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The Summit: Welcome. Susan St John

Tena koutou. Welcome.

Thankyou Trevor McGlinchey for bringing us mindfully to the summit with the mihi whakatau.

This much we know already about child poverty and hardship:

Child Poverty Monitor

Tracking progress on reducing child poverty
in New Zealand
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This is not a day to discuss utopian solutions, nor to redesign the tax system.
Todayds purpose is to address the

A Where are we headed under the current policy settings?

questions:

A Based on the principles suggested below, how can we help achieve a better direction for design and

delivery of welfare?

Principles for Welfare Fit for Families:

PRINCIPLES CURRENT WELFARE FIT NZ SUPER-
POLICIES FOR FAMILIES | ANNUATION
1 |Best mFerests of the child Now and as future NO YES YES (65+)
citizens: our taonga
2 | Simplicity Complexity is expensive, unnecessary and NO YES YES
causes harm
3 Equity Horizontal: Families on same income treated
the same for childrenos NO YES YES
Vertical: Poor children given more
4 | Adequacy Prevents both hardship and income NO YES YES
poverty
5 Negt_rallty Rglatlonshlp status does not matter. NO YES YES
Individual entitlement as far as possible
6 | Efficiency Does not penalise work effort NO YES YES
7 | Manaakitanga, kotahitanga, generosity NO YES YES
8 | Mana, dignity, respect NO YES YES




Setting the scene: current policy direction. Mike O'Brien

Reshaping and Reframing Social Security
Introduction

This introduction is designed to lay out dimensions of the current framework setting the background for our
reflections on the directions for social security in the period ahead as government moves towards rewriting
the Social Security Act. It includes comment and reflections on both the specific work around the changes to
social security and the broader changes in the social sector. The latter changes are important because they
shape, inform and influence much of what is happening in social security changes. Much of it will be well
known i the major task here is to establish the core elements of a common base to enable us to move

forward. I'n using the words O0soci al securityd in the

direction is already signalled, namely the shift from
paymentsanddo Wor k and I ncomed as the organisational titl e.

T they reflect an essential element in the current directions in that social security moves from an emphasis

on socially provided 0s ec asthetsquie of imconzenwithetha stata gravisingo n  wo |

Osupportd for what can be earned through wor k.

Crucial current data comprises, as shown in the figures and tables in the Appendix to this chapter,
u Benefit Rates and Numbers, Superannuation Rates, Wages/Benefit relationships
u Poverty Rates and Numbers, and Hardship Data

Historical Frame

Since the Social Security Act 1938, there have been important statements, reflected in the legislation
surrounding social security. These are set out below, along with the statement from the 1972 Royal
Commission on Social Security.

Social Security Act 1938

An Act to provide for the Payment of Superannuation Benefits and of other Benefits designed to safeguard
the People of New Zealand from Disabilities arising from Age, Sickness, Widowhood, Orphanhood,
Unemployment, or other Exceptional Conditions; . . . and, further to provide such other Benefits as may be
necessary to maintain and promote the Health and General Welfare of the Community

Social Security Act 1964

The purpose of this Act isd

(a) to enable the provision of financial and other support as appropriated (i) to help people to support
themselves and their dependants while not in paid employment; and (ii) to help people to find or retain paid
employment; and (iii) to help people for whom work may not currently be appropriate because of sickness,
injury, disability, or caring responsibilities, to support themselves and their dependants:

(b) to enable in certain circumstances the provision of financial support to people to help alleviate hardship:

Royal Commission on Social Security 1972

No-one is to be so poor that he (sic) cannot eat the sort of food that New Zealanders usually eat, wear the

same sort of clothes, take a moderate part in those activities which the ordinary New Zealander takes part in

as a matter of course. The goal is to enable any citizen to meet and mix with other New Zealanders as one

of them, as a full member of the community 7 in brief,t o b e LTherugdérlying if not explicit principles and
aimsofthe present soci al securityé.seem to be community
have a 6reasonable standard of I|ivingéé. The aims of t
enjoy a standard of living much like that of the rest of the community, and thus is able to feel a sense of
participation in and belonging to the community.

Social Security Amendment Act 2007 and 2012

Every person exercising or performing a function, duty or power under this Act must have regard to the
following general principles:
6



(a) work in paid employment offers the best opportunity for people to achieve social and economic well-
being:

(b) the priority for people of working age should be to find and retain work:

(c) people for whom work may not currently be an appropriate outcome should be assisted to prepare for
work in the future and develop employment-focused skills:

(d) people for whom work is not appropriate should be supported in accordance with this Act.

