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Abstract

This thesis offeran analysis of the ideology of the Conservative Party under the leadership of
David Cameron between 2005 and 2015, considering the extent to whdrtystill embodies

a form of ‘conservatism’ and, further, what sort of conservatism that might be sTdueducted

via the application of a theoretical framework combining a stratetational understanding of
political action, with the conceptual anorphological approach to analysing ideologies. It
therefore contributes to understanding both the character of contemporasly Boiservatism,

and the role that ideas and ideologies play in political life at various points in thaiggvaend

electoral cycle more broadly.

The research uses tharB/’'s approach to workinrgge welfare policy as a case stubdgingan
area of policy that has been of a consistently ipigifile over the period in questiaand which
has been utilised for seveuifferentpurposes. It focusem three central research areas: firstly,
how Conservatives have understood key concepts relating to welfare, considering svban thi
tell us about wider views on the relationship between society, the state and indj\adoaixlly
how these understandings relate to wider conservative ideological perspeatigdinally how
these perspectives have both shaped and been shaped by political practice agdrsitatdy

in the arenas of electoral appeal and policy developmentgridmentation.

The thesis concludes that despite indications in the opposition years of Camexdershg that

the Conservaties might seek to move away froon at least draw a line under the Thatcher
years, this possibility has remained largely unrealised in 2015. The constraieingiddology

has been significant: ‘modernisation’ was conceived within a Thatcherit@gieall framework
which shaped thetrategiegerceived to be available to the party in developing its approach to
social issuesand reinvigorating its electoral appeahlthough there were nascent signs of
ideological developments within this framework, changes to theegitacontext within which

the Rarty is situated between opposition and government meant that in the lagtezried to
more traditional Thatcherite perspectives. The research therefore suggestesbakegacies
continue to exert a significant effect on Conservative policy and positioning, and will be

important in understanding the actions of theaming mgority Conservative government.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Does the Conservative Party under David Cameron still represent ‘consenagiam’ideology

—and if so, how, why, and in what form? Cameron was elected in 2005 on a platform of change:
the need for the Conservative Party, in some way, to move away from its recentqrdst ito

make its way back into government. Shortly before winning the leadership, Camarmadcl

that ‘fundamental change’ rather than ‘some slick rebranding exercise’ n@aded to
reinvigorate Conservative electoral fortunes, and to enable the partptmdestfectively to the
political and social conditions of the day (2@D5Some interpretations of the Conservatives
under Cameron, both within and outside the party, have suggested that this necessitagesd, and h
subsequently entailed, substantive ideological change. Notably, this is thougteé tockarred
around social policy, orientatédl a socially liberal direction to match the economic liberalism of
the Thatcher yearsaand hence leaving the parliamentary party ‘conservative’ in name only
(Beech, 2015; 2011; Marquand, 2008). Yet for others, the Conservatives remain (for better or
worse the ‘same old Tories’. Clearly there is a great deal of divergencew the Conservative

Party, post-2005, might be characterised and understood.

This debate is at the heart of this thesis, which seeks to explore the Padrgn@ariservative
Party's (PCP) relationship with conservatism under Cameron’s leadership between 2005 and
2015 via an irdepth study of the party’s approach to welfare policy. It is concerned fivitly

the development of Conservative ideas in this immediate period, consittesig relation to a

range of contextual factors. These include the imperative of achievingralesticcess, the need

to respond t@nd ultimately attempt to shape the political, social and economic context, and the
pressures introduced by specific policy problems. Welfare policy is usedf@sus through
which to identify and trace different strands of thinking on social issues withinGReand to
consider the impact and usage of these ideas in both opposition and in government. However, i
analysng the ideas of the contemporary party and relating these to the context in wkistsjt e

the research necessarily takes a wider perspective than thicsperiodthat it focuses anit

looks backwards, linking the conservatism of Cameron’s party to both past British Ctuserva

11



traditions and conservative ideologidehmeworksmore broadly. It also looks to the future,
laying a foundation for understanding how the decisions taken and the ideas th&iebave
emphasised, rejected or-genstituted in this period might contribute to shaping both future
Conservative ideological perspectives and strategies, and the British pdditidatapevithin
which the PCP exists

As such, the conclusions drawn from this research are interesting and imporsantioer of
dimensions. They pertain directly to the debate regarding the modern Conservatye Pa
relationship with conservatism, and the case study approach deployed providearaialbsat
original empirical contribution to this. When analysed within the innovative thiealre
framework of the research, this constitutes a-gelnded and nuanced challenge to the idea of
a socially liberal Conservative Party, as many of the ideas surroundmgadicy area have
much wider implications in termef understanding how the PCP approaches social issues.
Beyond thisthe research draws atteoriito the importance of ideas umderstanding political
action, and considers how the deployment of ideas varies in line with electoral andirgpver
imperatives Through this, the case study can offer a window into wider issues, both theoretical
and practical. Significantly, it provides both a means of analysing the praotaegk and
application of political ideologies, and a demonstration of how this can wéttun a defined
context. As such, the reseaiibstrates not just that ideas matter in understanding outcomes, but
why they matter, and in what ways. In turn, this contribtwesnderstanding the relationship
between political parties and the British political system, illustrating how rdedgtebetween

the two and how this has a real impact on context and decmaking that goes beyond the
Conservative Party itself. Therefore although the focus of this resealeh@ohservative Party

in a defnhed period of time, the conclusions drawn have a mudRr relevance to the study of

conservatism, ideas, and British party politics and policy-making.

This chapter outlines the project. | begin by discussing an issue which, although nofrthe ma
focusof the thesis, nonetheless requires addressing in order to contextualisalysesaThis is

the situation with regard to welfare policy and connected issues in the periediisbely prior

to the one under consideration, which is addressed via a discussion of the impact obNew La
in this area. | then go on to define the focus on welfare policy, outlining the approachotaken t

this in relation to alternative possibilities, followed by a brief discussidgheokey contributions

12



and arguments of this research and the limitations of these. Finally, ther dfégteoutines of
the subsequent chapters and a discussion of the research methodology.

1.2 New Labour, and the Conservatives in opposition

When Cameromwas elected as Conservative leanteR005, he faced considerable challenges.
The Conservatives had been in opposition for eight years and had lost three gentoalsel
struggling to learn the lessons of defeat and enact an effective chaltehggvt Labour. The
circumstances in whickthe Conservatives had sought to regain power after 1997 were very
different from those which presaged its last period of electoral dominance unddrerhéigon
coming to power within a favourable economic context, New Labour conclusively pusiedd soc
issues onto the agenda. Notable within this was a focus on poverty and ‘social exclusicim’, w
New Labour proposed to address partly through an ambitious programme of wetiere idfe
centrepiecef this comprised greatly expanded welfemavork programmes and a raft of
enhanced tax credits, alongside measures such as a National Minimum Wage andoa focus

child poverty and deprivation (Hills, Sefton and Stewart, 2009).

The Conservative recoh these issues was not good. The number of people living in poverty in
Britain doubled between 1979 and 1997 (Coates, 2005: 19), and the income gap between the
richest and poorest people in the countrigreased almost yean-yearin the same period
(Belfield et al., 2014: 38). Additionally, New Labour had effectively (but not necessarily
accurately) sought to portray the Conservative approach to welfare issuessias, pailling to

blame the poor for their situation but not to provide them with thethatpmight allow them to
improve it (Atkins, 2011: 114). It was within this context thaeiesa May memorably referred

to the Conservatives being seen by the electorate as the ‘nasty party’ (2@DZ)araeron
proposed that altering this perception wastal to reinvigorating Conservative electoral
fortunes (2005a

However, it waglifficult to see where the Conservatives could begicotfrontNew Labour on

such issues. This was firstly becauslements ofthe policy agenda on welf@ built on

Conervative reforms from the 1980s and 1990s, furthering a focus on employment and

13



increasing conditionality attached to the receipt of ben€fit® trajectory of New Labour’s
reforms, in this respect, offered continuity rather than chafde programmesnal policies

themselves also appeared to be performing quite well. The New Deals, implengaited a

backdrop of falling unemployment, nonetheless produced somergsolis when their effects
were isolated, up until around 2003 wheres# levelled off MicKnight, 2009; van Reenan,
2004). As such the Conservatives had little space to challenge these, andétitetcedo so.

Similarly, increasing income inequality was arrested through substantiestment in tax
credits, and child poverty consequentially fell, although not by as much as New Latddr w
have liked Hills, 2013). While some Conservatives might have felt uncomfortable with the
means through which advances were being made in this area, or even with tHelgosdasing
inequality overall (see Chapters 2 and 4), directly challenging such paiskesl reinforcing

the impession of the Conservatives lagrsh and uncaring. In this respect, focusing on child
poverty in particular was a shrewd political decision by New Labour (although ndbtaase€7
discusses, one that has subsequently proven immune to challenges). Equally, howevtre give
strong emphasis on this policy agenda and the extent to which New Labour drew onmnit withi
their governing stratgy, it was becoming increasingblear that doing nothing on welfare and
connected issues such as poverty and disadvantage was not an option for the Conservatives.

As New Labour’s time in government wore on, however, flaws in gwiertystrategy began to
emerge. Alongside this, a Conservative critique of the approach began to develop. Titeofonte
this critique is part of the main subject matter of this thesis and is discussed ilgbgqusant
chapters, but it is wén outliningsome of the key weaknesses of New Labour’s approaaas

a means of contextualising this.

As discussed, all of thdew Deas achieved some success initialljowever, in addition to the
slowing of gains mentioned above, there are further cate#te success of these programmes.
They tended to deer the best outcomes fataimants with a history of steady employment, and

were much less effective for those with no employment history, a history oébiest

1 A discussion of the relationship between Thatcherism and New Laboursisieowtf the scope of this thesis:
however,Driver and Martell (2006) ahHeffernan (2000) provide comprehensive accounts of this.
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employment, or low qualifications. ‘Recycling’ of claims was also an issweind two thirds of

all new JSA claims per year (an averageld million) were repeat claims (Finn, 2011),
suggesting that there were problems argobdetention for claimantaho did move into wik.
There wasalso insufficient linkage between thdew Dealinfrastructure and wwvork support,
meaning that many of those who did move into employment found themsslppedin low-

paid, lowskilled work, which is often also lacking in security (Leitch, 2006: 51). Alghotine
New Deas represented a significant expansion of welfareork, there were clearly areas in
which their effectiveness fell short of what was expected. After 2005, botlotiee@atives and
Labour began to move towards considering these shortcomings, with Labour implementing the
Flexible New Deal and the Conservatives developing the Work Programmeponsgesto a
review of the systerby David Freud (2007), who would later receive a life peerage from the

Congrvative Party.

Additionally, after a promising start, New Laboupsogress on poverty and inequalitggan to
stall. Some of the innovations that had provittesl initial progressvere of a sort whose effects
could not be easily replicate#irstly, for example,the National Minimum Wageprovided a
significant ‘jump’ in income to the 1.5 million people who were earning less than £3 penhour i
1997 (Coates, 2005: 20Whether or not this was seen as good in itself, it certainly made it
difficult to sustén progress, especially &ew Labour's commitment to thHgational Minimum
Wagestressed that its level should be recommemdé@elpendently by the Low Pay Commission
By limiting its own input on thisNew Laboumay have helped to bolster the credibibfywhat

was perceived as a risky policy, butlsoreduced its owrability to push for largencreases
Secondly,tax credits provided an important means of boosting incomes, including abase
result oflow pay. However, these required sustained investment to maintain progress. Having
been reticent to make the case for higher taxes to fund this, New haasnot able to rejicate

the achievements of thiest four years in office NicKnight, 2009; Sefton, Hills and Sutherland,
2009). Finally, on a slightly different note, New Labour had discreetly increaseactimaas of
workless households with children during their time in offiteome from such benefits is
vulnerable to inflation. This produced situation wherebywith high inflation during the
economic downturn in 2009/18ome of the strongest income growth was amongst those wholly
reliant on benefits, in comparison to sluggish wage growth (Belfield et al., 2014: 5

15



All of this meant that New Labour became increasingly pollficalinerable on these topios
several frontsrepresenting a series of opportunities for the Conservatives to intervene and,
potentially, to challenge New Labour’s apparent dominance on social issugss Exiplored
further in subsequent chapters. Overall, the changes brought about in the British political
landscape by New Labour forced the Conservatives to deal with some issuteyhabuld
probably have preferred to avoidand that, indeedthe leadership largely shied away from
facing between 199@nd 2005. It is within this context that Cameron’s leadership of the party

should initially be viewed.

1.3 Scope of the research

Even if a broad consensus had been reached that some kind of change was needed in the
Conservative Party in 2005, much less dook said of the level of agreement regarding what

form and direction this change should take. As indicated above, New Labour had pushed issues
around poverty and disadvantage onto the political agenda, requiring the Conservatives to act
areas of policythat had been relatively neglected under Thatcher owing to the overwhelming
focus on the economy, and that had proven challenging for subsequent leaders (sae5Chapt

Yet while for some Conservatives the obvious response to this was a paralleloextdntie
economic liberalism that was a hallmark of Thatcherism, into social liberalism, fersodh

socially conservative response was requ(&deeter, 2002: 9).

The ideological direction of ‘modernisationwas therefore contested from the outset of
Cameron’s leadership. The direction that it initially appednatithis would take, in line with
Cameron’s own, sefbrofessed ‘liberal conservative’ values was not usially accepted within

the party owing to the existence of a significant hpaaty division on ‘social, sexual and moral’

issues (Hayton, 2012: 19; Heppell, 2013). This becpaiefully evident in theensuingfurore

over totemic social liberal policies such as sa&®e marriage (Hayton and McEnhill, 2015). As

one MP of the 2010 intake suggested, there were those in the party who had ‘never accepted the

intellectual undgainning of secalled “modernisation™, alongside a suspicion that ‘some of the
modernisers -but by no means alk seem to want to engage in a repudiation of everything
Margaret Thatcher did and a bit of an embrace of everything Mr Blair did’ (Burnstepriva

interview). Welfare policy, understood in relation to the remit of the Department for Work and
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Pensions, provides an interesting location through which to explore the resolution of these
debates and, consequentially, the implications for conservatism within the CtinsdPaaty.

This thesis focuses on workikage welfare policyand, after 2010, the actions of the DWP
Questions around this policy area have loomed large within @ daring the period with
which this research is concerned, and it has consistently formed acsighipart of the
Conservative Party’s agenda.wWas the focus ofain entire, influential section of Cameron’s
policy review in 2006, led by lain Duncan Smithithin the Big Society and ‘broken Britain’
narratives in opposition, and within the austerity and reform programmes introduced in
governmentThese culminated in the Welfare Reform Act (2012), which, in April 2013, brought
in the majoity of policy that this research focuses. dvelfarealso plagd animportantrole in

the Conservative election campaign in 2015, and further reforms in a similar vein to those
enacted under the Coalition appear very likely under theoming Conservaty majority

government.

Yet working-age welfarepolicy has keen used for different purposes, often varying with the
electoral cyclelnitially a mean®f demonstrating change and inclusivenessppositionjt later
became a vehicle falustrating an authoritarian ‘toughness’ and willingness to make difficult
decisionsin government. Pensions policy, in contrast, has been both much-pooiige and
utilised in a far more consistent manner, whiglklosely related to the imperative dtaining
Conservative support amongst pensioners. What makes wagegvelfare such an interesting
case is its consistently high profile combined with the volatility in how it has teployed.
This means it is particularly apt for exploring shiftstle usage of and emphasis on different

ideas, as well as the contextual pressures angtbaipt such changes.

The research further confines the focus of the analysis to the PCP. It seeks riandde
decisions and strategies in this area as thegareeived by elite actors within the Conservative
Party, in relation to the broader governing and electoral context imvtregists. Political elites
can be assumed to act strategically: that is, they formulate actions irt péisuange of varied
goals and aims. These goals do not exist singularly or in isolation from each lbtisenot
possible practically, to isolate elements of what can broadly be termed ‘statecraft’ (Bulpitt,

1986): for exampleseparatingelectoral motivations from govermnmotivations, or party
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management concerng, roblemfocused policy issuedNeither is it feasible to assume that all

of these concerns are of consistently equal importance, particularly in the mamthsding
general electionsStrategic action thefore involves balancing this multitude of pressures in
pursuit of the different, but often interrelated goals that political parge& $o achieve.
However, even welinformed actors cannot ever have perfect knowledge of their circumstances
context isnever fixed, and actors are unable to predict with any great accuracy changes in
context or ‘events’. This requires continual assessment and potential adaptiom wickots and

ends. As such actoraust rely on their ideaas a frame through which to assethis complex
landscapeand hence in formulating strategy. The ideas of elite Conservatieewaty that these
influencedecisions, and the way thiitey are formed and adjustenh relation to contextboth

historical and present, anence central innderstanding outcomes in the policy area at hand.

Within this it is necessary to take into account factors outside the partyasutie electoral
context or the strategies of the opposition. Nonetheless, it is how the Conseraatyvéeself

has reponded to theswithin the time period concerndbat is the object of inquiry here. The
case study method deployed is an appropriate means of analysing contempaaiapnaents in
depth. This can offer a window into the longrm possibilities for Comsvative policy
development. However, the theoretical foundation of this thesis emphasisesatiegiestrmust

be flexible and that events, often largely outside of the control of elite actaysengender
substantial strategic revisions. Extendextdsion of the longetermdevelopmenof welfareas

an element of a hegemonic approach therefore seemewhat prematurand speculativeAs

one analysis notesthere is ‘every reason’ to believe that Conservative moves towards
establishing a permanentliganer’ stateare vulnerable to rolback (Ashbee, 2015: 171172).
With many developments still egoing and an unavoidable lack of historical perspective
these the focus of this work is on understanding of the usage of welfare in teshertértemm
goals and the interaction between these and policy priorities and effiectsirn this could
provide a foundation for understanding lontgnm developments the usage of welfaydut it
does so with the conviction that understanding the detailed decision processes undespoinin
developments is an essential precursor to Thisrefore the longetlerm usage of welfare policy

is discussed in Chapter 5 and returned to in Conclusion: however, it is not the focus of this
research.
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The researchis operationalized through a combination of Colin Hay's StratBgiational
Approach (SRA - Hay, 2002), and Michael Freeden’s morphological approach to ideologies
(1996) which, it is proposed, can be used to ameliorate a weakness within the way 3 the
conceptualises the process of ideatia@alelopmentThe SRA has previously been applied to
both party politics (Hayton, 2082 and policy— not least within Hay’s own work (see Chapter
2). However, in identifying this weakness and proposing a saoldtiat, this thesis therefore
makes a theoretical contribution, in additional to its substantial empirical one, whethrised

to below.

There area number of alternativanalytical angles that might have been takethantopic. One
could considerthe relationship between New Labour and the Conservatives: how might
Conservative policies and political decisiobs explained in respect of the impact of New
Labour on the political, economic and social landscdpe®, however, would tend to focus the
analysis on NewLabour itself, which isat crosspurposes to the central task of this thedis
might consider the role played kexternalactors in influencinghe Conservativepolicy or
ideational development process: notably in relation to this period, the role oftahk&k has
already attracted some attention (Pautz, 2013). Finally, we might focus onotdebsocial
context around the policy areeonsideringhow this introduces pressures on the Conservatives
to respond antlenceinforms strategy, perhaps framing this in relation to social attitudes towards
welfare issues at the level of the electorate. The decision to focus on theradine Party itself
reflects the theoretical approach of this thesis, which emphasises tlog dg#nts elitepossess

in responding tacontext These alternative approaches reflect slightly different emphases and
differert locations of inquiry: they mighin turn, arrive at different conclusions regarding the
nature of change in the pargnd the primary influeses on this. This divergence is not
necessarily problematic, as long as the perspective from which the resasafoden conducted
and the basis on which its conclusions are made, is clear from the dliseis returned to
below, in the discussion of research methodology

The approach outlinedlsotherefore imposes certain limitations on the research and the claims
that can be made fa: The central one is that the conclusions drawn pertain specifically to the
Conservative Party in the period 20P815: these cannot be generalised to other conservative

parties or other British parties, or other periods outside of those specificalissisl. This is
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because the analysis is tied to the actors involved, whose particular intempset#dt their
circumstances and hence their decisions are inextricably embedded withircotitakt.
However, this does not mean that the claims have notaadlgr empirical utility beyond this,

as returned to below.

What the research presented here does do is contribute to a broader politicalahtragttion

of studying the Conservative Party, which is still emergent in relation to Camé&radersip. It
utilises an innovative theoretical framework to explore the relationsbeippeen Cameron’s
Conservativesand conservatism as an ideology in a way that is sensitive to the constantly
changing political context in which the party operates. This ceouat for the range of different
pressures and imperatives that it has to negotiate, which will both contribute togsheapd
themselves be shaped by, the strategies adamteddexecutecoy Conservative elites. By
focusing on aspecific policy area and sing this as a means through which to analyse
Conservative ideas in depth, the research offers a different way of approdehiogid of the
Conservative Party and conservatism to that usexkisting extended studies in this afsae
Chapter 3). In doing so, it adds value apoly to this specific research arewoffering a nuanced
analysis from a different perspective, but also to the broader understahtiog,cand in what
way, ideas and ideologies matter in the practice of politics. As a rdsultonclusions of this
research (and the application of the method more widely) could finally contributeetmiads
research area which is more focused on the analysis of policy itselfsamdpgcts. Through
understanding the processes that have le@articular policy decisions, and the ideas and
perceptions that these are constructed with reference to, we are better placed tpo#isgess

success or failure on the Conservative Party’s own terms.

1.4 Structure of the thesis

Chapter 2 begins with an exploration of perspectives on structural ancagemi material and
ideational factors in understanding political action and the procedsaofje. Through this, it
introduces the SRA as a central component of the theoretical foundation fbetisTthe SRA
provides a convincing and nuanced account of the significance of ideas in infootiamy and
can adequately account for the range of-liéalpressures and motivations that inform political
decisioamaking and ideological development. Howewueris less effective at theorising the
process of ideational change itself. This would seem to be an essential stepdocamy af the
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role of ideas in political life. | therefore propose a way of amelioralirsgweakness, combining

the SRA with the mrphological approach to theorising ideology advanced by Michael Freeden.
This can provide a means of analysing not just whether change has occurred, lait Wwaws

and to what extent. Following this, the chapter discusses how this approach will be tphie

research topic of this thesaasd outlines central research questions. These are:

1. What are the key concepts informing the Conservative Party’s approach trewelf
policy, and how are these decontested in relation to one another?

2. How do these carepts relate to the wider structure of conservatism? In particular, to
what extent do they reflect, subvert or-canstitute the character of previous
Conservative ideological traditions?

3. How have these ideas been utilised in practice, in relation to policy and the cmmpeti
strategic motivations that impact on this, and what is the effect of this on tlaetenanf

the Conservatives’ conservatism?

Both the SRA and Freeden’s morphological approach suggest that ideas and idealogjias h
crucial bearing o political action: and yet, many Conservatives have displayed, and continue to
display, a distinct unwillingness to acknowledge the role played by ideology in dweir
decisions and actions. Drawing on Freeden’s adaptable and flexible definitiorolafgides
outlined in the previous chapter, Chapter 3 explores the literature on what ‘coss@rmatians

in historical perspective: what is it, and what is ‘conservative’ about the GatiserParty? The
chapter considers this first in theoretical termsfole going on to discuss manifestations of
Conservatism in the poestar period, notably considering how the apparent disjuncture between
One Nation and Thatcherite forms of Conservatism might be understood. It drgutdsettwo
display greater contingitthan is often claimed, particularly with respect to individual and social
morality. Certainly, both fall within the conservative ideological family.ef¢hthey differ is in

their attitude towards the interventionist state, and this has remained a key itbsud3ritish
Conservatism. This discussion provides a basis for analysing the ideologica@ehiata which
Cameron’s Conservative Party has developed, in subsequent chapters. Rimalhgpter offers

a brief overview of the existing literature on ‘Cameronism’, situating theepteesearch within
this.
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The main contribution of Freeden’s morphological approach is to direct our attentiomigowar
concepts as the building blocks of ideologies. This suggests that while differengideahay
seemto use the same concepts, these are often imbued with different meanings owigig to t
position in the ideology’s structure and the concepts that they are connected to. @hapter
identifies and explores the central concepts informing Cameron’s CongerRatity’s welfare
policies, considering these in relation to each other and in terms of how theytodla broader
ideology of Conservatisnit is suggested that hostility towards the interventionist state, tied to
the concept of ‘responsibility’ angoverty expressed as ‘welfare dependentg/central to
contemporary Conservative ideology on welfare sTihiwidespread across the RGRggesting

that on this significant area, One Nation Conservatism no longer offers a aligoietive view

of the satesockety relationship, and that on this aspect of ‘modernisation’ at least, theiparty
largely unified.As such, the chapter finds Cameron’s Conservatives attempting to expound a
postThatcherite approach to social polieyand developing some poteéily interesting ways of
doing so- whilst still heavily constrained by the same assumptions and suspicions wipiet |

of the state that underpinned Thatcherism.

The continued strong influence of Thatcherite Conservative ideology @aereron’s party
thereforehas significant implications for the kinds of strategies that it is willing to adopt. As the
SRA suggests, even while consideringpacificpolicy area, formulating strategy is not solely a
matter of resolving policy problems but is linked to other party political coscé&ne very
important such concern is electoral strategy and appeal. Chapter 5 explores how the
Conservatives have utilised and deployed the concepts outlined in the previous chapter in
attempting to further their electoral adweas. It considers the electoral challenges that @fe P

has faced since 2005. In particular, it seeks to explain the increased prahemdfare policy

within Conservativepositioning between opposition and government, and how this can be
understood in relation to the change of context, strategic learning and developmeihtagtee c
argues that both the financial crisis, and the failure to win an overall major&91Q had an
important impact on the party’s use of welfare, transforming it int@lafgrofile electoral issue

on which the Conservatives perceive that they can win support without having to make a
potentially troublesome departure from Thatcherite principles. This, ofseolexerts a
considerable influence on the sorts of policies that have been considered viabR03i@cThe

chapter discusses these in relation to the outcome of the 2015 election.
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Chapters 6 and 7 explore the translation of the ideological concepts set out inr @hizypbe
policy proposals and then concrete poligyith reference to a range of contextual factors
including the electoral imperative identified in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 exploregspests of
reform developed in opposition, focusing on Universal Credit and the Work Programme. The
chapter shows how the relatively coherent framework for policy set out in Chapterbédra
put under pressure within the reality of government, which has served to bring temsions
the PCPregarding both immediate priorities and broader ways of thinking about the reigiions
between state, society and individu& the surface. There is evidence of loAgem,
substantive thinking on reducing reliance tbe state in both policie®Vhile proceeding from
Thatcheriteinfluenced assumptions about the basic undesirabilitgtate welfare provision,
these propose a means of alleviating ‘dependeribgt goes beyond simple welfare
retrenchment. TiB incorporatesa significant dimension which views reliance on benefits as a
matter of rational choice, essentially drawing ecomaifty liberal market logic alongside
traditionally conservative moral perspectives on the undesirability ofakeelupport and
importance of work. However, this more innovative policy element is underminédth the
identification of the immediate neetb reduce spending as the central task facing the
government, and the elevation of the electoral significance of welfare.

Like Chapter 6, Chapter 7 concentrates on the translation of ideas into policy. ésf@cuthe
package of reforms introduced after the Conservatives moved into Coalition government
examining changes to Disability Living Allowance, the Social Rented SecterC3ierion or
‘bedroom tax’, the benefit cap and changes to benefiatipg. The chapter draws out further
tensions between these strategies and those outlined in the previous chapheasisny the
extent to which these reforms draw on moralistic, traditionally conservatigerstandings of

the effects of welfare support. These are not necessarily compatible heitmdreliberal
influenced reforms discussed in the previous chapter. Combined with the need to reduce
spending urgently, in line with economic ideology and electoral imperatives, thi¢ ies
heavily Thatcheritenfluenced approach which suggests that reliance on welfare canagisto

with selfsufficiency for individual claimants. The direction of reforms discussed snctiapter

cuts across the thinking behind those discussed in Chapter 6, being illustrative ofya deepl

negative view of the state’s impaonh society and individual behaviour. Even transitional

23



support is viewed as a sop to welfare dependency, understood primarily as a consefjuence
individual moral failings. The ascendency of this approach further illustrate® wieeibalance

of power lies within the Conservative Party under Cameron. This links welfaoy palck to the
broader question of Conservative change and development since Thatcher. Overaii;afivas
thinking on welfare and the relationship between the state and society sdradirfirmly within
socially conservative parameters, and quite wad@eeloped from ThatcherisriModernisation’,

it seems, has yet to effectively permeate this aspect of Conservativaghinki

1.5 Methodology

In the final section of this chapter, | discub® research methods employed in this thesis
alongside their limitations and suitability for the topic at hand, as well as outhoinghe data
was collected and analysed. At this point, however, it is perhaps useful to gxgliaié the
ontologicaland epistemological position from which this project is approached. The ontological
position taken here, and embodied in the SRA, isfantidationalist. It suggests that there is not
a ‘real world’ that exists independently of our knowledge of it imktéais actors themselves
that constitute the landscape in which they operate (Parsons, 2010: 97). This mgtesdario

an epistemologically interpretative approach, emphasising that social ygecasd outcomes
‘cannot be understood independently our interpretation of them: rather it is these
interpretations/understandings of social phenomena that directly affect estodgrarlong and
Marsh, 2010: 199). Additionally, as discussed in greater detail below, stmgsuch an
ontological position entails accepting that the researcher is not in a sufficentleged
position to be able to assign meaning to the actions of others. In adopting the positibe that
world is socially constructed, the aim of this research is to study and tamikhese particular,

subjective constructions. This has methodological implications for the researc

The main methodological implication of proposing the centrality of ideas and inétiqns in
understanding political outcomes is that actors’ inter@ss;pretations of context and strategic
priorities cannot be assumed or ‘read off’ from looking at either the ‘facts’ of>damtenaterial
circumstances, or the outcomes (in terms of policy) themselves. Writing oppiieation of the
SRA and the privileging of ideas within this, Marsh points out that ‘in order to idethify
agent’'s preference, their perceptions of the strategic context, the reasaheifcstrategic
choices and their reflections on the outcomes of their actions, we need to askEIN2(19).
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It is therefore essential that agents are directly involved in the reseaodsgrand that they are
given the opportunity to explain their own perceptions and ideas of context relating to ¢lye poli
area discussed. In understanddegsions and outcomed is important to interrogate the ideas
underpinning these as they are explained by the actors involved. Without thignahysions

drawn regarding motivation, influence or understanding (and, ultimately, the yvaniet
Conservatisnthat we are looking at) might be incorrect, but would certainly be invalid, since
one cannot assume on behalf of the researcher a superior vantage point for detecting

Conservative politicians’ reasons and understandings.

The bulk of the research for thisesis is therefore qualitative. In some instances, notably related
to electoral strategy, statistics in the form of public opinion polls are usee, thiese indicate
potentially important influences on the direction of policy which cannot be adgguapgured
though qualitative means. Two main sources of qualitative data are usedtrsemored elite

interviews, and document analysis.

Interviewing is a particularly appropriate method for this study foh boéthodological and
practical reasons Methodologically, interviewing works well as a means of investigating the
complex issue of actors’ subjective interpretations of problems and goals (FariddnMarsh,
2010: 200). Semstructured interviewing is more appropriate than a rigid interview steict
This allows participants to explore issues in their own terms, emphasisagyadd events that
are important to them and their understanding of these: in effect, it trarmfeeso$ the control
over the interview to the participant while still mi@iming a coherent core across interviews

(Bernard and Ryan, 2010: 29-30), which is directed by the research questions outlined above.

Moreover, in elite interviews the balance of knowledge and expertise is usudiyour of the
participant (Burnhamteal.,, 2008: 231): Conservative MPs should be expected to understand
more about the internal workings of the party than the researcher, foplexdt is therefore
sensible to allow some latitude within the interviews, to account for individualsigeine
interpretations but also for their particular strengths in knowledge and undergtandiareas of
interest, which a more standardised interview might preclude discussion of (Mankhi@ng
Willnat, 2002: 321323). In this way, ricer and more detailed data cha obtained. Since

25



responses were not going to be quantified, the lack of standardisation in tluachp not a
major concern (Burnham et al, 2008: 240).

On a more practical level, this thesis is concerned with very recent events. Ti@reusently

a significantamount of literature such as memoirs, which might offer an alternative insight into
the way that actors concerned interpreted and responded to their context, availablétlise

was available, it would tend to only give tperspectives of the central actors which, while
undoubtedly important (as discussed below), is only part of the story. Interviewing fémes! af

way of exploring very recent developments with actors whose perspectivesnoigitherwise

be available.ideed, since the bulk of interviewing took place between September 2012 and

June 2013, the implementation of the policies discussed was unfolding concurrently.

This, in turn, leads to a further methodological poifhere are specifidifficulties and
challenges inherent in ‘real time’ research. These include, for example, the problem o
maintaining perspective with regard to the wider significance of panti@iants, which
becomes increasingly difficult towards the end of the time period in québtaaell and Yong,

2012 6). For this reason, much of the analysis here focuses on the measures introduchkd throug
and prior to the Welfare Reform Act (2012). This can, with some confidence, be assumed t
mark a significant juncture in welfare policy develagnmt) although later events are also
discussed, notably with reference to the 2015 election. The time frame discussed in the
interviews also covered a much longer period (as the project focuses on develogimeEnts
2005 in relation to the Conservative Party’s past), allowing for some reflectidheomore
enduring significanceof developments. Furthermore, the use of additional data sources was
helpful in determining the wider significance of issues raised in intervidosetheless it is
important to beain mind that the full significance of the policy and political decisions discussed
here may not become apparent for some time. This research thereforganigctskes what
Farrall and Hay refer to in their exploration of the legacy of Thatchergssam'@anplementation
perspective’in trying to understand developments unfolding almost concurrently (2014: 16):

however, such a perspective offergnsgiicant scope for further researbhilding on this.
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In total, sixteen Conservative MPs were interview@hnservative MPs were initially contacted

on the basis of a clear demonstrated interest in the policy area: for exdrapéewho held or

had held ministerial positions within the DWP or former DSS, those who had contributed to
parliamentary scrutiny of vifare reform, or those who had published material on the topic.
Document analysis itself was therefore central in informing this. Elevéimeahterviews were
arranged through this process, with another five obtained by writing to mldinmg
Conservatte MPs. The MPs tended to prefer to talk in broad terms about ideas around welfare
(and the interview topics were directed towards this), rather than the specifnical details of
policy. This reflects the role of MPs as generalists, and was helpdiehinring the kind of data

required for this project.

However, there were limitations to the data obtained from interviewing. Agaime f these
were practical, and some methodological. On the practical side first, despitmtzemof
approaches, none of the DWP ministers during the time period in question nor othgukey f
such as the Chancellor of the Exchequer agreed to be interviewed. This th#edif§iculty of
interviewing MPs belonging to the party in power, and particularly thos&hbinet or ministerial
roles. It also underscores the importance of not relying solely on oneallatdien technique.
This would apply even if these actors had agreed to interviews. From a method@logieathe
main issue with interviewing is how to @rpret the data obtained (Lilleker, 2003). It may not be
accurate, and the reliability of the accounts given by interviewees might bgogable. As
such, the interviewer ‘must constantly be aware that the information the inteeviesv
supplying, can often be of a highly subjective nature’ (Richards, 1996: 201). This rtiaflpa
concern in relation to topics such as the balance of power within the party, mdig espects of

policy have been emphasised over others, and why particular decisiensdeam made.

