is a think tank I set up back in 2004. It 
has had a close relationship with Maxim Institute going back a number of 
years. During that time we have both learnt a great deal from one another 
about the importance of basing our work on the fundamental principles 
of social justice. We share a common vision—a vision of a freer, fairer 
and more compassionate society. A society of the second chance, where 
everyone has the opportunity to be renewed and nobody is written off. 
This is a society where responsibility—for yourself, your family, and your 
community—is seen as a valuable commodity once again. 
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Renewing Compassion:  
A vision for welfare that frees rather than traps the poor

debt and deficit

Tonight I want to set the UK’s present austerity programme in some 
context, to show how it is not enough to squeeze budgets as we run into 
difficulty every few years, but that we need to deal with the causes of that 
crisis if we are to effect long-term change. Tonight, I hope you will let me 
explain the backdrop of the situation we find ourselves in and let me deal 
with some of the principles of change.

Back in the 1970s businesses avoided the UK because of its high 
taxes, high strike rates and low productivity. At some points in the 70s 
and 80s we were losing more than twenty million days a year due to 
labour disputes,1 and had a lower rate of productivity growth than all our 
European counterparts.2 Most commentators felt that there was little that 
could be done and decline was inevitable. Yet when we look back at what 
was achieved under Baroness Thatcher in a few short, yet turbulent years, 
it serves as a reminder that nothing is inevitable and that people can 
change, just as governments do. So, after some radical reforms, strikes 
declined,3 productivity improved and as tax rates came down, companies 
started to invest in the UK once again and things turned around. These 
reforms laid the foundation for an unprecedented period of growth. 
Sixty-three consecutive quarters, uninterrupted, with incomes up and 
confidence soaring.4 It seemed we had an economy where growth was 
driven by productivity increases and underscored by good housekeeping. 

Sadly the last Government took this improving economy and fell back 
on an unsustainable formula, one which I suspect they would accept now 
in hindsight was fuelled by debt and consumption beyond our means.5 By 
2009 we were harshly reminded that many of the gains in the last decade 
were built on sand. And we cannot say that the warning signs weren’t 
there. Personal debt had boomed in the years leading up to the recession; 
rising from around £700 billion in the early 2000s to £1.3 trillion in 
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20076—unsustainable. My own think tank, the Centre for Social Justice, 
warned that these levels of debt were simply unsustainable in a report 
published that same year.7 We were attacked as I recall by some of the 
bankers, only to find, just a few months later, the British bank Northern 
Rock went to the wall; and all the rest is now clear history.

Although we talk a great deal about the banks when we speak of 
debt, it is worth reminding ourselves that it is the poorest in society who 
suffer the most when debt gets out of control.8 Their inability to pay can 
often lead to violence in many of the most difficult communities. It is not 
just a financial issue; debt for some in our communities can be wholly 
physical too.

It wasn’t only the British public who spent beyond their means. The 
Government was at it as well. Before the recession started, the UK had 
one of the largest structural deficits in the industrialised world.9 The result 
of all of this is that the UK now has an enormous deficit, adding every 
day to our outstanding debt. To put this in context, we pay £120 million 
a day, each day, just servicing the interest payments on our debt, which 
is money that cannot therefore be spent on schools, hospitals or roads.10 
This is why it is vital that we get the deficit under control—a process 
which is already underway, and one that has allowed us to maintain 
low interest rates and borrowing costs despite an unprecedented budget 
shortfall. I say all this to put in context what I am going to say.

We have a painful economic legacy, and one that we will be dealing 
with for many years to come. But these figures aren’t just about a 
broken economy. They indicate that we had actually lost direction 
and had developed a damaging culture; a culture of recklessness and 
irresponsibility; a culture of live now, pay later. Where once families 
worked hard and saved hard to buy the things they needed, they somehow 
now look to unsecured credit and pay-day loans. Where once people put 
money aside and built up assets to provide for their retirement, we now 
have seven million people not saving enough to provide for themselves 
in old age.11 And while there have always been fiscally irresponsible 
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governments down the ages, the way spending was let rip in the course 
of the last decade I feel was somehow unprecedented.

Broken society

This culture of recklessness has contributed to the deprivation and 
breakdown we see across swathes of our society today. Pockets of 
worklessness and dependency, often persisting through generations of the 
same family; more than four million people on out of work benefits, many 
for ten years or more;12 one of the highest levels of unsecured personal 
debt in Western Europe13 and the highest teenage pregnancy rates in 
Western Europe;14 over a million children growing up in households with 
parents who are addicted to drugs or alcohol.15 And the worst thing of 
all: this was before the recession had even started. We had an entrenched 
culture of social breakdown even while the economy was growing. 

I understand we were not alone in this—it is not something peculiar 
just to Britain. As your Ministry of Social Development statistics indicate, 
even before the downturn in New Zealand, when many firms were 
reporting serious difficulty in finding workers at all skills levels, ten 
percent of the working age population were on welfare.16 

We saw similar trends in the UK labour market. Though employment 
levels rose by some three million in the decade leading up to the recession, 
more than half of the rise in employment under the previous Government 
was accounted for by foreign nationals.17 It wasn’t as if there weren’t 
enough people to do the jobs in the UK. We had over four million people 
sitting on out-of-work benefits over this period, rising to five million by 
the end of the recession, some of whom were genuinely sick or disabled, 
but many of whom were capable of working. 1.4 million had been out of 
work for nine of the previous ten years.18

This is an issue I discussed when I was speaking in Madrid earlier this 
month. And I made it clear then that the number of jobs going to foreign 
nationals is, in many ways, a symptom of a problem we have at home 
with an unprepared and disaffected workforce.19 For too long these people 
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have been thought beyond redemption, easier to maintain on benefits 
than to help back into work, and so governments have washed their 
hands of the challenge, preferring to keep the economy going by letting 
labour come in from abroad. But this is an incredibly expensive approach, 
because it means propping up whole swathes of communities on costly 
benefits when they could be in work, securing their own futures. We have 
to tackle the problem from the other end I believe. We must look at the 
root causes of our broken society rather than treat the symptoms alone. 

The csJ

This was a challenge I was determined to face when I established the 
Centre for Social Justice. Rather than focussing on the symptoms of 
poverty and social breakdown we were determined to unearth the root 
causes.

We commissioned two reports into social breakdown, “Breakdown 
Britain” and “Breakthrough Britain,” which amount to some 600 pages 
of in-depth analysis.20 I sent the teams of researchers around the country, 
taking evidence from thousands of different community groups that are 
working in areas of deep deprivation; looking and talking to academics 
and experts; and polling individual groups, such as those who have 
been drug addicts and those who have grown up in broken homes, and 
asking what they actually wanted and what they hoped for and what they 
actually got in life. What we found, again and again and again, as we 
visited some of the poorest communities in our country, was the same five 
issues kept coming up at us, to do with social breakdown. 