Current Directions
Part One i Changing shape and direction

Without traversing all the details, three major features dominate the current directions. First, as is reflected in
the statement in the 2007 and 2012 Social Security Amendment Act above, the fundamental driver for social
security and for the changes since the Welfare Working Group (WWG) in 2011 has been reducing numbers
receiving a benefit and moving beneficiaries into paid work. While this emphasis on paid work predates the
WWG, the emphasis has been much sharper and more focused since its report, reflected perhaps most
symbolically in the changes in benefit names, (unemployment, sickness, invalids and domestic purposes
benefits become job seeker support, sole parent support and supported living payment), coverage and
regulation in areas such as a range of job seeker and job seeker related requirements and regular reporting
and reapplication requirements.

Implicit in this approach is the notion that individuals are responsible for their own financial wellbeing and

that of their family i t he st ateb6s role becomes very | imited and r e
| abell ed somewhat clumsily as oO6responsibilisationdé (K
attention at the policy end to the nature of the work and its reliability and security or the adequacy of

incomes. For example, the reports from the actuarial based reviews tell us nothing about whether
beneficiaries are better off in work. It is, however, worth noting that in its most recent report the Board said:

6he number of former JS [job seeker] clients returning to benefit has not decreased in recent years despite

i mproving | abour mar ket conditionsd (Ministry of Soci
significant that the recent incomes data shows that almost 40% of the children in poverty are in households

which receive their income through paid work (Perry, 2015). Added to this, of course, is the complexity of the

interface between the benefit system and tax credits, but more of that later in the day.

Second, and fundamental to those basic structural changes, is a range of obligations, regulations and
requirements placed on beneficiaries, obligations, regulations and requirements which are not placed on
other recipients of state support (superannuitants and those in work receiving state support through tax
credits, for example). Benefits are no longer an entitlement; their receipt is dependent on meeting a diverse
range of requirements. These regulations include, for example, work requirements when a child reaches the
age of three, requirements for children to be enrolled in health care programmes and in early childhood
centres, requirements for teen parents to participate in education courses and in budgeting programmes,
money and benefit management for teen parents and recipients of youth payments. In many of these areas,
the requirements are backed up by sanctions ranging between warnings at one end of the continuum to
benefit reductions and/or cancellations at the other end. Between June 2013 and September 2014, there
were 80,212 sanctions applied to beneficiaries, 27,760 of which were applied to beneficiaries with dependent
children (New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services, 2015). Underlying this dimension of the current
directions and recent changes is an approach in which beneficiaries are treated as outsiders, as lesser
citizens, succinctly captured in Listerdéds (2004) depi
part of the society, who do not belong as full citizens, who are outsiders in their own society.

An intrinsic feature of these directions has been (and still is) a strong and narrow emphasis on targeting,
targeting based on identified shared characteristics (ethnicity, lone parent, teen parent, benefit recipient,
state housing location). It is a targeting in which stigma (direct or implied) has been critical. Stigma both

! Predictive Risk Modelling (Vaithianathan, 2012) uses previous benefit receipt in last five years, Child Youth and Family contact in the
carerd6s own childhood, ot her tacthbenefdforsubstanae abtise orenerdahhéaltipigsuetsegietparentnor ¢ o n
caregiver, mother or primary benefit recipient <20, Corrections sentence in the last five years, moved house in last year, caregiver not

parent listed on birth registration, caregiver with high parenting demands as the basis for constructing its targeting framework.



creates and reinforces the 6othersé, the dboutsiderso.
scapegoats and allows 6i nsi dersdé to disregard O0the poord and/ or
poverty and benef it receipt resul t from individual f
conveniently blamed both f or breélfinicteg moeerty. Thentght thrgetingn ot 0 ¢
and associated processes has led in many instances to beneficiaries not seeking assistance (despite
entittements) and to beneficiaries being refused assistance to which they are entitled only to be provided with

that assistance when accompanied by an advocate. Recent figures are, for example, that there were 35,128

benefit declines between July 2013 and September 2014 (New Zealand Council of Christian Social Services,

2015); we do not know what happened to these applicants and their families. Indeed, to capture this point on

a more general basis, one of the hallmarks of the current changes is the lack of readily available information;

for example, the Ministry of Social Development no longer provides an annual statistical report.

Third, the changes have been characterised by continued and significant inequality and growing poverty.

Despite the clear and unequivocal evidence, including evidence from government research (Perry, 2015;

Expert Advisory Group on solutions to child poverty, 2012), this continues to be ignored. In part the poverty
figures result from the refusal to both set benefit r
participateb (as articul ated b y al tShcerity)1i® th@r sdeiety and Co mm
refusal/failure to adjust benefit rates in line with changes in incomes and living standards in the community.