Use of additional data sources compensated for both of these problems. Welfanehesfdreen
a very high profile topic in the 2010 to 2015 parliament, and the Conservative Partyackppr
to social policy formed a significant part of timeodernisation’ agenda leading up to 2010. The

leading actors in relation to this policy area directly, and the trajectgoplmly more broadly,

2 |nitial contact with potential interviewees was made by letter, with a falfpywhone call or email after two weeks
if no response was received. This usually redultea decision, although in some cases a third and final call was
required.
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are on record speaking about their motivations and understandings, either immlieniglicitly
in a numler of primary document sources that are publicly available. These includeatsateri
such as transcripts of speeches and articles by Conservative MPs, liter@dtudimmgnpre2010
policy papers, and Hansard records of parliamentary debates and proceediagéng to the

reforms that were studied.

Document analysis therefore comprised a second main source of data. Qhweeddltat obtained

from document analysis enabled a fuller and more accurate representation of khyendewveof

ideas on welfare agss the Conservative Party than interviewing alone. This provided an
essential means of establishing the extent to which backbench MPs’ peespestve
concordant, or discordant, withose of party leaders. Essentially, document analysis provided a
mears of triangulation which is essential in supplementing, and allowing-chessking of the
material obtained through interviews (Davies, 2001). This helped to fill inapg ig interview

data, providing additional material which strengthens the confidence obtictusions drawn

from the project (Lilleker, 2003). This made up for much of the shortfall assdasiath the lack

of interviews with senior Conservatives, and helped compensate for the methodlologica

difficulties of interviewing.

The intervieve with and statements of Conservative MPs themselves form the primary material
for this thesis. Beyond this, there was a body of secondary material thabweimatrio filling in

the broader context within which the Conservative Party operates, or ‘tlénstory’ of how

the party’s approach to welfare developed (Vromen, 2010: 262). Further secondary document
sources included a wide range of matsridlom newspaper and journalistic reports, to
parliamentary publications such as the inquiries of seleatmittees into aspects of welfare
reform. Given the relatively current nature of the topic at hand, -tamk and charity reports

and government departmental publications were particularly useful secondacgssaniten
providing the most upo-date ankyses in terms of the development and implementation of

policy and the concerns that fed into and arose from this.

Interviewees closely linked to the development of welfare policy, but outside BiGRé&self,
were also contacted. These were ‘informédasvers’, with various levels of closeness to the

party. Theyincluded Labour members who had worked closely on welfare policy, including
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some who had worked with the Coalition such as Frank Field; former and currentreiantse
representatives of thk-tanks such as the Centre for Social Justice which had played a
significant role in developing some aspects of welfare policy, particutaiypposition; others
who had been involved in the SIPG policy review in 2@0@, representatives of charitiesdan
non-Conservative thinitanks which had been involved in the policy process, often during the
parliamentary scrutiny stages. Here, the response rate was muchhaettamongst MPs. There

were 27interviewees in this group, bringing the total to number of interviews to 43.

The content of these interviews was much more varied than those of the Conservative MPs,
reflecting the diversity of the participants and the slightly different pepdsr which the
interviews were conducted. For example, civil satg tended to prefer to focus on technical
detail regarding policy development and implementation issues, while sometahinland

charity participants were more inclined to discuss broader ideas aroundewetfiicy in
addition to the policy developmenthemselves. Most interviewees were able to offer insights on
aspects of the priorities of the Government and the process of-pudiking. This was helpful in

filling in the background to how Conservatives understood and approached the issues that they
sought to address, as well as providing a further form of triangulation with the Conservat
MPs’ interview data.

Interviews were conducted in person wherever possible. However, due to schedutingielf
(both my own and that of the interviewees) and time constraints, some were conducted by
telephone. Telephone interviewing brings a range of challenges that are nigreveasome in
person, notably around establishing rapport with interviewees which is essentialdepth
qualitative interviewig and the lack of nemerbal cues (Stephens, 2007). However, as Burnham
et al. (2008: 234) point out, it is possible to exaggerate the extent to which real rappbet c
developed in a single interview, whether facdace or not. Such disadvantages dat n
necessarily add up to a case against telephone interviewing. Overall, theshdredihg able to
interview these participants compensated for these shortcomings, and there avasticdable
difference between the sorts of responses gathered frentetephone interviews and those
conducted in person. This was undoubtedly aided by the fact that most of the inteswieuk

have been experienced in this style of interviewing.
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Having discussed how the data was collected, and from where, takak to outlindhow the
process of analysis was approached. This was carried out via a themaseandilich is a very
common (if somewhat pooHgefined) method of qualitative data analysis. A complete thematic
analysis proceeds from identifying, analysing and reporting patternsegsotcur across a
particular data set, through the process of coding each item of data and then ¢bésgngpdes
into wider themes. This then allows for ‘{making] a judgement about the data in lighé of t
theoreti@al framework’ of the research (Burnham et al. 2008: 245). Thematic analysigns oft
used within other traditions: for example, Bernard and Ryan (2010) locate it withlytieal
approaches including narrative analysis, discourse analysis and grounded Hwwoeyer,
Braun and Clarke (2006) suggest that it can be conceived as an anallgod imats own right —
albeit one that is flexible enough to fit within a variety of theoretical framesvdrk using
thematic analysis in this way, Braun and Clankggest that it is important to be clear about the
theoretical approach underpinning the analysis. Many of the important feafutieis — for
example, regaling epistemological concerns arountat claims we can make of the datare
addressed in full i€hapter 2, and so will not be repeated here. However, there are a number of
other choices and judgements that inform the analysis process that drdomedty addressing
and explicitly outlining(Braun and Clarke, 2006: 82-86).

The analysis forthis thesis was problerdriven It sought in the first instance to address a
specific initial research question, outlined above, in identifying the key condbkpts
Conservatives use to inform and convey their approach to welfare, and the meamihg
understadings that MPs attach to these. This then formed the basis for the subsequénabnaly
task of considering these in relation to historical variations of Conservativeggeand the
ways that these ideas are translated into practice. As such they quaicess involved
identifying a set of themes which, in this case, are analogous to these conlceptenies that
were judged to ‘count’ were those that occurred regularly in Conservative dstcassund
welfare (indicating some level of ideationajsificance), thus capturing something important in
relation to the central research questions (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 82). As thehresea
concerned with actors’ interpretations of concepts, the analysis was @hdti@ latent level.
This is wherethe analyst ‘starts to identify or examine the underlying ideas, assumptions, and
conceptualizations and ideologies that are theorized as shaping or informing the semantic

content of the data’, as opposed to a semantic level where the analyst ‘is not lookimygHimga
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beyond what a participant has said or what has been written’ (Braun and Clarke, 2006: 84).
Clearly, the latter approach would have been inconsistent with the reseaschfahis project
as it would not take us beyond the ‘naming’ of concepts, into considering how they have been

decontested.

1.6 Conclusion

This chapter has outlined the context within which the Conservative concern wigbolicis

area has developed, beginning to identify a range of pressures that the pasgpeasingo

when Cameron won the leadership in 2005. These include its own legawifare and social
issues changes in the political and social context brought about by New Labour, the clsallenge
of ‘modernisation’ in relation to party management, thegoimg electoral imperativeand
specific policyproblems.All of these are essential factors in understanding the response of the
Conservative Party to social issues in 2005 and throughout the following decade, aradeghese
explored further in Chapters 4 toof this thesislt has also outlined the contribution of this
thesis to existing research on the Conservatives and conservatism, and politieal grad

ideology more broadly.

The theoretical angle from which this task is approached emphasises thd rd&ag in
understanding decisions, specifically paying attention to the way that treeati€onservative

elites provide ‘points of access’ to the densstyictured political, economic and social context
within which strategies are formulated andoemulated. This grounds the analysis firmly in the
‘real life’ of the Conservative Party, in relation to governing context. T ¢his out, the thesis
deploys an innovative combination of the SRA and the morphological approach to ideologies in
understanishg Conservative ideational development. In doing so, it makes a theoretical

contribution to the study afleas and ideologies in political lifsee Chapter 2).

The depth of analysis contained in this research, and the policjoatesed angle from which it
approaches the topic, means thaléo makes a substantial and original empirical contribution
that complements much of the existing scholarshiphe Conservative Partigy considering an
entire area of policy in detail, the analysis containeé hans to understand the ideas informing
this on a deeper level to much of this existing work, which has often engaged with policy in a
more limited sense owingto variations in focus (see Chapter 3). In turn, this research
31



significantly adds valuby bringing a different perspective to bear on understanding the ideology
of the Conservativ®arty 6ince ideas related to this policy area pertain to muderwssues

than welfare policy), and provides a nuanced account of how, and why, Conservative ideology
has developed in the way that it h&mally, its empiricalconclusions are illuminating beyond

the immediate topic at hand, providing a detailed illustration of thearaeapplication of ideas

in political life, and the differing contextual factors tlgtve influenced this in the context at
hand.

Overall, the thesis argues thdeologically, the Conservative Party was very much socially
‘conservative’ when Cameron took the leadershipg it remains so after the 2015 election.
Given the narratives afhange andmodernisatiohthat have surrounded Cameron’s leadership,
this is perhaps surprisingut socially conservative perspectives on individuals, the state and
society have been more, not less strongly emphasised as the decade has worn @n. This i
significantly due to the ideological framework within which ‘modernisation’ wasceived,
developedand implemented, whichwas recognisably Thatcherite. In turn, the pressures of
governing in particular have forced a retreat from the more innovative sigfettie party’s
approach to social issues that soGanservatives began to articulateopposition and clearly

hoped would come to fruition in governmeiristead, vat we have seen between 2005 and

2015 is a strong rassertion of Thatcherite socialnservatism.
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Chapter 2

The StrategicRelational Approach and ideological morphologies

2.1 Introduction

The accusation of ‘having an ideology’ or being motivated by ideas is oftdriruaepejorative
sense in political argument. This is particulanigtable in relation to the Conservative Party.
Throughout much of its recent history it has often sought to deny the status of ‘cosserast

an ideology, instead presenting a commitment to guiding principles of pragmatisaomonon
sense’ in opposition to this. This tendency is no less prevalent in contemporary Baitig
politics: acknowledging ons ideological influences is, it seems, deeply unfashionable and

perceived as electorally unappeal(sge Chapter 3)

However, the centralheoreticalclaim of this thesis is that ideamatter, both in informing
decisionmaking andgoverning strategies in the shofterm, and in constraining or enabling
longerterm policy trajectoriesDecisions are indicative of the ideas and perceptions of those
who make themand this is no less applicable to Conservatives than to those of other political
persuasions which are perhaps more easily identified with the concept of iddblegiso the

case thatecisionmakingwith regard to policydoes not occur within a vacuum: perceptions of
other, perhaps competing priorities will impact on the pro@a@ssstingideas around the policy

area in question and shaping eventual outcomes. This chapter is dedicated to suppogting thes
premises and explaining how theg akeployed in informing this study, which requires exploring

the ontological and epistemological assumptions sustaining this position. Tedaadamental
guestions of what the nature of ‘reality’ or the social and political worldnd, what we can

know about it(Furlong and Marsh, 2010). Addressing these issues is the object of this chapter,
which provides a theoretical foundation for the remainder of the thesis.

The first section of the chapter introduces basisof the theoretical approach of thieesis,
which is the Strategic Relational Approach (SRA) as developed by ColinTHaySRA points
towards the role of actors’ ideas in understanding political outcomes, alongside amasippre
of the way that these ideas may be adjusted-ervatiatedn relation to contingent contextual
events. Ideaare thus intrinsically connected with ‘real lifethey shape, and are shapedthg,
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context within which parties operate. Through this, ideas are implicatedoirs’acapacity for
strategic action, meaning that ideational factors are allocated a centrah roleerstanding
outcomes. However, the chapter suggests that while the SRA effectivehaitgshe centrality

of ideas in understanding political outcomes, it is not so effective in theotigngrocess of
ideational change itself. In seeking to understand the relationship betweearidpastical life,

this seems to be an important step, yet it is one that Hay omits. The secadeitie chapter
suggests a means of ameliorating thesaliness. It introduces Michael Freeden’s maoliqafioal
approach to ideologies asm@eans of understanding ideational change which can be combined
with the SRA to produce a comprehensive theoretical framework for this thesisamhtbe used

to investigatedhe extent of change and the role of the ideas in this, the ideological orientation of
change, and the level at which this change occurs, whether ideologically substantnore
superficial.Finally, the third section discusskesw this is applied andtilised within this thesis,

includingfurtherdiscussion of the central research questions to be investigated.

2.2 ldeas, context and political action

Justifying the central theoretical claim underpinning this thesggrdingthe significance of
ideas in exfaining and understanding political outcomes necessitates exploring the @atolog
and epistemological assumptions sustaining this position, in relation to other opmogarty
opposing positions. The starting point for this is considering the relationshipshetwecture
and agency, and ideational and material factors in political analysis. Hag: hekether in
sociology, social and political theory, political science or, now, internationaliaes, the
tendency has been to keep separate the twnceptual pairings structure/agency [and]
material/ideational.” Challenging this tendency, he suggests that: ‘the issg&siature and
agency, the ideational and the material cannot be separated and should not be “bracketed”
(2001). This is the basis of Hay's development of Bob JesS&i¥s(1996; 1990 in his seminal
2002 workPolitical Analysis This work informs the theoretical claim of the significance of
ideas within this thesis, and is the basis of the discussion in this section.

Questions of structure and agency (or ‘context and conduct’) refer to the relatibesieen

the individual, and the social context in which they exist. Fundamentally, these questions
concern ‘the extent to which political conduct shapes and is shapeadlitiyal contexts’ (Hay,

2002: 89), or how far individuals are free to act in accordance with their own desires uiih purs
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of individually or collectivelydefined goals. This is thesueof ‘agency’, referring to action or
political conduct. In this attext agencys usually associated with deliberative action: the agent
is conceived as both rational and capable of reflexivity, and as motivated asject to
particular intentions or preferences (Giddens, 1988). Conversely, ‘structure’ refers tthe
setting within which social, political and economic events occur and acquire meaanalg’
implies some kind of ordering or ‘patterning’ of social and political behaviour (Hay, 2002: 94;
Giddens, 1984: 187). Therefore addressing the relationship leetw structure ah agency
requiresconsideréion of the extent to whichctionsareconstrained, enabled, or rendered more
or less likely by the existence of social conventions, norms or institutiand, conversely, how
such structures are shaped and re-shaped by political conduct.

The nature of this relationshipand of the intrinsic nature of both ‘structure’ and ‘agendyas
become a central topic of debate within political science, reflecting its statsgnaething of a
cottage industry througtut the social sciences’ more widély/endt, 1987: 338J.Yet, as Hay
acknowledges, the structuagencydebateis ‘not a “problem” to which there is, or can be, a
definitive solution’. This is because each position in the debate rests on ontolegiogitaons
regarding the nature of social and political reality. These cannot beredsab appeals to
evidence, as a solvable empirical problem could be, and to suggest that this is pegsible i
‘conflate the empirical and the ontological’ (2002: 90). &xample, it is possible for those with
differing stances on the relationship to identify and agree sets of empbmivations that lead

up to an event, while nonetheless disagreeing considerably on the relative importance of
structural and agential deors within these. These are claims that cannot be adjudicated
empirically (see also Hay, 2009a; 2009b). As such, struaigeecy (or contextonduct) is ‘not

so much a problem as a language by which ontological differences betweeardoantecounts
might be registered’ (2002: 1

The idea of a largely unfettered agency is perhaps appealing (particuladyg\adent in later
chapters, in relation to the topic of this thesis and the capacity of individustgpe their own

life paths). It suggests individual control, free will, and the corresponding abskecaestraints.

® Hay (2002: 89115) and McAnulla (2002) provide overviews of the contemporary natureeofi¢bate and
positions within it.
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This leads to the idea that the particular lifestyles that people lead, and thenpasiibthey
achieve, are a result of their individual choices. The other extraarfatdist approach in which
life unfolds according to some preordained path, determined in this caseepgndent social
structures which allow little or no room for human agergyotentially leads to quite bleak
conclusions for both the topic at hand and more broadly (Gamble, 200D4).1More
pressingly, neither of these provides particularly satisfactory eafpdss for behaviour
considered independently (Gamble, 2000: 17). Instead, the very existeheeswlittureagency

debate suggests:

That humanagents and social structures are, in one way or another, theoretically
interdependent or mutually implicating entities. Thus, the analysis of action inapnlas
least implicit understanding of particular social relationships (or ‘rules ofjdhee’) in
which the action is set just as the analysis of social structures invokes some
understanding of the actors whose relationships make up the structural contekerit is t

a plausible step to believe that the properties of agents and those of sociatestrare

both relevant to explanations of social behaviour. (Wendt, 1987: 338)

The implication of this is that positions within the discussion of struetgescy do not need to

fall squarely on one side or the other and, as noted below, such posit@enbdwmme less
prevalent in recent years. Neither, however, is resolving the theoretical dgelmastter of
deciding how great a proportion of the explanation to allocate to either side liasaHdISmith

point out (1991). Rather, the beginnings of a social ontology such as that contained irsWendt’
statement above constitutes a ‘general statement of the manner in which agentead tweli
appropriate their context and the consequences of that appropriation for their development as
agents and for that of the context itself’ (Hay, 2002: 113). The ontological position mattes i
respect will indicate which aspects of explanation should be emphasised, in tuestisggg
suitable areas of investigation and informing the methods that are apprdpriateng this

(Hay, 2002: 95-h

The limitations of theoretical positions that rely heavily on either structacédrs (structuralist
approaches) or agential factors (intentionist) approaches have been widebsetifdn short,

the central theoreticalriticism of these is that ‘for structuralists, structure determines agency,

* Hay (1995) offers a review.
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and for intentionalists, agency causes structure’. This essentidlliga® structure to agency and
vice-versa, leaving little that is either theoretically or analytically progtactr useful (Hay,

2002: 116). This led to the development of a body of work supporting moves towards a
theoretical and analytical ‘middle ground’ (Adler, 1997). This includes the SRAhwgkieks to
explain ‘structure in relation to action [and] actiorr@tation to structure’ while retaining some
level of separation between the two (Jessop, 2001: 1215), as well as Anthony Giddens’
‘structuration theory’ (1984). It also includes a further significant approach, in the

morphogenetic/critical realist positi@ssociated with Margaret Arch@000; 1995; 1986).

All three approaches share a common goal, in theorising the relationshgebettmucture and
agency whilst attempting to avoid falling back on maaosal understandings of political
outcomes, thus seeking to avoid the pitfalls of both structuralist and intentionplesagtions.
However, the conceptualisation of the statusmd relationship between structure and agency
differs, notably between the critical realist positions and the SRA, ad dsteate has illustrated
(Hay, 2005; McAnulla, 2005 Hay proposes thatritical realist approaches support an
ontological dualism between structural and agential factorsaintaining that both play a role

in explanation, and also that both ‘exist’ acahnot be conflated: there is a ‘real world’ that
exists independently of actors’ cognition of it (Hay, 2002: 24). The SRA, whilagatito the
same broad category of approaches to structure and agency, differs in tigioakaonception

of structurefrom the critical realist position.

Hay’s position is thatstructuré and agency are not ontologically separable. Tdnsis Hay's
central contribution to catructing a theory of structure amgency that fully overcomes the
dualism between the twor(d thus avoids claims that either is conceptually prior to the other).
As King (1999: 201) notes, one of the major points of Archer's work has been ‘theorejetti
any social theory which threatened to conflate society and the individual, or straature
agency’ Her position shifted from referring to the divide as purely analytical (1989)plaitly
differentiating between the two ontologically (2000; 1995) and, crucially, suggestaig
‘structures preexist agents (or subjects)’ (Hay, 2002: 124y’s criticism of this follows King
(1999), in sugesting that Archer’s positiopresents a rathendividualistic perspective othe
morphogenetic sequence, or the way in which structures are transformed or regribiacgh

action. King argues that Archer arrives at ‘the sociological conclusidreaistence of a social
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structure from the perspective of a single individual’ (1999: 217). While this seeftepture

well the practical consciousness of engaging with a densely structured sutigokical
environment’ (Hay, 2002: 125), it erroneously leads to the conclusion that ‘because | haye no s
over the conditions ahyactions, the social conditions of actions are independenyafneand

exist autonomously’ (King, 1999: 217, emphasis addddyl Archer ‘decentred her perspective

to see that the constraint which | face is other individualsd no less serious for thajust as |

form some of the social conditions which mutually constrain these others, she wohlavaot
fallen into ontological dualism’ (King, 1999: 217; Hay, 2002 -112%). Structure or context is
therefore understood as the product of human interaction and only exists insofar as it is
understood and experienced by actors, neitheexigting nor continuing to exist onsgparate

level to this.

Hay further contends that by insisting on the temporal dualism of structure aray agehthe
pre-existing character of structures, Archer’s vi@w contrast to the individualistic perspective
from which it is derived) implicitlyexhibits a somewhat limited role for agency which is framed
as ‘rather episodic, disjointed and discontinuous’. He argues that the impressirttofetas
‘distant, external and long-enduring’ contrasts with a characterisatageoty as ‘an ephemeéra
or fleeting moment’. This:

Seems to imply a residual structuralism punctuated only periodically yequgntly by

a largely unexplicated conception of agency. This appears from the shadows and returns
swiftly from whence it came, a perturbation orrdgion in the otherwise pristine logic

of structural reproduction. (Hay, 2002: 126)

Thus Hay proposes that such an approach can tell us little about the process ofomteract
between the two aspects of explanation. Instead, it reproduces a versiortloddological
bracketing’ proposed by Giddens (1984: Z&J in which it is possible to consideither
conduct- or contextrelated aspects of a given situation. This results methodologically in a
‘simple alternation between structuralist and intentiohaounts’ (Hay, 2002: 120) which
fails to live up to the initial theoretical promise of the morphogenetic approachpindels to
understand the dialectical relationship between structure and agency.
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In addressing these weaknesses, the SRA positerttedogical relationship between structure
and agency as a duality, rather than a dualism, with the two concepts Eepalals analytical
devices. This, then, differs considerably from approaches such as ceattahr which posit a
separate realm ofthe real’ even if we do not have unmediated access to it (McAnulla, 2005)
and moves the SRA closer to someiettes of interpretivismgeeFinlayson et aJ.2004 for a
review). For Hay: ‘neither agents nor structures are real, since néidlsean existence in
isolation from the other their existence is relational (structure and agency are mutually
constitutive) and dialectical (their interaction is notugtle to the sum of structural and
agential factors treated separately)’ (2002: 127). Hay acknowledgesrtitéiirels may serve as
‘useful analytical abstractions’ (2005: 40) that can aid our understanding of palilicames
(see also Hay, 2014). Hower, he maintains that ‘it is important that this analytical distinction is
not reified and hardened into a rigid ontological dualism’ (2002:128). Ultimately, it is this
ontological separation within critical realism that leads us towards a concegftidhe
relationship between structure and agency that is characterised by dwatlssn,than duality.
Instead, Hay suggests that Wawncentrate upon the dialectical interplay of structure and agency

in real contexts of social and political interacti¢2002: 127).

The link between structure and agency in this understanding is the conceptegfystfators
are presented as being strategic, capable of devising means of realigingténéons, and
revising these as required. Hay argues that thigself, is illustrative of a dynamic relationship

between actor and social context:

To act strategically is to project the likely consequences of different coofrsegion
and, in turn, to judge the contours of the terrain. It is, in short, to qra¢ential courses
of action to perceptions of the relevant strategic context and to use saghraise as a
means to select the particular course of action to be pursued. On such an noiidggsta
the ability to formulate strategy (whether explicitly sgnised as such or not) is the very
condition of action. (Hay 2002: 132)

Thus rather than looking at either ‘structural factors’ or ‘agential feictorunderstanding and
explaining political action, Hay suggests that a more enlightening approachaasider the

relationship betweestrategic actionon the one hand, and tistrategically selective context
within which that action is formulated, and on which it impacts. These¢haré&ey concepts

within the SRA. The first implication of this is that not all outcomes are possible igiagry
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situation and, further, not all teomes are equally likely. This is because ‘the context itself
presents an unevenly contoured terrain’, which favours the adoption of certain estratbist
mitigating against others. Hence, the SRA suggests that ‘over time, suchicssakecfivity wil
throw up a series of systematically structured outcomes’. Consequenivailg the outcome of
any particular strategic intervention is unpredictable, the distribution of oatcower a longer
time frame will exhibit a characteristic regularity’ (j§a2002: 129130). This is regsented

diagrammatically on the following page.

However, it can be seen that faced with apparently similar contexts, dotost always chose

the same strategic courses of action each time. This will, to some extent; sefxie
differences within the terrain facing each actor: one significant benefiecBRA is that it is
flexible enough to accommodate such change in context. However, even within acstrategi
context that is ostensibly the same, and between actang fsimilar challenges, actors still do

not necessarily adopt the same strategies: indeed, if they did, this would rend&iRAhe
deterministic, leading us towards predictive, rational chidkeemodels of political behaviour.

To shed light on why certastrategies are selected over others by specific actors, Hay makes the
link with another set of conceptual tools. These are considerations of the retatifieasice of,

and relationship between, material and ideational factors.

Material and ideationajuestions consider the extent to which outcomes can be understood in
relation to the interests of actors, or to their beliefs and ideas, or through some form of
interaction between the two. Hay identifies three broad positions on this issusd fratarms of
whether, or the extent to which, ideas should be accorded a causal role in politigailsanal
independent of material factors (2002: ZB). These are idealism, including postmodernism
and some forms of interpretivism; materialism, including rational choice theandtsealists;

and constructivism, including constructivists and critical realists. Idealisinmaterialism both
imply a relatively simple relationship between the ideational and the materialctresiye
identifying ideas and matetlitactors as dominant. These are analogous to the simpler positions
on structure and agency, discussed above. Critical realism and constructivismsbaih ee
dialectical understanding of the relationship, with a further distinction betwten’
constuctivism and critical realism which ‘prioritise material factors and causal logaesl,

‘thick’ constructivism which ‘prioritises ideational factors and constitutiveckigHay, 2002:
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206). The significance (or lack of) accorded to ideas in political analysis, itmd subsets of
these positions, varies widely and remains contested.

Diagram 2.1: Structure, strategy and agency in the stratelgitonal approach

Strategicactor Effects of action enhanced

(individualor < strategic kmowledge; strategic

collectiv &) learning
Strategic calculation: St )
formulation of strategy n_“Eg“:
within context action

Strategically Effecis of action partial
selective - transjormationaf context for
context future strategy

Source: Hay (2002: 131)

Traditionally, the study of noematerial factors such as ideas afactor in understanding
political action has received comparatively little attention within politics as a ki artly,

this is due to the materialist perception that ideas are ‘epiphenomenatigi8e1998: 16): they

are simply the consequenoé material factors which can be observed and analysed separately.
Berman (1998: 17) cites Marx as the most famous proponent of this belief; mareescmaples
include Goldstein and Keohane (1993) and North (1990). This represents a softening of an
‘aggressive and assertive’ behaviouralist stafiear, 1995: 202), based on a rigidly positivist
account of political science in which ‘the material circumscribes the realneak#t: hence,
there is no distinction between appearance and reality (Hay, 2002: 207). Desstdtémsng,

both approaches suggest that since it is essentially the material that is sheotauolitical
outcomes (whether directly or through influencing actors’ ideas), ideasoaworth studying in

their own right (Blythe, 199¥. This islinked to methodological concerns, similarly connected to
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a positivist approach to studying politics, which is that: ‘political scientists piefudy things

they can see, measure, and count, and ideas seem the oppeosieie, amorphous dn
constantly evolving’ (Berman, 1998: 16, see also Converse, 1964). Finally, there is a concern
that an oveemphasis on the significance of ideas in explaining events leads to a form of
voluntarism or idealism: indeed, this was a charge that Jessop was keenetinr&fning the

SRA (1990: 265-266; see also Hay, 2002: 208).

It is worth briefly exploring the accusation of voluntarism and idealism in ieassed
approaches togbitical analysis in more deptfThis is not a chargthat has been mad# the
SRA as much a# has of interpretivist theoryspecifically, the approachssociated with Mark
Bevir and Rod Rhodef005) Critical realists including Marsh (2009) and McAnulla (2006)
contend thain rejecting the idea of a ‘real’ structural realm separable from the ideatsuchl
approachesmply that there is little to prevent actors from acting exactly as they wishné¢eto
anidealisticaccount of political action. The interpretivist apprioaxplicitly rejects the concept
of structure itself on the basis that it is excessively rigid (Bevir dratl&s, 2005: 17%76). As
Hay points outthis is something of a misreading ioterpretivism The concept of ‘situated
agency’ withinBevir and Rhdes’ work implies an appreciation of the extent to which actors’
ideas, and hence their actions, are embedded in ideational contexts or ‘tradimagthey are
subject to considerable constraiftaf, 2011: 177178). The SRA, despite also placing grea
emphasis on the importance of ideas in understanding action, provides a fuller resporise to suc
criticisms and is therefore better insulated from them. This is due to itsossifious
accommodation with the analytical utility of the concept of strecturd, crucially, the way that
beliefs develop and acquire resonamgthin particular institutional contextéHay, 2011: 179
180). This is situated alongside an understanding of the significance of ideatobekts,
effectively and clearly linking thelevelopment of beliefs to institutions external to actors
themselves. Of course, this is not fundamentally incompatible with an inteigiregpproach:
however, it is developed much more fully within the SRA.

As with the relationship between structure and agency, Hay suggesttheéhatlationship
between the material and the ideational is dialectical (Hay 2002: 101). Thuss'jsistictures
and agents do not exist in isolation, so too the material and the ideational are gomplex

interwoven and mutually interdependent’ (Hay, 2001). Moreover, dealing with questidres of t
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material and ideational necessitates dealing with structure and agency,cewdrsa. This
relates to the point raised above, concerning how actors formulate steategns. Hay \&rns
against assuming that ‘strategic actors have a fairly direct and unmediagsst@tbe contours

of the terrain they inhabit, such that they can effectively “read off” theylig@hsequences of
their actions’, finding this to be a ‘most dubious mrge, akin to the perfect information
assumption much beloved of neoclassical economists and many rational choicésti{2o02:

209). This tendency can be found within some of the literature relevant to this thediy nota
Bulpitt's ‘statecraft’ accont of Thatcherism (1986) which rather oxestimates the extent of
knowledge of the consequences of actions held by the politicians involved (Stevens, 2002;
Buller, 1999. As long as one rejects this premise then it implies a central role for ideas within
the structureagency relationship. The issue of contingent interpretation amierpretation of
context in pursuit of goals (as opposed to forming a ‘grand plan’ and then enacting it esgardle

of intervening events) becomes central to enabling action.

The SRA offers a way of bringing this together, such that ideas ‘provide the poi&didtion
between actors and their environment’. Therefore, Hay argues that ideasemacstobded an
independent causal role in explaining political outcomes (2002). 2lis important to restate
here that Hay is not asserting that ideas are ‘independent’ or separablendtennal factors
ontologically, but that they are not epiphenomehalater work, Hay clarifies that he does not
suggest that ideas assert areefffin isolation from, or independently of, other material factors’,
rather, they are ‘not reducible to such material factors’ (Hay, 2004: 144, 162).emvwaihds,
ideas and their effects are worthy of investigation in their own right if we amextan
outcomes. As with structure and agency, Hay is here arguing for the analyiiita of

separating ideas and matefedtors in explaining outcomes.

Before continuing, it is worth noting that there is perhaps an issue in clainaingehational and
material factors are only separable analytically, yet awarding one an ‘irtigierausal role’ at
the expense of the other. Analogously, Hay's own reasoning suggests thdaianyoc an
‘independent’ role for structural or agential factors would appeapect within a theory that
emphasises the dialectical relationship between the two. This asseeiefoth moves away
from the dialectical approach that Hay purports to illustrate, towards a morBrectional

analysis of the relationship betweer tideational and the material. In turn, this suggests more
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than an analytical separation between the two sets of factdngch is not compatible even with
Hay’s clarification on this point, outlined above. Marsh (2009) suggests that eprsdtuthis
might be to similarly allocate a separate causal role to materiardadiut this again would
harden the distinction between the two and move away from the ontologioaltion
underpinning the SRA. As discussed below, it is tenable to argue for theiGhaglyiority of
ideational factors in understanding outcomes, but extending this into claimingsal cale

independent of the material appears theoretically inconsistent.

Hay argues that interrogating the ideas and assumptions underpinategistationis essential
to understanding political behaviour, since ‘actors behave the way they do bdwauswld
certain views about the social and political environment they inhabit’. This &gument for
the analytical priority of ideas in understanding outcomes. As indicated aboveppbgaint
point here is that such views cannot be reduced simply to context or assumed :integste
prior, in that they shape actors’ understanding and interpretation and provide a poo#ssfta
a ‘densely suctured context’, as well as a means through which actors’ continualbgeiate
and adjust to changes in context which may be outside of their direct control (Hay, 2002: 213).
This underpins the claim that ideas play a causal role in determining,aatio the analytical
emphasis on ideational over material factors in understanding change in muchsoériHpiyical
work (2009c; 1999; 1996Ultimately:

How actors behave the strategies they consider in the first place, the strategies they
discountthe strategies they deploy in the final instance and the policies they formulate
reflect their understanding of the context in which they find themselvesdver, that
understanding may eliminate a whole range of realistic alternatives andinmiagt

prove in time to have been informed by a systematic misrepresentation of tha gonte
question. (Hay, 2002: 211)

It therefore makes sense to claim that if we wish to understand poétitahs looking at
ideational factors and the way that theytownally inform, shape and 1€hapetheseactiors (or
strateges) is the key. Empirically, this is also borne out in the observation that policy change is
often preceded by changes in the ideas informing policy (Hay 2002: 166; Hall, 1993). Changes
(or thelack of changes) in actors’ ideas and their interpretations of given gogeimallenges or

policy problems are dialectically related to the possibility of change in mategaamstances,

shaping the outcomes resulting from such and thus altering totstelk, via strategic action.
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Importantly, forming a strategic plan is not necessarily synonymous witlally achieving
ones’ goals at the outset. It is almost unfeasible that any plan would accoufit dorthee
complex challenges and barriers thetoas will encounter along the way. These in themselves

may prompt both reassessment of strategy and perhaps reassessmerdais themselves.

Moreover, as the passage quoted above suggests, such ideational change has sonaething of
cumulative natureeven if the material impact of it and indeed the level of ideational
development itself at any one point in tilsainderstood as modest and incremental (Hay, 2002:
163). Strategic development does not take place aneleaty defined points in time,tAbugh
there certainly may be events that lend themselves to promoting strateggsessment.
However, even this occurgithin the context of what has come before, which will already have
served to embed (or degitimise) certain ways of approaching or understanding problems. As
discussed above, this in turn impacts on a densely structured, strategicalliveselentext
rendering some actions more feasible than others to particular actaslogsi not discount the
possibility of more faspaced, intense change, such as that in periods of ‘crisis’ 2869a;
1999 1996). However, it also draws our attention to thevskgpaced, less dramatic process of
ideational change that takes place between these moments and the way that tmsibarteco
cumulatively, to shaping future understandings and interpretations of context.

At this point, it is useful to summarise what the SRA tells us, and does not tell ushrebmlet

of ideas inpolitical life. The SRA provides a convincing theoretical rationale for claiming that
‘ideas matter’ in understanding political outcomes. It does so by identiiy@&agional factors as

the condition for action. These provide a point of access to context. They are a condition of
formulating strategic actions, and hence are central to understanding these actions and the
outcomes that result fromemm. Through this, the SRA can also direct our attention towards the
process of change. It provides a basis for the more specific claim that chaagpsoaches to
challenges or policy problems are informed by the ideas preceding thasendicating tat
ideational factors are a central area for analysis in understanding change aluprdent.
Conversely, this suggests that when analysing decisions or apparent chanuessthle to trace

these back to actors’ ideas.
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What the SRA does not accomplish quite so effectively is explaining how thesgesharthe

ideas informing action take place. In other words, it explains what dtelagt has little to say

on what they are and therefore how they are constituted (Freeden, 1996: 47). Undershandi
involves taking a step back from considering the role of ideas in outcomes, cowgsidsteéad

how ideational change itself occurs as precursor to this. This is surely an mhgtetain fully
theorising the relationship between ideas poilitical life, yet it is not one that Hay addresses in
any great detail in eithétolitical Analysisor his later work. This is perhaps due to the tendency
to focus on ideational factors as having an independent causal role, which informwestidr

later analyse®f the impact of these. It is addressed to some extent in his work around crisis,
highlighted above, but the process of slpaced ideational changeof ideological development
without the pressured context of crisigs largely unexplored. This is curious given Hay’s
insistence that such change should not be neglected, and forms an important element of our
understanding of outcomes (2002: 1B&3). Accordingly, the next section of this chapter begins
to address this, outlining a means through which itheational change can be theorised and
mapped.