These are what I call the five pathways to poverty:21

- Family breakdown;
- Poor education;
- Debt;
- Addiction, and
- Welfare dependency and worklessness.
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These pathways to poverty feed on each other in powerful ways, and can 
push families into damaging, downward spirals from which it is almost 
impossible to retrieve themselves. 

Let’s have a look at a few of these. Take family breakdown—evidence 
is that those growing up in a broken home are: 22 

- 75 percent more likely to fail at school;
- 70 percent more likely to become addicted to drugs; and 
- 50 percent more likely to have an alcohol problem. 

When it came to addiction we found that almost one third of young 
people who have been excluded from school have been involved with 
substance abuse.23 And so often these pathways had a knock-on effect 
on further destructive behaviour, particularly criminal activity. We found 
that 70 percent of young offenders were from lone parent families,24 and 
we estimated that something like half of the UK’s prison population were 
problem drug users.25 

And, even more interesting, we found that as many as half of all 
young people going through the youth justice system had been in 
government care or had substantial involvement with social services.26 
When the government looked after them, the government failed them. 
Even more, in some senses, than their own families had failed them.

As we looked at these issues more carefully we unearthed the immense 
costs of this breakdown. We put the costs of educational underachievement 
at £18 billion per annum;27 the costs of family breakdown at over £20 
billion per annum and rising,28 and the cost of crime—so often a product 
of these pathways to poverty—at some £60 billion per annum.29 Almost 
£100 billion, every year, spent on simply treating the symptoms of social 
breakdown because we never got to the causes. 

These eye-watering figures were a result, at least in part, of the 
damaging culture I spoke about before. A culture of short-termism had set 
in which was more focussed on chasing headlines than on changing lives. 
So, instead of investing in fundamental changes to the system—changes 
which may have taken a number of years to bear fruit—governments 



 Renewing Compassion: A vision for welfare that frees rather than traps the poor 17

resorted to reactive but eye-catching tweaks around the edges. These 
tweaks were expensive and often ineffective, but because they were 
funded by debt it was possible to push the burden of the cost of them 
further down the line, onto the next generation. 

Tax credits

A prime example of this is the system of tax credits introduced by the 
previous Government, ostensibly with the goal of making work pay. 
More often than not these tax credits made things more confusing for 
claimants, and they created perverse incentives which encouraged work 
at just sixteen hours—no more and no less.30 But they played another 
role as well. Because there was a child element, paid in and out of work, 
tax credits became a useful tool for tweaking child poverty rates. Add 
a few more pounds to tax credits at the annual budget and you could 
triumphantly announce that you had pulled thousands of children out of 
poverty, as incomes would suddenly jump just above the poverty line. But 
had this changed anyone’s life? Had it made it any more likely that these 
children would go on to succeed in school, hold down a job, or form a 
stable and loving relationship?

In the case of a family troubled by addiction you may only have made 
things worse, with more money simply fuelling the family’s addiction 
problems. I know of too many households with addiction that get enough 
money, but the money only makes the situation worse because it drives 
them deeper into their problem and the children have to make do with 
even less. Because you haven’t made a permanent change in those parents’ 
lives, you’ll find that before long they will have cycled back below the 
poverty line, and you will be back where you started. Even more subtly, 
this policy had a longer-term effect, creating what a friend of mine, Frank 
Field, from the Labour Party, referred to as the “couple penalty.”31 This is 
where you earn more through benefits if you live apart than if you live 
together as a family.  

In essence, government money, far from being ambivalent, has 
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actually ended up incentivising families to break up, with all the attendant 
consequences for children that I have already mentioned. Perhaps worse, 
it has also created an intention to criminal behaviour. Families who—
realising they would be better off apart—declare themselves as apart, even 
if they are together. This is a criminal act and they do that for a while 
until they realise just how serious that is and they either change their 
declaration, or they do actually break apart. It can’t be right that a system 
like ours drives people to that kind of behaviour. 

More than £150 billion has been spent on tax credits since 2004, 
mostly on families with children.32 Yet I believe progress on child poverty 
has been weak and the last Government left office with income inequality 
at absolute record highs.33 For those who ask how this has anything to do 
with income inequality, they should recall that it is middle income earners, 
for the most part, who always carry the heaviest load when governments 
raise taxes. It was on their shoulders that the extra spending fell in that 
decade. Small wonder then that over the last few years their net incomes 
have remained at best static whilst the richest have seen theirs rise.34 

Expensive and ineffective—tax credits were an approach for the short 
term, which didn’t worry about the consequences for the next generation. 

Living longer

We’ve seen this same damaging approach in our retirement system. Life 
expectancy in the UK has increased significantly over the course of the 
last century, but we haven’t seen anything like corresponding increases 
in the State Pension Age.35 The fact that people are living longer is great 
news, but it does present us with some difficult decisions about how we 
fund an increasingly expensive retirement system. 

Successive governments have found it easier to kick this issue into 
the long grass, hoping that someone else will pick up the pieces later, 
long after they have gone. Again and again that cultural barrier to reform 
has come crashing down and the hard choices have been ducked. But 
if we don’t get this right, we risk pushing the burdens on to the next 
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generation. 
 My concern is that as my generation heads towards their retirement 

it is our children who will bear the greatest burden and the cost in the 
future. They will have to pay to bring up their own children, save for 
their pensions, find property in an increasingly tight property market, 
at the same time as helping to pay for their parents’ retirement income. 
And unless we do something about the debt, they will have to pay that 
off as well. 

This is why the figures show that they are likely to be the first 
generation in more than 30 years to have retirement incomes that will fail 
to keep up with average earnings in the rest of the economy.36 Theirs is an 
uncertain and insecure future. If we don’t act now it could be a future of 
low incomes, low expectations and high taxes. 

Principles behind the reforms

That’s why we’ve been trying to steer a new course in government and why 
I am determined that we must change and reform for the long term. In my 
capacity as Secretary of State for Work and Pensions, my efforts have been 
particularly focussed on the welfare and pension systems. 

William Beveridge, the man widely credited with creating the modern 
welfare state in the UK, was clear that the welfare system must not be 
allowed to stifle “incentive, opportunity or responsibility.”37 By the time 
we entered government late last year it was apparent that these values had 
been diluted. We had a system that punished those who did the right thing 
while rewarding destructive behaviours. We wanted to introduce reforms 
that would put work and responsibility back at the heart of the system, 
changing lives not just maintaining them on welfare. This is the course we 
have been trying to steer during our first year in government. 