Here there is a marked contrast between the approach to benefit rate changes and the approach to changes

to National Superannuation, the latter being adjusted on the basis of after tax incomes. Graph One illustrates

these differences very clearly.

Graph 1: Relativities between Main Benefit Levels, NZS, Average Wage and Median Household
Income. 1983 = 100 (Source: Perry, 2015, p.0. Figure C.8A)

160
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--- HH disposable income (median)
140 — NZS
— IB single 25+
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120
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100 +
80

1982 1986 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 2014

Significantly, and importantly, as we will see later in the day, tax credits have suffered a comparable fate in
terms of their adjustment and effectiveness in responding to poverty.

There are two other important aspects of the growing poverty that warrant attention. First, despite the levels
of poverty, rules and regulations around the provision of hardship assistance have been significantly
tightened making it more difficult for beneficiaries to secure extra assistance. If they do manage to do so,
then this is provided as a loan which has to be repaid, meaning significant debt for many beneficiaries, often
debt for core living requirements. Hardship data has remained comparatively static (although quite high) over
the last year, despite significant tightening of regulations and eligibility criteria. The latest figures for the June
2015 quarter, for example, show that there were around 196,000 grants to a total value of $48.8m;
approximately 44% were for food (Ministry of Social Development, 2015b). An associated and consequential
aspect of the tightening of assistance is the consolidation of foodbanks as an integral part of social welfare
provision, and the growth of charities and charitable organisations providing various forms of food assistance
and support to beneficiaries and those living in poverty. While their contributions are important, sometimes
absolutely vital, to the families and individuals with whom they work, charitable organisations cannot ensure
that those families and individuals have an adequate, ongoing income. They provide important support and

8



assistance to those experiencing poverty and have an important contribution to make to the debates on
poverty but they cannot reduce poverty i that requires policy and political action.

Part Two 1 The wider social sector changes

Turning attention to a range of wider social sector changes, there are some critical considerations which, as
noted in the introduction, reshape the social sector and are an important influence on broader considerations
about social security delivery. First T not necessarily in order of importance i is the emphasis on what has
been perhaps rather euphemistically called 6the invest
a term which permeates both government and Treasury material on the social sector and on social services
and social security, as reflected in, for example, the Welfare Working Group (2011), the Treasury paper
(2014) and the documents from the Minister and the Ministry of Social Development such as Investing in
Services for Outcomes, Community Investment Strategy (Ministry of Social Development, 2015c), Better
Public Services (New Zealand Government, 2012) etcetera. There is much that could be said about the

Oiensvt me nt approachoé but t hat is outside the scope of
dominates discussion on the social sector and which informs some of the thinking and rhetoric on social
securityods future. It h a pernicioug formns in the annuah actuarial sepogtcanf i ¢ (

social security expenditure referred to above.

Second, underpinning much of the work in the social sector and in social security is, as noted above, the
idea of a limited and residual role for the state. While there is an expenditure aspect to this, there is a much
more fundament al consideration in which the stateds r
its role as funder is under constant review and its role as regulator and monitor is strengthened and
enhanced. In the latter role, the state not only monitors the lives of beneficiaries T a significant extension in
its own right - it also takes on an increasingly controlling and regulating role in the social sector both in terms
of what surrounds its funding of social agencies and in managing the agencies through its determinations
about what programmes and services it will fund and support. A central component of the investment
approach and of the changing state focus is the emphasis on funding based on outcomes i programmes
and services are increasingly funded based on their ability to achieve outcomes, outcomes that are
determined by government priorities.

In pursuing these outcomes, the question of who provides services is, as has been stated by government

Ministers on a number of occasions, irrelevant and this takes me into the third of these broad considerations.

The focus i s on achieving results and, therefore, S
organisations, whether those organisations are from the ngo sector, the private sector or the state (and
increasingly the state will be defined as and become the provider of last resort). This has significant
implications for ngo organisations (again beyond our consideration today) and has one of its most specific

forms in the current suggestions for the development of social bonds.