2.3 Theorising ideational change

A central point of the SRA is that ideas do not develop on a level separate frong’ ! riit are
embedded in context via the concept of strategic action. One implicatibis ¢f that ideas held
by actors are interconnected: since actors cannot exist independentiytettcand context is
constituted by actors’ collective strategic actions, so their ideas andjissatell overlap and
combine in a multitude of ideationklcations in pursuit of a range of varied goals. Even within
an institution such as a political party, whose historical and institutionalobastics shapéhe
goals and perspectives of @gistingmembers, a number of overlapping goals and prisnii
co-exist. These might include, for example, individlealel priorities such as attaining a cabinet
post and running ones’ own department successfully, -tdront strategic issues such as
constructing a winning electoral strategy, responding to external peessufevents’ and the
effect of these on agendas, and considering how these fit within {argeiissues, including
policy programmes and constructing an enduringly successful ‘statéBualftitt, 1986). Within
the study of party politics, the extent of complexity of context suggestdotiiahg at one or
more of these issues in isolation from each other will not lead to satisfagfanations or

understandings of outcomes, nor of the ideas underpinning these. Rather, it points towards
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considering ideas collectively, as they develop in relation to context. Onefveecomplishing
this is through considering ‘ideologies’ as collections or clusters of interaechigleas, which

can support a range of different purposes.

‘Ideology’ is acontested concept with a wide range of possible useful interpretations, not all of
which are compatible with one another. A number of these interpretations point towards a
pejorative definition of the term. Ideologies are commonly conceived agictosditarian ways

of thinking, impractical and unsuitable as guides for political action owing to thexilmfity
resulting from this (Freeden, 2003:21 2006a). As such, ideologies might be understood as
somewhat divorced from everyday life (Minogue993) an ill-suited attempt to impose an
abstract, rigid blueprint or plan over a constantly changing and nuanced realityr Svichi an
outlook, no one would readily describe their own thinking as ideological because idsa@og

then readily conceptualideas biased or unyielding. As such, ‘opponents have ideologies,
whereas “we” are characterized by principles, pragmatism or common sens&l(EE99: 2).

This has become the ‘ewglay’ understanding of ideology, andi$ the way that the term is
commally deployed in political argument. However, as should be clear from the preceding
discussion, this is not a particularly useful or accurate way of theorizinggieslor the role of
ideas in understanding political actidn.

This then leads to into thguestion of what ideology is, and what it is not. Theoretical studies of
ideology often broadly concur with the SRA, in suggesting that the praatigphthy towards

the concept of ideology obscures what is an important factor in understandincapadtion

and outcomes (Eagleton, 1991; McLellan, 1995; Freeden, 1996, 2003; Eatwell, 1999). This is on
the basis that the rigid, doctrinaire conception of ideology outlined above is far rrowv.na
Along similar lines to Eatwell, abov&agleton suggests that the common usage of the term
‘ideology’ is a means of dismissing the viewpoints of political opponents as stenfnoing
‘schematic, inflexible way of seeing the world’, tinged with a hint of fanaticishias 15 set
against one’s own ‘modest, piecemgatagmatic wisdom’ (Eagleton, 1991:5). What the

‘everyday’ conception fails to take into account is the centrality of idedgeeconceptions in

®The characterisationf édeologies as rigid and dogmatic, however, is important to understamgir@onservative
relationship with the concept of ideologhhis is discussed further in Chapter 3
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informing action, as well as the interaction between theoretical assumptidngleas, and

policy practiceand outcomes. This means that the content of ideas may evolve as they are tested
against reality. The main point here is that ideologies, even while suggsstire structuring of
beliefs, need not be understood as dogmatic or fixed. Rather they are flexibleygeggbtems

of thought that cannot exist independently of either the social, economic andapobtitext in

which they are deployed by political actors, or of actors themselves.

Michael Freeden offers a fuller understanding of ideology hatounter to the pejorative
perceptim, suggesting that ideologies are far more varied and flegdnégurations of ideas

than is suggested in the common usage. For Freeden, ideologies are: ‘those slygiditical
thinking, loose or rigid, deliberate or unintended, through which individuals and groups donstruc
an understanding of the political world they, or those who preoccupy their thoughts, inhabit, and
then act on that understanding’ (1996: 3). T$uggests that ideologies arterently action
focused: indeed, the systewf beliefs embodied in them are presented as a necessary condition
of action. It also, as noted above, draws our attention to the interconnectedness otidesas, a
and contexts, and in doing so emphasises the role of actors in interpretmegypeeting and
applying ideas. On this basis, thederstandingf ideologies deployed by Freeden, and the
significance of ideational factors as theorised by Hay overlap consigeradblappear consistent

with one another. However, the notion that ideologies can be defined by rigidity and the
presence of specific, clearly defined means and ends is being discarded, theredusrto be
another way of identifying an ideology as such. Otherwise it is not much more tbasea
gathemg of perhaps vaguely connected, but perhaps more or less random ideas. This ceases to
have much analytical value in terms of understanding the relationship betleasrat different
points in time and the way that these impact on outcomes, and hewnceliite use in

understanding the process of ideational change and outcomes.

Freeden’s major contribution to the study of ideologies is to argue that politex@bges
display a recognisable structure or ‘morphologh@96. This aspect of definitiors in addition
to more commonly cited attributes. These include political ideology as the lidafs and
opinions of a significant social group which seeks to compete over plans for public policy,
reflecting both their socially constructed and political nature (Free2l#03:25-32 McLellan,

1995). Freeden proposes that the structure of any ideology consists of a comcepts,
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surrounded by adjacent and peripheral concepts. The arrangement of these camtepesy a
relative significance, denotdke ideological family to which any particular manifestation of
ideology belongs. Freeden uses the analogy of furniture in a room, which $egar@phrases,
suggesting that: ‘if on entering the room we see that tradition, order dratiguare elabately
presented while equality is hidden under the bed then, for Freeden, we are looking@inaoier

a Conservative room’ (2010: 29). The precise nature of Conservative morphology is distussed i

greater detail in the following chapter.

Freeden sugges that all ideologies contain interpretations of the main political coneepts
liberty, equality, rights, justice, power and democracgomewhere within their morphologies.
Within these concepts there are a range ofcaulzepts and categories. Thereféneeden
proposes that the concept is the individual unit of analysis in any study of ideohpgpytdntly,
these concepts do not have fixed and immutable meanings. There may veelkkdmemon,
broadlyunderstood and accepted meanatigiched to each comteat a particular point in time
but this does not constitute the only possible meaning: it is historically, cultuaatly
contextually contingent. Concepts and the -sategories that compose them are therefore
essentially contestable, with each concapquiring meaning through the way in which it is
understood in relation to others within its ideological family (1996: 4).

Ideological families can be therefore be identified by their core conceptbotwitvhich a
particular ideology simply would not continue to be that ideology’ (Freeden, 2003: ééjlefr
does allow that more complex ideologies are more likely to be able to shiftnédeofetheir
cores outwards in response to contextual change. However, it is unlikely thab e gispense
with them altogether and still remain identifiable as such (1996: 83). Some ideologies have
features that cannot be removed from their cores, otherwise they cease to besabtogs
examples of a particular ideological family. Returning to the furniture gpatbere are certain
pieces of furniture in certain rooms that indicate the sort of room that we are labkigshing
facilities signify a bathroom, for example. If these were removed Bniirevould be difficult to
say that the room was still a tmoom’. Examples of such central pieces of ideological
‘furniture’ include liberty as a core concept of liberalism, or equaliya core concept of
socialism (1996: 84). However, this does not entail that the meaning or decontestdtenaré

conceps is fixed. Analogously, we might strip out the bath and replace it with a shower
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perhaps due to some emerging concern with conserving water or saving wamei would

alter the appearance but not the central purpose of the bathroom. Freeden phatodes
concepts elsewhere in the morphology, ‘the core concepts of an ideology aseecdit,
allowing for diverse interpretations to be attached to them through adjacent apidegzeri
concepts’ (1996: 77). Therefore it is possible to find varityses’ within the same ideological
family, asthe outer layers addjacent and peripheral concepts are shifted inwards and outwards,

bearing on each other and the core and affecting the overall character of the ideology

Adjacent concepts are essentialflashing out’ core concepts. The central core concepts have
no meaning on their own and no implications for political action: without adjaoanépts, they
remain ‘barren’ notions. Peripheral concepts then add a ‘vital gloss’ to corepteriEreeden,
1996: 68). These are the ‘more specific, detailed, concretized, and often ephsoneegts,
ideas and opinions that flesh out the main body of an ideological entity’ (Freeden, 2003: 3
Freeden further divides peripheral concepts two categories: the perimeter and the margin.

The perimeter ‘reflects the fact that core and adjacent concepts are located in historical
geographical and cultural contexts’. Perimeter concepts are essential iaimragnthe practical
relevance ofin ideology becausefor an ideology to relate to, and emerge from, those contexts,
indeed to avoid being couched at levels of generality that have no relevanceialoasd
political worlds, it must conceive of, assimilate, and attempt to shapenoeld events™ (1996:

79). The marginal concepts’ importance to the core of the ideology at any givémnptrine is
emotionally and intellectually insubstantial; however, this does not precludesuncépts from
assuming greater importance in the future, or having done so in the past, depending on
circumstance (1996: 78). This is because the position of concepts within the stoicture
ideology is not fixed, aside from within the core. Concepts may travel from a nmiralde a
marginal position, ad viceversa. They may end up pushaat because they are inimidal the
survival of the ideology- such as nationalisation as an element of socialism in Britain. Equally,
they may be pulled inwards because other ideologies have forced them ontotited pgkenda,

necessitating an accommodation and responsedt@tegicallyorientatedactors.

This suggests that if we want to analyse change in ideas and the extent to wghotianige is

either superficial or more substantive, it is with the ouagels of concepts that we need to be

50



begin, since these are where such changes are likely to become evident. iShissged further
in the following section. However, prior to this it is necessary to furtherdaltechow concepts
are understood and, crucially, how they relate to both one another other and the context in whic

they exist.

Given the contested nature of ideological concepts, an ideology is therefore furihed dsfa
configuration of decontested meanings of different political concéptglentity is determined
by the ‘rotation of each participating concept through a range of mearehdyviga-vis the
similarly held, or decontested meanings of every other contéfis is affected by the
‘location secured by a political concepttin the ideological framework’ (Freeden, 1996: 83):
core concepts, for example, exert a greater influence on adjacent concepts thaplawaberi
concepts, which are in turn unlikely to affect any significant alteration ondieeeven though
they may fom a contingently important part of the perimeter. This can account for thetgtabil
of ideological cores whilst still allowing for a significant degree of variatietwben different
manifestations of ideological families. Further, while the meaning aforcept may be
decontested within an ideology or family of ideologies at a particular time, dbs bt mean
that the decontested meaning becomes immutable outside of the ideological frianisvo
McAnulla suggests, ‘similarities in language may obsauie different philosophies’ (2010:
306). Therefore, while opposing ideologies can appear to use the same concepis)aagel
on closer investigation it may become clear that they have attached differgmietaterns and

meanings to these.

Consequentially, we should not assume that the arrival of a ‘new’ concept (or eax@maw
concepts), likely on the periphery, is evidence in itself of substantive idesllatj@nge, even if

it seems to form a substantial part of a party’s contemporary agenda. Neithefgréhas this
necessarily indicative of a shift in strategy or the understanding of a probideed, if the
broader ideological structure that a concept is defined in relation to remains &mdbyn
unaltered then such change islikely, but this in itself is instructive in helping us to
understanding subsequent decisions and outcomes. What is required to understand the outcome

resulting from such an apparent shift in ideas is a much more detailed consideraten of

® See also Bevir (2000) on the ‘sgilVer effect’ of ideological concepts.
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decontestabn of these concepts, their relationship to broader ideological perspectidet)ea
extent of ideational change that they entail and enact. This, in turn, aids in ouramtiegsind

analysis of tkh outcomes associated with this process.

As Hay's acount makes clear, the relationship between ‘ideology’ as an input and/ asian
output is complex. Certainly, it cannot be conceived as linear, with the latter feadaotlirect
consequence of the former, in part because of the multitude of diffenategic ideational
concerns and pressures that feed into formulating the final ‘product’. In faitriess outside of

the remit of Freeden’s worland we would not necessarily expect to find such an account here.
What Freeden’s understanding of ideologies can do is contribute to filling the ngéq@ BRA,

which is the theory of how ideational change occurs within a given context or periog of\fen

can infer from the SRA that it is unlikely that all ideational developments are dfatine
significance and magnitude. However, by omitting a discussion of the process of ideational
change Hay does not provide us with a basis for distinguishing between those shifts that do
produce significant changes in context and those that do not. This omission also then leave
ideologies curiously detached from their context, as it provides little invélyeof theoretical
illumination regarding the process of continuity and the shaping effects ofopseudeas,
outcomes and learning processes on present strategies, despite an acknowlethge nieat
impact of these ideational factors is cumulative. Without an adequate conceptiwatidrial
change itself, the extent to which the SRA gaavide a comprehensive means of analysing
ideologies is limitedFreedenaddresseshis effectively, within a theory of political ideologs

that exhibits many similaritiewith the SRA in its treatment of ideas and their significance in
informing action. As such, the following section discusses the integration tidh@ppoaches

as the theoretical basis for this thesis.

2.4 Application to analysing Conservative welfare politics

The subject of this thesis is Conservative Party ideology under the leaderslapididameron
between 2005 and 2015, analysed via a study of &g’ approach to welfare policy. The
Conservative approach to social policy has been widely identified as one afetil
components of the ‘modernisation’ strategy through which Cameron aimed to decorgahenat
Conservative brand. This would take @dbrough ‘changing their image, altering their rhetoric,
and adopting a more socially inclusive approach’ (Heppell, 2014: 155). A strongeniiidilasis
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on broad social issues, including poverty and an apparently new concern with ‘sdwal, jus
has catinued into government, and workiagie welfare has been one of the most prolific policy

arenas through which these have been developed.

Yet since 2005 the context in which these issues are situated has alterechstfniperhaps
most so in relatiotto the financial crisis of late 200@nd the subsequent Conservative move into
government with the Liberal Democraihe direction of policy has perhaps not been what some
early analyses might have anticipated (Dorey, 2007). This has engendereddaabging
debate on how far the Conservative Party has substantively ‘modernised’ ideblpgmahlly

in comparison to its Thatcherite past. Within this, a number of analyses raiserguesgarding
the extent to which the policies implemented in government reflect the Panpgseap shift in
perspectives on these issues, or conversely indicate a lack of ideational dentldpspie a
rapidly shifting contex{see Chapter 3With this in mind, the central objective of this thesis is
to consider the extent and nature of ideational change within the party since 2005, asheell a
principal drivers of this, particularly given the emergence of some appasenitiyetical early
policy effects emerging from this supposedly modernised approach. In stmimgombine the

SRA with Freeden’s morphological theory of ideologies.

The SRA directs us to view actors as rational, although not in the narrow sendeeyhatet
solely motivated by selhterest. It also rejects the idea that action can be boiled down to a clear
set of separable, hierarchical goalpersonal progression always taking precedence over the
collective advancement of the party, for example (Hay, 2009b: 895). The personal plrsuit
ministerial office cannot be separated from the impezatof winning elections and good party
management, which equally cannot be separated from more immediate pgdicyves such as
reducing public spending, alleviating poverty, or nurturing economic growth. All e¢ theals —

and more — co-exist, with their significance varying temporally and between actors.
Understanding the politics of welfare within the Conservative Party requnwestigating the
densely structured context in which this is situated and, crucially, aattegpiietations of this.
This comprises not just the policy area itself but broader issues, parti¢hl@sé/around a more
instrumental concern with electoral appeal which is intrinsic to modernisats).tfien, directs

our attention towards different aspects of context, whiehexplored irChapters 4 to of this

thesis.
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It is worth reemphasising that it is the issue of actontérpretationof context that is central
within the SRA as an analytical tool: politicians, in developing an approach toreyajfaany

other ara of concern, do not have unmediated access to and knowledge of the context in which
they find themselves acting. While the context itself will render certain e®wfsaction more
favourable than others (increasing welfare spending in a time of ingyastretched public
spending maybe untenable, for example, even if one might feel inclined to do so in other
circumstances)ctors rely on their own ideas as points of access to context in determining what
is feasible, desirable and possible. Thus in understanding the development ofv&iveser
welfare policy it is necessary to look at the ideas and perspectives of tho$gioladeged in it.

These contain important clues as to the understanding of issues around the pmliagdhence

explanatorwalue for the policy solutions selected and implemented.

In considering ideological change in relation to a specific policy dneagmpirical element of
this thesis is very much grounded in the reality of Cameron’s Conservative Rantyit has
negotided the changing context and, beyond this, what we can ascertain from this retfading
substantive extent and drivers of charagel its relationship with conservative ideologys
discussed, the SRA does not really provide a means of adequately theorisingawisagdm
Freeden, it is suggested that change occurs, or becomes evident, at the gesindtetogies.

It is here that ‘the interchange between an idea and a practice’ takes place, withntleéeper
forming ‘the fluid area where an ideological component is detailed enough to batednsto a
practice, or where a practice is sufficiently regular and-tngial to carry consequential
ideological messages’ (200343. The concepts here, therefore, provide the crucial link between
broader prspectives and tenets, and the-liéalcontext in which political parties operate and
within which ideas are applied, tested and (re)develdpédns, 2010: 410). Consequentially,
indications of possible ideational change (however minor or major) are tikelgpear via the
concepts deployed at the perimeter which relate directly to the poliaytaedf. These may, or

may not, denote change at the inner layers of adjacent concepts and the core.

This, then, suggests a starting point for analysirgatidnal change within the Conservative
Party: it is necessary tdentify the concepts informing the Party’s approach to welfare policy

and the meanings and purposes attached to thegelation to one anotherhis in itself might
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be quite helpful in understanding ideational change in some ways, even withadedgoggshe
relationship of these concepts to the broader ideological morphology. Deploying torese)pts,

or more accurately attempting to redefine existing amasich a way that they fit @i the wider
ideological structuremightindicate that those within theagy (and its leadership, in particular)
perceive a change in the strategic context that they face and are attemptilagtt¢o this. We
might investigate this, for example, thréugonsidering the Conservative Party’s apparently
renewed concern with poverty or the shift towards ‘compassiopatéiberal’ Conservatism
considering how these concepts are decontested in relation to one another, and twlunog e
aspects o€Conservative ideologyBy examining the ideas informing such a perceptibochange

and the purposes towards which this is orientatad possible to begin tanalyse the drivers of
change Drawing on the SRA, we can then start to form a picture ofideatonal factors
informing the PCR welfare politics. However, by breaking the ‘whole’ of Conservative
ideology down into its component parts, as Freeden does, we can also begin to ¢basider
substantive extent of change indicated by these identified concepts. This allows just to
observe whether change has occurred, but to understand what sort of change we are Jooking at

and why.

If ideologies are conceived as monolithic, it might be tempting to view the cantsist
deployment of a ‘new’ or redefined concept as evidence of ideational change. Freecas,c

after all, that change happens at the perimeter, when practices pertainimg emdadjacent
concepts are ‘endorsed, challenged enegotiated’ (2003: 5). However, not all peripheral
concepts enact substantive change on the wider structure and character of an idaddgad3

to uncertainty in distinguishing between substantive ideational change amdtthenental role

of ideas: for example, in ‘framing’ or justifying policy (Bht2001; Béland, 2007) or providing

a broadly rhetorical sense of purpose and direction in terms of electoral épypie#t, 1986).

To overcome this, further consideration of how change can be theorised is necessary. The SRA
suggests that contemporary ideas do not develop in a vacuum, unrelated to the ideas that
preceded them, as does Freeden’s morphological theory owing to its emphasiatioelyrel

stable cores and the temporal shifting of concepts. In providing a contemipmiatyof access’

to context, actors must draw on former ideas and experiences, construetiegiestrin relation

to the beliefs and understandings of issues embedded in these. This suggests that tadundersta

the extent of change, our analysis needs to look back from the period of time in questi@t (

55



as forward in considering the solutions proposed, discussed below), considering how these
peripheral concepts relate to the broader structure of Conservative ideology.

Through considering the way that contemporary action tated beliefs are framed or
warranted by previous ideological systems (Moss and O’Laughlin, 2005), andgptaen
decontestation of contemporary concepts in the context of their relationship taenaoneng
ideas, it possible to situate Cameron’s Conservative Party’s ideology withibroader context

of postwar Conservatism. This, then, can tell us what sort of ‘Conservative’ party eve ar
looking at: ‘how much’ change has occurred and in which areas. Consequentially, this
significantly improves our understanding of outcomes and the likely durabilithaige. As
such, alongside identifying and analysing Cameron’s Conservatives’ usage [ofiepari
concepts, it is necessary to consider how thetmte to broader Conservative ideological
traditions, inerrogating the extent to which they subvert ocomstitute the character of these.
Essentially, this indicates the extent of change at the deeper core and adjatenexgoring

the strategic considerations that have informed the adoption and deplowh particular
peripheral concepts within the contemporary party. In forming an important patteof t
institutional context within which policy solutions are implemented, these peropowerful
shaping role on contemporary decision making, both constraining (begidenising) or

enabling (legitimising) certain course of actions.

Concurrently, however, the SRA reminds us of the need to avoid the assumption that outcomes
can be understood as a direct result of actors’ reading or understandingngieatask or
priority: in this case, the need to construct a ‘conservative’ approach toveerqeioblems
related directly to the welfare system. The perimeter concepts will pecaendirectly to this
policy area, because perimeter concepts form kaldetween broader ideological perspectives
and practice. However, ideas are not static: they may shift in importanoglee as they are
incorporated into other elements of strategy, and they mayiberpreted or transformed both

in relation to thisand developments in the context in which they exist. This is particularly
important to bear in mind with regard to the translation of ideas into policy beteuedd an
inevitably messy ‘translation’ process between the two stiadlegiesnaybe reinterpreted even

as theirpolicy manifestations are still being implemented. Moreover, the development of policy

will be limited by what is considered feasible or desirable with the institutional acibrele
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context. Hence, it is ‘not possible to explaialipy practice and outcomes from ideological
discourse alone’ (Moss and O’Laughlin, 2005: 180), as stopping with the two reseash are
above might suggest. In short, the translation of ideas around welfare into policyt ¢ee

considered in isolation from the d&yday business of party politics.

An account of the ideas and motivations underpinning the Conservative approach to welfare
policy can give us some indication of the sorts of policies that we might dérpssx introduced,

the problems that mght be emphasised, and ways that these problems might be understood.
However, at this distance from the core, the amount of competing consideratiogsasndre

likely to engender tensions within the approach. Ostensibly slight differecasiphasis on
different concepts can have a significant influence on policies. For exanmolgerserm
considerations such as appearing ‘tough’ on benefit claimants kettasiplays well with the
electorate might not sit easily alongside more substantive reform of the bgsefih Sntended

to produce behavioural change. Equally, wider priorities such as the need te speuncling

might serve to expose tensions on the purpose and impact of welfare spending itself, agai
leading to slightly differing solutions tadéntified problems even if the broad nature of the
‘issue is relatively uncontentious. These unresolved issues exist within the broacturst of

ideas, but they become visible (and perhaps problematic) when they move from an ideational

a practical level. The outcomes reached henghich ideas are emphasised, and which become
more marginalk have an impact beyond the party itself. This is because policy development
tends to exhibit a level of pattependency (Hay, 2002: 14%0) and the decisions ahne
government contribute to shaping both the context and the understanding of problems and goals

that follows from this.

This indicates that we need to consider the deployment of concepts within poliCyTitse

requires analysing policy outcomes detail in relation to the key concepts identified,
considering how these are used and emphasised in relation to one another, and in pursuit of what
strategic goals. The SRA is useful here as an analytical device which isecapabtounting for

the comjpex, overlapping and perhaps contradictory influences on this process. This &adiser

to the understanding of the extetat which ideational change has occurred: we might, for
example, identify that concepts that would appear to indicate change hgweenlutilised in a

very limited fashion, suggesting that substantive change has not taken placehAa $inal
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research area pertains tbhe extent to which Conservative ideas on welfare have been
implemented in policy, and how these ideas have been deployed in relation to competing

strategic motivations.

Although the main focus of this thesis is Conservative ideology and the developmenspitidea
is far from being an abstract project. It considers the development of Conseidablogy
within a specific policy area, illustrating the role of actors’ ideas in drivirgiqgad outcomes,
mediated via the concept of strategic actions in pursuit of particular goalsninsipiit adds to

the understanding of the character and identity of David Cameron’s Conservatiyetiies
providing a basis for understanding future developments. The application of the SRAa@ i
allows consideration of a range of motivations, thus embodying an approach whide i®

take into account both thmolitics andpolicy aspects of the development of welfare policy under
Cameron and the interactions between these. Within this, Freeden’'s morphapgicach to
ideologies is used to inform the analysis of different levels of change, and thieaiga of this

to broader Conservative ideology, thus allowing an assessment of how substadtive a
significant any change identified can be said to be. This allows for theogeweht of a nuanced
account of ideational change within the Conservative Party, not soléhg &vel of abstract
ideasor outcomes, but taking into account both and thereby providing a comprehensive answer
to the question of where Cameron’s party sits within the broader traditions of Gaisser
Moreover, this analysis camform our understanding of the widsituation of British party
politics regarding the mediating role of ideas in parties’ interactiotis institutional context,

and how context contributes to shaping goals and strategies.

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter has laid out the theoretical approach for this PhD, and thibatiawill be applied

to exploring the ideology of the Conservative Party, in relation to the developmentfafewel
policy between 2005 and 2015. The approach combines HayA @Rh Freeden’s
morphological understanding of ideologies, as a means of both mapping ideological
development and ascertaining the broader extent, and nature of, ideational changeAThe SR
supports a central role for ideas in explaining political outcdoyestilising twokey concepts:
strategically selective contexts and strategic action. The idea of contextraegisally
selective’ implies that certain courses of action appear more viable and rahbstiothers
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within particular contexts (thus egting the notion of absolute agency): accordingly, as context
changes, so may the course of action perceived as most suitable. ‘Strategicrefeis to the
idea that actors formulate plans or strategies in pursuit of certain godsut having pe#dct
knowledge of the context in which they find themselves acting: hence, this is how actor
negotiate the terrain of their environment and thus play a part in shaping-sinapneg that
environment. The perspective that actors cannot assume perfect knowledgeegt oorihe
results of their action is central in understanding the importance of ideas thighSRA. It is
this which separates the SRA from highly intentionalist accounts of the datitaaess which

have sometimes characterised studigb®Conservative Par(Bulpitt, 1986).

The SRA also therefore suggests that actors’ points of entry into stratégit ae the ideas or
ideological assumptions that they hold about what is possible, feasible and desiratdéian

to the issue aband (which, inevitably, will only form one part of a complex contextual terrain).
Interrogating these ideas and their relationship with political context is oatenportance to
understanding political decision making. What the SRA does not dceidtie#fly map the way

in which ideologies themselves shift and change in relation to context: by nomegnvhat
ideational systemare, it leaves this undeexplored. This, then, is where Freeden’s approach can
be combined with the strong explanatiortted role of ideas in the SRA, drawing our attention to
the internal means through whidateologiesare composed and-oonfigured in relation to the
perception of alterations in the strategic context. This then provides us withteggtfor
analysing i@ational development, considering this in relation to the central concepts that are
deployed by the party in the time period under consideration, and the way that theséore
previous varieties of Conservatism. Combined, the two approaches offerea mdhns of
understanding not just the role of ideas in outcomes, but the process of ideational development

itself, firmly linked with the reality in which a political party exists.

The chapterlso explored further the central research questions outlined in Chapter 1. These
relate to the key concepts informing the Conservative Party’s approach teewaifd how these

are decontestated in relation to one another; the way that these concepts rdiateviatert
structure of conservative ideology and the extent to which they reflect, subvertanstitute
previous traditions, and the strategic application of these ideas in policy, alorgside

consideration of the implications of this for the character of the Conservativeservatism.
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These questions are derived from the Freeden/SRA framework, and drive thesaoflysi
Chapters4 to 7 of thisthesis To answer these fully, however, it is clearly necessary to first
consider how previous ‘types’ of Conservatism, and the broader catdgoongervatism’ as an

ideology might be understood. This, then, is the topic of the next chapter.
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Chapter 3

Conservatives, ideology and welfare state since 1945

We must have an ideology...The other side have an ideology thatahegst their policies
against, we must have one as well.

Margaret Thatcher (quoted in Heppell 2014: 72)

Mrs Thatcher was uniaue amona British prime ministers in gainina the dubicala@e of
having an ‘ism’, because none of her predecessors weredsted to a set of abstract ideas.

lan Gilmour MP (1992: 269)

3.1 Introduction

Under David Cameron’s leadershipe Conservative Party has embarked on a process of reform
of the welfare system, comprising significant cuts to spending and-8teucturingof several

key benefits. It has been claimed that this approach is motived by ‘ideolagfie debate
following George Osborne’s first spending review, Labour’s former shadoancgllor Alan
Johnson accused the Conservatives of carrying out spendisginc@iccordance with their
‘ideological objective[p (HC Hansard, 20 October 20L0Similarly, Labour’s lan Lavery MP
claimed that the Conservative approach to welfare reform was emblematic of ‘&yicko
crusade to shrink the state’ (HC Hansard, 3ilA3014). Disputingthese charges, Conservatives
have argued that their welfare reforms are driven by pragmatism and regnéblis to make
difficult, but necessary decisions in the national interest. For exampldatiometo spending,
Cameron statedwe are not doing this because we want to; there is no ideological zeal in doing
this. We are doing this because we havgHC Hansard, 20 October 2010). His is supposedly
‘a government led by people with a practical desire to sort out this country's psololetrby
ideology’ (Cameron, 20H). This represents the continuation of a latgnding (although, with
respect to Thatcherism, not entirely consistent) claim by the Conserva#rty, and one
associated with conservatism more broadly: being ‘free’ from ideological raonist
Conservative leaderships are able to choose between policy options on the basis obfdiat w
in relation to the area of policy under consideration. This implies a neutraltiedja@oproach to
policy-making, which is isol&d from other moreolitical interests, including party management

and electoral imperatives.
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Consideredn relation to thetheoretical framework set out in th@mer chapter, this claim is
suspect, both with respect to Cameron’s Conservative Party and for previous Qosmserva
leaderships. For the purposes of political argument, it conveys an image of thev@inreseas
practical and realistic in comparison to a supposedly dandgnoleslistic Labour opposition.
However this misrepresents the fundantal role that ideas and ideological systems johay
influencing political actiorand ultimately in shaping context. The SRA proposes that without
ideas, politicians have no way of deciding what consstdtsirableand necessary goals, much
less how to go about formulating means of reaching these, since all ofiftesiensare related

to the ongoing interpretation and 4iaterpretation of political context. Thiejection of ideology

by Conservatives (Thatcherism notwithstanding) has usually been based on kmitexd/
conception thereof, adopted in part as a weapon againstateexplicitly ideological character

of its main opposition in the immediate pe&r years.By use the SRAoncerning theole of
ideas in explaining outcomesd broadening our understanding of what constitutes an ideology
to the moreflexible conception proposed by Freedeh becomes tenablboth to view the

Conservatives as an ideological party and to analyse its ideology through cogsigeactions.

The first task of this chapter, therefore, is to identify itheplogical ‘core’ of Conservatism:
essentially, what makes the Conservative Party ‘conservative’. While aicaghibody of
literature is now dedicated to exploring this, it remained one of the centriténgjes in
analysing Conservatism at least up until towahs#send of the Thatcher years. This is because
the Conservative Party has appeared to adopt a number of very variedestratehapproaches
to the major social, political and economic challenges that it has faced. Thehewmtore
appears to be slippeand insubstantiato the point that it is possible to conclude that it simply
does not exist: Conservatism is perhaps better understood as an instinct or dis@ssitiany

Conservatives hawbhemselves preferred to suggest

Following Freeden, the chapter proposes that this is because conservatisrerydsrated core
in comparison to progressive ideologies such as liberalism or socialism, whas all
Conservative parties great flexibility in their governing strategies vetillepotentially falling
under the umbrella of ‘conservatism’. Conservatives have therefore been wall fglaespond

to, and exploit, significant changes in strategic context. All three of the rstibées of
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Conservatism under consideration (One Nation, Thatcherism'Gantieronism’) share this
ideological core- this is what makes them ‘conservativebut the location of adjacent and
peripheral concepts around it varidse tothese differences inontext.This then forms a basis

for discussing the contemporary decastadion of relevant adjacent and peripheral concepts
around this core in Chapter 4, and for analysing the way that these relate to previous

Conservative decontestations.

The second section of the chapter therefore considers the ideological changestiandie®n
between One Nation Conservatism and Thatcherism, which represents tleev@res Party’s
mostconsciousaccommodation of ideology. It is argued that the two have more in common than
is often suggested, not least by Conservatives themselves. Where thefedsigtiificantly in
relaion to welfare, and social issuesore broadly, is in theirespectiveperceptions of the
desirability of an interventionist state and perceptions of the proper lonisadif this. However,

it is emphasised that thaifference is not so much a sharp dividing line but a drift towards
supporting a more limited state, framed with reference to maintaining its authmtipra@tecting
individual freedoms, and maintaining a morally upstanding society. This is infidebg
developments in the mitl960s to latel970s, which shook Conservative perceptions of the
state’s ability to maintain social order and promote economic prosperitputde; the extent of
this drift was not unanimously supported by the entire PCP. There remained some&liveser
who were far less hostile to the state than the Thatcherite faction. Howeserprisinglyit was

this latter faction that increasingly dominated the PCP under Thatchettx$hip.

This chapter male sense of this developnteby considering it in relation tohe context in
which it occurred. It emphasises that the Party’s turn towards what become lasown
‘Thatcherism’ was not an abrupt shift. Rather, following the SRA understanding rodeshia
represented a process of strategic learning resulting from the perceived ¢dildne Nation
Conservatism to adequately address new social and economic challenges, sdnuh ofere
perceived to have been brought about by the actions and decisions of One Nation Gweserva
with regard to social policylhe chapter therlentifies elements of the shift thaay continue to
bear on the Party’s thinking, notably the sharp rhetorical rejection of OmenNadnservatism

by leading Thatcherites and tlo®-going implications of this for the state’s role in welfare

provision.
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Overall the empirical chapters of this thesis arthatthe developments of the Thatcher years
promptedan approach to welfare that the Conservatives have built on in both opposition and
government since 200%articular concerning the proper role of the state. However, this was
only beginningto take place in policy termsder Thatcher. Wle somemajorwelfarereforms
wereimplemented shortly prior to her leaving office, social security veag much an aee of
unfinished business for both Thatcheatsd John Majos governments. Accordingly the second
section of thischapter identifies some of the key ideas informing policy directions and the way
that these were expressed, highlighting particularly theonsafor rejecting a ‘One Nation’
more statisapproach to welfare provisioihis rejection and Conservative Party’s shift towards
Thatcherism meant that a stée approach to welfare policy ceased to be part of the
strategically selective landscapevitich theParty advanced ideas and formulated policy

turn this helps to explain the dominance of Thatcherite thinkingvelfarein Cameron’s PCP

the lack of astrongOne Nation alternativand the challenges (both cognitive and practical)

inherent in moving away from Thatcherism, discussed in the forthcoming chapters.