At the heart of our reforms is the Universal Credit,38 a single, integrated 
payment designed to replace an array of complex benefits and tax credits. 
Claimants will be subject to different work requirements depending on their 
circumstances, but work will be the cornerstone of the system for those 
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who are able.  
The Universal Credit will increase the amount of money people can 

earn before their benefits are withdrawn—these are called the disregards—
and we will then taper away their benefits at a clear and consistent rate. 
This taper rate will be set at around 65 percent. When you compare that 
to the seven hundred thousand claimants who currently see a taper rate 
of more than 80 percent, once tax and benefits are combined, it should 
be clear that these changes will have an impact on people’s decisions to 
enter the labour market. Estimates suggest that the introduction of the 
Universal Credit could reduce the number of workless households by some 
three hundred thousand, not to mention the almost one million individuals 
who will be moved out of poverty.39 This is not just a simpler system, but it 
is one that finally makes work pay. Just as critically, I think, it is a system 
that makes work pay, no matter how many hours you work. 

The welfare system we inherited was stuck in the past. The labour market 
has moved on. Part-time work has become the norm for many people. The 
previous Government tried to reflect these changes by introducing a system 
of in-work support called tax credits—this incentivised work at sixteen 
hours, but made it unviable at any more or any less. 

Under the Universal Credit we should start to see businesses once 
again taking advantage of what I call “organic growth,” taking tentative 
steps to expand, gradually increasing the number of hours they offer to 
employees as they prove their success in the market, rather than relying on 
big injections of capital from outside. Whether at eight, twelve, sixteen, or 
twenty hours, work will finally pay for both employee and employer. And 
this flexibility is partly made possible because of the way the Universal 
Credit is paid. Every month we’ll bring together our own information 
and information from employers to provide a “real-time” assessment of a 
claimant’s circumstances: the work they’re doing, the amount of income 
they’re earning, and the amount of Universal Credit they should be paid. It 
is a smoother, simpler, clearer system and one that will stop so much of the 
error as vulnerable people fail to navigate their way around the complex 
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arrangements we have now. It will also help tackle fraud enormously. 
Claimants won’t have to wait too long to see the benefits. From 2013 

we expect all new claimants will be applying for the Universal Credit, with 
current claimants moved over in the following years.40 It’s a challenge—but 
a vital one. 

Work programme

The second element of the reform programme is about overhauling the 
system of employment support.41 This is an area where we’ve learnt a 
great deal from other countries. It has taken the UK too long to realise 
that rather than being worried about who delivers employment support 
or how they do it, we should care about whether what they do actually 
works. In other words, whether it gets people into jobs and helps to keep 
them there. 

We inherited a range of schemes from the previous Government: the 
New Deal for young people, the New Deal for lone parents, the New Deal 
for those 50 and older, even the New Deal for musicians, and each one 
was surrounded by its own set of bureaucratic rules and procedures. The 
aspiration was the right one—to provide a system of support tailored to 
individual needs. But it had the opposite effect, encouraging excessive 
interference from the centre. Providers too often received payment for 
complying with their criteria, and not for getting someone into work. 

We’re overhauling all of this, replacing it with a single Work 
Programme delivered by the very best in the public, private and voluntary 
sectors. Their task will be to get the most difficult to place, back to work. 
We will leave it up to the providers to decide how to deliver support—a 
black box approach—and we will pay them primarily for the results they 
achieve. We’re also ensuring that those providers can invest for the future 
by providing long-term contracts, for seven years, as long as providers 
perform well.  

Payments will be higher for the hardest to help, with the bulk of 
available payments for providers who don’t just get people into work, 
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but then help keep them there for a sustained period of time. We’ll pay 
for over two years of sustained work in some cases. This means it will 
be in providers’ interests to help people find jobs which are right for 
them, and to continue supporting people once they are in work to stop 
them falling out and back into the benefits system. And we want this to 
be a dynamic programme—there will be more than one provider in each 
area and there will be competition between them, so if one of them is 
performing better they will get more of our business. Providers know that 
if they consistently fail to deliver we’ll replace them. 

A number of the Prime Providers in the Work Programme are drawn 
from larger organisations from the private sector. However there are some 
voluntary sector Primes as well, and under all the Primes there is a whole 
network of sub-contractors, several hundred of which will be drawn from 
the voluntary and community sector. These are so often the organisations 
which have the knowledge, skills and experience to make a real difference 
to people’s chances of finding work. 

This is the offer we are making to jobseekers—a simpler system, 
clearer incentives to work and more support to enter the labour market. 
On top of this we are investing a huge amount in apprenticeships and 
work experience.42

disability reforms

There is a third change we have to make if we are to enable all households 
to benefit from work. We have to reform our system of support for those 
groups that have been written off on inactive benefits for too long—labelled 
often as too difficult to help. This needs to start with reforms to the support 
we provide to the sick and disabled. The whole culture around these benefits 
has been about looking at people as helpless and incapable. The name of the 
main income-replacement benefit said it all: “Incapacity Benefits.”

There are many sick and disabled people who can work and want to do 
so, and it is completely unacceptable to leave them written off on benefits. 
For some on that benefit, it has been up to ten years in which no one has 
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seen them or spoken to them or even asked them whether their condition 
was improving or even if it got worse. That’s why we’re moving to a model 
that is about asking what people can do, rather than focussing on what they 
can’t, with regular objective assessments to assess changing conditions and 
changing needs.43

Lone parents

The other group we have to re-engage is lone parents. In the post-war 
decades too many single parents were written off simply because they 
had a child. Little distinction was made between those whose caring 
responsibilities precluded them from doing any work at all, and those 
who were able to work within certain parameters.44

Equally, little effort was made to keep lone parents engaged with the 
labour market, even before they were ready to take up employment.45 
The longer you spend out of work the more alien the processes and 
practices of the job market become—no wonder some lone parents 
found it impossible to re-engage when they’d been detached from the 
labour market for more than a decade.

Until very recently, November 2008 in fact, lone parents could claim 
an inactive benefit known as Income Support, until their youngest 
child reached sixteen, without any expectation placed on them. There 
has been a process of change underway for a few years on this issue 
with the age falling progressively to twelve, ten and then seven. We 
are building on these reforms, and the age will eventually move down 
to five.46 These reforms will ensure that parents are accessing support 
to move into work, matched by conditionality once their youngest 
child has reached the age of five. Expectation, matched with support 
and help. Of course we won’t expect people to take unrealistic steps—
there will continue to be safeguards to allow parents to fit their job-
search requirements with their caring responsibilities and childcare 
availability. But we know that around 80 percent of lone parents are 
working or would like to work,47 so we have to get behind them and 
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help make that happen. 