In essence, social bonds provide an opportunity for a private investor to invest in the social arena, through,

for example, funding an organisation to undertake contracted services in a particular area (for example,

placing people with mental health difficulties in paid employment), with the return to the investor dependent

on the success and effectiveness of the organisation in meeting those contract specifications. Again, there is

much more that can be said about social bonds, and there are a number of questions to be asked and
explored, but that is a discussion for another day. The critical issue for this summit is that they represent a
significant new development in the provision and delivery of social services and have important implications

for those agencies working with benefit recipients. It is worth noting that social bonds open up the possibility

of significant international and private sector engagement with social services, in ways that we have not seen
previously, including a significant extension of the role of private profit making in the social sector. One of the
guestions around the social bonds development which we mightliketoconsi der f or todayés
groups are most | i kely to be seen as 06a good bond inve

Fourth, | have already indicated that the changes in the social sector that provide so much of a significant
backdrop for our discussion of social security directions contain substantial implications for the ngo sector.
These implications include issues of:

1 levels of funding



1 what programmes will be funded

1 from where will funds be moved to reflect government priorities and what are the implications of this
movement

1 how do those changes impact on the mission and kaupapa of ngos

the contribution of ngos in building and sustaining community

9 the role of ngos in civil society as expressions of democratic engagement and participation i this
includes critical questions of the autonomy of ngos and their execution of their role as critic and
commentator in society.

=a

| have already indicated that there are major considerations for ngos that arise directly from their charitable
role in relation to the relief of poverty through such work as providing foodbanks; my suggestion here is that
these considerations are much wider than around foodbanks.

Many of the issues which | have touched on above are reflected in the current changes to housing provision
and the role of state (or public) housing and of social housing (state housing and social housing are not the
same, despite often being conflated) through community groups, the final issue | want to include in
identifying the broad background considerations for this summit. Again, this is much wider than the directions
for soci al security, but it has i mportant i mpl
significance of housing and housing costs in creating and sustaining poverty rates and because of the
substantial expenditure on housing support. We will return to housing issues more specifically later in the
day i for now suffice to say that many of the broader issues | have raised above about social investment,
social bonds, the role of the private sector, the work and place of ngos, the emphasis on measureable
outcomes are gathered together in the changes and proposed changes to
state housing.

There are significant and comprehensive changes, then, in social security and
in the broader environment within which it is located. Let me conclude with a
series of questions taken fr o CiMizedg
Community. The back cover has the following questions:

Who should receive social security?

Whose needs are greatest?

Is social security a mark of citizenship or a cause for shame?

Should cash benefits provide for sustenance or promote a sense of

= =4 =4 =

Py

SEI

oo ‘.'-‘\_(Lll\'ll,.l
belonging® COMMUNITY

1 Does a benefit for sole parents break down family structures?
1 How can the costs of social security be controlled? AR GAREIANGIC] | InF

These questions are as apt today as they were when she wrote the book almost two decades ago. They are
certainly embedded in the current debates and an integral part of the deliberations at this summit.
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Appendix crucial current data

Crucial current data is provided in the figures and tables below, primarily sourced from Perry, B. (2015)
Household incomes in New Zealand: Trends in indicators of inequality and hardship 1982 to 2014, Ministry

of Social Development.
Equivalent Household Disposable Income 1980-2015

80

Equiv HH disp income in $2014 (000s)

P90
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P40
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P20
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1980 85 90 95 00 05 10

Income-tested Benefits (Plus FTC) and Average Earnings in Real Terms for Selected Household Types
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Net average ordinary time earnings

800

—
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e
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500

DPB 2 children (incl FTC)

400

DPB 1 child (incl FTC)

$ per week ($2013)

300

Invalids Benefit single adult 18+

200

100

Unemployment Benefit single adult 25+
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1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Poverty Rates i Different Age Groups

Age group 0-17 18-24 25-44 45-64 65+ ALL
Income poverty (low income) 23 20 16 14 8 16
- AHC 60% median anchored (2007)
Material hardship
- MWI (set to give 16% popln rate) 25 19 16 12 6 16
- MW!I (set to give a 9% popln rate) 15 10 8 6 2 9

(MWI = Material Wellbeing index)

Numbers of Poor Children in New Zealand (ie children in households with incomes below the selected thresholds)

BHC AHC
BHC édmoving AHC O6moving | AHC 6anchored |
HES year 50% 60% 40% 50% 60% 60% (07 ref)
2001 120,000 250,000 115,000 215,000 310,000 380,000
2004 150,000 265,000 115,000 200,000 285,000 320,000
2007 135,000 210,000 115,000 175,000 240,000 240,000
2009 125,000 230,000 140,000 210,000 280,000 255,000
2010 150,000 250,000 120,000 210,000 315,000 275,000
2011 145,000 235,000 130,000 210,000 290,000 270,000
2012 130,000 225,000 135,000 215,000 285,000 255,000
2013 120,000 215,000 135,000 205,000 260,000 235,000
2014 - 250,000 - 220,000 305,000 245,000
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Sanctions applied to working age main benefit recipients between 15 July 2013 and 30 September 2014, by
reason for first sanction and whether they have dependent children (NZCCSS, Ministry of Social Development)