Finally, e the third section of the chapter illustrates, the topic of the continuing influence of
Thatcherite Conservatisim particular over the PCP has formed a major part ofdbademic
literature and debate on the Conservative party since Thatcher herself t&ft dffis has also
been something that the Conservative Party itself has had to contend with, throlgigthe
process of ‘modernisation’. The discussion in this seatiformsthe analysis of the character of
Conservative ideology under David Cameron’s leadership in subsequent chapteErsalsdi

situating the contribution of this thesis within the wider literature on British Caatsan.

3.2 Conservatives and ideologydefining the core

‘Thatcherism’, as it came to be known, represented something of a departure for the
Conservative Party from its usual political style, owing to the acceptarite tbeadership of the
significance of ideological motivations (Hall, 1983;Shea, 1984; Gamble, 1994). This is not
least because Thatcher hersttessed the need for an ideology (cited in Heppell, 2014: 72) or
‘grand plan' (albeit one informed by ‘familiar common sense’, rather thancahxitdical
theory) to counter the prevailing ideas of the pwst consensus (Thatcher, 1993: 5). Even
despite this, there is still evidence of a broad popular unwillingness to graohdits politics
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the status of a sophisticated political ideology, as illustrated in Bale’'s (204hs& of media
coverage following her death in 2013. Prior to this, the Conservative Party usualht soug
deny that it is motivated by ideologyand the internal acceptance of the Conservatives as ‘an
ideological party’ remains contentious (Gamble, 19@K)nservatives have ‘historically been
reluctant to provide blueprints of the good society’, and this means that there agréwed,
definitive statement of conservative ideology’ (Page, 2010a: 119). This rejectideadégy,
identified with ‘blueprints’, dogmatism and the promotion of vested interests, isctdrasac of

both One Nation Conservatism (see, for example, Gilmour, 19923B8&and of the critique of

New Labour made by Cameron’s Conservatives.

In place of ideology, pr&hatcherite Conseatives often preferred to claim that they took a
more pragmatic approach to politics, working with the grain of human nature and a ‘slowly
evolving social order, rather than coercive schemes designed by unregiresgmboups or those
with special intersts’ (Page, 2010a: 11®0). The Labour Party has historically been more
comfortable with such a conception of ideology as a force for radical action. dfrét mot, it
could not have hoped to effect social change, since social dem@anacgrogressivileologies
more broadly) relies on the assumption that ‘human reason and will are suffipewtyful for

us to be able to shape history in accordance with whatever ideals we maypeetlites adopt’
(O’Sullivan, 1999: 52)Conservativesended to rejctthis assumption and were therefore often
suspicious of such manifestations of ideold@ySullivan, 1999: 5%53). However, the rejection
of this particular conception and understanding of ideolegy relationto both the particular
character of socilalemocratic ideology and a misrepresentation of ideology as dogmatises
not equate to an absence of ideology in itself, nor indicate the irrelevance of iddatitora in

determining the Conservative Party’s practical negotiation of the contekiich it operates.

A central task, therefore, is to identify the ‘core’ of Conservatism. Oghtratart by looking at

the word itself: as ‘liberalism’ suggests something about that ideology’s pribomisa liberty,
perhaps the same could be said of conservatism. Andrew Vincent observes that there is
‘perennial debate on the relation between the ordinary and technical usesé aérih
‘conservative’ (1995: 5&). The former, unsurprisingly, emphasises the importance of
‘conserving’ and resisting s@l change. This might initially appear attractive due to

Conservatives’often cautious approach to disruptigecial change However, it ultimately
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proves to be at odds with the claims of the Conservative Party to provide a pragmatic and
flexible approah to governing, as well as the Party’'s apparent willingness to adjustearajff

social and economic circumstances. As an illustration of quite significans siviér a very
limited time frame, for example, Green (2002: IF) discusses the shifts Macmillan’s pre

and postwvar political economies, indicating a willingness on behalf of the Partydapta
Maintaining a staunch and rigid defence of existing institutions or ideas is dogamak
inflexible in itself. Despite being occasionally portrdyas ‘stuck in the past’ by its opponents,

the Conservative Party in Britain has not sought to tear up existing institutioply $anthe
purpose of restoring previous order or regime for its own sake. As such, thidagvesage is
unhelpful: it ‘givesno indication about where a study of conservatism should begin, or about

who should be included in it, or excluded from it’ (O’Sullivan, 1976: ch.1).

A second approach involves identifying core tenets from different manibestatof
Conservatism. A representative example of this approach is given by Seldon and Snowdon
(2001) - who, as Garnett (2003: 110) notes, ‘unusually for those who write on this
subject...Have no obvious axe to grind’. Seldon and Snowdon propose that there are seven core
tends of British Conservatism thabave ‘consistently influenced Conservative thinkers and
statesmen since the eighteenth century’ (2001: 18). These are: ‘a belief mptréection of
human nature and the limits to the power of reason’; a belief in organic societydmmty or
change; atable social order and framework of liberty; a limited role for the state; rnmangia
prosperous economy; respect for property; and support for ‘The Nation’, conceivechsnofer
national unity and harmony. These are backed up largely through reféoediachael Oakeshott

and Edmund Burke, whose significance to conservatism is returned to in the discussion bel
Others identify similarprominent features, with ‘the nation’ frequently given primacy
(Seawright, 2010; Garnett, 2003; Lynch, 2003).

Still others prefer to identify conservative ‘dispositions’ rather than core ptmoe beliefs,
again moving away somewhat from identifying Conservatism as an ideologge Thight
include a focus on the family or community, the importance of personal freedom supported by
responsibility, and a commitment to inequality over equdgkeshott, 1975; Norton, 1906
Without a focus on the broader concepts underpinning conservative ‘dispositions’, however,

their identification appears almost arbitrary: we have little idea why thesesdisps are
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preferred, what is supposed to be achieved through them, or what particular approaches they
might entail. Actors of most political persuasions believe that families mattenxdorpde, but

their precise views ohow they matter and where they fit within the broader social and political
structure areformulated with reference to a number of other considerations. This is not to
suggest that the writers who take this approach have not considered such issues ZN@8ton |
235], for example, clearly acknowledges this), but it indicates the importancepltits

placing such ‘dispositions’ within a broader ideological framework. Itistthat ‘fills out’ the
character of such beliefs. Without this, conservatism risksgberesented as lacking deeper
principles and purpose, which is surely a claim that few would be keen to seeetttitheir

actions and ideas.

Moreover, some of the supposedly ‘core’ tenets of conservatism fit much mdyengtissome
Conservativeideologies than others (Garnett, 2003). A belief in ‘organic society and orderly
change’ and limits to the power of reason is evident in Burke’s rejection of newalyt ideas in
general for the harm that they might cause to the institutions of cordtgd2009 [1790]). It is
alsofamously embodiedn Oakeshott's perspective: that ‘to be a conservative is to prefer the
known to the unknown, to prefer the tried to the untried’; that ‘the man of conservative
temperament believes that a known good isligbtly to be surrendered for an unknown better’
and that disruption to traditional institutions by government entails ‘certainaluggossible
gain’ (1962: 168ff). These beliefs are fairly easily linked from Burke, &keShott, to the
characterisatioof One Nation Conservatism as a cautious, pragmatic approach to politics: not
resisting change, but working with the grain of developments, and protecting sodiatiamsti

They are not so easily linked with the Thatcher governments, which pushed through soene of t
most wideranging reforms to the state in pe&r British politics. Similarly, while an emphasis

on a small, strong state was characteristic of Thatcherite Conservatisrmat barsaid to have
been such a priority for early One Nation Conservatives (Dorey and Garnett, 201 Dther
supposedly ‘core’ tenets seem so ubiquitous as to hardly be identifiable with cossearad
Conservatives at all: what government, for example, would not want to maintaisEemus

economy?

One way © explaining this is to posit that either One Nation Conservatism or Thatcherite

Conservatism is not a ‘true’ manifestation of conservative ideology at alathsépresenting an

67



ideological aberration to some other tradition. This explanation has been employed by
Conservative politicians of both sides. The argument put forward by Thatcher and her ssipporte
is that One Nation Conservatism represented acquiescence to Labour’s ssadeblogy.
Thatcher described th€onservative'wets’ as ‘political @lculators who see the task of
Conservatives as retreating gracefully before the Left’s inevitablenad Therefore, for them

to support the fiscal, economic and trade union reforms of her first government would be
tantamount to admitting that their whkopolitical lives had been founded on the ‘gigantic lie’
that ‘positive Tory reform’ would be neither practical nor popular (1993:5)04According to
Thatcher, in their quest for power, which was pragmatic largely in termsfahtgkst, One

Nation Conservatives abandoned conservatism.

Meanwhile, supporters of One Nation Conservatism regarded Thatcherism digriaimaort

into the Conservative tradition’ (Evans, 2009: 103). Evans (19921} 9liscusses Macmillan’s
reservations regarding the dinect in which Thatcher was leading the Party, including concerns
about dogmatism in economic policy and divisiveness that undermined the ethos of ‘one nation’
and social harmony. lan Gilmour, who served Hdward Heath’'s Cabinet and briefly in
Thatcher’s, dticised Thatcher for ‘inserting into Conservative policy an ideological,oif n
religious, fervour and a dogmatic tone that had been previously lag@rimour 1992: 6, 269

274). This view tends to suggest that ultimately Thatcher’s approach wasi&grineent of loth

British societyand British conservatism itself (Garnett and Gilmour, 1997; Gray,)1995

However, that both periods have been attacked as betraftds by those seeking to legitimate
the authenticity of their own ideas within ti@onservativeParty (Gamble, 1994: 141748) -
serves as an indication that the accuracy of these claims needs to be ir¢etighér. From

the theoretical perspective of this thesis, these claims are also problerhatiead and
ideologies only exisinsofar as they are constituted by actors, then there is an irreducible
relationship between ‘conservatism’ as an ideology and the political ideth®sd who call
themselves ‘Conservative@lorton, 2008). As such, a theory of conservatism that can aiccou

for these (and many other) variations is required.

Noting the ‘extraordinary variety of “core” concepts’ that have been ascribednsevatism,

Freeden suggests that conservative ideology actually has a far mieel loore (1996: 337).
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Many of those concepts which have been assigned to the core would be better described as
adjacent or peripheral concepts. This is not because they are insignificant in anuilegst
Conservative perspectives or actions. Rather it is due to the varied levelparfaime and
meaning assigned to them at various historical pomtsch precludes them from being
identified as part of the core. It is proposed that there are three keyatleéhs core of
conservatism broadly understood, which can be used to explainriagovabetween the One

Nation and Thatcherite manifestations of Conservative Party ideology.

The first, based on a reading of Oakeshott, is not a ‘defence of the status quo’, butia belie
‘social order and organic change’ that works from experiméntalvledge of human behaviour.
Conservatism is therefore not an attempt to eliminate change (as implied in thdaguesgge),

but to render it ‘safe’ (Freeden, 1996: 332). This leaves the problem of what comssiadiée
acceptable change. Conservatives, after all, have not always been retieading change, as

in the 1980s.

Freeden proposes that a second core component of conservatism is therefore htmatdsgi
change, while also degitimating changes that Conservatives view as dangerous. This cannot be
removed from the core, because it is essential to resolving the issue of whatutesnsti
acceptable change. Freeden suggests that this is manifestedappeal to the ‘extiauman
origins of the social order(1996: 334). These might leligious, historical (as in the belief in a
natural hierarchy or paternalism) or scientific, for example. What Cons@yare suspicious

of — and here, Thatcher’s ideas can be identified somewhat with Burke'ggrand schemes’
that are designed anthplemented by government and are devoid of ‘natural’ justifications.
Through this aspect, the Thatcherite appeaujpposedscientific’ economic laws that govern
markets form an acceptable justification for Conservatives to seek to bring aboge etizile

also serving to circumscribe the role of the state. These changes would movéawdle
managed economy, perceived as an artificial construct, thus negatinggdtive impact on

social orderexemplified in the increasing industrial unrest & thte 1970s.

Finally, Freeden suggests that Conservatism is essentially a reactil@yydeaitaining Self
awareness when exposed by its ideological opponents, rather than at its own behest, an

[reacting]to them in a lookingglass manner(1996: 337). This third, nesubstantive concept is
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the ‘mirror-image characteristic’. In rejecting what they believe to be the ‘umilvexisstract and
systematic theories’ of their rivals on the basis that their effentsoté®e known, Conservatives
are impelledin turn to suggest alternatives. Thus ‘when conservatism perceives change as
unproblematic it remains intellectually dormant, and its principles and thebreticeces are
only elicited when it is forced to mirror its opponents arguments’ (1996: B8rreeden, the
concept of an ‘enemys a key element of conservative ideology, and the particular character of
this enemyas it is identified by Conservativés a significant factor in explaining its resulting
strategy and policy direction. Where somegess or movement is seen to threaten social order,
Conservatismmoves to work against this. What is perceived as a major threat will almost
inevitably change over time. This, therefore, is crucial in understanding therCatnge Rrty’'s

shift towards Thicherism, manifested in a shift towards a strongly articulated ideolsjarade,

and the distancing from ‘consensus’ politics which was identified as the soudisoofier.
Investigating the identification of principal ‘enemigs'ovides an explanation for the apparent
dissonance between the One Nation and Thatcherite forms of Conservatism, laxifggaboth

to still be considered forms of conservative ideology.

Establishingan understanding of the core of conservative ideology meansgh#ratisnow a

basis from which to explore how concepts around this have been decontested in the process of
relating the ideology to contemporary circumstancesulting in different manifestations of
‘conservatism’. These are explored in relation to One Nation and Thatcherism below, and

subsequently in relation to Cameron’s leadership in Chapter 4.

3.3 One Nation Conservatism, Thatcherism and the state

Interpretations of One Nation Conservatism in relation to Thatcherism can bétplihree

broad camps. The first two, outlined above, refer to the betrayal of ‘true’ Consarbgtiene

group or the other. This section will suggest that neither of these views is caynpbeturate. A

third interpretation is that there are considerable continuities between Qor Natservatism

and Thatcherism, and these are articulated more or less forcefully in respodsgkering
governing contextsThe SRA draws attention to how shifts in context, which may not be within
the control of Conservative Party, will serve to make certain policy respapgear more or

less appropriate. Simultaneously they will give rise to different cascexgarding threats to
social order, with the adjacent concepts of the Conservative ideology reconsidered and re
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arranged accordinglylhis reflecs a process of continual-egljustment to the effects of a party’s
decisions (and those of its rivals) on political context, entailing strategroig and the
rejection or modification of existing or former strategi€sich changes in context and its
interpretationcan explain the apparent disjuncture between themtaifestationsparticularly

with regard to perspectives on the ideological acceptability of an interventialiate state.

‘One Nation’ Conservatism characterises the political idedsagproach to governing of the
dominant faction in the Conservative Party from the 1950s, up until at least theretecthe
Heath government in 1970The Thatcher governments conclusively brought this dominance to
an end, precipitating the decline of One Nation Conservatism within the PCRBy(nd
Garnett, 2014). The name is derived from Disraeli’'s n@&dhil (1845) which identified the
existence of ‘two nations’ in Britair the rich and the poof ‘between whom there is no
intercourse and no sympathy’ (cited in Seawright, 2005: 71). Disraeli went onut® theg the

task of Conservatives was to unite these groups (Evans and Taylor, 1996: 7). Smith (1967)
expresses considerable doubt about the extent to which this vision was transtateolioyt
under Disraeli's governments. Nonetheless, it remained an important strand innmoder
Conservative ideology, contributing to creating what Seawright refers thea®ne Nation
myth’ that heavily influenced the Party in the 1950s (2005: 70-71).

In the pstwar Conservative Party, the term is closely associated with the One Natiop &
Conservative MPs, formed in 1950. This group comprised several MPs who would later go on to
high-ranking positions with the Party, causing Gamble to characterisent‘adwcational forum

for future leaders’ (1974: 258). Bochel notes that the number of future Cabinet menthars wi
the One Nation Group may have retrospectively helped to reinforce an impressian of it
influence within the PCP (2010: 124). Interestingly, given the opprobrium that woetdokat
heaped on the tradition by Thatcher’s supporters, these figures included those whaaomosil

to be more associated with the Thatcherite turn and the New Right. Enoch Powed wa
founding member, while Keith Joseptas a later recruit to the Group. These members sat
alongside those now more readily associated with the One Nation tradition, sachMadleod

or lan Gilmour. A full list of members up until 2003 reveals that this ideologicalgiwnee has

"TheHeath government might be viewed as a transition between the two triadité® Seldon and Ball (1996).
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been a fature of the group throughout its history: the One Nation Group was not, and has never,
been characterised by an absence of opposing factions drawn from within thev&tores@arty
(Seawright, 2005: 73).

The breadth of membership of the One Nation Group might serve as a reason to avoicagsing it
way of investigating the ideas and perspectives underpinning the broader tradition cdt®ne N
Conservatism. As Dorey and Garnett observe: ‘even the founder members of the grotgedis

on key issues’. Moreover, the appeal of One Nation Conservatism was ‘congidacids than

the membership of a single and relatively small coterie’, as the Group repte§2dit4: 12).

Here it is suggested that the ideological diversity of individual members, oednliito
publications that were all ‘collective compromises’, is exactly what makee thaseful tool for
beginning to uncover the priorities and concerns of a range of Conservative ihaniiee
height of One Nation Conservatism’s influence (Seawright, 2005Walsha, 2000: 18990).

They are ‘artefacts of their time’, detailing a Conservative respondeettexpectations and
realities of the postvar period, including the need for economic reconstruction and the
popularity of many parts of the welfare tefa(Bochel, 2010: 132). Since the character of
Conservative ideology is understood as highly contingent and dependent on the crcesnista
which the Party finds itself, such artefacts may prove highly valuable mirlating its primary
concerns. Thisapproach is taken by both Seawright (2010; 2005) and Walsha (2000) in their
studies of postvar One Nation Conservatism. While recognising that the publications of the
group were not necessarily a basis for the leadership’s approach to socialathlcugh they
certainly intended to be so), they are nonetheless useful sources in shading idethpavty

approach on such issues.

The One Nation Group published a number of pamphlets before Thatcher’s election s leade
including three in the 19508neNation Change is our All\andThe Responsible Sociefjhese
aimed to provide an ‘underpinning rationale’ and theoretical unity to the ‘hitherterpeal
nature of Conservative social policy making’ (Walsha, 2000: 191). Despite noting cctoimadi
accaints for the formation of the Group, Walsha states that all of these are linked via the
‘recognition of the ineptitude of the Conservative frontbench when dealing with tee Atl
government in matters of social policy’ (2000: 188). This was an area whichdie naturally

to Labour than the Conservatives, owing to Labour’'s concern with egalitariamdnsocial
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justice. Reviving a Disraelian concern with uniting the ‘two nations’ provided an oppgrtanit
influence the development of the pegir welfarestate along the lines of a ‘Tory paternalist’
conception of Conservatism (Brigden, 2000: 85), thus wresting some control (and, given the

popularity of the welfare state, some potential voters) from Labour.

The Conservative leaderships of the 1950s showegositive accommodation with state
activity’ that certainly went beyond anything displayed by the Thatgogernments, or by
subsequent Conservative leaderships (Page 2010b: Ih2@rms of social security policy for
working people, this including strong support for the reforms introduced by the Atlee
government. The Party initially ‘took every opportunity’ to remuadersof its role in initiating

the bulk of the new legislation through its involvement in the wartime Coalition and, while
newer MPs nght have been disposed to ‘sharper questioning’ of the welfare state, there was
impetus to reject it entirely (Raison, 1990: 32). Partly this might be unddrsh electoral
terms, but there was also an acceptance that the interventionist stateecadtitde for good. It
provided a means of elevating the condition of the poor for moral reasons, and securing the
benefits that this could bring in terms of social harmony (Dorey, 2015; Hickson, 2@e@éeR,
1996: 386). This support was based on paternalism, underpinning the idea that-tifé anel|
more able in society had a duty to assist the lessoffefind lessable (Raison, 1990: 27). This
emphasis caused Greenleaf (1983) to suggest that the One Nation tradition that erhbedied t
ideas is refctive of a kind of Conservative collectivism, owing to the sense of social duty
implied® Thus, he welfare state was an electorally popular vehicle that One Nation
Conservatives believed could help to fulfil these ideals, but Conservative supportvas it

premised on a very different ideological basis to that of the Latkanty.P

As discussed further in Chapter 4, the beliefs that underpinned Conservative suppeftaia
are not, and were never, egalitarian. Rather, they were justified witbimedeto a conception of
hierarchy as a legitimate system of social order, while recognising that withithénés were
limits to the extent of inequality than was susdble (Dorey, 2015; 20)0Hence, as the

examples given above suggest, One Nation Conservatism did not constituters ‘skammple

® This tendency towards collectivism is also one of the reasons citeldysk in his postscript tbhe Constitution
of Liberty, as to ‘Why | am noa Conservative’ (Hayek, 1960: 3856), indicating an area of tension between One
Nation Conservatism argbme ofthe ideas underpinning Thatcherism.
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of the acceptance of an enlarged and active state’ for its own sake, andetidatibon Group
was not ‘putting forward a case for a Conservative/socialispoomise’ (Walsha, 2000: 190
192; Dorey, 2002). Although there were those in the Party who cbaldermed ‘welfare
enthusiasts’there was also a significant element that was concerned about the effeet of t
welfare state in society and critical of Labour’'s ‘untrammelled suppartit (Walsha, 2000:
192).Support for the welfare state was conditional on it not-o@aching from the maintenance

of social order into what Conservatives saw as damaging social enggneeri

As such, solutions began to be advocated during the 1950s including greater tanueding
testing and tighter control of welfare expenditure (One Nation Group, 1954). Thes#eutve

of a belief that the welfare state should provide a minimum standard, beyond which inglividua
could rise ‘as far as their industry, their thrift, their ability and tigeinius may take them’
(Macleod and Maudel950: 9). Conservative support for social security, and the concern with
elevating the condition of the poor, was therefore underpinned by a conviction that the welfa
state must not undermira@ discourage these attributes, which were essential for maintaining
economic prosperity (Page, 2007: 5Phis suggestan acceptance even amongst Conservatives
that provisiondy supported the welfare systetimat overextension might havedserse moral
consequencedotably, as Raison (1990: 38) identifies in an 1954 speech by Rab Butler, the
Paty was beginning to articulate worriésat a ‘Socialist’ universalistapproach to welfare
provision, including housing, was imposing unreasonable burdensarnpéyers and rate
payers’. This suggests a nascent concern withptbper balancef the relationship between
individuals and the tate. This isexplored further below in relation to the concept of
responsibility, but at this point such arguments were also couched in terms ohteptcof
‘freedom’. For example, theNlinister for Education Lord Hailsham argued that ‘it is an
essential condition of a free society that a man may make his own provishuer, ttedn be
compelled to use state services’ (Raison, 1990: 47). Alongside this, the cost of exnaidy s
was increasingly becoming a real concern for Conservatives. Despite tiiesens however,
there was scant real policy change on social security for the Conservaiokes aither the

Churchill or Macmillan governments (Raison, 1990: 56).

Initially, therefore,Thatcheritepolicy onthe welfare state loskto be a considerable distance

from those characterising One Nation Conservatism. The Thatcher adrmamistranade a
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number of reforms which proved beyond doubt that the supposeEwposonsensus’ around
welfare had reached its endFarrall and Hay, 2014)However, although the Thdter
governments may have brought about new policy direction, the ideas and interpretations
underpinning this had developed much more gradu@hlg. main policy focus was on reducing
spending, in accordance with the economic situation that the first Thatcherisication found

itself facing.Within a wider programme of public sector reforma¢igl security was targeted for
major budget reductionand reformprimarily during the second terneulminating in the Social
Security Act (1986)Achieving the desired reductions proved challenging due to the combined
impact of an aging population and high unemploymeiawever, despite these circumstances
and the transfer of some of the housing budget into social security, social segenityng
increased more sldwin the 1980s than in the previous period of Labour governikéitand
Walker, 2014).

This was accomplished through a number of measures introduced in the 1986 Act which sought
to devalueand reducesocial security payment3hese includedhanges tap+ating rules, cuts

to contributionbased benefits, increasednddionality, and restrictions ro eligibility. There
were also moves to increase metasting for some benefits, indicating a significant
development in the debate over the merits of usaleand meantested benefits that had been
on-going in the PCRince the midl950s (Raison, 1990: 48)he green paper preceding the act
also expressed concerns about the value edbbwiork benefits compared to wages and the need
to maintain a gap bewen the two, the complexity of the benefit system, and the amount of
‘churning’ within it whereby people were paying tax and receiving messied benefits
simultaneously (Raison, 1990: 134ljhe Conservativesalso introduced a number of active
labour maket policies’ The direction of reform would prove significant in influencing both the
Blair and Cameron governmenfgsee Chapters 1 and,4)lustrating both the importance of
placing policy reforms into historical context, and the rather-gagfendent nature of policy
development in this aredhis is brought into view particularly sharply by comparing the very
similar goals of the reforms introduced by the Conservatives in Coalition (egreCs 6 and 7),

with those of the Thatcher governments outlibetbw.

°® These programmes included the Youth Training Scheme, Job Training &clk@mmunity Programme,
Enterprig Allowance Scheme and JobClubs (Conservative Party, 1987).
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Accompanying these reforms, the ideological attack on the welfare stateifietensder
Thatcher (Page2007: 80). As noted, concerns about the malign influence of welfare provision
had been growing since the 1950s and 1960s within the Conservative Party (Green, 2002
Rasion, 1990 The notion of a ‘crisis’ in welfare spending began to take hold as the economic
situation declined in the mi#l970s, and Thatcher ‘addressed the task of dealing with the so
called crisis with very much more enthusiasm than her predecessors’ (Hill, 1289 31owever

the ideas advanced as justification for the Conservative approach to dealing withettti
further than a critique of government spending. Thatsimegxtended this into an ideological re
appraisal of the relationship between state, economy, society and individuaidoisieg this
critique, the Conservative Party under Thatcher's leadership turned away ftemapst,
collectivist Conservatism in relation to welfare policy, moving towards a mordibezal or
libertarianinfluenced model Rage, 2007; Green, 2002; Hill, 1993). Despite this, the party
remained distinctly conservative at its core given the concerns that it malilisglation to: the
adaptation was a meats ultimately conservative ends concerning the maintenance of order.
Moreover, the princigs underpinning the attack were reflective of a socially conservative
concern with the morality of welfare support, emphasising the negative dféacthts might
have on the moral fabric of the nation.

The diagnosis of social anda®mic malaise is summarised in Thatcher’s claim that ‘the great
mistake of the last few years has been for the government to provide or tadeigislaimost
everything’. While this might have been advisable in the immediatewarsteconstruction,

these policies had ‘gone far further than was ever intended or advisable’ (1988). In proposing
this, Thatcher was echoing perspectives which had been developing amongst asome p
members for some time before she took the leadership. For example, Enoch HoWweden
calling for ‘less government’ (1970) in some policy areas since the late 19Barly, this was
justified with reference to maintaining economic prosperity (1968a). Howkeakso reflected a

belief that the state had become invasive, withrate extended far beyond managing ‘those

19 \welfare provision was actually one of the areas that Powell singled aufpesper function of the state: for
example, providing for ‘security in old age, retirement or afflicti¢1970). Theperspectives of the Thatcher
governments had clearly moved some distance from this, exemptifiedii pensions policy (Bridgen, 2000)
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functions in society which the citizens must not or cannot try to perform for thesigétosvell,
1970; 1968Db).

A first consequence of this extension of state responsibilities was whath&hte
Conservatives saw as an unacceptable tax burden on British citizens. This segepras
antithetical to economic and, ultimately, political freedom. This reftec prioritisation of
freedom or liberty, conceived in a negative sense as an adjacent concept witfomnthef
Conservatism (Hayek, 1960). The reduction of this burden was the first jusiiidati rolling
back the welfare state. As Thatcher stated after reforms were underway: tex@aying
individual in this country now pays about £40 a week toad@®curity alone’. Those citizens
who wanted increased social security were not asking ‘the government’ for moegwyvére
asking ‘their neighbour’ (1988), thereby impinging on them. Bhiggestshat there is no such
thing as ‘government money- only taxation taken from citizens and that framing this
otherwise is an act of subterfuge by the state. A broad failure to conneutothad led to a
spiralling number of competing demands on the state which it wasguipped to manage,
thereby contribubg to social and economic instability. Reining in the expectations on, and of,

the state was essential to resolving this.

A second consequence, connected to the first, was that despite the Conservati\efge to

roll back the state, Thatcher &td that her government was still finding that people were ‘not out
of the way of expecting governments to do things for them8&)19Similarly, she claimedi

think we have gone through a period when too many children and people have beeto give
undestand “lI have a problem, it is the Government's job to cope with it!"”; concluding,
famously: ‘and so they are casting their problems on society, and what is 3ddiety is no
such thing? (Thatcher, 1987). This the@yggests that the interventionssate has undermined
individual responsibility and settliance, ultimately to the detriment of communities ahthe
connections between people. This emphasis on self-reliance, entailing hiaid water to fulfil
individual responsibility, was an important part of the moral agenda of Thigtoh@retwin,
1992). The obligation to work rather than expect ‘a living from the state’ was frantedse
terms. Accordingly, Thatcher put forward the perspective that ‘life is a reciprocal business. If
you expect your neighbour to help you when you are in difficulties, you must in repeot éx

keep yourself when you are able to do so’ (Thatcher, 1988).
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Therefore in addition to the underpinning justification that ‘sound money’ and economic
prosperity were &y to social prosperity, this moral argument added another reason for rolling
back the welfare state which could be deployed even in better economic timeslalied to the

idea that dependency on the state is damaging to both individual charactextanding from

this, to society. This invokes a concept of individual responsibility which gavera thread to

the reforms,strongly arguingthat the present social security system was stifling ‘incentive,
opportunity and responsibility’ and thus encaging what came to be termed ‘dependency
culture’ (Raison, 1990: 13236). The rise of the dependency narratsvacentral feature of the
Thatcherite approach to welfargaylor-Gooby, 2014; Deacon, 2000), leadtaga conception of
welfare spending as waste rather than saciastmentdue to the undesirable behaviour that it
encourages amongst claimants (Hayton and McEnhill, 2014: 107). Through thassiegdity is
decontested on an individual basis, as opposed to the more paternalist ideaktbriger
members of society supporting the weak. As explored further in Chapter 4, this is ahiclea
strongly took hold in the PCHhe decontestatioof this concephas major implications for the
development of welfare policy since it renders a number of policy options ideolgpgical

untenable.

Social policy was secondary to the economic task that the Thatcher govesriacat. Even
after Thatcher hableen Prime Minister for eleven years, the fundamental transformation of the
welfare state that might have been expected to accompany the rhetoric was not ldulcerd
Walker(2014)suggest that this was partly because the first half of Thatchegsnipower was
characterised by residualisation rather than reform: what change that didaizkevps more a
consequence of lack of policy innovation, stretching the resources of the weltaferther and
further. In the second half, policy reformseve made, but largely failed to achieve their goals of
reducing welfare spending and ultimately ‘shrinking’ the welfare syskéowever, the strong
emphasis onmesponsibility,obligation and the moral virtue inherent in providing for oneself
the idea of ‘remoralising’ welfare support (Taylggooby, 2014; Letwin, 1992— was
nonetheless a key element of Thatcherttnoughout This reflected a conservative desire to
promote a return to reliance on organic institutions, over the artificial;eodended stictures

of the welfare state. A strong alternative emphasis on concepts of individoahseslity and

selfsufficiency were then necessary to support this.
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Viewed in this way, Thatcher’'s perspectives on society were not qustddiyg individualisticas

they have been portrayed as bethd\either, through the emphasis on morality and how this
feeds into social order, did they depart substantially from a socially vatigerperspective

there was still a strong concern with reining in change aradserting a more ‘natural’, self
reliant approach to welfare as a means of improving social relations (Freeden, 1996: 385)
Rather, under Thatcher the Conservative Party attempted to set out ‘a pphtioabphy that

goes beyond the State and the individual, and begins to express in human terms the complex
network of reciprocal rights and duties in an orderly society’ (Conservatiig Rar6: 17). The
emphasis on duty and reciprocity is significant, qualified with the belief thatidlidils should
maketrenchant efforts to support themselves. The key deviation from thevpostettlement,

and from early One Nation Conservatism, is the perception of the extent to whichrtsuppo
provided welfare state can -exist with these alternative sources. Thatdmeriviews this
relationship as zersum (Corbett and Walker, 2013), identifying the welfare system as a source
of moral degeneracy. As will be discussed in Chapter 4, developing this aspectsen@tive

ideology has remained a considerable concern &€Ctimservatives under David Cameron.

How, then, can the apparent shift in outlook and policy that occurred between the eangrpost
Conservative and Thatcher administrations be explained in reference to theocoepts of
conservatism outlined above? It should be noted here that the centrality of ideologyiniegpl

and understanding the Conservative Party’'s turn towards Thatcherism is notaliyiagseed.

Some accounts emphasise it heavily (Hall, 1983; Durham, 1989; Green, 2002), while others
swggest different interpretations. For example, Jim Bulpitt (1986) understands diimatclas a
re-assertion of Conservative Party statecraft, leaving little room for idealsige from where it
crosses over with rhetoric. Andrew Gamble (1994: 141) alsgesig) that Thatcherism can best

be analysed as statecraft: ‘in which ideas and principles are subordinatditidal palculation,

the pursuit of office and the management of power’, but allows a more expansive role for

ideology than Bulpitt. David Coates (1989) suggests that it is a cesgegific response to

" Gilmour (1992: 272), for example, describes the Thatcherite view oétgodhey saw people as living in a
condition reminiscent of Hobbes’s state of nature, locked into a relentiegsetition for material resources, and
growing every day more solitary, nasty, brutish and rich...Much @alists forgot the individual, the New Right
were determined to forget society’.
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economic decline; although it might be argued that this is not incompatible with its idablog
elements. Anthony King (1%§ and Peter Riddell (198paharacterise Thatcherism as a ‘way of
doing politics; Riddell (1989b) has also emphasised the extent to which this is based baavily
the personal values and experiences of Thatcher herself, a characterisation svhich i
unsurprisingly supported by her biographers (Campbell, 2000). It is probathlyate to claim

that Thatcherism’s apparently ‘chameldi@’ character is due to its existence as a complex,
dynamic process, and to suggest that different accounts reflect differenceterpfetive
emphasis (Kerr and Marsh, 1999: 168).