Getting households into work

None of this is about lecturing or hectoring. It’s about recognising 
the incredible value that work can bring to households, beyond the 
monetary value of higher incomes. Through work people develop 
hugely in character, by taking responsibility and making decisions 
for themselves. Furthermore, people develop networks of friends and 
acquaintances that help extend their sense of community and self. It is 
households that are critical here.

We often focus on debates about distribution of income in our 
society without thinking about the distribution of work itself. 

If a household where somebody is already working gets another 
member into work, it can be hugely beneficial, even transformational, 
but if a workless household gets someone into work it can change that 
whole family’s life. That is why any reform should concentrate more on 
whether a household has work at all. This requires that the first person 
into work sees that their work pays for them and their household. These 
are not always easy choices we have to make, but I believe they are the 
right choices. 

Keeping “hard to help” groups maintained on welfare was a decision 
taken for the short term, with the social and economic costs pushed 
onto the next generation. We need to start taking the long view once 
more, understanding how we can change people’s lives rather than just 
maintain them. 

state pension age

It is the long view that we are trying to take to our retirement system 
as well, where we have a serious crisis of affordability in the UK. We 
have taken the difficult decisions to accelerate increases in the State 
Pension Age,48 asking people to work for slightly longer before they 
receive their state pension. 
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I cannot emphasise strongly enough how important this reform is 
for the UK. It would have been easy for us as a government, and me 
personally, to duck the decision and push the consequences further 
down the line, even onto another government. But this would have 
cost the exchequer an extra £30 billion between 2016-2017 and 2025-
202649—an unacceptable burden on the taxpayer at a time when we are 
grappling with difficult public finances. It is a burden that would have 
fallen directly onto my children as an area of debt that we had failed 
to take decisions about paying off.

conclusion

I hope this illustrates the point that I’m trying to get across tonight. 
Our reforms must be and are about long-term investments. They are 
sometimes hard decisions, but that is because we are trying to face up 
to the challenges of tomorrow. We want a welfare system that renews 
people, and doesn’t just write them off or park them. We want a welfare 
system that promotes responsibility, rather than rewards destructive 
behaviour. That requires far-reaching reform, not just eye-catching 
schemes or tweaks to welfare payments. 

We need a system that gets people thinking about the next days and 
weeks ahead of them. Thus we are making work pay, simplifying the 
benefit system so that the people in the greatest difficulty understand 
how much money they actually have in their pocket when they go to 
work, and that work will always be better for them. We need a system 
that supports them with a structure that allows them to build towards 
and to get into work, and to build themselves through work at the same 
time. 

We need a system that shares the costs of ageing more fairly between 
the generations. A system that is sustainable, in short, for the future. 

Most of all, I want a system that rewards and incentivises positive 
behaviour, and in so doing actually helps improve lives by driving a 
cultural change through our society; reinvigorating the idea of taking 
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responsibility for yourself, and inculcating the sense of hope for your 
children. We are reforming systems that have for too long failed people 
and served governments.

By doing this, we can once again give young people—who may have 
come to believe in too many communities, that their lives would at best 
mirror those of their parents, and I say at best—a chance to aspire once 
more. 

I know many people who will say these are all very good, high hopes.
Well I say to them, “High hopes? Perhaps. But it is certainly high 
time.”
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Questions and Answers

A hot topic in New Zealand is our high youth unemployment rate. Some 
say this is because we got rid of youth labour rates. Have you had this 
issue in the UK and how have you handled it?

That issue is quite live at the moment, not just in the UK but around the 
developed world. In the UK we set basic minimum wages. There’s a slight 
change for young people, but there’s a big debate about whether that is 
enough to affect the young person’s ability to enter the workforce. The 
weight of the evidence is balanced at the moment about whether that’s 
the case, but what is interesting is that during the recession companies 
actually held on to older workers for longer. Young people did really 
badly in the recession, and mostly they were the ones that were let go 
early. Businesses were making a calculated choice that they were going for 
experience rather than for the younger worker who didn’t have the same 
experience.

The real problem that I think we face is that too many of those kids 
then have been trapped out of work for some time and they get what is 
called “the wage scar.” Lots of governments have training programmes 
to try to train them to get skills in certain areas quickly. But we spoke 
to businesses and asked, “What is it you really need if you are going to 
employ a young person?” They said, “We don’t really want that skills 
training. We want them to be able to be ‘job ready’ in the sense that they 
know what it’s like to turn up and do a day’s work, they know what it’s 
like to be there at 8:30am and not leave until five o’clock. They know what 
it’s like to turn up looking right, being dressed in the right sort of clothes, 
and also having the right sort of attitude that is prepared to get on with the 
work.” They said, “We’ll do what’s next. If they’re good enough, we’ll get 
them the training they need. We’d much rather you work on getting them 
ready to work, rather than trying to anticipate what skill they’ll require 
from us—that’s our job.” So that’s where most of our focus now is.
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Quite often, some of these kids come from home backgrounds where they 
haven’t had work for a while. You’d be surprised how difficult the transition 
to work really is. If you’ve never seen anybody get up in the morning to go 
to work, if you haven’t seen anybody come home in the evening, if you don’t 
get a sense that there’s a process during the day, it’s very difficult for you 
to envisage that’s what you have to do. Quite often they crash out of work. 
Mentoring them through that process is very important. Getting them work 
ready and mentoring them has a big effect.

We’re also going to bring in a huge amount of new apprenticeship 
schemes aimed at young people. For businesses that take this on, we’ll 
be subsidising that apprenticeship programme. About forty thousand of 
the extra fifty thousand places that we’re going to make available will be 
specifically for young unemployed people. The businesses sign up to that 
and we’ll put money behind it, and our job is to get them ready for what will 
be required of them.

We’re also creating thousands of new work experience placements. So, 
if a business is prepared to give someone two months of work experience, 
I’ll pay for that. If they say they’ll take them on for a job, or if they’re going 
to give them an apprenticeship, I will pay for the third month of their work 
experience as well, provided that they engage them at the end of that three 
months. I’m doing this because I think work experience is part of that process 
of getting somebody work ready so that they begin to get the right attitude. 
All of this is about changing a culture and an attitude. That attitude is not 
really the young person’s fault, it comes from the community that they’re in 
and the simple fact of life, that they don’t see anybody working.

In reality, a lot of the real change to young people’s daily lives is about 
getting them ready in their minds for that big change that work creates. 
“You’re going to get up in the morning, you’re going to go to work, you’re 
going to do a job, you’re going to come home and you’re going to provide for 
that household some relative money.” It’s a big, big change and we shouldn’t 
underestimate the scale of that change, as it often excludes young people 
from the workforce because they just don’t pass the hurdle at that point. 
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How will you ensure that those in genuine need of welfare will not suffer 
under these policies? 