Dependent
children
First reason for sanction Yes No Total
Accept paid employment 24 163 187
Actively participate in activity 622 2339 2961
Assessment for work ability 6 21 27
Attend approved budget 40 16 56
programme
Attend the arranged appointment 18,232 37,352 55,584
Available/reasonable steps 335 1,164 1499
for employment
Complete appointment 31 113 144
Complete participation 132 514 646 Sanctions applied to working age main benefit recipients
Complete referral 73 2,171 2,944 Eet»tvee’r] 15l [JJU[)Il 2013 and 30 September 2014
imistry of Social Development
Comply with Job Seeker 2843 6,299 9,142 ; g
agreement step — — Suspen:lleg _—
Engage with service provider 93 27 120 el R . sOnESCa o
Engage with Work and Income 45 14 59 — No children 31,869 20,446 52315
Failed to contact us 25 38 63 Sr:]ps::ner Children 7,888 52 7,940
Meet drug testing obligations 0 40 40 Total 39,757 20,498 60,255
Meet on-going budget 5 0 5 Supported No children 10 s s
requnremem.s ) ” i & living Children 23 s s
Meet parenting obligations payment  Total 33 P .
Participate in education 42 40 82 _
Participate in training s s s Sol o e ! E "
ole parent :
Children 19,547 0 19,547
Prepare for work 4,335 982 5317 support : t| I : - i R
ota A ;
Undertake activity as directed 89 LI115 1,204 .
Unspecified % s : No‘cmldren 95 0 95
Other 56 16 72 Other Children 268 0 268
Total 363 0 363
Total 21,183 52,425 80,208
Benefit Rates 2015
Benefit Group Rate Additions
Job Seekers Support Single 18-19 at home $140.08
Single 20-24 $175.10
Single >24 $210.13
Sole parent with child $300.98 FTC*
Couple with chn $350.20 FTC
Sole Parent Support Lone parent $300.98 FTC
Couple $350.20 FTC
Supported Living Payment Single 16-17 $212.54
Single 18+ $212.64
Married couple $437.72 FTC
Sole parent $345.02 FTC
Youth Payment 16-17 $175.10
Young Parent Payment 16-17 $140.08
National Superannuation Single i Alone $374.53
Single T Sharing $345.52
Couple i Both gualify $576.20

*Family Tax Credit (FTC) First or only child: age 0-15 $92.73; 16+ $101.98. Second child: age 0-12 $64.44; 13-15 $73.50; 16+ $91.25

Accommodation Supplement Single: Area 1 $145-$160; Area 2 $100-$125; Area 3 $65-$75; Area 4 $45-$55. Sole Parent: Area 1

$160-$225; Area 2 $125-$165; Area 3 $75-$120; Area 4 $55-$75

Current Benefit Numbers (Source: MSD Benefit fact sheets)

Benefit Jun-2010 Jun-2014 Jun-2015 Annual change

Jobseeker Support (JS) 146,385 121,131 118,072 13,0509 -2.5%

Sole Parent Support (SPS) 88,110 74,027 69,240 T4,787 |16. 5%
Supported Living Payment (SLP) 92,012 93,257 93,959 + 702 +0.8%
Youth Payment/Young Parent - o
Payment (YP/YPP) 1,442 1,147 1,110 137 -3.2%

Other 4,975 4,024 2,968 11,056 |126.2%
Total working-age recipients 332,924 293,586 285,349 18,237 |12.8%
Percer_ltage of _Worklng—age population 12.5% 10.8% 10.3%

on main benefits
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Benefit Numbers 2010-2015 (Source: MSD Benefit fact sheets)

Benefit numbers, 2010-2015

2010 2011 2012

w— Al Main benefits — S

2013

SPS —SLP

2014

w—Other*

Jun Sep Dec Mar Jun Sep Dec Mar Jun Sep Dec Mar Jun Sep Dec Mar Jun Sep Dec Mar | Jun
2015

Hardship Grants, Quarterly, June 2010 i June 2015 (Source: MSD Benefit Fact sheets)