The first pont to note is that the emergence of what has been understood as ‘Thatcherism’
retrospectively is not necessarily concurrent with Thatcher’s efees Prime Minister in 1979,

or even as Conservative leader in 1975. Although Thatcher served in Hedilmist,caer
rhetorical antipathy towards the interventionist state was remarkab$ystent: since 1968 she

had beenpublicly arguing that it must be rolled back, contrasting the ‘free society with the
horrors of socialism’ (Durham, 1989: 63). Similar claicem be made of other key figures,
including Keith Joseph (1976) and, as discussed, there were indications of disatthiarthe
Partymuch earlierThose who supportetihatcher’sleadership bid could have had little doubt
about the direction in which she would seek to take the Conservative Party. The BCP wa
arguably moving towards a less collectivist stance under Heath (Lowe, 199&hdrtsavictory

in 1975 illustrated conclusively that the Party wanted to continue down this path (Evans, 2009:
107).Hence, as Green (2002) suggests, the idea that Thatcherism represented thg bijackin
previously unified ‘One Nation’ gxty that was opposed to substantial change by a peculiarly
ideological individual or small group is untenable. Although Thatcharvigorated the Party’s
approach, the perspectives on state provision that came to the fore under her feaceeshot
unique to her and her immediate circle. It is possible to trace the development ofldasse
within the wider Conservative Party, and to conclude that the stirrings of wteahbeknown as
‘Thatcherism’ were present in the PCP during the period in which One Nation Coissemwat
ascendant. Ideologically, there was much about Thasthethat represented continuity. The
changes that came about as a result of her leadership represented the culmiaatiberative
process of learning that suggested to Conservatives, by the late 1970s, that prevjmusited
strategies for managing the economy and society had been exhausted.
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Particularly notable is the growing spicion evident within the PC#f the detrimental effects on
society of the expansion of the state. In relation to welfare, this was anlaykan increasing
concern regardinghe relationship between concepts of respornsitaind welfare dependency.
Raison (1990: 18887) places great emphasis ¢ tformer of thesesuggesting thait was
important enough in shaping policy directions to be elevated to adjacent conceptistius
Thatcher. Dependency was presented as romdeng individual responsibility and thus
legitimatinga range of choices that weldeemeddetrimentato an acceptable social order. This
this includes, for example, the strong emphasis on discouraging single parentholodvasi

consistently presented as a source of social breakdown (Raison, 1990: 186).

Moreover, he welfare state apparatus wasrceived as havingecomeoverloaded through
continual attempts by politicians to use it to improve the social conditions of some iatividu
relative to others: a purpose for which, for many Conservatives, it had never beelednte
Rather than providing a minimum standard of living, welfare provision had tipped into social
engineering to which Conservatives were ideologically opposed, with concurreots efin
individual morality. Theconcept of statauthority was also challenged, as the extension of such
programmes produced ‘the mobilisation of pressure from below for state gokrid
programmes to correct inequalities and disadvantage’, as well as giving nee expectations
about entittements and rights (Gamble, 1994122King, 1975). As tensions grew in the mid

to late1970s and social unrest became more of a reality, the Conservative idedlegpoalse

was to ‘direct the mirrermage at the spectre of a paternalist, bureaucratic, and artificially
manipulative state’ (Freeden, 1996: 385). In its place, Consegsaitnvoked a more limited
conception of the state which was obliged to ‘do more to help individuals to help themselves,
and families to look after their own’ (Conservative Party, 1979). Through this, akpaston

the state could be managed via asertion of citizens’ responsibilities, offering a means for

the authority of the state to be restored.

Hence, lan Gilmour and Mark Garnett’s claim that attitudes to the welféeecstastitute a clear
dividing line between ‘One Nation’ and ‘Thatcherite’ Conservatives does not sdagrentirely
accurate (1997: 48). While it was possible to claim in the 1950s that One Nation Conservatives
took ‘genuine pride’ in thereationof the welfare state, as the decades wore on this seemed to

be giving way to more suspicion regarding its effects on society. It rngghtasonable to claim
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that the leadership’s attitude remained ostensibly positive for some time tbagéhat ofthe
lower ranks of the PCP. Green (2002: 219) supports this argument, notingethastievidence

of deepseated hostility’ within the Conservative party towards the extension of tferevstate
‘from the publication of the Beveridge report in 1942, through the-wastlabour reform
legislation, to the development and impact of state intervention in the economic and social
spheres’. In part, the lack of leadership action on this was likely to be becauseicfoof the
postwar period up until Thatcher's er#éhe time was not right to challenge this extremely
popular eement of thepostwar consensuand there was little obvious justification for doing so.
That the Conservatives went into the 1964 election proposing little in the way of ¢bahge
welfare system despite growing evidence of dissatisfaction within the wider BCRN
illustration of how powerful a constraint strategic selecgtivian impose on decisiamaking.
Conservative concerns about the welfare state’s impact on society andotiengccould
scarcely have been missey the leadership at this point. Howeverwis only after losing the
1964 election anthterreturning to government that the Party felt able to build on this (Raison,
1990: 61).

Returning to the previous discussion of Freeden’s conception of Conservative ideolodgathe i
of ‘the enemy’ is useful in explaining (and, given that Conservatives are in thgerge to
unnecessary change, excusing) the apparent radicalism of théérhgdwernmentsio recap,
conservatism is understood as a reactive ideology. Its plesaype articulated in response to
alternative, competing ideologies that threaten its core beliefs: notabhteegst in maitaining
social order. Thereforeshen tis interest is not threatened, conservatism experiences a sort of
ideological inertia (Freeden, 1996: 323). It is when an identifiable ‘enemy’gesméhat the
Conservative Party begins to articulate its beliefs: this is the function of theorsnmage’
characteristic, whereby Conservatism is defined largely by what it is Sgamgiposite,
mentioned above (1996: 324). In the 1970s, this ‘enemy’ was the welfare state hadhibken
allowed to extend by such a margin that it had completely overshadowed any kind &fl*natur
order or ‘organic’ social bonds, undermining both its own authartythe goals that it had been
intended to acheive. With the enemy understood in this way, radical Thatch&itas can be
viewed as ‘an act of powavielding’, intended to bring to a halt the ‘dangerouspbyducts of

the welfare state’ (Freeden, 1996: 387). The implication was that while such acgonsot

desirable, they were necessary if the trajectory of constant expansion veasrtedied, and a
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social oreér based on setkliance was to be fiatroduced. Thatcher’'s reforms represented a
‘judicious but ephemeral’ use of the state in returning society to a more accepidbte
(Freeden, 1996: 387). It is the presence of this concern within the core adéolhegy that makes

it possible to understand Thatcherism as being as much a manifestation of cimesigl@alogy

as One Nation Conservatism.

3.4 After Thatcher: contemporary analyses of Conservatives andonservatism

Thatcherism proved to be a catalyst dowealth of literature on the Conservative Paftyhich
had previously been somewhat neglected within academia, evident in the retatisiéy of
literature on the One Nation period. Unfortunately, the period shortly after Théttheffice
initially suffered a similar relative neglect. Major’s time in office might reasonabtpbeeived
as a broad continuation and consolidation of Thatcherite policies, but lacking the péeasonal
that marked Thatcher’'s premiershiy/ith hindsight, Major's leadership proves revealing in
terms of what followed for the Conservatives, but it was perhaps not the most oéngausf
interest at the time. In contrast, the response of the Labour party and the rise baboir
provoked a flurry of academic analyses, many of which maintained the focus on Tikatdher
focusing, in whole or in part, on the relationship between the two (Driver and Martell, 2006;
Heffernan, 2000).

The literature on the Conservatives in opposition, however, and the emergent body of work on
the Conservatives in Coalition government, is more plentiful. Much of this is coveredilnret

later chapters, partically where it concerns the 1997 to 2005 opposition period and the
Conservatives’ negotiation of the Thatcherite legacy prior toiege€@ameron as leader, and
interpretations of Cameron’s party’s ideological leanings. Thereforestimstidiscussed in any
great detail here. However, it is worth briefly outlining the main featuresonfemporary
analyses of Conservatism and welfaréiqgyohere. This ign order to indicate wherthis thesis

sits within the wider literature on the Conservative Party since 2005, deffimiogntribution to

this. Existing work can be divided into two broad categories.

12 See, for example, Bulpitt (1986), Evans and Taylor (1996), Gamble (198) (1983) Jessopet al. (1988),
Kavanagh and Seldon (198 King (1975), O’Shea (1984), Riddell (198%b
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The first approaches the Conservative Party’s perspectives on wkbarea social policy
analytical perspective. Conservative social policy has generally been-resdarched in
comparison to Labour’s. This is a further consequence of the focus on Thatchehemthet
academic literature. As discussed above, economic rather than social policsedpdae the

main motivation of the Thatcher governments, and where the two overlap (for examopiel a
unemployment), the focus was on economic rather than social {bals®d solutions. Heever,

a notable recent contributioan this topic isHugh Bochel’s (2011gdited volume. Chapters
within this consider the relationship between Cameron’s Conservatives and New Labour
(Bochel, 2011), as well as between One Nation Conservatism and Thatcherism (Pag&r2011)
welfare specifically, Stephen McKay and Karen Rowlingson (2011) consid&areve-work

policy and Alan Deacon and Ruth Patrick (2011) examine social security policy under
Cameron’s leadershifhe LSE’s Centre for the Analysis of SalkcExclusion’sSocial Policy in

a Cold Climateseries rovides comprehensive analysis of the impact of the Coalition, led by Ruth
Lupton (2015)Ruth Lister and Fran Bennett (2010) also make a notable contribution, crossing
over somewhat more into analysis of the politics of welfare than some of the slisdiessed

here. Overall, however, literature within this grouping approaches tharegiblicies of the
Conservative Party with the aim of analysing their effects or, given s tpolicies are in thre

early stages, their likely impact: as such, the extent of political analygienmis quite limited.
There is also a large amount of racademic work that proceeds along similar lines, including

analyses produced by various thitakks and charitiesee Chapters 6 and 7).

Deacon and Patrick, framing their analysis in relation to the 2010 election, noteetlmeadgtly
politically charged environment of election campaigning is ‘not conducive teasumed debate

about the detail of policy’ (2011: 1h1Hencethey propose that considering policies separately

from such an environment is necessary. They are undoubtedly domélceé purposes of their

own task, but this speaks to the different goals of social policy analysis in ¢eomper his

reseach. Policy analysis has beprimarily concerned with the effects after implementation: this
thesis, on the other hand, seeks to understand the process of development and outcomes,
including why some strategies have been selected over others despite appardntigd or
contradictory outcomes, or a lack of firm evidence. As such, to fulfil the goals oédeiarch, it

is not possible to separate policy from the political context in which it is conceiveile W
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covering similar topics, the social poligpproach therefore does not provide satisfactory
answers to these questions, and does not generally seek to do so in any great depth.

A second category of academic literature approaches the Conservative PartyCanteron

from a political analytical ang| with varied focus and perspectives on ideological development
and the significance of this in understanding the present position of the party. Sorseakdsi

a much longeterm approach, bringing a political analytical perspective to bear on a perio
previously characterised academically by a more historical fdctikis includes Tim Bale,
whose analysis of the Thatcher to Cameron period (2010) is complemented byrebfusthen

the earlier part of the poestar period (2012), and Timothy Heppell (2014). Others, such as
Simon Lee and Matt Beech (2009), Peter King (2011) and Peter Dorey, Mark Garnett and
Andrew Denham (2011), focus more closely on Cameron’s leadership and whaeérs for

the Conservatives and Conservatism. Further edited colilsaticamine the move into Coalition
government and its consequences for both parties along a range of dimeBseunis4nd Lee
2015;2011; Heppell and Seawright, 2012). Chapters within these by Simon Leg, (3Gfthen
Driver (2009 and Richard Hayton (A2b all address welfare policy directly although, as with
the social policy literature outlined above, these are limited in scopegdwirthe time of
publication. A somewhat more comprehensive analysis is offered by Robert Page (2015).
Finally, a numbenof journal articles discuss aspects of Conservative modernisation in relation to
ideological change and development, several of which relate this to social (@#ley2009;

2008; Dorey, 2007; Evans, 2010; 2008; Griffiths, 2014; Hayton and McEnhilb; 20drr,

Byrne and Foster, 2011; Smith, 2010).

Much of this literature shares an ov&fing concern with the question at the centre of this thesis,
concerning what kind of ‘conservatism’ (if any at all) is embodied in the Coatser Party
under David Cameron. Several contributions, particularly those focusing on the appgsars,
interpret the ‘modernisation’ of social Iy under Cameron as eithemsove away from social
conservatism, towardsfarm of liberalism (Beech, 201 Marquand, 200Bor asoftening of the
strongly moralistic approaches of the Thatcher years (Dorey, 2007). Gihmgrisasise the

continued emphasis on social conservatism within Cameronite social ide@offighs, 2014;

'3 Notable contributors to this dtude Ball (1998), Blake (1998%eldon and Ball (1994) and Ramsden (1998).
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Hayton, 2012a; 2012blt is within this subfield of the political analytical approach that this
thesis sits.

This is an emerging area of study, and the research presented here offeral assegssment of
the development of Conservative ideology over Cameron’s entire time as leadbe of
opposition and first term in government. However, other assessments covering thérsame t
period and beyond will emerge in time: as such, this novel aspect is not the sole contabuti
this thesis. As discussed in the previous chapter, changes in policy are ofeatedrBy changes

or developments in ideology: this is the rationale for focusing on a particular podiayin this
thesis. A number of the publications discussed here do address this policy area aneitiber

as elements within a much wider timeipdrin the case of Bale and Heppell, or directly in the
case of the chapters by Lee, Driver and Hayton and several journal artideshawever,
difficult to carry out an irdepth analysis of the process of change through policy in either
format. In the case of Bale and Heppell, seeking to give a broader overview, thisaalliyahe
main focus of the work. In the case of the shorter pieces, the depth of analystessarily
limited by time, resources and space available, increasing the nedtieio fecus on a few
aspects of policy in depth or to give a broader overview of the policy area. By producing
detailed anddistinctive analysis of an entire policy area, the ideas underpinning this and the
‘issueswithin-issues’ in terms of welfare refor this research complements and extends the
existing political analytical literature, providing a nuanced analysisiedtional change in the
Conservative Party and the extent to which this is bornenqudlicy. By extension, it couldlso
prove usefuto those conducting social polidgcused analysis, through exploring the pressures,

perspectives and goals that Conservatives consider when formulating policy.

3.5 Conclusion

Conservatives have often been wary of conferring the collection of idedsfsbahd
perspectives that have guided their political actions with the status aféalogy’. Ideologies
have been conceived variously as too rigid, irrelevant or radical to be applied tvéngeigg
approach of the Conservative Party. Instead, membees dftan preferred to see this as based
on flexibility, pragmatism and a concern for preserving institutions and praetitese value in
maintaining the social fabric and structure of society is proven. Against such admpadidy

radical approach of th&hatcher governments and their embrace of the concept of ideology
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appears to be an aberration. In recent years, the Conservative Party has oncetwagad to
the claim that it is free from ideological constraints under Camerondengap. This has
prompted some speculation that Cameron was moving the Party back towards @me Nat
Conservatism (Page, 201(®s returned to below, the SRéonceptualisation of how policy
strategies progress, with reference tegoing strategically selectivity buttressbyg both party
ideologies and the pattependency associated with policy, suggests that this would be
challenging given the ConservativarB/’'s recent, Thatcherite past and the continued influence

of Thatcherite perspectives on welfare polingking.

Further, making th@ssumptiorof a return to One Natioon the basis of a commitment (or lack
of) to ideology only holds so long as the Conservative rejection of ideology is accejpied. T
chapterand the preceding ores argued that it should not be, das bhased on an unrealistically
rigid conception of what an ideology is and how ideologies influence politehaviour.
Ideologies arenot blueprints for action thaheir adherents cannot stray from: rathieir
implicationswill shift and adjust according to context and circumstances. Moreover, plagrs
an active role in constituting and-censtituting these concepts, and the wider ideas resulting
from them. This means that in different contexts ideologies can appear rbinditlkd, as long

as the core mains consistentn the case ofanservatism, the core consists of a concern with
preserving social order and rendering change ‘safe’, a nmimage directed at whatever
Conservatives feel is the greatest threat to the preservation of thataordidhe use of an exira
human justification to legitimate the Conservative alternative. These featuy@eseat in both
One Nation Conservatism, Thatcherism and Cameron’s Conservatism, rendérihgeeal
manifestations of conservatism. The variattam be explained by the different contexts within
which each exists, leading to a varying configuration of adjacent and peafipbecepts around

the core.

Stemming from this, the chapter also argues that the One Nation ConseadisThatcherism
cannot be viewed as completely distinot practice On perspectives on welfare, there is
considerable continuity between the two, reflected in increasing concemisthé effect of an
expansive, interventionist welfare state on social and individuahlityoand, ultimately, order.
Concern over welfare dependency emerges as a theme in both periods, althougls fais wa

more strongly articulated under Thatcher. The major area of discontiguityperspectives on

87



the role of the state, which underwentharked transformation between the high point of One
Nation Conservatism and the ascendancy of Thatcherism. The critique ofteheemtionist
welfare state continued to intensify under Thatcher’s leadership. Consesvative did not
subscribe to this ew of the state were marginalised under Thatcher, thus altering the balance of
the PCP agast One Nation Tories (Heppell and Hill, 2008). This informs a number of key
issues around welfare policy, including considerations on the role and nature of paverty
British society, the merits of equality and inequality, the question of dependencytandtaly,

what is considered to be an appropriate or ‘successful’ approach to welfare provision.

Given this, any subsequent discussion of the ideological leanings of the PantyCanaeron
must take into account the attitudes displayed, implicitly or explicitly, towardgasbility of

a positive interventionist role for the state in the provision of welfare support aidphet of
such support on individlg Using the SRA as a framework it can be argued that such thinking,
alongside the limited reforms introduced by the Thatcher governments, arilaaxinfluence on

the nature of the strategically selective context within which Cameron’s iRestiormulated its
approach to welfare provision. This is siggant firstly in policy terms. Te influence of
Thatcherism with regard to tackling dependency and encouraging responsibleobemes
visible in New Labour’s welfare reforme/hich themselves shapdide contours of the context
within which the Conservative Party attempted to ‘modernise’ in opposition, and the policy
landscape surrounding the Coalition’s reform programme. Secondly, and perhaps more
importantly given that Conservative reform of social security was very muarkain progress
when the Party left office in 1997, Conservative thinking on and interpretatelfese will have
been influenced by the strategies pursued in this period. The continued acadenstimtbe
relationship between the contemporary PCP and Thatcherism supports this:afterasll, the
most recent period of ‘successful’ government that the Party had experieheadCameron
was elected as leader. Such legacies indlnelestrength of belief that these approadfésed a
viable means of tackling Conservative concerns, and their potential instrumel@l ina
returning the Conservatives to power based on past successes. GiveGotisarvative
perceptions of the strategity selective context that the parfiyced will have leaad towards
Thatcherite solutionsa substantial move away from these wougcbve challenging for

Cameron
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The chapterlsosituated the present research within the context of the contemporary literature
on the Conservatives andrservasm, welfare policyand the Coalition, particularly with
respect to the relationship with Thatcherism. It is intended that the detailey gspiect of this
research can enrich its political analytical dimension, and the conclusions d@wnthiis
regardng the Conservative Party and the current character of British Consery&hapter 4).
Conversely, its appreciation of party politics and electoral strategy (Ch&ptand the
significance and nature of Conservative ideas on welfare as an explamatoryshould also
enhance the understanding of policy outcomes, and the trajectory of policy that liierCruas
followed (Chapters 6 and 7). The application of the SRA to this topic, as discugggektsuhat
we would expect to see reforms takinggelavithin a Thatcherite framework of hostility towards
the interventionist welfare state. However this does not discount the possibilpglioy
innovation within this framework, in response to the contemporary challengeg theiwelfare

system. Thisthen, is the subject of the subsequent chapter.
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Chapter 4

Conservative welfare politics under David Cameron: key concepts

So. let this be our vision: A country not just back in the black but back in business. A big society.
A prouder people. And we know the values that are going to get us there. Responsihility. Re
fairness. Compassion.

David Cameron2011a)

4.1 Introduction

David Cameron was elected as Conservative leader on 6th December 2005, beating Dayid Davi
Liam Fox and Kenneth Clarkét least initially, his success was interpreted as a triumph of the
centre of the Conservative Party over its Hglrig, represented by Davis and Fox, or a victory

of the ‘modernisers’ over the Thatcherite traditionalists (Bale, 2008; Evans, 2e@®diH
2008a). However, Cameron attracted support from across the Party, even if only for some
members because of his perceived popular appeal (Denham and Dorey, 2006: 36). The scale of
his victory was considerable: in the final-Blhrty ballot, he receiveti34,446 votes to Davis’
64,398 (Denham and O’Hara, 2007: 419)This was, perhaps, evidence of the Party’s
acquiescence to the idea that it needed to ‘change to win’ after losing ¢hieralgelections and
spending eight years in opposition (see Chapter 5). Inevitably the question of howo&amer
would seek to negotia the Party’s ideological past arose after his victory: in particular, the
relationship with Thatcherism and the PCP’s many Thatcherite MPs. Indp@ameron’s
victory, the PCP remained strongly Thatcherite; both economically ‘dry’, and llgocia
consevative (Heppell, 2013). As a ‘centrist’ Conservative, Cameron was in a mindatgwed

his position to a Conservative Party which still felt strongly attached to Treeh) even if

parts of it had acknowledged that this might be electorally damagiegpét and Hill, 2009).

Could Cameron’s victory really herald ‘the final exorcism of the spedtihatcherism which

[had] haunted the party since 1990’ (Denham and Dorey, 2006: 41)? Clearly, even ifghis wa

“ Denham and O’Hara (2007: 4420) point out, however, that in the two previous ballots of PCRldées, ‘a
majority of the Party’s 198 MPs votedwice — for a right wing candidate [either Fox or Davis]'. Ten of these MPs
then supported Cameron in the final ballot, but ‘only when the option ofgvédr Fox no longer existed’. This
suggests that Caaron’s mandate over the PCP may not have been as strong as it inifi@érexgh
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what Cameron intended, the relationship with Thatcherism needed to be managed with some

care.

The ascent of a new leader in the wake of a third election defeat might reasmnakpected to
bring about significant change within the Conservative Party, with both of these evatifedle

in the literature on party changes as potentially significant drivers (Harmebhadd,J1994: 266
296). However, as Chapter 5 discusses in more detail, the Conservatives aftead §9@ven
remarkably resistant to such change. The evidence cited above regdrdingpritinued
prevalence of Thatcherite policy perspectives should serve as a note of egafist assuming
that Cameron would move the Party away from this. The SRA proves helpful in aiding our
understanding of why this is so since it leads us to view Cameron and the Cons&asyiveot

as unconstrained agents, but as actors within a particular context that brings a nbimber
influences to bear on the possibility of change and the path that this might deks. dre
positioned as central to this, seultimately the evaluation and selection of policy strategies is a
result of actors’ ideological perceptions of what is possible and desirable withantieular
social, economic and political context. As Buckler and Dolowitz (2012:5819 suggest,
‘established ideological blueprints’ are likely to exert a considerable effethe ‘scope of
positioning’ available to a party, functioning as a major structural constai@iny wouldbe

reformist leader.

Thus this chapteiocuses ora major orgoing element of the strategically selective context that
Cameron entered as leader in 2005. This is existence of bases of support withirtyttier Pa
particular ideas and ways of approaching policy, adapted in an attempt to allow thev&@oese
Party to respnd effectively to contemporary (and often externalgped) context. The
assessment of party ideology contained begins to explore how Conservative thinkied &ppl
this area has sought to respond to challenges such as the position of the New dadrounent
and the move into Coalition, while maintaining an authentically ‘Conservativepgxige.In

this way, examining the decontestation of central concepts in relation to thewa#ipplito
policy challenges provides an illustration of the medatiole of ideas between actors and

political life.
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Moreover, the SRA emphasises the cumulative nature of change and the extech tstnategic
decisions rely in part on received wisdoms of ‘what works’ with relation tb poticy and
electoral stratgy (discussed in Chapters 5, 6 and 7). Significantly, Hay states thatisesens

and perceptions may turn out, in time, to have ‘systematically misrepresesmaidis required

to fix a particular policy problem (2002: 211). Nonetheless, such idedsaesignificant impact

on context as they are translated into policy actions, which then form a part pblibe
landscape around welfare and frame future thinking and debate on the topic. This affecm

of pathdependency, in which the ideas and actions of one government or administragon hav
real implications for those following it. As such the decontestation of the conceptsgkd in

this chaptercan be understood as precursors to policy change, developing after the Conservatives
moved into government in 2010. In turn this impacts on the selective nature of the policy,
political and economic context that is inhabited by both the PCP and other peotied &,
serving to begin to embed certain ways of approaching policy problems wHgegittlaising
others.

Chapter 3 suggested that it is not possible to draw a clear line between One MNdtion a
Thatcherite Conservatism; the two traditions are best viewed as a contintlhwooghl it is
possible to make an analytical distinction based on trespective attitudes towards the
interventionist welfare state. In the immediate pest years, Conservative leadershipsially
supported the welfare state as a means of maintaining social order and el&eatiogdition of

the poor, two mutually supportive objectives. Thatcher’s supporters, in contrast, sawrthe ove
extension of the state that resulted from this as a source of disorder ané.deckreeden’s
terms, the extended state had become the ‘enemy’. This chapter considers four ketg aonce
Conservative welfare policy under Cameron: poverty (and welfare dependesspgnsibility,
compassion and fairness. It analyses the meaning that members of the PCRoattase
concepts and the extent to which these ideas are reflected by the leadership.a¥harede
understood in relation to each other, with reference to One Nation and Thatcherites&mme

and to the specific circumstances in which the Party has found itself governntigul&a
attention is paid to underlying perspectiaasl assumptions about the proper role of the state,
since it is proposed that this is the key difference between One Nation and Tteatcher

Conservatism.
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The chapter suggests that as far as welfare policy is concerned, hosiiidyds the
interventionst welfare system has become deeply embedded in the Conservative Party’s
ideological outlook. It exerts a considerable hold over the PCP, exemplified indbspnead

belief in the problem of ‘welfare dependency’, caused by what Conservativesveetobe an
overly generous and insufficiently challenging welfare systentsdti@nderpins, in a more subtle
form, the ideas emerging from the Party relating to the extension of the robal cfociety
organisations in providing welfare services. This litgtio the interventionist state is reflected

in both the language of the leadership and their policy choices. Insofar-g@ngnstate
intervention is acceptable, this is largely limited to an authoritative, enfprole.This reflects

the extent to Wwich Thatcherite perspectives have become embedded in the ideas informing
Conservative approaches to the policy area and stgytieat they will continue to exert a strong

influence onConservative strategic learning,

As such, speculation that Cameron’s leadership might turn away from Tleitherthis area
has proven to be misjudged. The Party is struggling to develop an approach to socidhablicy
can address both the challenging economic circumstances in which it $elfisnitgovernment,
and therecognition that parts of the Thatcherite approach to welfare were less thaatadequ
However, it is doing so while heavily constrained by the statie ideology of Thatcherism.

4.2 Poverty and welfare dependency

Poverty is usually understood as either absolute, defined in relation to athaderd of living,

or relative— defined in relation to the wealth of others in society. Dorey (2010) and Hickson
(2009) suggest that Thatcherite and One Nation Conservateal polices differ due to the
conceptof poverty that each uses. Thatcherism uses an absolute coflveygforeThatcherite
welfare policy focused on the provision of a minimal safety net to meet mingedksndefined

at an individual levellnequalties and the desire to better oneselére understood as crucial
human motivations (Conservative Party, 1987): hence, anything beyond minimal provision
would discourage these motivations, inhibiting seifficiency. This was accompanied by the

theory thatas long as the economy was growing, wealth would ‘trickle down’ from top to
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bottom, effectively alleviating poverty without the need for government intervehitidhe
extension of the welfare state to address poverty was therefore not onlggicaity

undesirable, but practically unnecessary as long as the markets were ggezatin

In contrast, One Nation Conservatives initialmbraced a relative conceptnlike for social
democrats, this was not due to a aancwith egalitarianism. Ratheér was a result of the
perceived moral imperative of elevating the condition of the poor. This was iovpag to the
social disruption that might occur should inequality become too great, and alstogp@sde a
Conservative counter to the disruptiontbé ‘natural’ hierarchy that might occur under more
egalitarian schemes (Garnett, 20Blickson, 2009). Correspondingly, One Nation Conservatives
saw a greater role for the state in managing poverty. The welfare vgéat conditionally
supported as long as it played a positive role in preserving social order, of whath of
inequality were a part. One Nation Conservatism can therefore be characterisexfeasca of
existing inequality or ‘bounded’ inequality (Dorey, 20Hickson, 2009). Thatcherisrawing to
the dismissal of relative poverty, renders increased inequality unproltearadi any attempt to

decrease it simply unnecessary and damaging.

The Conservative Party initially appeared to have moved towards a relativeptoomoef
poverty underCameron’s leadership. In a section on ‘economic dependency’ indtial S
Justice Policy Groug’(SJPG)policy review, Duncan Smith stated that Conservatives needed to
understand that ‘all forms of poverty, absolute and relative, must be dealt wH,(3006a:

3). Launched by Cameron in 2006, the policy review drew extensively on New Labour’s
language of social exclusion and the ‘social dislocation’ that poverty could cagsessng
acherence to a relative concept. In the same year, Cameron appeEsuiede in his conviction

that Conservatives had misunderstood the nature of poverty in the 1980s. He stated: ‘we need to
think of poverty in relative terms’, and ‘the Conservative Party recognigésyeasure and will

act on relative poverty’ (2006ayhese announcements are an example of Cameron’s attempt to
capitalize on the momentum gathered by his leadership campaign. Newly @ledtgdrnering

higher approval ratings than both his predecessors and, frequently, Tonyljidas MORI,

!> Even early in Thatcher’s time as a leader there were significant doubts ovefitheyedf ‘trickle down’ as a
means of reducing poverty: see Thornton et al., 1978 and Arndt, 1983.
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201%), Cameon was in a strong position to signal a departure from previous Conservative
ideological mainstays. Reflecting this, the Conservatalssvoted for the Child Poverty Act,
which received Royal Assent in March 2010. This enshrined in law New Labaals af
eliminating child poverty by 2020, placing a duty on future Secretaries of Staedt four
income-related relatively poverty targets in each subsequent year (ChildyRdwig, 2010).

The apparent shift towards relativity led Hickson to sugdedt@Cameron’s leadership heralded

a revival of One Natio Conservatism, albeit one thiattinged with a ‘Thatcheritenfluence’
(2009: 360). Howevecloser examination of the Party’s conception of poverty reveals that it
differs from the One Nation Conservative conception of ‘bounded inequality’, based lyrimari
around alleviating material deprivation (Dorey, 2010: 50). The Party alsosrégege pes of
New Labour's somewhat redistributionist approach. Under Cameron, the ConvseiRatty
began to develop and act uparconcept of poverty that does not fit easily within either a

conventional ‘absolute’ or ‘relative’ understanding.

Cameron’s Corevatives are far less accepting tl@ame Nation Conservatives, Thatcherites,

New Labour of the centrality of income in poverty definitions. In government, f@ame
appointed Labour’'s Frank Field to chair tReview on Poverty and Life Chanagsich woul
‘examine the case for reform to poverty measures, in particular for tlasiorc of nonfinancial
elements’. In doing so, it would shed light on ‘the real causes of poverty’ (Cabiit, @D10:

5). Chris Grayling, then Minister for Employment, reneatkhat Labour: ‘always talked about
poverty simply in terms of money and seldom demonstrated a clear understandingaof the
deeper problems that can leave so many people struggling’ (HC Hansard, 10 June 2010). Duncan
Smith, returning to a theme artictdd while he wastill leader of the Party (2091criticised
incomerelated relative poverty targets and suggested that it is not enough tg Kiriaimilies
above a ‘narrow’ 60% relative poverty threshold: ‘there must be some kind of change in the
life, or they willrisk slipping back’ (2012a). For Cameron’s Conservatives, the source of income
matters. Duncan Smith holds a longstanding belief that ‘while income is impav@ashould be
clear that the source of that income can have very different effects’ (203#=)ifiGlly:
‘whether a person is working or in receipt of benefits matters, for the absenwerlofand
subsequent benefit dependency are themselves a form of social exclusion’ (SJPGL8006b:
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New Labour’s spending on welfare is there criticised on the basis that ‘they didn’t see the
need to accompany real growth in support with a sense of getting people into wodk Bt

MP, private interview). Perceived weak work incentives in the welfare system auk afl
conditionality, combined with more extensive welfare support, had allowed ‘cultures of
dependency’ to develop through which poverty is transmitted-getieerationally. Conversely, if
parents work this ‘decreases the likelihood of future generations living in povertiepaddent

on benefits’and also ‘has the potential to increase their wage levels’ (SJPG, 2007a: 6). Duncan
Smith linked this to the problem of poor social mobility amongst children born into poverty,
claiming: ‘we’re trying to look at what are the causébreakdown: not just money, but also the
way that people live their lives’ (2006). Similarly, Grayling told the House:do#il are already
having their life chances and opportunities damaged by growing up in households and
communities in which no one is working. That is what we are seeking to change’ (r$@rtial
February 2018). In this understanding, poverty ceases to be caused by either low inadome (a
absolute conception) or economic inequality (a relative conception): rathendeepyg on the

stake is the root of the problenAs such, despite early moves to indicate a departure from
Thatcherite perspectives, there was much in the detailhatcherite Conservatives to support.
This allowed the leadership to maintain ideological authenticity, whilaultaneously
burnishing the ‘compassionate’ credentials that it had focused on developing in opposition.

The idea that tackling welfare dependency is the key to managing povertyghdgasit
implications for the Conservative perception of the rdl¢he welfaresystem Dependency on
the state is, in itself, a form of poverty in the Conservative understaddirgcceptable system,
therefore, is not necessarily one that adequately supports those who depend oweittoelhé
rest of society. Rathlgit is one that is structured in such a way that it enabtepushes
claimants away from its support as quickly and sustainably as poSdilelee two objectives

of supporting and enablingwould not be mutually exclusive, were it not for the Consiave
perspective that generous support ‘traps’ claimants within the system exeb\tiperpetuates
‘dependency poverty’. This idea has been widely articulated by the leadershipnf@mih’s
assertions that Conservative reforms would bring about ‘tHeotwelfare as a trap’ and enable
people to ‘get out of the web of dependency’ (2)1dre similar to comments by Cameron
(2012), Osborne (HC Hansard, 26 March 2014) and Grayling &01t0s also widely shared
across the PCRas examples from the debataround the Welfare Reform Act (201&)d
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Welfare Benefits Ugating Bill (2013) (HC Hansard, 9 March 204hd 8 January 201Band
the statements of Conservative MRwluding Stuart Andrew, Guto Bebb, Robert Buckland

Philip Davies and Neil @michaelprivate interviews)illustrate.

The view of welfare as a poverty trap is not confined to one ideological wing of the &eaty
though it might be more easily identified with the Thatcherite tendéxuyrew, Buckland and
Carmichael for exampleall seltidentify as more centrist ConservatiV8sThis illustrates how
widespread the view of welfare provision as something to be avoided is acrosartpe P
although the language it is expressed in differs (Buckland spoke about ‘the gresgeimda’
which would contribute to ‘getting people off dependency’, while Davies was concéatdtie
welfare state had ‘created an underclass of people who were never going tedok’ [private
interviews]). Wider attitudinal research on the Conservative Paniyer Cameron supports the
contention that this perspective on the role of the welfare state is widespeste2005
Conservative MPs are more likely than their predecessors to believe that theastatedctive
role to play in ending dependency (Bochel and Defty, 206%); Rowever, the 2010 cohort in
particular appear to often believe that ‘too much’ welfare stifles individggloresibility and
initiative, encouraging unnecessarily dependent behaviour (Bochel and Defty, 2&12).
Buckland observedfivate interview):

It's interesting, because [lain Duncan Smith] is perhaps more assowidted more
right-wing tradition. It reminds me why, as Conservatives, we’ve probably got more i
common than we’ve got against each other, which is why peiyglerle can readily
embrace what he’s doing and see it as part of a wider Tory tradition aboutimgttdr

do things for or to people, but trying to do things with people.

This analysis of poverty and its causes is a version of the-wiglgt welfare depndency
argument (Murray, 1984). Its clearested@dogical heritage in Britain liegn the Thatcher
government. Being out of work in this analysis is blamed on some level of individual choice.
There are two main ways of understanding this. Firstly, aelberate decision to rely on
welfare instead of workingsuggesting moral turpitudene senior backbencher who had served

®Heppell’s (2013: 354) classification suggests that thisidelitification is not out of step with the perspectives of
the MPs concerned: Buckland is classified as ‘agnostic’ on social jsshiégs Carmichael and Andrew are both
‘liberals’.