Well alleviating suffering is exactly the purpose of what we’re trying to do. 
There are twin tracks here. We have a problem with a huge overhang 

of debt and a deficit that is fuelling that debt. As I said earlier, £120 
million a day is what we pay just on the interest on our debt—debt that 
is rising even as I’m standing here now. It won’t start falling even under 
our austerity programme until we get pretty much to the end of this 
Parliament—that is how big the scale of the problem is. In other words, 
the deficit keeps fuelling the increased debt. We have to look for ways 
to pay this. I want to see this paid, not just by cutting spending, but 
by making sure the spending we have is really going to addressing the 
causes of the mess we are in. I do not want to leave anybody who needs 
help without that help. But we have to focus a lot more on what we can 
do to really help people, and then beyond that, what we can do to help 
them change their lives so that they’re less reliant simply on state help 
in the future.

We also need to acknowledge that often people in genuine need are 
actually already suffering on welfare as it is currently structured. There 
was a bit of literature from the last Government which showed that 
if you’re on incapacity benefits for more than two years, you’re more 
likely to die than to ever leave it. That seems to me to be the wrong 
way around. It ought to be that if you go onto an incapacity benefit, 
the purpose is to support you while you have that problem, including 
supporting you to get into a position at some stage in which you can do 
some work, or a lot of work, depending on your situation, and enable 
you therefore to take control of your life. We want this to happen, not 
just because it gets you off our books but more particularly because 
it is good for you. Currently, those groups become the most depressed 
groups in society. They feel as though society has passed them by, often 
with nobody speaking to them, often living alone in a household getting 
a weekly payment that’s only just enough for them to get by. Getting by 
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shouldn’t be the sum total of the purpose of your life.
The purpose of reforming it is to focus the money on those who are 

really, really seriously in need and giving them the right sort of help. The 
other day I was giving a talk a little bit like this and somebody who was 
severely disabled got up at the back from the audience and said to me, “I 
don’t want to be treated like a pariah. I actually think that I should be in 
the mainstream as much as I possibly can, so I want a system that helps 
me work as hard as I can because I want people to look at me and say, 
‘He’s not just trying to get something for nothing, he’s actually putting 
something back.’ That makes me feel like I’m a part of society.” I was 
quite taken by what he said. It’s not about punishing people, it’s about 
hopefully improving their lives. And in the course of that, yes you save 
some money, but the money you save is simply because what you are 
doing is helping people to participate in society again, through work.  

Some argue that as the marriage rate has declined, the welfare bill 
has increased, and that welfare has had the effect of promoting family 
breakdown. I’m interested to know from your research and from the UK 
experience, whether there is truth to that. And does the government have 
a role to play in promoting marriage? 

Well there’s truth in everything, but I’m a politician so I’m going to seek 
the things that aren’t true in this statement. 

First of all, there is a correlation between the money that is made 
available for a specific, targeted group, and the consequences and 
circumstances that ensue as a result of that targeted money. I talked earlier 
on in the speech about the “couple penalty.” What we have is a problem 
where, because you’re trying to support lone parents, which we want to 
do—and I might add, many of those lone parents are in that circumstance 
through no fault of their own—so we have to work out how you hold onto 
that without creating other problems as a consequence.
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The last Government got rid of most of the support for marriage. If 
money is tight and you are better off in one circumstance than the other, 
then you will start to gravitate towards the place where the money is 
greatest. So there is a correlation between rates of marriage break-ups and 
the way the benefit was structured. One of the Centre for Social Justice 
reports also found that there are some peculiar relationships that are now 
existing. You’ve got people who are single and people at the other end 
of the scale who are married; you also have couples living together; and 
then you have this other interesting group which we discovered called 
“living-together-apart.”

The living-together-apart group are for the most part in fairly low 
income groups, and they’re the group I referred to as becoming quite 
criminal. In other words, as far as the state is concerned, they’re actually 
apart, but in reality they’re together and that’s because they’re having to 
look for a way of achieving that money without actually breaking up. 
It’s a very volatile group. When we looked at this we simply said, “Look, 
for as far as we’re concerned, it’s in the state’s interest for people to stay 
together, when they have children at least, because those children benefit 
from that kind of stability—so the state needs to invest more money in 
supporting families who are in difficulty to try and stop that process of 
breakdown.” We found when we spoke to many of the community groups 
that did this work with families, that they have a fantastic success rate, 
helping many families stay together. But we spend next to no money on 
that in the UK relative to how much we spend on family breakdown. 

I’m not for the state intervening and wagging fingers and telling 
people what to do, because I don’t think that’s what the state is good 
at—we’re not good at moralising. But what we shouldn’t do is set systems 
that actually incentivise people to take destructive behaviours. Getting 
the balance right is critical to sorting that problem out. 
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Much of what you say I really appreciate. My unease is the idea that the 
English problem is somehow comparable to what’s happening in NZ, and 
the idea that we might transfer the solution for that unique problem to 
our own context here in NZ. But I also want to clarify something. Where 
are the jobs? Most of the unemployed that I meet want employment, but 
where are the jobs?

Two things. The first is, I’m not here today to tell you what New Zealand 
should do. That’s clearly a debate that you have to have over here, based 
on what your particular circumstances are. 

But one thing I do find if I just look at the UK, is that when I go to 
Northern Ireland (which has high levels of dependency), the politicians 
there always tell me, “That’s all well and good in England, but that’s never 
going to apply here,” because their circumstances are different. They tell 
me that because of the civil trouble and violence, they have high levels 
of incapacity benefit claimants, and there may be some truth in that. So I 
go to Wales, and I find that in Wales, they’ve never had the same troubles 
and they never had the violence, but they have higher levels of incapacity 
benefit claims, higher levels of joblessness, higher levels of kids who have 
never held work; and they have a far more difficult set of circumstances 
in Wales than they do in Northern Ireland. The funny truth is that while 
there are some things that are specific, by and large the principles that I 
was talking about tonight apply to most places when carefully looked at 
in terms of some local circumstances.

At the same time, we have to face up to the fact that we don’t just 
apply something across the board, even within a country. For example, 
looking at Afro-Caribbean families in the UK, the collapse of families 
in those groups has been very, very high in the last two generations, 
and to understand why, you need to look more specifically into those 
communities.

So while I’m not here to tell New Zealand how to do it, I think many 
of the principles I enunciated today still apply, like that families without 
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work are often families that lose all hope and all sense of focus. Working 
to get them back to work is critical, which brings me to the question you 
asked which is: “Where are the jobs?” 