Hardship assistance paid in the quarter Jun-10 Sep-14 Dec-14 Mar-15 Jun-15
Food 133,204 95,694 92,167 89,228 86,114
Accommodation Related 30,202 25,767 23,667 24,201 23,878
Medical and Associated Costs 28,090 19,956 17,120 17,524 17,745
People Affected by Benefit Stand Downs 871 4,194 3,893 3,723 4,182
Electricity and Gas 10,382 7,886 6,208 5,212 3,975
School Education Costs 5,144 2,577 1,291 21,574 3,240
Re-establishment Grants 3,047 2,557 2,594 2,296 2,515
Driver Licence 1,307 2,786 2,476 2,312 2,460
Health Related 4,373 1,539 1,403 1,451 1,549
Long-Acting Reversible Contraception 0 57 54 49 45
Other 60,304 53,133 45,960 45,742 50,662
Total 276,924 216,146 196,833 213,312 196,365

Hardship Assistance Quarterly mount by Reason, September 2014 i June 2015 (Source: MSD Benefit Fact sheets)

Hardship assistance paid in the quarter Sep-14 Dec-14 Mar-15 Jun-15
Food $10,017,170 $9,782,006 $9,452,452 $9,088,918
Accommodation Related $13,761,929 $12,570,091 $13,300,829 $12,968,775
Medical and Associated Costs $6,864,331 $5,981,921 $6,175,586 $6,397,301
People Affected by Benefit Stand Downs $441,956 $419,665 $399,190 $449,829
Electricity and Gas $3,329,480 $2,815,537 $2,314,283 $1,617,549
School Education Costs $543,856 $299,019 $4,163,215 $668,215
Re-establishment Grants $859,901 $890,855 $787,257 $873,461
Driver Licence $284,787 $259,043 $241,028 $255,829
Health Related $128,800 $120,851 $123,284 $137,382
Long-Acting Reversible Contraception $8,063 $7,876 $8,674 $9,884
Other $17,417,145 $15,140,662 $15,432,569 $16,341,669
Total $53,657,416 $48,287,527 $52,398,366 $48,808,812
Hardship Grants 1 Quarterly Aggregate Totals, Number and Cost (Source: MSD Benefit Fact sheets)
Sep 14 Dec 14 Mar 15 Juni5

Number $000 Number $000 Number $000 Number $000
Special Needs Grant 125962 $16,509 120480 $16,010 115488 $15,203 113937 $15,207
Advances 81604 $33,454 69231 $29,136 89083 $33,549 74544 $30,235
Recoverable Assistance Payment 8580 $3,693 7122 $3,140 8741 $3,645 7884 $3,365
Total 216146 $53,657 196833 $48,287 213312 $52,398 196365 $48,808
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Welfare Reform: The Reality. Sarah Thompson

As per the Ministry of Social Development four year plan, the Government has a goal to reduce the long-
term liability cost of welfare by $18 billion, and to reduce the number of people receiving welfare by 75,000
by June 2018, no matter the downstream cost.

At AAAP (Auckland Action Against Poverty), we know the
Government is not concerned about Kath (not her real name).
Kath is a woman who came to us to find out what assistance she

P-Ii-(E)YED might be entitled to. She lives in a house with 11 other family
MENT members, she is the sole worker, and none of the other adults in
the home receive a benefit. One of our advocates who visited
their home said to me Al know pover

never seen such visible evidence as
' was cold and the kids were all wearing clothes with holes and no

socks and their staple food was rice and water. A number of the

people in this family were in the process of applying for permanent

visas and were unaware that they could apply for any form of

government support.

The Government is not bothered about Alice. Alice came to us
because she and her 7 year old son were facing eviction. Alice
had been told to take a job by a work and income work broker.
When she started the job she found out that she wouldn't receive

get to her new job, and paying for after school care for her son. When Alice was placed in this job, Work and
Income failed to tell her that she could apply for assistance to cover some of these costs. Instead, when
Alice went to Work and Income for an advance to cover the rent arrears, she was declined because they
said she should have been able to plan for this.

And they're not concerned about Angela and her 3 year old son.

WH Y DO TH EY Angela was unable to attend an appointment because was looking

A L\/\/AYS after her sick aunty, which she'd told Work and Income twice. When

SAY mO7 Angela didn't make the appointment her benefit was stopped. Not by
C 50% either, but 100% even though Angela has a child.

And in fact, not only is the Government not concerned by any of the
aforementioned, it is all part of the goal: To bring down the actuarial
cost of welfare by saying do6to any request for assistance, or failing
to provide information as to what assistance is available; by
sanctioning benefits given the slightest opportunity; and providing an
underclass of workers forced to provide labour for cheap, or free in
the case of work experience.