97



under Thatchefelt, for examplethat ‘there is clearly fraydand these people know much better
how to play the system than people like you and. Bmimants were ‘taking advantage of a
system that is far too benign’ (private interview). Alternativalya more rational understanding,
people might have become trapped due to generous benefit levels and unclear returns from
working. As Grayling explained to the House: ‘If we are paying for people to live inrtagpa
town that they could not afford to live in if they were in work, we are trapping thenway that
will prevent them from getting back to work’ (HC Hansard, 1 Februar@0Despite these
differences,the fundamental clainthat poverty is not caused by absolute low income or
inequality, but by dependenon the state, is similar in both cas8ging out of work, or not
working enough hours, is equated with a choice thatlieen enabled by the system itself, rather
than being a symptom of broader social disadvantage. In such an argument, tree Stagiais

viewed as more hindrance than help.

The rejection of an exclusive conception of poverty as absolute sets the Covessrvater
Cameron’s leadership somewhat apart from Thatcherism. However, indo&slow from this

that the Party is returning to One Nation Conservatism. The Conservatives have degun t
elucidate a concept of ‘relative poverty’ which minimigke role of income and economic
inequality. However, economic inequality underpins conventional conceptions of relative
poverty (Townsend, 1979: 31), including that of One Nation Conservatives. The Conssrvative
appear to believe that this should be heavily supplemented, at least, with indicatdrerbase
lifestyle ‘choices’understood in either moral or rational terrtiss therefore more accurate to
say that the Party is attempting to move onto new ground. However, the ideag this
redefinition, incluling the welfare dependency thesis and the idea of welfare as a trap, owe their
political heritage to Thatcherism. Such arguments perceive arerimrded state mitigating
against people making the right choices at an individual level. Through these arguments, t

closely related further key concepts are brought into play: ‘respatysiaid ‘compassion’.

4.3 Responsibility

The previous section outlined the Conservative belief that dependency on the stateniof f
poverty. This section considers Consgive ideas on the causes of this dependency more
closely. It is proposed that an extensive welfare system in which the stasethakrole of a

provider of both services and incomes undermines personal and social responsibilitgcK his
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of responsibility then leads people to remain dependent on the state, rather than gupportin
themselves and their communities. In turn, the proper role of the sta¢efreaned as an

authority figure, enforcing responsible behaviour.

The idea that a lack of responsilyilis at the root of Britain’s problems is outlined in the
Conservative narrative of the ‘brokent ‘atomised’ society (Cameron, 2009a In his first
speech as leader, Cameron identified a number of symptoms of the broken sodietyng
welfare depedency (2006). He proposed ‘two simple principles’ that would underpin efforts to

fix these problems: ‘trusting people, and sharing responsibilRgsponsibility’ was repeatedly
invoked as a panacea for social ills over the following months (Cameron, 2006b; 2006c; 2006d;
2007a 20070. These speeches were precursors to the central theme of the 2010 general election
campaign, theBig Society, and the emphasis on responsibility underpinning this has continued
as the Party moved into government (Cameron, cited in Price, 2010; Cameron, ZillTig;

Even as the Big Societtheme has floundered, encouraging responsible behaviour through
welfare reform has remained a central goal, largely because of its importaecesurng

fairness.

The literature devoted to fleshing out the Conservative conception of responsibiligins
clear critiques oboth the extension of the state under New Lalaout the individualism of the
Thatcher years. Examples of this are offered by Phillip Blond, founder of the-aghtréhink-
tank ResPublica; Danny Krugar, Cameron’'s former policy advisor and Jesse mM\btha
elected in 2010. All three are critical of the effects of a large, centralised stateariR®mtique
is the most succinct. Under New Labour, the state had ‘a direct relationghiglivBritish
citizens and residents’, such that ‘almost all [would] contribute to taxation andjaitgn
[would] receive some form of financial support’ (2006: 10). British society wasftiherever
wedded’ to the state (2006: 17). This led to the development of an ‘enterprise’ svcexby
the function of government is to achieve particular social objectivagspect of welfare, this
meant addressing poverty and inequality. In saiclenterprise society,ayernment can ‘never
rest easy, for nothing is ever as good as it could be, and so there will alwayp&doscstate
intervention to improve it' (2006: 38). The primary responsibility of citizens within such a
state is to contribute to achieving the overall goal through paying taxenaNaontends that

this prioritisation of ‘vertical’ responsibility overwhelms the ‘horizonteinnections between
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peoplethat sustain civil society. Practically, this leads to the ‘crowding out’ af society
organisations (Corbett and Walker, 2013). The Conservative argument draws on ttietdea
these are not only more effective in providing welfare services (SJR@H20ut essential in
maintaining the sense of mutuality and social responsibility that underpineng,stohesive

society.

For Blond and Krugaindividualism as well as the staghares some of the blame for the decline
of civil society. Blond conteas that it is modern liberal beliefs in the ‘social primacy of the
individual and their right to choose’ which hasentributed to a situation where civic and social
responsibilities and obedience to social normscluding the decision to work have beome
subordinate (2009: 767). He identifies Thatcherite economic beliefs within thig:‘déndorsing

an exreme individualism’, Thatcherism is accused of havinmwittingly ‘undermined and
destroyed the very associative traditions that are the only protection athp@rsthite’ (2009:
126). For Krugar, while the Conservatives achieved some impressive resaltsaxéconomy in
the 1980s, the decade also saw a trend of ‘social desertification’, whereby tsirafréocal
institutions, the family and civisociety were eroded ‘by the cult of individual freedom’ (2007:
2-3). The lack of social responsibility is therefore understood as being as much a problem of
individualism as it is a result of the expansive state, since the formemtasninedhe civil
society organisations that protect against the latter. Norman interprets thdéfliatsocial
legacy somewhat differently. Thatcher’s ‘selective retrenchment’ of theeisttmed as a vital
precursor to bringing about the Big Sociednd greater emphiason personal and social
responsibility, but Norman maintains that Britain was still under a ‘statist carssemsder
Thatcher and New Labour (Corbett and Walker, 2013: 457; Norman, 2a@): &his implies

that there was more to achieve in this restieant Thatcher managed.

Cameron has drawn heavily on some of these ideas in outlining the Party’s conception of
responsibility. He has suggested that the cause of the broken sociewy veelfare state.
Speaking on theBig Societyin 2009, he argued thatp until around the late 1960s, the
expansion of the welfare state had been ‘not only-in&#htioned...but generally successful’.
However, even in this period, ‘some state extensions helped to tackle poverty, [whits] othe
were less effective’ (2009b). What determined their success was the emphasersonal

responsibility and mutuality, as some reforms tackled poverty ‘while encagreggponsibility
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and local pride [while] at the same time, others undermined these virtues’. Skippmth@ve
1980s, Cameron then stated that Blair and Brown presided over the most significasibexté

the welfare state since the pogr years. New Labour had dramatically increased welfare
spending, but this had failed to have the intended effect on poverty andatiepriillustrated by

the Conservative critique of New Labour’s incobased conceptf relative poverty. This led
Cameron to pose a number of questions concerning the state’s role in tackling poverty and

inequality:

How is it possible for the state tpend so much money, to devote so much energy, to
fighting poverty— only for poverty and inequality to win the fight®/ithin that broad
question, however, lies a more nuanced and perhaps more interesting one. Not so much:
‘why has the state failed to tackle poverty?’ but: ‘why has the state moeatly failed

to tackle poverty?” We know that for a long period of time, up until the late 1960s, the
state was broadly effective at tackling poverty and reducing inequabtyvhy did the

state start becomingroadly ineffective72009)

The answer is that an extended state had undermined the sense of responstbitiyy fel
individuals to support themselves, their families and their communities. Ibtharelermined

the institutions of social support which weantegral to society. Cameron highlighted the malign
influence of a welfare state conceived in a time when ‘there was an ethos, a culture to our
country —of selfimprovement, of mutuality, of responsibility’. This had given way to a ‘culture
of entitlemaet’ to state support, in which there is ‘less expectation to take
responsibility...Because today the state is guresent: either doing it for you, or telling you
how to do it, or making sure you'’re doing it their wg2009) The welfare state has therefor
directly contributed to social breakdown and the development of a ‘something for nothing’
society in which individuals have little regard for their social responsibilitreduding the
moralresponsibility to work.

Cameron therefore defined the Conservative conception of ‘responsibility’ in opposati
anothermplicit interpretationwhich is similar to Norman’s ‘enterprise society’. The ‘big state’
that is the object of criticism is not sélinding. Its systems, including welfare provision, are
partially funded by individual tax payments. The cruder end of Conservative rhetiaties that
welfare recipients are not making a ‘fair’ contribution to this. However, asmalonotes, almost

all citizens will contribute to the state though taxation aniigh proportion will also receive
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some sort of financial support in return through the welfare system (2006: 10)g Payas
could therefore be understood as the fulfilment of responsibility in the relationgiipelnethe
individual and the state. However, Camerfmti,owing Blond, Krugar and Normara)so claims
that this neglects the question of individuals’ responsibilities towards each twthards civil
society. Thisis the central understanding of ‘responsibility’ as it appto welfare withinthe
Big Society(Kisby, 2010: 486).

It follows from this that the state needs to withdraw, creating space fbsatiety to flourish.
This is a keytheme of the Big Societyror Conservatives, the responsibility to pay taxes and
receive support in ratn (a ‘New Labour’ conception) sits uneasily alongside the responsibility
to support oneself and provide support to one another iBith8ociety Owing to the belief in
welfare dependency inhibiting sedbifficiency, the state/individual and individusadtiety
relationships must be conceived with a zewon mentality. The prioritisation of ‘responsibility’

as moral obligation leaves little room for state welfare provision, since if the dsiage not

withdraw then this moral responsibility will continteebe undermined.

Given the attitude to the state inherent in this view, it is unsurprising that a nofrio@alyses
suggest that th®&ig Society narrative, with the conceptualisation of what ‘responsibility’ is
within it, reflects the ideology of a Conservative Party that is still heavily infe@ by
Thatcherism Corbett and Walker, 2013; Williams, 2012; Scott, 2011; Kisby, 2010; Smith,
2010. The concern with ‘hollowing out’ the state is not easily reconciled with One rNatio
Conservatism. There is ieence of drawing on different ideological strands within Big
Societynarrative— for example, the Burkean conception of ‘little platoons’, as Norman suggests,
in invoking a stronger role for civil societys far as this applies to welfare, however, the
emphasis has largely been on the ‘vigorous values’ of moral responsibility toandrkel
sufficiency (Letwin, 1992), over an emphasis on community support and engagdiment.
narrative, not dissimilar tohatcher’s statement, is that individuals are responsible for managing

their own welfare needs wherever possible: the cost of this should not fallétygoqpick up.

In addition to this, there is also the question of the extent to which the ConseRatly has
engaged with the criticisms of the effect of Thatcherite policies on redgildy and mutuality

in British society, and hence in driving dependency on the welfare state, putdfawahe
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centreright by Krugar and Blond (see above). Caméras been generally unwilling to engage
with these criticisms: for example, he simply avoided the issue iBlgsSociety speech, cited

at the beginning of this section, jumping from the late 1960s to 1997. Garnett (20aRt1)10
notes that Cameron hasticised Thatcher’s supporters for having ‘lost sight’ of the effdws

her economic policies were having on society. Yet this is not a criticismai€fidrite ideas on
societyper sei it is a criticism of their application and of a failure to keage with change. The
leadership’s failure to engage with this aspect of the Thatcher legppprss the idea that
despite significant rhetorical differences, the Conservatives underr@arage not so much
rejecting Thatcher’s approach to social poliag,much as asserting that ‘things have moved on
since Margaret Thatcher’s “magnificent achievements™ (Bale, 2008: 283; se8alks, 2009;
Evans, 2008; 2010; Lee, 2009). The Party would preserve what it saw as the best of'$hatche
achievements rescung the economy and ushering in a frearket economic consensdsvhile

also turning its attention to thesal problems which Thatcherism (and New Labour) had failed
to resolve. Crucially in the modern Conservative conception, as suggested in Camegm’'s H
Young speech (2009b) these were problems that eXisfede Thatcheism, notbecause ofThe
solution is a more careful and thorough application of Thatcherite ideas on howté¢heasta
promote seksufficiency which had been somewhat neglected during the 1980s owing to the
Thatcher governments’ economic priorities. This application is discussed furthe following
section, on ‘compassion’. As such, in this conception, Cameron’s party strongly elshoes t

concerns and prescriptions of the New Righ

4.4 Compassion

Perhaps more than any of the other three concepts, the Conservative use of tphe afonce
‘compassion’ within welfare policy is controversial. A criticism of the notioheesponsibility
and poverty outlined above is that they are ‘essentially punitive’ and ‘[betl@sgic signs of
“blaming the victim™ (Lister and Bennett, 2010: 102). The claim that the weelftate
encourages irresponsibility means that individual claimants are also framegsg®nsible.
Although somdeading Consefmatives such as Duncan Smittend to prefer to imply that it is
‘the system’ that traps people in dependency, it is easy to equate this iesutfrive to remove
oneself, and hence with personal failings. A similar criticism can be made ofatraves
around fairness outlined below. George Osborne has aligned the Conservatives witlift‘the s
worker, leaving home in the dark hours of the early morning’, contrasted withlased blinds
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of their next door neighbour sleeping off a life on benefigain implying that laziness and
individual choice is a factor. This is then used to legitimate increasinglytmradiand coercive
policies (Mabbett, 2013).

For some, these issues have proven difficult to reconcile with the idea of ‘comptessiona
corservatism’, which has been declared ‘dead’ more than once during Casnietaxhérshiplt

is often cited as a casualty of the move into government and subsequent decision ¢o elevat
reducing public spending over all other priorit@®gright, 2012; Stewart2012; Clegg, cited in
Mason, 2013), andome Conservative MPs have also expressed discomfort with the Party’s
rhetoric on welfare claimantByckland, private interview; Vickers, cited in Mason, 2012;
Wollaston, cited in Eaton, 2013). This critique iniéad in government,since a more
instrumental approach to welfare and public spendppeas to have overwhelmed some of the
‘softer’, more communitffocusedaspects of the Party’s approadimeseproved challenging to
implement alongside substantial Iget reductions,resulting in a stronger emphasis on
individual responsibilities (Corbett and Walker, 2013; Williams, 2012). This refldets
challenges of Hafting between opposition and governmemid the extent to which this may
inhibit the implementatin of less developed and embedded idedewever, leading
Conservatives have continued to assert that the Conservative welfara eg@mudised around a
conceptof compassion that is defined in opposition to Labour's (Cameron, 2011a; Duncan
Smith,2014; 2013; 201DbAs such it isclaimed that this concept is congruent with the policies
and goals of the Coalition’s welfare reforms.

‘Compassion’ as a component of British Conservative welfare policy is réjativeler
explored, although some of the broader literature on the ideological outlook of Canpendn’s
touches upon this (Hayton, 201Zeech, 2009; Driver, 2009; Dorey, 200There is somewhat
more literature that looks at compassionate conservatism in America, of whicntengdlicy

was a key prt (Béland and Wadden, 2007). The criticisms made of American compassionate
conservatism are very similar to those made of its British incarnHtispecifically, regarding

whether ‘compassionate conservatism’ camdiéed ‘compassionate’ at ahd, if so, how it can

" A comprehensive comparison between British and American compassiomaen@dism is outside of the scope
of this chapter: however, discussions of the context and conterg Aftkrican incarnation are provided by Ashbee
(2000) and Teles (2011).
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remain ‘conservative’ (Pilbeam, 2010). This provides a starting point for unu#irgjawhat
‘compassion’ might mean to Conservatives. Pilbeam (2010: 252) suggests that theverid a
of difference’ between what compassion meansgvery day usage, and what it means within
conservatism. ‘Compassionate conservatism’ can therefore be understood nottampnta
tack a ‘conventional’ understanding of compassion onto conservatism, but as an &tempt
redefine compassion such thafits with other concepts in Conservative ideology. There are
therefore two interrelated tasks here, which arise because of the way that someept
understood relationally within ideologies. Conservatives must propose not only a ‘samptes
Conservéism’ that is concerned with issues not convergllynassociated with Conservatives
but also define ‘Conservative compassion’ (Montgomerie, 2004: 9-14).

The Conservative concemtf compassion is developed from the critique of New Labour’s
poverty and social exclusion strategy. Conservatives contend that New Laloats of
resolving poverty and thereby improving social justice were not lacking compassion i
themselves; the problem is that New Labour equated ‘compassion’ with ‘pouring nmboey i
projeds so they are seen to be doing something’ (Duncan Smith 2012b; see also Osborne,
20109. The suggestion is thahis allowed New Labour teeemcompassionat For example,

John Penrossuggested'everyone had assumed [before the financial crisis] that the state had a
monopoly on compassion and a monopahyvirtue’ (private interview). Howevehis was not
backed up by results, as the SIPG’s research has sought to illustrate. Pilbeanoytcimat
Charles Murray argued that this was precisely why b&iogpassionate’ was a poor basis for
public policy (see Murray, 1992). Within such a conception, ‘compassion equatedatvalye
straightforward idea of giving, in the sense of bestowing more resourcesrerpmotections

upon the poor and the needy’ (Pilbeam, 2010: 261). Usually, these resources are bestbeved by t
state, in line with an egalitarian conception of fairness. This sits uneasily witbeatives

who are suspicious of state intervention because it necessitates the acceptamoeeo$téist
approach to provision. This throws up the prospect of the-extended state disrupting the

‘natural’ social order. It is also very problematic in a time when cutting spgrsla priority.

The key contribution of American compassionate conservatives to this dedaesisygestion
that this assumption is based on a misreading of what ‘compassion’ is. The currgrndom

concept is ‘corrupt’ (Olasky, 1992: 5). Olasky, an advisor to George W. Bush, araied th
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contemporary approaches to resolving poverty were split between arguing tha¢étmeairket

itself solves all problems of poverty’ and a more conventional approach that emghasise
government intervention. Neither is adequate, since both ignore the ‘crucial frotalyo
compassionate individuals and groups in the long fight against poverty’ (1992: 4). Foy,Olask
the roots of the concept of compassion are embodied in the values of church groups, whose
betteroff members provided ‘hardeaded but warrhearted’ support to those in poverty, prior

to the introduction of a modern welfare state with an emphasis on cash transfers3j1992:
these groups, compassion was not simply ‘giving’, but providing personal support ornguffer
with’ those in poverty (Pilbeam, 2010). As such, while an emphasis on giving cash and
egalitarianism paradoxically created a society in which the baffteare able to lead lives
increasingly separated from those in poverty, an emphasis on this communityohgpeviding
poverty relief could lead to a more integrated society. This would then help to ressles i

resulting from social dislocation.

Norman insists that British compassionate Conservatism is ‘entirely different the
compassionate conservatism of George W. Bush’ (2006: 3). However, it is difficult seet
similarities in the ideas behind the twdne Conservative backbench MP suggestedwiitatn
conservatism, compassion is ‘not the compassion of pity, it's the compasdiowffeelng

and institutional identities. It's the feeling of being joined together in socety: ‘itfocuseson

the idea of empowering individuals and empowering institutions that lie betiveestate and

the individual’ (private interview). Cameron echoelgasRy’s suspicion of the state’s ability to
provide any useful sort of compassion, criticising Gordon Brown’s approach to poverty by
stating that it was ‘straight out of the big government textbook’, relying too mucthestate
handing out mean®stedbenefits on a vast scale..] The state running programmes to get
people into worl...] The state developing ever more complex rules, processes and initiatives,
but still leaving ople and families behind’ (2006d4e went on to criticise ‘big bureaucracies
which ‘terrify’ people, without ‘reaching out a helping hand’ to them. The CSJ and Dunca
Smith havestrongly advocatethe role of civil society and voluntary organisations delivering
welfare services (SJP@007H. This is justified through a similaine of reasoning to the
American claim. It is via these groups that the ‘human element’ of compass®intreduced

into the system. The emphasis on responsibility suggests that it is ultimately this élemant

that will ‘mend our broken society’ (Conservative Party, 2010: iii).
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This concept of compassion has implications for welfare claimants. Tiguerof the welfare
system leads easily down the ‘welfare dependency’ route, and the main potential policy
implications are greater conditionality ihe receipt of benefits, and limiting benefit payments.
Both of these can be framed as ‘compassionate’ according to the Conservatistanddey.

This is firstly simply because ‘if the state is the means we use to payrfbealth, welfare and
educatiam, then we can expect it to take an interest in how we are doing’ (Norman, 2006: 61).
is an example of how Conservatives séekeassert the responsibilities of claimants in their
relationshig with the state. However, it is also because in this cdimref is not compassionate

to allow people to remain claiming benefits ‘without any checks or balaagamst it (Streeter,
private interview). Encouraging (or pushing) claimants away from the wedfsmtem is framed

as a matter of social justice.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, this part of the ‘compassionate conservatism’ narsapeeular with

the right of the Party. For example, Davies stated that ‘keeping people trapped oefia be
system that they can’'t get out of because if they do they're ristongmuch, is not
compassionate in my opinion’ (private interview). A fellow senior backbencher ongtiite ri
emphasised that compassionate conservatism ‘is a conservatism whose icomjzage
understand the need, the desirability, of taking people off welfare. They can stand emvtheir
two feet’ (private interview). These perspectives have been echoed by thoseogt tfidhte
Party: for example, Duncan Smith compared reforming welfare to struggisgsa slavery,
speaking of helping claimants to ‘break free’ (cited in Holehouse, 2014), ensuring thatiso one

‘written off’ to indefinite welfare dependency (Duncan Smith, 2011b).

There issignificant overlap between the usage and understandiogncepts of ‘responsibility’

and ‘compassion’. fie icea that it is compassionate to get people to ‘stand on their own tivo fee
relates to the positive outcomes associated with-ssdficiency, defined as responsible
behaviour. In this sense, through the broad view that indefinite state support is not positive or
desirable, and through supporting an ideal of-sefficiency and independence, ‘compassion’
also falls towards the Thatcherite end of the spectrum. However, compassionpilse anmore
active role for thdvoth thestate and wider societyin moving people towards independence than

is envisaged in a straightforward ‘rolling back’ approach. It is not assumed thaittldeawal
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of the state will necessarifprce people into independendeather, there is a place within this
conception for a wéhre system that places significant expectations and conditions on those who
receive support from it. The emphasis on compassion could be understood as the more
thoughtful application of Thatcherite ideas on the moral abbg towards sel$ufficiency, as

well as helping to further define the proper boundaries of what Conservatii@slibht state
should, and should not, provide. The individual freedom of claimants is viewed as subordinate to
their responsibilities to fulfil theimoral obligations to society, notably working and supporting
themselves. The state therefore has againg role to play in ensuring that claimants are doing
their best to meet these obligations. The role that the state should play isatisituther in the

following section.

4.5 Fairness

‘Real fairness’ is the final key value underpinning the Conservative approach farewel
Following 2008'sUnfair Britain (Conservative Party, 2088 fairness became a central theme in
the 2010 Conservative manifesto. The Pathimed it would create ‘a welfare system that is fair
and firm’ (Conservative Party, 2010: 16); that their economic policy would be ‘founded on a
determination that wealth and opportunity must be more fairly distributed’, andhéyairould

not allow the poorest people in Britain to pay for the mistakes of some of thestriche
(Conservative Party, 2010: viii). A concern with ‘fairness’ was ubiquitous in the thniagor
parties’ 2010 manifestos: Labour promised ‘a future fair for all’ (Labauty2010), while the
Liberal Democrats pledged to introduce ‘fair taxes’, ‘a fair chance fnyeshild’, ‘a fair future;
creating jobs by making Britain greener’ and ‘a fair deal by cleaning upicgbl{Liberal
Democrats, 200). The Conservative concept oirfeesscan be understood in relation to its ideas

on poverty, responsibility and compassion.

There are two main ways that the idea of ‘fairness’ in welfare deliverpearterpreted. Firkt,

there is a needsased conception, suggesting that the purpose of the welfare system is to support
those who are unable to support themselves. A fair system is one which looks afteableiliner
people, or those designated ‘in need’ of support. In such an understanding there may be an
implicit concern with egalitari@sm and relativity, encompassed in the idea that there is a level
beneath which living standards should not be allowed to fall. There is a duty on the state to
maintain this, and a duty on those who are capable of supporting themselves to do so. Secondly,
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there is adesertbasedconception where support from the state is contingent on building up
entitlements usually operationalised through a contributbmsed system: for example, social
security payments provide protection against unemployment. Incthiseption ‘fairness’ is
based orearned entitlemengétting ‘something for somethif)gor being otherwise designated
as entitled to support (for example, through disability). An unconditional el approach
is highly problematic from a welfare dependency perspective, because a canmabdf this is
that unconditional systems beget dependency through underminingelsgite and
responsibility. In contrast, a contributidmasedapproach initially looks like it might provide a
good fit with Conservative ideas on welfare. It would reward and incentivise a®ria
responsible behaviour. However, there are major issues which meanfthigt @ontributory
approach is incompatible with other key Conservative ideas on the proper size arud fbem

welfare state.

Conservatives define fairness principally in opposition to New Labour, whose doncept
characterised as neebased and concerned with achieving greater equality in terms of income
(Conservative Party 20@82). Conservatives argue thaig meaarement is too narrow. They
found common ground with their coalition pars on this: Nick Clegg claimethat the
Coalition’s understanding of fairness is ‘a more complex cor{cepthan has been prevalent in
policy-making in recent years. Accongy to the narrower model used by the previous
government, greater fairness is measured by snapshot comparisons of incoegGkgg,
2011). The critique of fairness therefore begins from a similar place to tieraf New
Labour’s relative poverty measures. These are linked through the assertjogvéimaon this
narrow definition, New Labour hasot made substantiprogress towards meeting itargets
(Conservative Party, 20882-5), necessitating a change of approach. There are two lines of
argument here. In the first, Conservatives contend that in focusing on ensuring aiores
claimants (conceived in terms of boosting incomes), New Labour neglecetsare that the
system was also fair to those who fund it. In the second, Conservatives contehed thati$ on
incomes rather than more holistic measures to address dependency is aird@imants
themselves. This links fairness with compassion. Together, these atgumeke up the claim
that Labour has only attempted to deliver a ‘phony fairness’, in comparisonGotiservatives’

‘real fairness’ (Cameron, 2011a).
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Reflecting the first argument, Duncan Smith stated that there are two imperaivieg dr
Conservative welfare reform: ensuring ‘fairness for the jobseeker’ dsawéfairness for the
taxpayer’ (2011a). He stated: ‘I will always fight for fairness for people tiave fallen on hard
times. | will always fight for fairness for the very vulnerable. But fameust be a twway
street. I'm determined that people who paythaxes into this welfare state get a fair deal too’
(2010). Similarly, Grayling claimed that the Welfare Reform Act would ‘delfagness to
claimants, and the taxpayers who fund the system’ (HC HansardydaFReP0123, and linked
fairness to the ‘@yment by results’ aspect of the Work Programme, stating: ‘not only will this be
fairer to those receiving help, it will also be fairer to the taxpayer as it wphlefor by long

term results’ (2010b). This argument is delivered through the narrativeomething for
nothing’ for those who are dependent on welfare, and ‘nothing for something’ for those who

fund them.

The rhetoric on the divide between ‘benefit claimants’ who receive ‘somethimgfioing’ and

the ‘taxpayers’ or ‘hardworking people’ who fund them typically draws a sharp linede the

two.'® The Conservatives then position themselves on the side of ‘the people who told [us] they
were sick of going out to work knowing their neighbours were on benefits, but had no intention
of getting ajob’ (Cameron, 2011a), or ‘the family on average wages living in houses they can
only just afford...[Who] see their taxes go to pay for an unemployed famihglivi a house
costing £100,000 in rent’ (Duncan Smith, 2010). Duncan Smith continued:

Most people in this country don’'t wake up early in the dark and the cold, and head to
their job in order for the state to take their money and waste it. They don’t slump,
exhausted in their chair after work, just to see their taxes spent on people who can work
but won't.

Although this is undoubtedly an important element of the Party’s electoral positi(seeg
following chapter), there are deeper ideas here which illuminate the concaphes$, and the
importance of responsibility in delivering this to taxpayeConservatives claim that those who
do meet their responsibilities by working and supporting themselves are not alyeguezeded
and recognised for this. In contrast, an unconditional rieasisd conception of fairness has led

'81n practice, this line is much less clear, as Hills (2015) illustrates.
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to the state supportinghose who have behaved irresponsibly. This encourages further
irresponsible behaviour. As such, Cameron stated: ‘for too long, we've lived in an upside down
world where people who do the right thing, the responsible thing, are taxed and punished,
whereasthose who do the wrong thing are rewarded’ (2011b). Delivering ‘fairness for the
taxpayer’ is therefore equated not with egalitarianism, but with rewardftot.df is adesert
basedconcept, suggesting that support from the welfare state should natnsedered an

automatic entitlement, but something that must be earned through meeting socialilpdiesn

The second line of argument focuses on delivering fairness to claimants. ThehBsarty
advocated moving towards a conception of fairnessishangruent with their understanding of
poverty and compassion, claiming that fairness is not delivered through gneateeitransfers

but through delivering greater support to those in need. The first consequence sfth@s i
critique of the state pgrammes delivering support, which are charged with being inefficient and
ineffective. This is then related to arguments around responsibility and compadsan w
suggest that ‘top down’ state programmes are inherentbyiikd to providing this suppolp

the solution is a greater transfer of powers to organisations outside of ¢he stat

A second consequence is a critique of conditionality within the welfare systesrisTiere the
‘active state’ implied in the conception of compassion comes in. Conservatives havebéee

to emphasise that they will continue to support claimavho are ‘very vulnerable'in the
greatest need’ (Duncan Smith, 2010) or ‘genuinely disabled’ (Camerong)2di have
claimed that the system is doirgghers a greatiskervice New Labour’'s approagchit is
suggestedallowed tle ‘hard to help [...] to wither awayhus failing to ‘help individuals make
the most of their lives’ (Grayling, 2010b), and the benefit system at preseigfhalaimants
‘effectively instituticnalised’ (Freud, 2013). The criticism of New Labour is therefore not as
straightforward as it initially seemed: it is not a criticism of ndeaised welfare as such, rather it
Is a criticism of unconditional, or insufficiently conditional, neédsed weHlre. A sufficiently
conditional approach, focused on providing intensive practical support for those ‘in need’ is
acceptable, since it is framed as the most responsible and compassionate wayingf m
claimants out of dependency. This, in turn, would @eglfairness or ‘social justice’ to claimants,
while also reducing the economic burden on the taxpayer.
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It can therefore be seen that there are two conceptions of fairness gpevdahim the
Conservative Party. The first, ‘fairness for taxpayesgggests that fairness is based on desert. It

is unfair to taxpayers to have to support those who are not contributing to the system, while
receiving inadequate recompense themselves. This cofumses on the cost of welfaras

well as the assertion af moral responsibility to worlkdt seems to lead logically towards a more
contributionbased system. The second, ‘fairness for claimants’, is focused more on the
behavioural impact of the welfare system. This conception suggests that dasedsappro&c

could be viablas long as the welfare system is sufficiently conditieoasto promote a sense

of mutuality. Support is dependent on claimaljtsliow ing] through on their side of the
bargain’with regard to looking for workConservative Party, 2009: 12). This would help protect

against, or discourage dependency.

However, there is a tension between advocating a more contritanidrg more needbased
approach. As one group of new MPs, dubbed the ‘New New Right’ (Lakin, 2014) note in
relation to a needsased systenithe more we support the poor, the harder it is to remain fair to
those who have remained in warkiowever, they also note that contributory systems, whilst
seeming to address this imbalance, are both expeasd/eepresent an undesirable extension of
state welfare provisio(Kwarteng et al., 2011: 84). Kayte Lawton, a Senior Research Fellow for
the IPPR, noted that the Conservatives have ‘a real split' between the madjaditional
Conservative view of rédualising and meantesting, and it's just for the vulnerable, and other
people can make their own private arrangements’ and ‘a minority of people who think
contributory benefits are important’ (private interview). Labour Work and i®enhsselect
committee member Sheila Gilmour similarly suspected that ‘a lot of people in the iGoest,

and a lot of the Government backbenchers, see [welfare] provision as beinguodra eafety

net, very much being there for those who they would say are “most in npaddté interview).

Committee Chair Dame Anne Begg concurred with this view (private interview).

Some Conservatives have expressed support for a contributory approach. Pggeseduhat
one of the main problems with the welfare system as it refatbsth fairness and supporting
responsibility is: ‘we have effectively and not just in the last Labour government, but over
several generations got away from anything to do with the contributory principle’ (private

interview). Howeveras the evidencabove suggests, this seems to be very much a minority
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view. In any case, it would require an extremely ambitious reform programertena when the
Conservatives are already enacting a significant set of reforms that emploasisatnibution,
but needIn governmentherefore the leadership htken a needsased approach to ensuring
fairness simultaneouslyncreasing conditionality anskeking to limitwho is perceived as being
‘in need’. Explaining how the leadership has arrived at this resolution reqomeglering all
four of the key ideas driving policy in relation to one another, while also bearingnoh the

practicalities of institutional reform.

4.6 The same old Tories?

Interpretations of the relationship between the ideology of Cameron’se@atige Party and

past Conservative traditions vary. One possibility is that Cameron’s leguegpheésents a sharp
break with Thatcherisrand, perhaps, with conservatism itselbr Beech(2011: 268; 201p the
approach to social issues the Conservates under Cameron ‘can be accurately summarized as
a social liberal outlook’, reflecting a departure from social conserva@swen that economic
liberalism is a feature of Thatcherism, this would leave the Party ‘c@ise’ in name only.
Dorey (2007:139) partially concursCameron aimed to rebrand the Party as ‘more socially
liberal and inclusive in its ideological orientation and poligiathough a ‘conservative’ outlook

iIs maintained through #&cus on ‘compassionate’, ‘progressive’ or ‘liberalbnservatism.
Moreover,Dorey offers a number of areas in which Cameron apologised for Thatcheciggoli
including using Scottish citizens as ‘guinea pigs’ for the Poll Tax and thengetbf public
sector workers, as well as examples of rhetorical departures. Cameron’s tkatdtkere is

such a thing as society; it's just not the same thing as the state’ is a nathlgdes whichis
interpretedas rejectingrhatcher’s infamous statement (2007: 11415). Garnett (2009) similarly
detects in Cameros party some regret for the effects of Thatcherism. Bale (2008) and Evans
(2009; 2008) further suggest that Cameron attempted to move on from Thatcherism, without
explicitly repudiating it. In all of these accounts, there is a suggestion thagme wa,
Cameron sought to ‘draw a line’ (whether ideologically substantive or not) under tlehdrhat

years.

Some of Cameron’s backbenchers have agreed with ttoad characterisation. Robert
Buckland, VicePresident of the Tory Reform Group which seeks tomate the values of One
Nation Conservatism within the Party, stated that he believes that the |gadexshmost of the
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cabinet’ share a commitment to One Nation idéal€ameron’s leadership, he suggested,
‘allowed the Conservative Party to return to one of the strongest themes on whictvedevol
which was to elevate the condition of the pedplg We’re going back to that rich theme within

the Party’ (private interview). Andrew Tyrie (2006) speculated that Ori®riN&onservatism
might be recast under Cameron, given his early indications of the direction in whicdnteslw

to lead the Party. Kwasi Kwarteng referred to the association between Ome Glahservatism,
pragmatism and the acceptance of a conception of social hierardagitimating poltical
leaderschiming with Dorey’s conception of One Nation astdting that Cameron is ‘very much

an old Tory pragmatist, by his schooling and his background. | think frankly, in terms of his
outlook, he’s very much part of that old established class’ (private interviaw$io® of the
parliamentary party, Blond (2012) suggested that in 2005 it looked like Cameron would move
the Conservatives away from the ‘reductive market liberalism’ that he dedgésmd

characterised Thatcherite policy, towards a ‘new one nation approach to’'Bptablems’.