In the UK in the last twelve months, the economy actually created 
half a million new jobs, jobs that weren’t there before, from the private 
sector. That process is growing and we are creating jobs at the moment. 
There’s a tendency to look at economies and say, “nothing’s happening,” 
but I suspect there will be things that are happening in the economy that 
are positive. If you remember, under the previous Government some 2.5 
million new jobs were created, but over half of those did not go to UK 
nationals. If you want to know where the jobs are, many of them are 
there, but businesses brought people in from overseas to do them, because 
they found that easier than taking on somebody they didn’t think was 
ready for work.

I had a little message to British businesses a couple of weeks ago, 
that said, “You also have to put something back into the society that you 
have a business in, which is, give those kids a chance. Don’t just walk 
past them and say, ‘I’m going somewhere else.’ Give our young kids in 
Britain a real chance of having a go at that job. Work with them, help 
them overcome those difficulties. And who knows, your community will 
be even stronger, and you’ll have a better and more prosperous bunch of 
people who will buy your goods in future.”

The key thing is there are jobs. Job creation is about getting the 
burden of tax and the burden of regulation down on businesses, making 
sure that they actually can promote, sell and produce their goods in an 
independent, free economy. That’s something that’s going on alongside 
of the things that I’m doing. My job is to make people ready to take those 
jobs when they come, and I think for the most part, the programmes I’m 
aiming at should do that.
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I’d like to hear about Atos Healthcare and how they select beneficiaries.

I know what you are referring to in asking that, because I read before 
I came over here that somebody in New Zealand was concerned that 
because we are wanting to get independent health checks on incapacity 
benefit claimants, that suicide risks were rising. This was based on a 
newspaper report that we were issuing notices warning people to watch 
out for suicide in the system. I laughed because their concern has come 
from a spurious story in one of the papers back in the UK a while ago. As I 
pointed out to that paper at the time, things like those notices have existed 
in the system forever because when you deal with vulnerable people, 
one thing that you want to be consciously aware of is that vulnerable 
people in difficult circumstances need to be carefully watched, because 
the last thing you want to do is to leave them in any difficulty. I think 
any fair society would want to do that. So the fact that it is reiterated 
regularly through the system to make sure everybody knows about it, 
isn’t a warning that somehow there’s a crisis pending, it’s actually just a 
reminder to the people who see these vulnerable people that they have a 
duty of care to those people that they’re dealing with. That’s critical.

The Atos health check is carried out by a company which has  
independent medical people and they do an assessment of incapacity benefit 
claimants. There’s a series of tests that they go through. They look at each 
person, their medical ability to do work, all the requirements for them, and 
on the basis of that, the person will be put into one of a few categories. 
One category says that they can go to work and they’ll be supported with 
extra help to do so, another says they might be ready for work with a bit of 
assistance later on—we’ll see how it goes, or they’re in the other group that 
says you’re not going to be able to work and you’re not expected to work.

That seems to me to be a reasonable system rather than parking 2.5 
million people, as we have done, on the benefit, without work. To check them 
and help them is better for them than the present system. I hope that helps 
answer your concerns.  
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Would you say that a solo mother’s greatest role is in the home or in the 
workforce? And if you say the home, doesn’t being in the workforce put a 
strain on her ability to really serve and grow her children? What should 
that mother do? 

Well, I think actually it’s a more nuanced answer. I think that if a mother—
forget solo or otherwise—is going to do her best to try and nurture her 
child, we should be able to support her while she does it. However, what 
that means is not completely simple. I think the most important thing 
is finding the balance point where the child as it is growing up needs 
to see its household have an income that is other than that of the state. 
They need to see somebody in that household take control and earn some 
money, because it has a huge shaping effect on the child’s attitude in 
later life.

Almost every bit of evidence or study that I’ve seen shows that where 
solo mothers take that on—notwithstanding the difficulties and problems 
which we must help with—that child will benefit. I know so many people 
brought up by lone mothers who will talk movingly and warmly of how 
their mothers went out and did whatever they could to give them a better 
start in their lives, and they thanked them enormously for that. So the 
balance is between nurture and the lesson that you teach your children 
by providing for them.

As I said earlier on, we are looking for a mother to be ready for work 
when their child is age five. We are basically saying to them, up until 
your child is five, we’re prepared to support you in that nurture. But after 
five, I want to see you make the effort with us to see if we can find you 
work that fits within your caring responsibilities. So I give the flexibility 
to the job centre staff to work with her to try and get her whatever work 
is available that fits within her need to also look after that child. So we do 
things like give that mother extra support in childcare so that she is able 
to negotiate around the edges of the school period, and in the holiday 
times.
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The reason why I say it’s nuanced is it’s not an absolute this or that. 
But the household ultimately must have an income from somebody doing 
some work that is beyond the state. This will advance those children far 
better than simply saying to the mother, “Stay at home and don’t worry.” 

You talk about the need to remove disincentives to go back to work and 
come off welfare. But it does seem that as soon as you have someone on 
welfare there’s immediately a disincentive to actually having to work hard 
to get the next dollar? Can you ever really remove those disincentives? 

Firstly, I think that most people that fall onto welfare don’t want to be on 
welfare. The vast majority pick up the state’s pay cheque because they’ve 
lost their job or they’ve fallen out of work. I think they want to get back 
to work and will do whatever they can to get back to work. If you’ve got 
the work habit, losing your job is awful, and it’s the last thing you’re 
going to tell any of your friends or your local community. I know that 
because I was made redundant. You don’t want to tell anybody because 
you’re ashamed of it, because the immediate thing you feel is that you’ve 
failed. So you do whatever you can to get some work, to pick yourself up 
and get going. So I sense for most people that I don’t need to incentivise 
them at all, because I think the inbuilt incentive is there.

The group we’re really talking about is the group who have been 
out of work for a long period, and for different reasons. There are some 
people who did want to get back to work, but didn’t manage it, and 
suddenly a year later they’re still out of work. Now in our case that’s 
about 10 percent of those who become unemployed, but 90 percent of 
people who are unemployed are back in work within a year. So that 10 
percent is where I now focus my efforts. Because the rest I think, with a 
little support from us, are probably going to make it across that bar again. 
And then there’s the young people who’ve never held a job, and have 
been out of work for more than a year or two. They need real support and 
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help because they have no experience of the world of work. So on the one 
hand you’ve got an adult whose self worth and self esteem has collapsed, 
who feels depressed, who doesn’t know what to do with themselves, so 
you need to help them rebuild. Whereas with a young person you need to 
work on their job skilling, their sense of what they have to do to be able 
to enter the workforce. That’s why we put the Work Programme together.