The welfare reforms that have been rolled out over the past 3 years
were not just about legislative changes i although we have seen the
impact of these, particularly in relation to the numbers of people
being sanctioned. But these reforms were also about what these
changes told people, including case managers, about the kinds of people beneficiaries are. Through
introducing, for example, a host of social obligations, we were told that beneficiaries are bad parents;
through introducing sanctions we were told that beneficiaries are irresponsible; through bringing in sanctions
for people with warrants to arrest we were being told that beneficiaries are criminals; and so on. This
messaging impacts not only on public perception but also the culture at Work and Income.

14



On a normal week our 10-15 volunteer advocates work with
around 20-30 individuals and families, and, as with the cases
mentioned earlier, around ninety percent of the time we manage
STAN D U P to have the negative decision overturned and, more often than

S P E AK O UT not, find other legal entittlements the person should be receiving

but isn't. However, not only is the need for advocacy bottomless,
F | G HT B AC |'< advocacy on its own will obviously not change the system that
leads to its need. And ultimately advocacy only works to pressure
Work and Income into applying their own flawed legislation
correctly, it does not change it.

With the re-write of the Social Security Act set to happen at the
end of this year, this is the time for big questions and big actions.
AAAP look forward to failing and succeeding with many of you

srnp T“[ wln mp while we do the work to make that change.
ON TIIE POOR -

Our view from the coalface. Moira Lawler

Yo u c aveéa problenowith the same kind of consciousness
L ! Few ! Se that created it in the first place. Albert Einstein
Lifewise has its roots in the Methodist Church, which has a 160
year history.

frrning lives arovnd
4

We work with families across a range of ages and services. Our goal is to end homelessness. We are
currently developing approaches to working with homeless youth.

New Zealand Definition of Homelessness: Statistics New Zealand (2009):

Homelessness is defined as living situations where people with no other options to acquire safe and
secure housing: are without shelter, in temporary accommodation, sharing accommodation with a
household or living in uninhabitable housing.

2006 Census figures:
A 34,000 severely housing deprived (up 9% from 2001)
A 44% (15,000) in Auckland
A 27% 15-24 years old

Most conservative (and dated) estimate suggests Auckland has 4,000 15-24 year olds
severely housing deprived. (Amore, Viggers, Baker, Howden-Chapman 2013)

NZ Youth Development Strategy 2004
Vision: A country where young people are vibrant and optimistic through being supported and encouraged
to take up challenges.

Obstacles to Housing:
Cost of being housed (An insight into the Experience of Rough Sleeping in Auckland, 2015, S. Beaton, T.
Cain (Auckland Council), H. Robinson (Auckland City Mission), V. Hearn (Lifewise), & ThinkPlace, p. 12-13)
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http://www.aucklandcitymission.org.nz/uploads/file/Research/An%20insight%20into%20the%20experience%20of%20rough%20sleeping%20in%20Central%20Auckland.pdf

Triggers and coping pathway:

There are many different triggers onto the street and while there, people develop strategies and methods to
cope and make a home for themselves. There are also many different triggers to leaving the street and
seeking accommodation. However, the difficulties of being housed can sometimes trigger a return to the
streets. (Beaton, Cain et al 2015, pp. 4-5)

1 i J Going to prison
=3 Begging/busking/husting Gaining knowledge !
gging/busking/hustiing Q, of sveg[ culture 9 @ Feeling dislocated
l | ; from street whanau
Drugsfalcohol d A
%] g: T Becoming independent &7} Job loss
= evelopi cef |
! Theft b E.E;i‘f&lggm?rw“t [ Eviction —tenancy
| | Y I_ not in their name
=5 Share food with s Creating friendships/ i
& other stresties A forming bonds filiy Relationship breakdown
| | |
. . Finding support Y
ij Free food DJ from social workers ‘ii. leclation and loneliness
| | L
3 Fishin Developing a role/ .
| 9 i identity or reputation .:_;’; :}g‘ﬁ;hn’ fo manage
on the streste | -
L] sexwork {X] Eviction - rent arears
| |
Triggers to What people Creating a Triggers Triggers
leave home & do to cope street home to seeking back onto
sleep rough a house the street

2 Family viclence

) Sireet violence

|
,‘"r_,‘:j'_- Family breakdown “l“
: Job los: [5) condtions of parcle
@ ob loss L
{44 Eviction from housing ;1 Getting old
.‘ Leaving priscn { Il health
I Fear of dying on the streets

. Foster unaways

o0
v

s Pregnancy

s Tired of the hard life

|
:";f‘_\ Poor mental health history
|
Q Alcoholism/drug addiction
|

Exiting gangs

@.\“.