However, the leadership has also sought to emphasise its Thatcherite deedant@ésponse to
criticism from Lord Tebbit that the Conservatives under Cameron wenelabiag Thatcherism,
George Osborne stated that ‘of course we are successors of the Thatch@anodieHe
qualified this by claiming that ‘I don't think in the 21st century you can win argleealkection
simply by playing the old tunes of the 1980s...Margaret Thatcher had the answers imeher t
David Cameron has the answers for his time’ (cited in Sylvester and Thomson, 2007prCamer
expressed an ambition to be ‘as radical a social reformer as Margaret Thatcheregasomic
reformer’, pledging to ‘mend Britain’s broken society’ just as Thatcher had mehdébroken
economy’ in the 1980&uoted in Jones, 2008). While the leadership was undoubtedly mindful
of the need to retain the support of ideologically Thatcherite members and siugpibees
seems to be more than political expedieat play here. As discussed, both the problems that
Cameron’s Conservatives (and Cameron himself) idesgtified with regard to welfare and the
state, and the proposed solutions, owed much to the New Right. Given Cameron’s own politica

background (Evans, 2010) and his conviction that the Conservatives had won the ‘battle of ideas’

9 Beech (2009: 21) refutes this, arguing that ‘despite the contintigilies of the Tory Reform Group, One Nation
Conservatism is not a force in the parliamentary Conservative Party’.
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during the 1980s, exemplified in the existence of New Lal@ee Chapter 5)jt would have
been a strange move to then seek to dispense with those ideas entirely.

In some respects, the Conservative approach to welfare appears to draw more loabNems
legacy than on Thatcherism. As Chaptemékes clear, New Labour’s approach was not, in
practice, wholly focused on income transfer without any conditions attachegleedeof
conditionality in the receipt of welfare and more ‘holistic’ programmesdiat reducing social
exclusion were introduced during New Labour’s time in office. In turn, a numb€palition
reforms build on these, particularly with regard to ‘welfare to work’ (Daamnd Patrick, 2011).
This reflects the extent to which party policies and approaches are shaped loypooaig
trajectories and understandings as well as more fundamental beliebstimxla level of path
dependency. Supporting this, aspects of New Labour’'s approach also drew sulystamtiall
Thatcherism. Those that did have largely remained in place since the Comssrliatie moved
back into government, albeit often in more intensified forms: for example, in the emphas
engagemet in paid work as an ideal and a moral obligation. Those that did not, such as a
concern with redistribution (however veiled under New Labour) have been attackix by
Conservatives. This is on the basis that these aspects keep people in povertyaghiscour
responsible behaviour, and thereby perpetuate a system that is unfair, uncomgassmhat
damaging to society. Most significantly, New Labour continued to envisage a caghitin
going role for the state in supporting the delivery of welfare paiiey relieving poverty through
income transfers, even as there was an increased reliance on private sectonprbgervices.
Reflecting a deep hostility towards such intervention, the ConservatiyelRarargued strongly

against this.

In Freeden’sterms, therefore, the Conservative ‘mirror’ continues to pick up the supposedly
statist ideological character of the opposition as the main threat to sod&l As such, the
Conservative approach to welfare policy is focused on this. Hostility totdmg@ntionist state is
what links together all four of the concepts discussed in this chapter. Thel otatrain
contemporary Conservative welfare ideology is that dependence on the staten®adoverty.
Resolving this, by moving claimants fromejoendence’ to ‘independence’, is the main policy
goal. The key problem fagovernmentdo address is therefore not income poverty, but welfare

dependency. This is presented in opposition to Labour who, Conservatives argue, were happy to
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make claimants morand more reliant on the state in the pursuit of equality (a core concept in
democratic socialism) and to be seen to be doing something. However much the Cepservati
leadership claimed in the early years to be concerned with relative povertghdhilsl not be
mistaken for an egalitarian approach to welfare. The aim is to move as many geppksible

off dependency on the state. While this is to be achipeagtally by ‘making work pay’, as
detailed inChapter 6this is intended as an incentive rattiean a device to ensure equality.

Ending dependency is the key goal because Conservatives propose that it is depesglency it
that has led to social breakdown. Generous welfare systems encourage individualgddHeok
state, rather than to each eththeir famlies, friends and communities) times of difficulty.

This contributes to a breakdown of personal and social responsibility. Individuals dgact ex
support from their communities, so communities become less accustomed to providing that
swpport. Social ties are then weakened. Implied within this is the suggesttowithaut the
state, there would be a more organic society providing this support: what Doimita(2001)

and the SJPG (2006b: 1havereferred toas ‘the welfare societyOwing to this breakdown,
reliance on the state becomes more normalised and more extensive. This becaregsiaring
which other organisations such as voluntary and civil society organisatiofns@seled out’
throughwidespreaddependence on the stafes such, along with the decline in responsibility
comes a failure of compassion: because they do not use these organisations, peepte are |
likely to join them, and so what Conselivas claim as ‘real compassiosuffers a decline.
Despite all of New hbour’'s best int&ions, Conservatives claim that the extension of the
welfare state has led to these negative consequences. The final claim is tlsandhifir to
anyone: tbse ‘trapped’ within the systemr those who fulfil their obligation towardself
sufficiency who, in a system that the Conservatives portray as obsesksddomine transfey

have to pay for them.

This is an illustration of an attempt to portray the social change brought abthe yelfare
state as wmatural and enforced, rather than ‘safe’ as conservatism allows for. In nspegts
this is not dissimilar to Thatcherism. Having identified the welfare state astareay to social
order (and later, economic prosperity), the Conservative Party then puts forwarckptalbe
alternative. This alternative (the ‘welfare society’ or ‘Big Soc)ety the extrahumandevice

that the Conservative Party uses to legitimate its goal of rolling back stateewetarsion. The
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narration of social breakdown owing to an overextengelfiare state contains within it a desire
to return to an implicitly trieéhindtested model of community provision that has been
overwhelmed by the state itself. It is only throué state’s withdrawal that the Big Sociegn

flourish, halting the process of social and economic decline.

Interestingly, this might imply a shift away from the individualist rhetoric thairastterised
Thatcherism and an attempt to reintroduce something of a collectivist camcep8ociety, via

an emphasis on mutuality (Ellis, 2009). Freeden proposes that Thatcherite indimdwaksa
reaction against the perceived collectivism that characterised One Natiorn@oissn’s
conception of society and the role gbvernmentin relation to this. Thus collectivism was
pushedaway from adjacent concept status, and individualism brought inwards (1996: 388). If it
can be accepted that New Labour drew substantially on Thatcherism in itscipfroeelfare
policy, then it might be proposed thatlegtivism is no longer a thrednstead, the atomisation

of society has become a key problem for social order. This appears to have opepealctipah
space for the promotion of broader social obligations within Conservatism, providogea

through which Thatcherite ideas on salfficiency might baeleveloped

The hostility of the current Conservative leadership towards the intemwish welfare state
severely limits the options open to it in developing welfare policy. As discussée iimal
section on fairness, a minoritgf Conservatives have expressed an interest in a more
contributory system. However, such a system is incompatible with the ideoldgy lettlership

and much of the PCP. Within an outlook that is sovoaredin its opposition to the expansive
state, thex is no room for expanding the welfare state further through an extension of social
insurance. This would also extend dependency. Therefore, the broader social problems
associated with individuals looking to th@ate for support would continue. It woudtko be a
difficult sell electorallyand asexplored in Chapter 5, the perception of failure to win the 2010
election outright combined with the financial pressures that the Coalition faeatkd to leave

the Conservatives less disposed to experimatit iwnovative welfare policiesThe already
limited support for the idea within the Party combined with these factors, widl bawed to
render implementing a more contributory system a very unlikely possilihitythe direction of

the Coalition’s reform will further entrench thisinstead he Conservatives havepted for

Universal Credit which, although encompassing a variety of raeated benefits, is less crude
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than a simple needsased approachnstead, itattempts to reward claimants for moving into
work or increasing their hours, thus rewarding responsible behaviour whilst alsdingfle
somewhat novel aspect of rational (as opposed to purely moral) thinking on the causes of

dependency.

However, enstuing that the system is fair to those who ‘play by the rules’ whilst also keeping a
lid on spending is challenging. The Party has attempted to make the systerhttairgh both
extending the sanctions regime attached to several weskjagbenefits, tigiening up
eligibility, and introducing various caps and other limitations (see Chapters 6.dfsk&itially,

the focus has been on penalising those who are deemed to be receiving ‘something for, nothing’
rather than providing extra rewards to those who are getting ‘nothing forrengiefhis also

plays into the concemif compassion, since an active state which pushes claimants to support
themselves is framed as a compassionate state. While this may be pasiyt afr spending
restrictions, it is als reflective of the Party’s determination to avoid increasing dependency.
Given this set of priorities, it is difficult to see what else the Party coweé havocated.
Considering the extent to which Thatcherite attitudes to the state appear to loelenmibethe

PCP, it is equally difficult to see how the approach might develop in a differectialren

future.

Finally, although the policy impact of the financial crisis will be examined in thewiog
chapters, it is worth considering here whether this can be said to have hagaah am the
Party’s ideas on welfare provision. The emphasis orBtheSocietyhas waned since the 2010
election. Instead, the dominant narrative has been the need to cut the spending d&fitie wi
crisis framed as one of public spendi@gits to the DWP’s budget were inevitable. For example,
Stuart Andrew felt that changes wesbsolutely long overdue: we haven't got the money to
carry on the way that we have been, and that's a big proljfmmate interview) MPs have
been keen to emphasise that these cuts are not solely a result of the changiedl ¢oratest.
Kwarteng clained that ‘we had a problem with spending even before the crisis. For us at the end
of that period in 2007 to essentially sign up to Labour’s spending plans for anothgedos, |
thought that was a mistake’ (private interview). The financial crisis peimad’ and ‘gave great
emergency’ to the need for welfare reform (Penrose, private interview)e\do, the ideas and

arguments underpinning this have been remarkably consistent throughout.
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The concepts discussed in this chapter together provide a batadale for a longerm
Conservative approach to welfare based around the moral turpitude encobyagedl the
unjust consequences afparticular type of welfare system that is identified with New Labour
However the arguments usetb immediately priatise cutting welfare spending are closely
related to these. On poverty, cutting the value of or entitlement to benefits saneg, fout it
should also encourage independence and reduce the attractiveness of welfarendgpEnde
example, Kwarteng'’s cia regarding problematic spending is extendeBritannia Unchained
where the authors claim that high spending undermines both the principle of ‘sound arahey’
the importance of hard work and belief in delayed gratification (Kwarg¢rad., 2010: 685).

On responsibility, government spending is presented as irresponsible in itselanDomith
accused Labour of spending money ‘like drunks on a Friday night’ in the beliespiadling
alone could resolve society’'s ill§HC Hansard, 14 June 2010). $his something that the
Conservatives were arguing against well before the dfadikough it did not prevent them
voting to uphold Labour’s spending plans in 2007, as noted above). On fairness, ideas on need
and ‘something for nothing’ resurface in justifying cuts. The recession dtemtiah to the idea

that as one 2010 intake backbencher explairedbt more people were becoming eligible for
benefits, at a time when benefits were not being targeted on those that needédtthesre
increasingly pal to people who did not need them’ (private interview); welfare started to ‘breed
resentment’ because ‘when your household income is being squeezed you do noticehghere ot
money is going’ (Andrew, private interview). On compassion, the need to cut spending simply
added extra urgency to the existing impetus. This forced the Party to confrodieghéhat
‘there’s no money to be compassionate with, so we've got to find other ways to be
compassionate [].There are many ways to be compassionate othersgpemding large wodges

of taxpayers’ dosh’ (Penrose, private interview).

Despite the congruency of arguments used to justify both cuts and-tengereform, there are
clearly some differences of opinion within the Party regarding the balanbes# piorities in
practice. McKay and Rowlingson (2011) identify a tension between those who view defici
reduction as the primary motive for welfare reform, and those who view lower spesliang
longerterm consequence of welfare reform. The former group desllMPs such as Kwarteng,

who suggested that Universal Credit ‘could be a problem’ because it would not bring an
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immediate fiscal saving (private interview). Unsurprisingly, as civil sesvatiested to, this is
the main motivation of the Treasury. The former group is more focused around Dunith’ls S
approach at the DWP. Despite this tension, the ‘enemy’ of both groups remains thé& same
the expansion of the state and its effect on individual behaviour, society, and the ycbiniem
common enemy isssential in explaining the consistency in approach since 2005, and the lack of
ideological variation from Thatcherite ideas within the PCP and its leadershipg @ this, the
‘cutters’ versus ‘reformers’ characterisation of the Conservative Baajproach to welfare
under Cameron reflects not so much a schism within the Party as a fairly ecréicér Both
groups agree on the need for some cuts: the ‘reformers’, however, supplement thes with
concern with how the system could -ghgentivise the ‘chime’ of not working while ‘cutters’
focus on moral explanations for dependency. There is a differeerebut it is not a major one

in ideologicalterms, and the emphasis different understandings likely to reflect different
priorities and contextligressuresUItimately, both groups are moving towards a similar vision
of the relationship between state, society and individual.

4.7 Conclusion

Chapter 3 discussed the utility of looking at what the Conservative Partyvasrtei be the
principal threats to social order as a means of understanding the shifts itoi& and policies.

It suggested that the key difference between One Nation Conservatism and Tteatcher
Conservatism is the source of the perceived thraad that this has a significant impact on
conservatism’s ideologicalstructure and Conservative political strateg@ne Nation
Conservatives were more accepting of the idea of a large and active state tothebogton’s
infrastructure and maintain order following World War Il, andraveable to effectively
incorporate this into to Party’s electoral appeal. By the time the first Téragclivernment came

to power it was this expansive state itself that had come to be consideredethg’, esince its
repeated failures in meeting its eygowing obligations threatened to undermine its
authoritative role in maintaining order (Freeden, 1996: 388; King, 1975). One Nation
Conservatives therefore accepted expansion insofar as it was perceived ttrumeeimtsl in
managing change in the pagar years. The welfare state was a means of rendering change in
this period ‘safe’, preventing the top and bottom of society from becoming too deslptatis
playing an important role mitigating against social disorder. When it wasiyeddeat the stat

was becoming oveextended and threatened to drag the country into collapse, the Conservative
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Party began to move towards what became known as Thatcherism. Supporting the state had
become strategically disadvantageous. Because they had never beenddollygically
committed to it in the first instance, Conservatives were well placed to shift anrayGne
Nation ideas. Concurrently, the effect of the extended state on individual morgiéy e be

emphasised.

In relation to the theoretical framewogkiding this thesisi-reeden suggestisatsuchperceived
‘enemies’(as the interventionist state constitutas a central part of the explanation for why
the Conservative Party shifts and changes ideologically. This in turn indicatgeerceptions of
such enemies are a crucial element of the strategically isel@cintext proposed in the SRA.
The character of these servesstaut down or enable particular approaches and outlooks and,
when the Party moved into government, the policy options that relate to these. This clepter ha
suggested that the main actors in the explicit process of developing a stratdgysa at the top

of the Party, specifically in the DW&nd the leadership. However, in examining the bases of
support for articularideas within the PCP more broadly, it has also drawn attention to how this
wider group of actors can play a role in legitimating ofedgtimating change, particularly in
interpreting the decisions of the leadership in a way that is amenalieitoconcerns and
perspectives as conservatives. Central hes tprocess has been the perception of the
interventionist state as ‘the enemy’, which has been shown to act as a powerfwiratruc
constraint on Conservative approaches to welfare. What is perhaps most striking alisuhéhi
way thata One Nation emphasis on the stads been pushed out of the Party, to the extent that
there is now little in the wagf disagreement about the pdlie Conservatives should take in
relation to this significat policy area. This suggests that path dependency is an important factor
in ideological development as well as policy change. This is to be expectes,tisen SRA
suggests that policy change is preceded by ideological change. Howewgpatts the nek
identified in Chapter 2 to pay greater attention to ideological change itsdlfyiagphow some
ideas acquire enough resonance to drive change athiégs aranore likely to bedownplayed.

Institutional bases of support are an important factor in this.

Whatis illustrated byConservative ideas on the concepts discussed in this chapter is that in some
respects little has changed in the Conservative Party since the 1980s.denfsrderms, the

principal ‘enemy’ or threat to social order is still theterventionist stte, as it was for
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Thatcherites, and supporting this is seen as an ideological and stratédity.lidhis is
consistent whether applied to the early years of Cameron’s leadership intioppeghere an
overextended welfare state wascased of having ‘broken’ society, or the Party’s time in
Government where public spending has been framed as the cause of the economic instability
Antipathy to the expansion of the state owing to the negative social and econorequentes

of this is what linksconcepts of poverty, responsibility, fairness and compassion together, and it
is this which has determined the trajectory of the Party’s approach taeyelfacussed in the
following chapters. The welfare state is no longer seen as something that cagldbout
positive outcomes in this area; generous benefits andlsthteelfare provision are viewed as
largely negative by ‘centrist Conservatives and Hgirigers alike. As far as welfare is
concerned, One Nation Conservatism no longer®ffesignificant alternative view of the state
within the PCP.

There is evidence of the development of ideas within the PCP on the role of cietlysaad

how this might offer an alternative to state provisighile almost demonstrating how the
Consevatives have ‘moved on’ from Thatcherism. The leadership has struggled to dbesgert

into a workable policy agenda, despite seemingly genuine interest in the iddaotfoameron

and Duncan Smith. Owing to the overwhelming emphasis on sound finafoesrfg the move

into government, the result has been the somewhat fanciful proposition that if the state
withdraws from providing support, civil society organisations will simply move itake over

its role. These appe&w draw on a Burkean traditioand this strand might be described as the
accommodation of One Nation ideas within the constraints of Thatcheristaimgm. Equally,
however, it could be seen as the development of Thatcherite social policy, wiptlassed

selfsufficiency and themnportance of family support as well as the moral obligation to work.

Thatcher’s social policy was undéeveloped owing to the focus on economic matters, and there
was plenty of room for Cameron’s Conservatives to exjarttlis. Thisfurtherunderscorethe
difficulty, and inadvisability of attempting to drava clear divide between Thatcherism and One
Nation. Although the attitude to the welfare state differs markedly ataliffg@oints within each
tradition, there are common themeawtably around theeffect of the welfare system on
individud morality and social cohesionynning through both (and into Cameron’s leadership)

concerningorder and managing change. Thasmphasisis ultimately what gathers all three
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examples(Thatcherism, One Nation and ‘@aronism’) within the conservative ideological

family.

At first glance, the claim that Conservative welfare policy is driven by ptexipf fairness,
responsibility and compassion seems somewhat trite. It would be a strange mawRafty to
claim that it wanted to introduce a system that was unfair, lacking in compassion and sepporti
of irresponsible behaviour. This chapter has sought to explain the Consetdeatimgestation of
these concepts under David Cameron’s leadership, as a basis for understandingetiie strat
decisionmaking processes that follow on from these. It is proposed that the Party has
constructed a reasonably ideologically coherent agenda for welfare based aemendotir
principles as long as the decontestation of eemhcept is acceptetowever, translating ideas

in practice is challenginglhe goal of constructing an approach to welfare as a discreet policy
area does not stand separately from ogltrategicpriorities within political life. One important
influence @ this is the place of the policy area within electoral strategy, which may eemuir
significantly different approach from the more polfogused aspect, in turn impacting on ideas
around thisand altering the overall direction of party strategy and dominant ideology. Thes is t

subject otthe next chapter.
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Chapter 5
Hardworking people and benefit dependents: Welfare and electoral

strategy

Where is the fairness, we ask, for the shift-worker, leaving home in the dark htheseafly
morning, who looks up at the closed blinds of their next door neighbour sleeping off a life on
benefitsAWhen we say we're all in this together, we speak for that walkespeak for all
those who want to work hard and get on.

George Osborne (2012a)

5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter considered ideological characteof David Cameron’s Conservative
Party through exploring four central concepts that underpin its approach toewkl&rggested
that despite theomewhaincreased prominence of a more comprehenand nuanced approach
to social policy under the ‘modernisation’ banner, in many ways the party has daiteal/é on
from the core features of Thatcherite ConservatiBhis is particularly notable with regard to
moralistic explanations of poverty, conged as ‘welfare dependenciyhis continues to exert a
strong effect on th@arty’s thinking on welfare, with consequences for the sorts of policies and
approaches that it is willing and ideologically able to adopt. Policy, howevet solely a
matte of resolving the problems associated with a particular policy area: it ats@ more
instrumental value, with policies and issues framed in such a way that they copaeicalar
message about the party and its priorifidss leads us towards loalg at electoral strategyhe
question of how the Conservative Party ldeployedits ideological perspectives on welfare

policy in enhancing its electoral appeal, both in opposition and in government.

A premise of this chapter (and the subsequent two) is that wistameways Liberal Democrat

and Conservative approaches to welfarecaiige similay Coalition welfare policy has been led

by the Conservatives. The capacity of the Liberal Democratsetd imfluence on this area has
been quite limited, and as the senior coalition pattreeConservative Party vgell placed to use

this to itsown advantage (McEnhill, 2015). It is also important to note that several major
announcements on this area hdeen made not by the DWP Ministerial team, but by the

Chancellor. This not only emphasises the extent to which reform has becoméeshwéih
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austerity, but also suggests the perceived strategic importance of the paddicgivae that
George Osborne wa€ameron’'s Head of Strategyp the 2010 and 2015 electionf is
significant thatthese reforms have been ‘framed’ initially by the individual within t6® ®ho

is ultimately responsible for expanding its electoral appeal.

A central concern of the chapts establishing why and how welfare policy went from being a
peripheral issue in a broader campaign tenvégorate the Conservative Party’s brand in the
general election of 2010, to constituting a key battleground in its own right in 2015. Therchapt
suggest that there are twmain events informing this shift, thusontributing to explaining the
direction that the agenda has taken. These are the economic downturn followban kiney

crisis in late 200 and theresult of the 2010 general electidmportantly, it is nothe objective
election result itself which led to change: 2010 could be classified eittervagory’ for the
Conservatives in entering government as part of a Coalition, or a phetedt in the fiture to

win a majority. Ratheas the SRA leads us to understand, the way that Conservatives interpreted
theresult is of central importance. gignificant part of the PCP interpretédte 2010resultas
indicative of Conservative electoral weaknesses going into the electionwéhat pimarily
focused on ‘modernisation’, rather than as an indication that the Party had failed to change
enough (Bale, 2010%imilarly the crisis was interpretechd narrate@s one of public spending

and a bloated state requiring severe spendirtg, which dovetailed with moral arguments for
cutting the DWP’s budget. This was far from the only possible interpretation bedteef a

determination not to ‘waste a good crisis’ (Penrose, private interview) imgeigange.

The increased centrality of welfatbereforereflects a process of strategic learnwghin
changing context, and thesentsfeed into the attempt to translate ideas developed in
opposition into practice within the context of coalition government. Overall, the Cotigesva
have tendedo fall back on the more moralistic aspects of their thinking on welfare with regard
to individual claimants, lessening the more soefegused aspects that were developing in
opposition.This reflectghe ease with which the former is integrated witlttelate pespectives

on the welfare system, and the difficulty of implementing ‘newer’, more innovateasiwithin

this strategically selective context.
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In the shorterm, the Conservative Party’s strategic use of welfare policy appears umgeniab
effedive. Polling shows that welfare reform is one of the Coalition’s most popular @gehuis

is particularly marked amongst working and lowaddle class voters in the North and the
Scotland, where the Conservative Party is electorally weak. The Pamffdzs/ely gauged the
public mood on welfare and identified that this may be one area where ‘detoxficattithe
Conservative brand is not needed. Further, the continued hardening of attitudes towards some
benefit claimants (particularly the unemployed) since the Coalition came irsugmest that
rather than simply reflecting public opinion on this topic, the Conservative Partypiagheo

shape perspectives on the effectiveness of the welfare system and the percéiyedffut
welfare spending. Ais contributes to a trajectory of ideational and policy development
emphasising harsher approaches to some of those who draw on welfare suppadnaddit
evidence that the Conservatives were setting the agenda on welfatgaynithrough the
Coalition’s first term can be found by looking at the Labour response. This has often been to
mimic that language of the Conservatives on welfare, leading to pledgesnorédough on
claimants tha the ConservativgReeves, quoted in Helm, 2013). Consequentially, Conservative
MPs rightly sawthe approach to welfare policy as one of the Party’s greatest alesti@ngths

heading into 2015, and may feel vindicated by the election result.

In concluding remarks the chapter introduces some doubts regarding the extenhtsughia
position is sustainable in the longer term. Its effectiveness as an elenstnattedy depends not
just on its immediate electoral appeal, but on the extent to which it can contribbépitagsand
reinforcing wider societal perspectives in such a way that it reduces axpestof welfare
support. As subsequent chapters explore, this requiresndnatless weloff voters, who are
unlikely to recognise themselves in the portrayal of the undeserving ‘wdaendent’ that the
Conrvatives have used to justify cuts, also accept that their entitlements will be Tower.
combination of welfare reform with cuts to public spending will enaadyersely affectinghese
voters, whom the Conservative Party needs to reach out ts oitwin a £condmajority (see
Chapter 7)Longer term, therefore, the strategic use of ‘welfare as waste’ relies on @maimb
assumptions. It draws on a lack of knowledge amongst the electorate aboutdfiedystem
and sources of spending, which ntigfecome increasingly untenable as the cuts begin to take
their full effect. Beyond this, continued support requires an understanding of, anthegree

with, aspects of Conservative ideology regarding the extended state that go beyasp@oper
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of the need to cut spending to ‘undeserving’ categories of claimants and towards aamnaecept
of one’s ownincome falling, at least in the short to meditamm. In other words, success relates
to the extent to which the Conservatives can achieve ideological hegemabis/ane As cuts

to in-work benefits begin to be felt during the 2015 to 2pa@fliament, the Party may find itself

struggling on this dimension.

5.2 The long shadow of Thatcherism: 1997-2005

Historically, the Conservative Party’s ability to adjustelectoral and governing strategy to the
conditions of the time and quickly regain power after losing elections has beeof daise
strongest qualities. However, the 1997 general election saw the Conseryative.6 million

votes, gathering 30.7 per cent of tio#gal voteand winning just 165 seats. This was its lowest
number of individual votes since 1929, its lowest vote share since 1832, and its lowest number of
seats since 1906 (Lee, 2009: 3). In 2001, the Conservatives received fewer &3&million —

on a lower turnout, increasing its vote share to 31.7 per cent but only winning one additional
seat. In 2005, the Conservatives won 198 seats with 32.4 per cent of the vote, although it
garnered slightly fewer individual votes than in 1997, at 8.78 million. Additionally, thg'$a
electoral base became strongly regionalised. In 1997 it lost its sixniemaeats in Wales,
winning back just three in 2005. In Scotland, its electoral decline since the 1960s continued. The
party lost all of its sats in 1997and regained just one over the following thirteen years (Tetteh,
2008). The ‘north-south divide’ of seats for the two main parties reflects a coiimafa trend
evident since the 1983 general election, with the Conservatives particularly pgmesented
amongst C2DE (lower middle and working class) voters in the urban North of England and
Scotland (Johnston et al., 2001: 205).

Further, the Conservatives were perceived as a sectional party. Shortty ®afoeron took the
leadership, oa poll identified thathte group which the ConservatiVarty was seen as least
likely to represent and act in the interests of was ‘the poor’, followed by ‘thangazlass’ and
‘Trade Unionists’. In contrast, it was seen as most likely to represenictiiend ‘big business’
(YouGov, 2005, cited in Quinn, 2008: 191). Thatso reflected a continuation of a trend
developing since the 1980s: the Conservative Party was seen to mostly represenivpeople
were like itself, agrigure 5.1 (below) shows Voters perceived the PCP as quite different in
character and constitution from the majority of the nation, and often prone toth¢stilat the
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very least, disinterest) towards those from different backgrounds (Ashcroft, 2028; @alinn,
2008: 191-193).

Labour tended to be perceived more positively on these points, although not excessively so
(Ipsos MORI, 2014b). New Labour’s victory in 1997 can be partially attributed totitext in

which the election was fought, and the conventional wisdom that it is not oppositions that win
elections, but governments that lose them. Labour faced a-stwmimng, beleaguered
Conservative government (Heppell, 26R8John Major had presided over the ERM economic
crisis in 1992, and the ensuing recession. The economy was improving in 1997, but ultimately it
was New Labour that reaped the rewards of this in terms of scope for increasecpennding

and rising living conditions for the majority of citizens (Pattie, 2001). It cap@dgnored that as

far astheories ofissue voting hold true, the Conservatives had fallen behind Labour in terms of
voter perceptions on the key issue of the economy following the ERM crisis, andedrtiere

for several years despite fluctuations in perceptions of Labour's compgsserigure 5.2)

Major was widely portrayed as weak and ineffectual (not least by CatiserWPs themselves,

in comparison with Margaret Thatcher), and led a party that had been doggkelgayions of
sleaze and impropriety (Bale, 2010: 48-61).

Chart5.1: Conservative Party image, 1983-2006
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Yet looking beyond this, the failure to respond effectively to New Labour afteeléotion
indicated a more fundamental problem with the Conservative Party’s eledci@t@gyg in
oppositon. Theresa May's 2002 speech to the party conference encapsulated the most
fundamental of these problems: the Conservatives were seen by too many astyhgarty’.

She suggested that its fortunes would only be revived by *avoiding behaviour and athiaudes t
play into the hands of our opponents: no more glib moralising, no more hypocritical finge
wagging’. The Party needed to represent ‘the whole of Britain, not merely regthecal place

called “Middle England”, and it needed to speak to voter concerns regarding ipgofadblic
services and vulnerable people (May, 2002). The observation that voters rejectes plodit

they otherwise would have supported when they were revealed to be Conservative policies
(Green, 2010: 669) reinforced the centrahtentions of May’s speech. Some within the Party
recognised the need to change far earlier than others. Early attempts ahaeatd rhetorical
renewal appeared in David Willett’'s vision of ‘civic Conservatism’ (1994)el, &bary Streeter

MP published an edited volume on ‘compassionate Conservatism’ (2002) with contributions
from a number of sitting MPs, including Duncan Smith and Oliver Letwin. This was driven

the recognition that that as early as 1992, voter concerns over the pafityd@bepresent the

full range of social classes provided an explanation for support switching fronotiser€atives

to New Labour: perhaps even more so than economic perceptions and considerations of the

Thatcher and Major governments’ records (Evans, 1999: 150).

Chart5.2 Best party on the economy, 1990 — 2010
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There were attempts by Cameron’s predecessors to turn the Party in a rotomlBidruitful
direction. Michael Howard’'s leadership has been characterisedaassdiich attempt to hold
together a deeply divided party (Bale, 2010: 195), which in itself is clearly iamort
concurrently, however, there was little, if any movement away from a tradifldradcherite
position (Hayton, 2012a: 556). Hague and Duncan Smith had both attempted to overhaul the
Party’s image. However, Hague showed ‘little enthusiasm for or understarmafing
modernisation as an element of strategy (Bale 2010: 20), and attempts to shapénalosore

Party image were abandoned whenytkle not lead to immediate gains in the polls (Driver
2009: 85). Duncan Smith’s belief in the need to refashion the Conservatives as a party
committed to social justice was more strongly felt, later finding exiresisrough founding the
Centre for Social Justice arabntributing toshaping the welfare reform agenda. However,
Duncan Smith’s success in bringing tparty along with him was limited by his own poor
leadership skills (Hayton and Heppell, 2010) and he was replaced in 2003, having never fought
an election. The PCP as a whole struggled to learn from successive electeat$ deth
ideology constituting a significant barrier to tlfidayton, 2012 There was a wide perception

in the PCPthat the electorate had been ‘tricked’” by New Labourtret was needed was for
Conservatives to hold out on their beliefs, and eventually support would return (Bale, 2010: 72
73). Thus election campaigns in 2001 and 2005 were largely negative, based on &sines th
Conservatives ‘owned’ including law andder and immigration. This was a rather timid and
limiting corevote electoral strategy that precluded the opportunity to reach out to disillusioned
former and potential new Conservative voters, as New Labour had successfully done in 1997
(Green, 2010).

When Howard announced his intention to stdodn in 2005, it had become apparent that the
Party faced greater difficulties than could be remedied by providingsh face as leader.
Hague, Duncan Smith and Howard had all faced apparently intractablerpsotegarding the
Party’s image amongst voters, and in convincing sceptical Members of the neexhdor
electoral value of change (Hayton, 2012a; Cowley and Green, 2005: 12). Analyses of
Conservative voting behaviour in leadership elections between 1975 and 2001 suggest that
ideology played a key role in the selection of leaders and;Tpadther, the winning candidates

were always those who were identified with Thatcherite ideology (HegpelHill, 2008; 2010;

Cowley and Garry, 1998; Cowley, 1997). Cameron, elected on a platform of needing to ‘change
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and modernise our culture and attitudes and identity’ (2005a) appeared to transcend such
ideological divisions. Despite being situated on the party’s socially libera) (@is opposed to

the Thatcherite smally conservative wing), he attracted support from both wings of the Party.
Ideologically thePCPdid remain largely committed to Thatcherism (Heppell, 2013). However,
Cameron'’s election as leader suggested that ‘in 2005, electability matterechamdedlogical
acceptability’ (Heppell and Hill2009: 399).

5.3 Responding to New Labour: modernisation and ‘detoxification’ under Camera

On winning the leadership, Cameron contended that Conservative fortunes could onlydzk revi
through offering ‘a modern and compassionate conservatism which is right for osiatich@ur
country’ (2005b). This signalledheaccommodation with some of th@odernising’ideas that

had been deveping within and around the PCP. The contention that the Conservatives needed
to ‘change to win’ is best viewed as the culmination of a process rather than a newrdfogct

the party, analogous to Blair taking the Labour leadership following the kEsugiythel1980s.
However, New Labour’s strategy involved ideological adaptatiothéoThatcher inheritance,
and this resulted in a substantive change in its policy programme. As Quinn (2088phas
Conservative policies were not extremely righihg in opposition after 1997: they were close to
New Labour on many issues. This is trofewelfare in particular, reflecting the Thatcherite
influence on New Labour (Hayton and McEnhill, 2014; Hayton, 2012b). However, the
Conservatives wergerceivedas ‘fairly right wing’ by a majority of voters, who placed
themselves (and Tony Blair) indlcentre of the political spectrum (Quinn, 2008:-18Q). This
confirmed that the major problem for the Conservatives was their public image, wihngrdda
aimed to remedy by focusing on issues not traditionally associated witler€atism, allowing

it to project a softer, more inclusivdentity (Heppell, 2014; Dorey, 2007).

Cameron’s awareness of the ubiquity of a Thatcherite influemdriash public policy led him
to claim that far from having lost the ‘battle of ideas’, the Conservatives hadllpatvon,
illustrated by the existence of New Labour. He set out this thesis duspgech at the Centre
for Policy Studies (2006e

Tony Blair's victory in [1997] created a problem for the Conservative Partyadtnet
the same sort of problem that Old Labour had faced. It was not a problem that arose from
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the failure of our ideas. It was, on the contrary, a problem that arose from thehtraim
our ideas. There was in truth nothing fundamentally new about the New Labour analysis
except that the party offering it was Labour.