The Universal Credit actually makes it certain that as you go in to 
work, work always pays more than being on benefits. There’s a logical 
and simple sequence that says, “If I take this job then I’m better off than if 
I don’t take the job.” I know of no more powerful way of getting someone 
to take a job than getting them to recognise that actually they’re better 
off if they do. Under the complex system we have, this hasn’t always been 
the case and it has been very hard for someone to even understand where 
all the bits of money are coming from. So changing the benefit system to 
stop this idea that they’re worse off, to stop the complication, to make it 
simple, is also critical. If that all comes together, then that is how I think 
essentially you incentivise people to take the work.

Then there are those, that no matter what you do to help them, 
they’re not going to play ball. Now sometimes it’s because they’re already 
working, they just don’t want to declare it, so they have a reason why 
they can’t take the job. You need to find out why they aren’t taking it, 
and we have a few mechanisms for doing that now. One is to offer them 
a mandatory work placement for a short period of time to help find out 
whether they’re employed or not already. If the reason they can’t turn up 
for that job is because they’ve got another job, then we think it’s time 
they stopped claiming the benefit.

Then there are the other group who are so low and so depressed that they 
can’t even understand what this is all about anymore. So the goal is to give 
them that little bit of assistance that will help them understand what being 
in the world of work is all about. You need to find a way of connecting them 
again to the idea of what helps them and builds their lives. 

So there’s a little bit of coercion and there’s a lot of incentive. The 
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incentive is all you need for most people, and the coercion is only ever 
needed for a very few people. The key is the balance between the two. I’ve 
always been a great believer in the Roosevelt dictum of “Speak softly but 
make sure you carry a big stick.”

The question of welfare reform is obviously a very controversial subject, 
and I’m sure you know that better than most of us here. What does it take 
for you personally to embark on the journey you’re taking? Secondly, how 
do you sell the notion of welfare reform to your people? 

Well, the last answer to the last question is that I’ve been doing it now 
for a number of years, sometimes with success, not always. It depends 
on whom you’re talking to I guess. But my point that I’m making to 
everybody, is that we should have a determination to reform a system 
that leaves too many people without any hope or aspiration and too many 
families detached. We should recognise that government doesn’t have 
all the answers. Actually governments are really bad at figuring out the 
answers, but as I’ve gone around I think I’ve seen and heard from people 
who know what the answers are, and they mostly live in the communities 
of the greatest difficulty. Many are those voluntary sector community 
organisations that actually work to get kids off drugs, to mend families 
that are broken up, to deal with people who have no real education, 
to give young kids who are coming out of gangs remedial education. 
These are the sorts of voluntary sector community organisations that I’ve 
learned a huge amount from whilst going around with the Centre for 
Social Justice.

The thing that I’ve tried to get across to my colleagues is to stop 
thinking that Westminster is the important feature in people’s lives. When 
I go to these communities that are broken and in difficulty, actually they 
think most of our politicians are a million miles away from them and 
we don’t care about them. In a sense they’re probably right, because we 
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talk in abstract terms about people, but we don’t actually think of any 
one person. And that’s why a lot of the reforms that I’m trying to drive 
through at the moment are largely about giving back to communities and 
voluntary sector organisations the opportunities to affect lives on the 
ground on a bigger scale, and to direct government policy.

In the Work Programme for example, what I’m trying to do is say, 
“Look I don’t know what it takes to get somebody in real difficulty back 
to work because I am a politician. I don’t run a business and I don’t know 
really what it takes to get this young chap over here off their problems. 
But I know somebody that does.” I want to stand back and say to those 
groups, “I don’t care what you do, but if it succeeds in mending that life 
and getting them ready for work and then into work, so that they stay in 
work, then I am willing to pay you a lot of money for that, because you 
are saving me a lot of money and more importantly you’re saving that 
person from a terrible future.” That’s what I want to do.

And to answer your first question, what drives me to do this was 
going around and seeing too many communities where people just don’t 
know what the word “hope” means, or what “aspiration” means. I was in 
one community not so long ago, which really made me stop and think. It 
was actually for a television programme and it was a place where there 
was a very high concentration of young, teenage, lone parents. I was 
with a young girl of 19, and she had a child and a little flat given to her 
by the local council. It was a bit run down but it was nonetheless a roof 
over her head. She told me about her family. Her sister was 17, she had a 
child too; but the chap was not there at all. The father of this girl’s child 
wasn’t there either. Their mother was about 40 and was living with a guy 
who was about 19. She had another child on the way, but the girl and her 
mother didn’t talk because she disapproved of her mother living with this 
guy. She also had grandparents within two blocks. They all lived within 
a quarter of a mile of each other. This 19 year old’s hope and aspiration 
was that she would be able to finish her hairdressing course, become a 
hairdresser and maybe start her own business. But the reality for her is, 
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the way things were going, that wasn’t going to happen, because she just 
couldn’t see through how she could do that. At that stage my daughter 
was also 19 and was just starting university, with all the aspiration and 
hope that she would go on to be incredibly successful and be in charge of 
her own life. And I thought to myself, the tale of those two 19 year olds is 
a shocking tale that we should never accept. I would love that 19 year old 
to have a start like my daughter had, and I don’t see why she shouldn’t. 



THE ANNUAL SIR JOHN GRAHAM LECTURE 201142

ENDNOTES

1 Office for National Statistics UK, “Labour Disputes” Reference Table LABD01, http://
www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?newquery=*&newoffset=50
&pageSize=25&edition=tcm%3A77-230793. 

2 J. Hicks and G. Allen, “A Century of Change: Trends in UK Statistics since 1900” House 
of Commons Research Paper 99/111, (London: House of Commons Library, 1999), 23.

3 A series of reforms during Thatcher’s time as Prime Minister, made significant changes 
to the way unions were run. For example, the 1982 Employment Act made it illegal for 
employees to be forced to join unions and the 1984 Act made it compulsory for unions 
to hold elections for their officials.

4 See “Quarterly National Accounts” from 1993-2008 from the Office for National 
Statistics, UK and GB. 

5 A story that illustrates this is that in 2010, out-going Chief Secretary to the Treasury, 
Liam Byrne, left a note for his successor, David Laws, saying “Dear Chief Secretary, I 
am afraid to tell you there is no money. Kind regards and good luck!”

6 Credit Action, “Debt Facts and Figures,” August 1, 2007, http://www.creditaction.org.
uk/helpful-resources/debt-statistics/2007/august.html.

7 Centre for Social Justice, Breakthrough Britain Vol 5: Serious Personal Debt, (London: 
Centre for Social Justice, 2007).