The Welfare Response
A Youth Service (ages 161 17) 2012
T Youth Payment ($175)
T Young Parent Payment
A Job Seeker 18+ Supplements and Allowances at the discretion of MSD staff
I f you dondét count them theydre not there?

Young people on the Housing Register i recent social housing ROI was to meet the needs of 80 young
people on the housing register nation wide

Nationally 3,000 under 18 year olds on a benefit (2014 Valuation)
The Liability Approach
Future liability:-

U asilo approach i costs to one vote

U Long term outcomes irrelevant

U Incentivises access barriers (Michael Fletcher AUT)
88% of youth benefit recipients come from a beneficiary family.
A lack of family resilience is a key factor in homelessness.

A Who is defining the future liability?

16



What is Needed
A Strategy to End Homelessness
Free photo ID for under 18 year olds
Non-refundable housing entry packages i bond/rent down-payments etc.
Lifting the age of support for young people in care to 21
Youth support that reflects true living costs

Preventative approach to supporting families

o P Do Do Do Do

Investment in affordable housing

Kre® Your ¢

1 WANT
B CHANGE

A view from Australia. Ben Spies-Butcher

Introduction

Australiads support f oongside eeconomic eestructuring. Frenx @ relatideelatygard, |
Australia has substantially increased spending on families, often explicitly justifying increased family
assistance as compensation for the negative impacts of changing economic policies. This has positioned
family spending as both focused on adequacy and as a tool of macroeconomic management.

Until recently, these policies have also enjoyed a high degree of bipartisanship.
While direct payments have been universalist and redistributive, policies supporting care have been more
contested and proven less adequate. Other changes to welfare have also increased conditionality and

undermined adequacy for families with children. This creates a mixed picture, but one that also
demonstrates the benefits of universalism.
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Similar but different
A Australia and New Zealand share common history and policy institutions

A Different experiences of economic restructuring
A Australiads corporatist mamddel sees family support
A

Facilitates broader economic goals, but other changes in welfare cause problems

The low-spending Antipodean model (Source: OECD 2014, Society at a Glance 2014: 53)

Figure 1.18. When social transfers are highly targeted, spending cuts are more likely
to hurt the poor
Average total cash transfers received by low- and high-income groups, percentage of average transfers in 2010
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Expansion amidst reform
A Womenés movement is important constituent of 1980s

A Combination of gender concerns and economic reform sees:
I Focus on compensating families for wage freeze by facilitating women into workforce
I Compensation through family spending
I Promises to end o6child povertybo
T Joint campaigns by childcare workers and parents for pay and conditions

Social Spending (Source: OECD SOCX Database, http://data.oecd.org/socialexp/social-spending.htm)
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Three paths of welfare in Australia

Means-Testing to the Poor

Affluence-Testing against the Rich

Affluence Targeting

A Flatrate A Flatrate A Increases with spending
A Means-test restricts access to A Means-test allows some payment A Support is accessed as subsidy
all but the poorest to most potential recipients or tax concession

A Payments tend to be too low A Payments are more likely A Requires means to purchase

A Activity tests are common adequate private service

A Indexation tends to lag A Activity tests are rare A Lacks accountability and

A Indexation more often adequate transparency
A Indexation built in as % of price

Example: Examples: Example:
Newstart (Unemployment benefit) Age Pension Superannuation

Family Tax Benefits
Paid parental leave

Private Health Insurance

Childcare

Politics of families

1 Bipartisan support for growing family payments; but divisions over form.
9 Labor favours needs based targeting; Coalition favours breadwinner support.
1 Rudd/Gillard Labor governments continue expansion to childcare support; paid parental leave; disability

insurance.

1 Abbott Coalition change positions significantly on families; Labor has increased opposition to savings

measures since losing office.

Current family payments

Chil dés age| Maximum fortnightly payment (FTB A) Maximum fortnightly payment (FTB B)
0-5 $179.76 $152.88
6-12 $179.76 $106.82
13-18/19 $233.94 $106.82
Supplement (yearly) $726.35 $354.05

Both benefit levels and thresholds are indexed to Consumer Prices, although this has become subject to
contestation since the financial crisis.

A tool of compensation and reform?

A Family spending increases alongside initial economic restructuring

A Family payments system consolidated as a compensation package for the introduction of the GST
A Family payments used as a primary mechanism for compensation for introduction of carbon pricing
A NSW Premier currently proposing family payments be used as compensation for expansion of GST

And a tool for macro management:

Figure: OECD 2009, Economic Outlook Interim Report: 109.
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