8 According to research carried out by the Centre for Social Justice (CSJ), people from 
a low-income group are over-represented in the category of people who experience 
serious personal debt. Furthermore the CSJ has identified correlations between debt 
and social problems such as family breakdown and suicidal thoughts. Centre for Social 
Justice, Breakthrough Britain Vol 5: Serious Personal Debt, 13-14.

9 R. Chote, C. Emmerson and G. Tetlow, “The UK public finances: Ready for recession?” 
Briefing note 79, (London: Institute for Fiscal Studies, 2008),1.

10 Rt Hon George Osborne, “Spending Review Statement,” 20 October 2010, HM Treasury, 
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spend_sr2010_speech.htm.

11 UK Department of Work and Pensions estimates. See “Press Release: Figures show 
younger people lagging behind older workers with pension provision,” August 31, 
2011, http://www.dwp.gov.uk/newsroom/press-releases/2011/aug-2011/dwp102-11.
shtml.

12 UK Department of Work and Pensions, State of the Nation, (London: Cabinet Office, 
2010).



 Questions and Answers 43

13 P. Inman, “Britons leave prudence to Europe,” The Guardian, September 27, 2006, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/money/2006/sep/27/debt.creditanddebt (accessed 1 July 
2011).

14 Family Planning Association, “Teenage pregnancy factsheet,” August 2010.
15 Centre for Social Justice, Breakthrough Britain: Addictions, Towards Recovery, 

(London: Centre for Social Justice, 2007), 8.
16 Welfare Working Group, “Reducing Long-Term Benefit Dependency,” (Wellington: 

Institute for Policy Studies, 2011), 43.
17 Office for National Statistics UK, “EMP05: Employment levels by country of birth and 

nationality” http://www.ons.gov.uk/ons/publications/re-reference-tables.html?newquer
y=*&newoffset=25&pageSize=25&edition=tcm%3A77-222487.

18 UK Department of Work and Pensions, “Universal Credit: Welfare that works,” 
presented to Parliament by the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions, November 
2010, (London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 2010).

19 I. Duncan Smith, “At the opening session of the FAES Campus” Address at FAES 
Conference, Navacerrada, Madrid, July 1, 2011. 

20 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain (London: Centre for Social Justice, 2006); 
Centre for Social Justice, Breakthrough Britain (London: Centre for Social Justice, 
2007).

21 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain. 
22 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain: Fractured Families, (London: Centre for 

Social Justice, 2006), 46.
23 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain: Addicted Britain, (London: Centre for 

Social Justice, 2006), 46.
24 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain: Fractured Families, 11.
25 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain: Addicted Britain, 12.
26 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain: Fractured Families, 65.
27 Centre for Social Justice, Breakthrough Britain: Overview (London: Centre for Social 

Justice, 2007), 12.
28 Centre for Social Justice, Breakdown Britain: Fractured Families, 67.
29 Centre for Social Justice, Breakthrough Britain: Overview, 12.
30 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Universal Credit: Welfare that works,” 8-9, 
31 Rt Hon Frank Field and B. Cackett, “Welfare isn’t working: Child poverty” (London: 

Reform, 2007). Frank Field also chaired an independent review on “Poverty and Life 
chances” for the Coalition Government in 2010. 



THE ANNUAL SIR JOHN GRAHAM LECTURE 201144

32 HM Government, “A New Approach to Child Poverty: Tackling the Causes of 
Disadvantage and Transforming Families’ Lives,” 5 April 2011, https://www.education.
gov.uk/publications/eOrderingDownload/CM-8061.pdf, 2.

33 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Households Below Average Income, An 
Analysis of the income distribution 1994/95 - 2009/10,” 30-31.

34 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Households Below Average Income, An 
Analysis of the income distribution 1994/95 - 2009/10,” 29 (when incomes are 
measured after housing costs).

35 According to a consultation document produced by the UK Department of Work and 
Pensions, “Life expectancy in the UK has reached record levels.” The document cites 
that “in 1981 an average 65 year old man could expect to live for another 14 years, 
today it’s over 21 years.” UK Department for Work and Pensions, http://www.dwp.gov.
uk/docs/state-pension-21st-century.pdf. Meanwhile from 1948 to 2010 the pension age 
has been steadily set at 60 years for women and 65 years for men. 

36 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Growth in average gross income for 
pensioners,” March 2011, http://statistics.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd1/adhoc_analysis/2011/
growth_average_pensioner_income.pdf.

37 W. Beveridge, “Social Insurance and Allied Services,” presented to UK Parliament in 
November 1942, (London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 1942), 6-7.

38 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Universal Credit: Welfare that works.” 
39 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Universal Credit: Welfare that works,” 5. 
40  UK Department for Work and Pensions, “Universal Credit: Welfare that works,” 5.
41 UK Department for Work and Pensions, “The Work Programme” (London: Department 

for Work and Pensions, 2011).
42 A near £1 billion Youth Contract was launched in April 2012, providing new 

apprenticeships and work experience for 18-24 year olds. Department for Work and 
Pensions, “Youth Contract,” http://www.dwp.gov.uk/youth-contract/ (accessed May 
2012).

43 UK Parliament Hansard, 29 Jun 2010, Column 40WS, http://www.publications.
parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm100629/wmstext/100629m0002.htm.

44 Until November 2008 lone parents of children up to 16 years of age could receive an 
income replacement benefit called “Income Support.”  This meant no distinction was 
made between, for example, parents with very young children who demand a high 
level of care and parents of teenagers.

45 According to a Department of Social Security Report from 1991, only 30 percent 
of lone mothers on income support who wanted to work knew how to apply for 
Employment Training and even fewer knew about support for child-care costs (13 
percent). J. Bradshaw and J. Millar, “Lone Parent Families in the UK,” Department of 



 Questions and Answers 45

Social Security Research Report No.6 (London: HMSO) http://statistics.dwp.gov.uk/asd/
asd5/rrep006.pdf. 

46 UK Department of Work and Pensions, “Universal Credit: Welfare that works,” 26.
47 D. Freud, “Reducing dependency, increasing opportunity: options for the future of 

welfare to work,” An independent report to the Department of Work and Pensions, 
(London: Corporate Document Services, 2007), 9.

48 Department of Work and Pensions, “A sustainable State Pension,” presented to UK 
Parliament in November 2011, (London: Her Majesty’s Stationary Office, 2011).

49 Department of Work and Pensions, “A sustainable State Pension,” 29.



PO Box 49 074, Roskill South, Auckland 1445, New Zealand  |  49 cape Horn Road, Hillsborough, Auckland  
t. +64 9 627 3261  |   f. +64 9 627 3264  |  www.maxim.org.nz