Cameron claimed that both Thatcher and Major had become increasingly contehed
section of society had become excluded from economic prosperity, and had attemptade'to ta
the problems of an underclass of people left behind’. New Labour agreed with thevaoves

on this broad goal and Blair had effectively articulated a focus on ‘socialejusiat ecoomic
efficiency’, placing this at the centre of New Labour's governing @rogne. Therefore the
ideological and electoral dilemma for the Conservatives was that theewdony’ of state
socialism had disappeared, replaced with an opposition that was maooh like the
Conservative Party itself (even if New Labour was still perceivedaagoo ‘statist’ in its
methods). In response, rather than ‘highlighting the different prescriptionartse from our
different values and principles, we ended up focusing on those areas where we @'t agr
(2006e) The Conservatives emphasised their Figimg credentials ororeissues such as tax
cuts, a tough approach to law and order, immigration and Europe. Cameron strongly atticulate
that this had been a strgie error in terms of how it came across to the electorate. This was
evident in the three election defeats that the party suffered. Of theserd#pwehich was
fought on a traditionally Thatcherite platform against a Labour opposition tlsatetas stng

as it had once been, brought perhaps the clearest indication of the tacti¢dehtagicpaucity of

such an approach (Seldon and Snowden, 2005). Thus sawaluation was required.

Those who felt that #secore policyareaswvere important oftenated Conservative competency

on them highly particularly as Labour’s time ipower wore on (Ipsos MORI, 2014d; 2014e;
2014f; 2014g). However, between 1997 and 280@ith the exception of immigration and
asylum- they were not usually as salient as isssiesh as public services, on which Labour held

a lead (see Figure 5.3). Additionally, although Labour also emphasised d¢hgin’ ‘credentials

on some of the more salient of these issues (notably crime, law and order and timmjghras

was set against broader perception of the party as caring and concerned with social justice:
lacking this, the Conservatives ‘risked appearing merely angry’ (Quinn, 20@8. Thus, after
outlining New Labour’s record in government, Cameron concluded trsdcidl jstice and
economic efficiency” are the common ground of British politics. We have to fincthdans of

succeeding wherén¢ government has failed’ (2006e). The task was to first convince voters that
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the Conservatives shared these goals, and then to go about highlighting an appealing

Conservative alternative to reaching them.

Resolving the issue of the Party’s relationship with Thatcherism was pivothaé tprocess of
change and ‘detoxification’. For the modernisers, ‘Thatcherite social catisenvcreated a
negative image which reinforced an impression that [Conservatives] wegdlysadiolerant’
(Heppell, 2013: 341). The question of whether detoxification constituted an ideoldgjital s
within Cameron’s Conservative Party has been addressed in the previous chapteingubgest
modernisation has not fundamentally challenged the Thatcherite inheritaareg.the focus is

how this process fed into the Party’s electoral appeal: essentially, how aaogJvmpression

of change could be conveyed iretAbsence of substantive ideological change. This necessitated
a careful balancing act. In ‘preparing the ground’ for renewal, the leadensiuip ‘a concerted
attempt to shift public perceptions of the Tories’ via ‘a set of often symbolioritedt and

policy shifts’ (Kenny, 2009, cited in Bochel, 2011: 9). Cameron’s early speeshesder can be

read as an attempt to distance the Party from its Thatcherite past, which somw&wves saw

as problematic. For example, Lord Tebbit warned that ‘attack¥ hatcherism echoing those
from New Labour...are not likely to endear Mr Cameron to his grass roots’;(28666also
Chapter 1). However, such voices were largely silenced at the time due to the imarhedsit

that Cameron’s leadership provided in polls that had stubbornly refused to budge for his
predecessors, even if he remained somewhat more popular than the party as a whole (Ipsos
MORI, 2013).

As outlined in the previous chapter, Cameron’s early leadership was chaeactey renewed
focus on nosraditional Conservative policy areas, one of which was ‘society’. Considered i
relation to electoral strategy, this was an attempt 4oosition the party in order to renew its
appeal, which was carried out within the constraints imposed by prevenlsgétal blueprints:
notably Thatcherism, but also with some reference to the older One Nation Stravghs of
authenticating the position (Buckler and Dolowitz, 2012). Cameron’s strategy was nmaich

to apologise for Thatcherism as to suggest‘that was then, and this is now’ (Bale, 2009: 227;
Evans, 2010; 2008Yvhat worked in the 1980s, prioritising economic recovery against a divided,
increasingly leftwing opposition would not work in 2005 against a government operating in an

apparently suaessful economic context, which had accepted many of the tenets of Thatcherism
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and yet managed to use the Conservative Party’s ‘uncaring’ image tagailmstead, the
apparent resolution of the economic argument opened up the space within which the
Consevatives could begin to develop a fuller approach to social issues. This took the form of an

extension of Thatcherite ideas, rather than their repudiation.

There are two main factors in understanding the decision to focus on social E$wesguing
New Labour’'s social policies. The first relates to modernisation, or tlewvarmte of the
Conservative Party to contemporary society. The Conservatives lagged bebho In almost
all areas of social policy whilst in opposition, although Labour’s leadast areas narrowed as
their time in power went on. As Gary Streeter put it: ‘I just felt that my partyunakectable.
We really needed to transform ourselves in social policy’ (private inteyvieacking a wider
narrative, the Party’s previous attesgb address this had seemed hollow. Robert Buckland
commented that: ‘social issues had been not quitelisield, but mentally sidéned by the party
into the “too difficult” bracket. They were seen very much as questions of paidiber than
policy: if we do a certain thing on welfare, then that will furnish our centrist credeérfpalsate
interview). Similarly, Conor Burns claimed that ‘in all my years knocking on dotbrs’
complaint he had heard most from voters was that ‘they weren’t votingeGative because
they didn’t think that we had a lot of credible policies in those years’ (privaevieny).

Chart5.3: Issue saliency, 1997-2005
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At this point, welfare policy was not the main focus of the Conservative critRpresions and
social security were a reasonable low saliency issue during New Lsbiooe’ in government
although, it should be noted, not as low saliency as some of the issues that the Gvesbac
chosen to concentrate on, such as tax cuts (see Figure Ho®@ever as John Penrose
commented,although welfare had ‘higrically not been very important’ it did have some
saliency ‘insofar as it goes to underline brand values and preconceptions about tkeatdiffe
parties’ (private interview)As such despite its broader lack of saliency, welfare policy and the
issues connected to it, notably poverty, formed part of the attempt to constructamtseds
policy agenda around social issues. This fed into the overarching narrative of theemirpos
modern Conservatism, which had seemed to be missing from the Party’'s prevansisnye
opposition in favour of a narrower and inconsistent focus on individual issues (Taylor, 2005).
Drawing on the work of the CSJ and the SJPG, this was a narrativepalveuty, social justice
and social mobility, utilisinggome ofthe inclusive language of New Labour but proposimaye
distinctively Conservative solutions to the elements of reform that the Pargyesidavith.

The second factor in explaining the foaus social policy concerns a more negative impetus,
based on the state of the economy. Labour’s lead on voter perceptions of economic competency
during the 2005 election was 18.2 percentage points. While not nearly as high as egrhad be
previous yearsthis was nonetheless a considerable lead. Green and Hobolt (20086%)64
point out that the economy was a lgaliency issue in 2005: only 5.7 per cent of respondents
named it as the most important issue facing the country. However, they suggéasietthav
salience rating may underestimate the wider significance of the economwiatehehoice’ and
elsewhere theevidenceon the importance of evaluations of the prospective and respective
economy in influencing voter choice is extensive (Clarke et al., 2004). Cowlgyrard (2005)
suggest that Labour’s fairly consistent lead on this issue caused the Cowmssrt@ttacitly
acknowledge that they could not win the 2005 general election. Instead, the Pdrtygubs
itself almost as a protest votierough which voters could ‘send a message’ to an increasingly
unpopular Prime Minister. As can be seen in Cba2f above, Labour was quite consistently
identified as the party most capable of managing the economy aftepti@nseof Conservative
compeéency dropped in 1992. Moreover, even when Labour’s ratings suffered a decline, the
Conservatives appeared unable to capitalise on this.
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On social issues, Labour was correctly perceived as more vulnetdialgs5.4 and 5.5 show
perceptions of competen@mn two key social policy areas: heath, and education (comparable
figures for social security as a whole are not available for this petiafpur lost ground on

these key areas between 1997 and 2005. On health, Labour’s lead fell from a high of 54 points
1995, to an average of 12.5 points in 2005 (Ipsos MORI, 2014i). On education, Labour led by 48
points in 1998; by 2004 this had been cut to four points, although it subsequently temporarily
recovered somewhat (Ipsos MORI, 20L4There was a pattern of sustained decline in the
electorate’s faith in Labour to deliver on social issues. As such, the decision &nitatec on

these could be viewed as much in terms of electoral manoeuvring, as in tehagafduit of

more substantive policy goals. In comparison to the failure to make up much ground on Labour’s
economic competency ratings in opposition, the Conservatives did appear to be making some
limited gains on social policy. In addition, as Figure 5.3 shows, some of the issuesareshis
were highlysalient. As such, the case for focusing on social policy, particularighh of the
weaknesses of the core vote strategy and the need to remedy the ‘nasty paydypnoblem,

was far stronger when Cameron took the leadership than it had been cuprgsars.

Chart5.4: Best party on Health (all naming issue as importa895-2005
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Chart5.5: Best party on Education (all naming issue as important), 1995-2005
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5.4 Broken Britain to the ‘Big Society'? The 2010 election

In the 2010 general election, the Conservative Party failed to win enough seats ta form
majority government. Cameron increased the vote share by 3.8 petocg®t]l per cent of the
total votes cast, and won 97 extra seats. The coalition government formed witibeha L
Democrats reflected the ideological overlam economic issues, at leadietween the
Conservativesand Nick Clegg’'s ‘Orange Book’ iberal Democrats Whether this overlap
extended to social policy with respect to Conservative modernisation on tleeigopiore
debatable. This depends on the extent to which Conservative social policies areegeasei
embodying a socially liberal outlook (Beh, 2015;2011) or, in the position taken here, still
confirming broadly to Thatcheritsocial conservatisnfHayton and McEnhill, 2015; Lakin,
2013).

The failure to win an overall majority resulted in calls from some partseoParty to abandon
the ‘centre ground putting ‘clear blue water’ between itself and Labdater becoming louder
in response to (not unfounded) fears that UKIR em@acroaching on more sociallgnservative
supporters (Webb and Bale, 2@)4Camerorresisted calls to do so ihd earlier years of his

leadership (Hennessy, 2010). However, the Conservative Party’'s eleptmitibning has
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undergone some significant changes in government in relation to the weaknesd#e=tideits
2010 general election strategy. One of the most striking of these changes isntio&iqor of
welfare policy, from a peripheral issue to the broader narrative of ssi@ale to a key policy
area in its own right, used as a vehicle for expressing Conservative perspactivideas about
the relatioship between state, society and individual. Here, it is possible to identifyta shif
towards more clearly Thatchertespired rhetoric, althougmany ofthe ideas underpinning the
approach have remained quite consiste light of this. This section suggts that this is the
result of both the practitdailings of the preelection Big Societyharrative, and the perceived
viability of such an approach in terms of electoral gains once the opportunity to cal®aet i

into real policy presented itself.

In opposition, Cameron had introduced the narrative of Britain’s ‘broken society'liriked
problems that blight so many of our communities’ (Cameron, 2005b), including family
breakdown, drug and alcohol addiction, worklessness, educational failure and persorfdialebt
leadership workefrom the critique of New Labour’s social exclusion policies developed by the
SJPG They proposed measures that they claimed would facilitate an increase in gberson
responsibility leading to a more ‘responsible society’, andhitt away from reliance on the
welfare stateéowards a ‘welfare society’ with the family as the key unit of social sugsdRrG,
2007a) Linked to this, there would also be a greater emphasis and reliance on the voluntary
sector and social enterpess to facilitate moving away from reliance on slate programmes
(SJIPG, 2007b). In 2009, Cameron coined the phBigeSociety to summarise this, claiming

that this could replace ‘big governmen®009b) This became the central theme of the
Conservatre election campaign, with the 2010 manifesto claiming that ‘we need fundamental
change: from big government that presumes to know best, to Big Society ttsainttie people

for ideas and innovation’ (Conservative Party, 2010: viii). In ideationalstetine Big Society

was an expression of both responsibility and, connected to this, compassion. Hdivever
difficulties experienced in communicating the idea are illustrative of the ojgalein using
rather abstract ideological notions as the foundatibelectoral strategy. The Big Society was
not articulated in such a way that it appeared relevant to voters’ presetibsstuavhile the
concepts themselves were not necessarily discordant with wider public thewwsay in which

they were presented was broadly ineffective.
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As an element of strategy, the Big Society struggled to gain tractitnwaiers. The Party’s
main appeal in 2010 was David Cameron himself. He was consistently shown to békadre °
than his Party but, in what was widely paixed as a garmehanging moment during the 2010
campaign following the leadership debates, not as much of a draw as Nick Ckedor wze
Liberal Democrats (Green, 2010). A report by the influential Conservative Homéevetshe
reasons for the Conseative Party’s failure to win a majority in 2010 complained that the Big
Society ‘wasn't even potested until the middle of April. When it was tested it received a
thumbs down’. However, more fundamentally: ‘the Big Society is a big idea mgjuiruch
explanation -and in ay event isn't a votefriendly “retail offer” (Conservative Home, 2010:
13).

This meant that while some voters liked the ideas when they were explained tdetveimit

that their understanding of the concept was strong (YouGov/The Sun, 2011). Others felt that i
was little more than a ‘stunt’ deployed to win an election, or worse, a coveétref spending cuts

that would emerge after the electifrindsey and Bulloch, 2013:-8). The Conservative Home
report indicates that Cameron’s Director of Strategy, Steve Hilton, hadegoréhe leadership to
place ‘more weight on the Big Society than a testing election campaign couldpaetactilarly

given the relatively novel ideas contained within the narrg@24.0: 13) Defending the idea,

Hilton ‘thought it was ridiculous to test such a fundamental party beliefngetiolleagueshiat

‘it is what the Party is about, it is what you believe’ (cited in KavanaghCawley, 2010: 260).
However, 71 per cent dhe 109 Conservative candidates interviewed agreed with Conservative
Home’s conclusion that ‘the Big Society agenda is an exgcigjaverning philosophy but it
should never have been put at the heart of the Tory election campaign’ (Conservative Home,
2010: 36). Some MPs suggested that, instead, the focus on the economy should have been much
stronger after 2008 (private interviews). However, Conservative Home notékishfatcus was

not achieved until George Osborne moved into Conservative Campaign Headquarters (2010: 7).

Conservative Home’s editor, Tim Montgomerso criticised the Party for running a campaign
that was ‘much grader than specific. We had, for example, lots on the Big Society but few retail
policy pledges’ (2011). Perhaps as a result of this vagughesBarty was seen as opportunistic
and prone to ‘jumping on bandwagons’ (Kavanagh and Cowley, 2010: 259) Lbwtofs

identified similar flaws. He claimed that ‘going into the election, many voters hadléte idea
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of what we stood for or what we intended to do in government’ (quoted in Alderson, 2010).
Connected to this lack of comprehension about what the Party would do in government were
doubts about the extent to which thebranding exercise had been successiulworthwhile

given the election resultThe Party was still widely disliked or not trusted by a number of
groups, including public sector workers and ethnic minorities and the urban poor, pdytioula
London and the North of England. It was still perceived as a sectional partylikebréo act in

the interests of the wedlff (Ashcroft, 2010; 2012), and its vote remained strongly regiormklise

failing to add to its sole MP in Scotland.

Welfare policy wasan important issue inhe 2015 general electioithis was quite a change
from 2010, where it barely featured explicitly in any of the parties’ manifestosorfie extent,
reforming the welire state has been seen by the Conservatives as a means of demonstrating their
competency and ability to follow through on plans in government. Whilst pointing out that the
is a broader purpose to reform than contributing to election strategy, PhiligsDdR suggested

in 2012 that it might fit into Conservative electoral strategy in this way. He stgé@a Duncan
Smith] is probably one of a small band of Ministers who is deemed to be a succesgom hi
Given that, selling the changes that we'vada in the DWP will be one of the things that the
Government points to when it's saying what a good job it's done over the lage#ix& (private
interview). Duncan Smith’s detailed policy work prior to being appointed Seci&t&tate and
longerterm ambitions withregard to Universal Creditere seen as helpful by MPs, in that this
could be an example of a Conservative minister leading and (hopefully) impiegnanhew
policy effectively. This could add to the perception of party competency andheif
Conservatives could markéhniversal Credieffectively, provide evidence for the notion that the
Party was concerned with supporting lower-paid and more vulnerable people. Hawereare
many caveats to this usage, and dhfficulty of implementng Universal Crediimay render this

less of a viable strategy than it might once have appeared to be.

Arguably of much more electoral utility to the Party has been the raft isldggn that was
announced and developatter the electionleading up t®013 what Guto Bebb MP referred to
as ‘the crude part of the spectrum in terms of the actual policies’ (privataemigrdiscussed in
Chapter 7of this thesis. This includes the benefit cap aneralipg measures, as well as

adjustments to housing benefit for social housing tenants. Beyond this, there have also been
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proposals to cut or limit housing benefit and Jobseeker’s Allowance for under @bder 21s

and the limited introduction of stringent ‘work for the dole’ schemes. These poliges e
emerge after the Emergency Budget in 2010, where Osborne claimed that ‘we pe¢dhie

whole welfare system on a more sustainable and affordable footing’. Thieybkan linked to
both the austerity and welfare reform agendas, as discussed in the subsequechapleng.
They tend to reflect a less ambitious programme ideologically than is containeth&viBig

Society, falling back on moralising and retrenchment as the central pmdicyment supporting
this.

Unusually, despite these initiativeglating primarily to theDWP, it has often been the
Chancellor who has announced them. Phillip Blond claimed that this is the result of a ‘long
warfare between people like Steve Hilton and myself, and the Treasury’, ih afier the
general election ‘Gborne achieved ascendency very quickly’ (private interview). It isfeigni

that Osborne is also Cameron’s Head of Strategy: if Osborne rather than DunitansSm
announcing the policies then he also has the opportunity to determine the initrah¢fraf

them, lending credence to the idea that as well as falling into welfare refesm dhe intended

to form key elements of the Party’s electoral appeal. The following seatixplore the themes

and messages used to justify and sell these policitetelectorate, and how the use of these

seeks to address the weaknesses identified in the Conservative Party’s 204digicam

5.5 Welfare and public spending: ‘Labour’s debt crisis’

In 2007, the Conservative Party pledged to maintain Labour’s spending for threeslyeald
they win a majority in an upcoming election. This tied into detoxification: the pledge w
intended to quell voter fears that the Conservatives could not be trusted with the puldesser
and would simply cut them, particularly givenethemerging critique of ‘big government'.
Osborne claimed that as a result: ‘the charge from our opponents that we will caésservi
becomes transparently false’ (quoted in BBC News, 2007). Support for the pledfge wvam
unanimous, particularly in light of the financial crisis in late 2007 and the prospeesfsion.
Polling by Conservative Home revealed that 64 per cent of Conservative grasseoobers felt
that the pledge was a poor decis{@f08). Kwasi Kwarteng MP commented that: ‘| was very
despondent when we signed up to Labour’s spending when you could see that from 2003 to 2006
the economy was growing every year, quite strongly...And yet we werengudaficits of three
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per cent. That was utterly irresponsible’ (private interview). Whilsatarteng framed his
remarks in terms of fiscal policy, John Redwood, who led Cameron’s Policy R&riewp on
Economic Competitiveness took a more electorally focused stance onuieHssclaimed that:
‘we have reached the limits and in my view we hgoeto make economies...The British people
are well ahead of the politicians on this and know that the money is not being spsgt wis
(quoted in Kite, 2008).

The pledge was dropped in late 2008. This marked a shift in Conservative economic policy, and
the introduction of a new element of electoral strategy that moved beyond the need toydetoxif
the Conservative brand. The financial crisis of September 2007 and the ensuing economic
downturnis important inunderstanding this. The crisis left Labour far meunénerable orthe

issue of economic competency, with voter faith in their ability tanage theeconomy
effectively declining as the 2010 election aggrhed (see Chabt2, above). The Conservative
strategy was to narrate the economic difficulties, wedulted in a soaring government deficit,

as a consequence of Labour’s (specifically Gordon Brown’s) public spendingr&aniaimed

that during the years of growth, Labour had ‘failed to fix the roof when the sun weasgshi

thus Brown had created a ‘debt crisis’ that had left Britain ‘running on empty’ (uote
Russell, 2008). Spending would need to be pared back because ‘we need to recognise that we
cannot go on the way we are’ (Cameron, quoted in BBC News, 2008). The Conservative
manifesto in 201@ownplayed the need for austerity, framing savings in terms of improved
efficiency and better outcomes (Conservative Party 2010: 5). The imperata¥ing money

was presented as a ‘needs must’ argument: it was supposedly the only wde tBaitish
economy could be repaired. However, the nature of the critique of Labour was highly
ideological. It focused on the damaging effects of high public spendmgt only on the
economy but in undermining society through ‘throwing money’ at problerasd advoated
greater reliance on the private and voluntary sectors as a solution, as outlined evibespr
chapter. This was tied to a more practical critique, presenting spendingta$ulvaince good
outcomes were not being achieved. This argument gathered pace in governnienéxéesnt of

budget reductions became clearer in the 2010 Emergency Budget.

Simply attacking Labour’'s economic record had not proven particularly eldgtoratful for

the Conservatives prior to 2010, resulting in the perceptiat a failure to construct an
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economic narrative that resonated with voters had been a factor in the failureaanajority
(Conservative Home, 2010: 12). Although voters felt increasingly negative abaubwre
economic prospects (YouGov/Daily Telegraph, 2009) they remained unconvinced that the
Conservatives would have done a better job than Labour in handling the—ooisithat they
would have done anything differently. Right up until the election, almost a thieléelthat
neither party was wk equipped to handle the economy effectively (Ashcroft, 20109)38
Although the need for cuts was broadly accepted, voters seemed unsure of whatlthim@an

in practce and had little awareness of the scale of the deficit. Drawing on polling exjdenc
Ashcroft argued that that many people could not comprehend the sums involved. As such, they
were ‘prone to overestimate the potential savings to be made from cutting things the
disapproved of'. Specifically, Ashcroft identified ‘clamping down on MPs’ expéntasning
bonuses in newly statevned banks’;'sorting out the ubiquitous public sector waste’, and

‘dealing with scroungers’ as preferred solutions (2010: 39-41).

In no policy area has the argument for cuts based on the wastefulness anccyneffigablic
spending been as marked as it has been for welfare. The DWP is the highestgspend
department in governmerfHM Treasury, 201& 21). In any attempt to reduce spending it
would have been a target for cuts. However this, combined with the fact that the Coreservat
had spent several years building up a critique of Labour’'s supposedly wastefuke#adtive
approach to welfare quite apart from the pressures of the economic downturn, has meaant tha
critique of welfare spending has formeaentral part of Conservative electoral strategy since
2010. This combines with the public preference for ‘dealing with scroungers’ and teetmerc

that fraud is widespreadClery, Lee and Kunz, 2013), providing a clear means of illustrating

Conservativedeas on the negative effects of an extended state.

The concept of welfare dependency remains important in Catserwelfare ideologywhether

it is utilised in the ‘modern’ sense of the welfare system itself ‘trappeople in dependency
(and therefore in poverty), or in the more aggressingal rhetoric of ‘scroungers’ who are
playing the system and show no interest in moving into work. Contradicting the DWétal offi
figures which suggest that the amount of money lost to fraud is quite low (20/Fla 2), a
number of Conservative MHsave indicated their belief that there are significant numbers of

claimants who are ‘playing the system’ to some extent. The former Minasté&nfiployment,
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Chris Grayling, twice referred to unemployed people whostigasit at home playing coputer
games all day (2012a; 2007). Philip Davies MP was concerned to ‘sort out the ones who
genuinely should be on Incapacity Benefit from those who are swingingatthénl@rder to get

more benefits and less scrutiny of thadativities’ (private interview). A senior backbencher
recounted an anecdote fronsabpostmaster who had segreople hobbling in to collect their
benefits, and the apparent transformation as they walk out, money in hand’, argbthatine

was tellingme recently how a woman was leaving the health centre on her crutches looking
pained, until she gets to her op®p sports car, throws the crutches in the back, jumps in the
front seat and off she goes’ (private interview). The supposed gromtaud &nd dependency

has fused with the imperative of cutting spending to form a further line of attaclstagabour,

who areblamed for encouraging this dependency through a misplaced sense of compassion. Thi
failed to deter pople from claiming benefits, avork hard enough to detect and punish those

who were ‘playing the system’.

The persistence of this view within tR&CPcombines and resonates with longemm trends in
attitudes towards the welfare stat®espite Cameron’s perceived centrist tendencies,
Conservativeggrassrootsnemberdend to be ‘culturally conservative’ or authoritari@ale and
Webb, 2014: ). This is consistent with the moralibased perspectives on welfare that senior
Conservativedhave espoused (Hayton and McEnhill, 2014), which underpin the sorts of views
discussed abovespecifically Conservative members were very approving of the element of
welfare policy(re-assessing disability benefit claimantept Bale and Webb polled theom
(2014: 5) Conservative voters are also significantly more likely that Labour voters igvéel
thatbenefits are ‘too high and [discourage] work’; to exhdlatlining sympathy towards groups
such as the unemployed who are viewed as ‘undeserving of supportg exitibit scepticism
regarding the extent to which it is the government’s job to ameliorate social andmec
disadvantagdTaylor-Gooby and Taylor, 2015). Significantly, these concerns have also been
increasing amongst Labour voters, indicating the potential for this isswang extra support for

the Conservatives in addition to appealing to grassroots members and exippogtergClery,

Lee and Kunz, 2013; Clery, 20112

This resulted in the potential for welfare policy to be wdisn such a wayn governmenthat it

achieved ‘cuthrough in electoral terms in a way that it hadn’t in previous yearsir¢Be,
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private interview). This was an emotive subject, which could be used to offer an easily
understandable (if not accurate) rmoargument for significanépendingcuts to welfareGary
Streeter suggested that whilst in 2005 calling for spending reductions on wetfald have
been unpopular and damaging to the Party’s image, in BXD15: ‘the whole mood is
completely changk..The Party had to respond to that changed mood and become more robust'.
The public could ‘see what was happening, they were already changing their owofpoew
on the cost of welfare’ (private interview). Stuart Andrew, who won his seat faebuour h a
marginal constituency in Yorkshire in 2010, commented that during the campaign (private

interview):

Time and again, the two issues that were cited were either immigration, rer mo
prevalent, welfare. There was real frustration that people who wekengdelt — and

i's not always accurate that those who weren’'t working were having an easy life
without any checks and balances against it [...] People’s finances waredugieezed,

and when your household income is being squeezed you do notice where other money is

going.

All of this is not to suggest that the Party would not have undertaken welfare reéwenit wot

for the financial crisis: the overwhelming consensus amongst MPs of botls mattiat reform

of the welfare system is something tlRatncan Smith, at least, regarded as a moral imperative
(private interviews) Moreover, the strategy of linking the economic ‘debt crisis’ narrative with
welfare reform does have downsides. Robert Buckland lamented: ‘I supposeubfedanate

that the agnda on benefit change which | believe would have happened anyway, has become
enmeshed with austerity’, suggesting that this might have caused some voterditm qoes
extent of the Conservative Party’'s commitment to {@rgn reform over shortderm hudget
savings. John Stevenson, also representing a marginal constituency in the Northaatl Engl
suggested that reform woudtttually‘have been easier to have implemented if there had been
money to oil the wheels..] The need to save money would not haeen as great and therefore
we could have taken more time with it'. However, in linking the need to make cuts with the
‘broken society’ and the economic downturn, the Conservative leadership was ableao add
layer of justification to the agenda on wedfaThissought, in line with Conservative ideological
perspectives, to reduce the role of the state for reasons connected both to spendioggfor t
who prioritised the need for cuts) and tiipesof outcomes achieved (for those more concerned

with refaom). As a result of this, the strategy has relevance even if the economywéaspr
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because there are two strands to it: one based on economic efficiency and orial gnstioe,
with the former positioned as a precursor to enabling the latter. This rtegents Labour with
an even greater challenge than persuading voters that austerity on the scalditioa Gas
pursued is not justified: it also needs to address the charges from the Coreseovatelfare

state failure, and the extent to which ttmay have encouraged fraud and dependency.

5.6 Fairness, dependency and responsibility

The Conservative Party identified the political capital to be made fromg lseien to be tough on
‘wasteful’ welfare spendingysing thisas amethod ofattack against Labour. Howewis is not
the extent of its strategic use of welfare policy. There has also been a brasdenanrative,
which draws on socially conservative conceptions of the effect of the wedfestem on
individual moralityin relation to unemployment, and the way that this might act as an affront to
those who are in work. This has been an increasingly important part of the Covsereatoral
narrative, and there is some evidence that such conservative views are prevalegst #meo
wider electorate. However, there may be a limit to the extent to which suchtaveegrategy is
viable. It relies quite heavily on assumptions about levels of fraud and tlensefas high
welfare spending that depend, in part, on the lack ofMedge of the welfare system that is
characteristic of many voters. T™e are quite inconsistent witheality, and how the

Conservatives negotiate this disjuncture may prove to be critical.

Polling has revealed a number of these inconsistencies. Resp®mnal a polby YouGov for the
Trades Union Congreghiought that 41 per cent of the welfare budget goes to unemployed
people: in fact, it is three per cetyC, 2013). Respondents also believed that around 30 per
cent of welfare payments are claimealidulently, but the DWP’s own figures put payments lost
to fraud in 2012/13 at just 0.7 per cent (2812); similarly, the 2015 British Social Attitudes
Survey indicates that since the late 1980s, 30 to 40 per cent of people believeothaicaple
onthe dole are fiddling in one way or another’ (Tay®woby and Taylor, 2015). Voters are also
prone to oveestimating the level at which benefits are paid and the extent to which claimants
would be better off in workY{ouGoviTUC, 2013 2-3), and to beliemg that benefits either
encourage laziness, or disincentivise working because of this (Clergndeéunz, 2018 This

feeds into Lord Ashcroft's observations, outlined above, regarding the anmaintould be
saved by cutting welfare spending and who would be affected by this, and supports the idea tha
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socially conservative perspectives on welfare are quite widespread. HoweNewnotérs might
well be attracted to such ideas, these do not stand up to the reality of hesrading and it do
not accurately reflect where the cuts will be {skke Chapter 7Moreover, if the Conservative
leadership was only to focus on this negative use of welfare policy in its eledttatay, this
would undermine its longgerm ambitions regardingniversal Crdit. If all that is needed is to
cut benefits and force claimants back to work, then implementing such a gaelfolen seems

unnecessary.

There is, of course, a practical acknowledgement at the policy level thagy dagtiefits alone is

not sufficient to address the reasons why people draw on welfare. This partly theve
implementation of policies and programmes sucbgersal Crediand the Work Programme.
The more positive utility of the Conservative’s welfare reforms to its elécamaeal is m
illustrating its commitment to ‘fairness’. Fairness, defined in relation to desapgsghas been

an integral theme in Conservative discussion on welfare since Cameron tookdersHiga
discussed in the previous chapter. This was linked in with the broader critique of thed)igssta
Osborne argued: ‘at the root of the Left’s failure on fairness in governsiargtubbornhheld

but severely mistakebelief, best expressed in Gordon Brown’s assertion that “onktdlte can
guarantee fairness”(2008). lain Duncan Smith continued this theme at the 2010 party
conference, arguing that it was unfair that the state should take money fromipeepik, and
transferit to people who'refuseé to work (2010). Similarly, Cameron has claimed that ‘we’re
building a system that matches effort with reward...Instead of a system that satvasd who
make no effort’ (2014) and expressed a desire to build ‘a society where fairness is real. Not a
free-for-all that lets people do as they wish, but an expectdtatrall will play their part. Where
you get out what you put in’ (Quoted in Montgomerie, 2012).

On the basis of ensuring fairness for individuals, the Party has therefore prdaseivtelfare
reforms have a broader moral purpose than cutting the deficit. In part, this draws on th
perceived need to tackieidespread abuse of the systddoweverthere is also a more positive
ideal of fairness, understood in terms of rewarding those who ‘work hard’ and ‘do lie rig
thing’. Fair treatment from the gowement is the reward for those who exercise personal
responsibility. For exampléJniversal Credits intended to offer clearer incentives to work and

to encourage claimants to take on more work if this is possible, by smoothing the wétieh
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they losetop-up benefits income if they do so. This helps to build up a letgger narrative
around the Conservative approach to social policy which can be sustained separatée from
austerity agenda: indeed, as is illustrated in the former chapter, much wértggve was built

up beforeausterity in public spending was a concern. Through this the Conservative Party seeks
to identify itself with those whare perceived as deserving of state support, albeit viewing this as
a transitional step towards com@etconomic independence from the state. This encompasses a
broad category of people who are perceive themselves as ‘hardworking Sartstievers’ or

‘ordinary people just trying to get on in life’ (O’Brien and Wells, 2012: 44-45).

These are the voteramongst whom the Conservative Party still has an image problem,
particularly amongst urban voters in the North of England and to an even greater extent,
Scotland. Lord Ashcroft's analysis in relation to the 2010 general elggfimied in O’Brien

and Wells, 2012: 21suggested that:

The biggest barrier, which was not overcome by election day and remains in place for
most of [those who considered voting Conservative, but did not], is the perception (which
Tories are sick of hearing about but is real nonetheless) that the Conservdtive foar

the rich, not for people like them.

This is problematic. It contradicts the ideational ambitions of a Party whicpdségoned itself

in relation to Labour as the party that is above acting for sectionatsteeand which claims it

will govern in the best interests of the nation as a whole (Crines, 2013). More irtehyedidas
impeded the Conservativeslectoral prospectand will continue to do so if left unresolved. To

this end, both the Blue Collar Conservative Group and the Conservative Renewal group have
been established to look at how the Party can better appeal to working classandteraer

middle class voters, on the basis that many of the social and political views helds by th
demographic are not incompatible with Conservatism. Stevenson, one of the founders of the
Blue Collar group, recognised that: ‘the reality for the Conservativg Ratthat winning in the

North is not an optional extra or a bonus; it is the only way we will constnmther
Conservative majority government in our lifetime’ (2013). Conservative MP$sgeapproach

to ensuring fairness within the welfare system as an important way oingg@tound this. Guto

Bebb MP claimed that welfare reform was ‘all about the Conservative Party reaching out

elements of society who've always felt that we were nothing to do with thenvatg
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interview), appealing to those identified by Ashcroft as ‘Considererd1(?By showing how

the Conservatives are able to speak to their concerns.

Implementing longeterm reforms, such as Universal Cred& ambitious and challenging.
Whilst this may eventually bring rewards for lowpaid workes, it is difficult for the
Conservative Party to express these in concrete tarthe ishodterm (see Chapter.7AWhat has
been easier electorally since 2010 has been to link fairness through welfane weforthe
cruder ‘cutting’ policies. As one backbench MP put'tite overwhelming view about what
people do not want is for others b@ recaving benefits to which they are not entitled. That
offends their sense of social justice’ (private interview).

For example, in relation to the benefit cap, polling for YouGov (2012) showed thregt Moirth

and Scotland, 51 per cent and 53 per cent of respondents respectively wanted the gowernment t
impose a lower limit than the initial £26,000 per annum (just 14 and 15 per cent respectively
wanted the cap raised). Support amongst C2DE voters for a lower leveighdly $ss than it

was for ABC1s (5@er cent and 52 per cent respectively), but still signifiqaanticularly given

that many of the C2DE voters will be in receipt of some state benefits themSappart for
specific policies increased in the North compared to South: the benefits cap;rétimg limits

and changes to child benefits were all at least as popular in the North anddastthry were

in the Party’s southern base (excluding London). Of these, the cap was by far theopubsr

policy, with 75 per cent supporting it in the North and 82 per cent in Scotland (YouGov/Sunday
Times, 2013). This is likely to reflect the difference in the cost of living éetmthe North and
Scotland and the Sout@®ne backbencher claimed théifs extremely popular, and it gets more
popularthe further North you ge in many parts of the country, people probably think that the
benefits cap is set too high’ (private interview). Similarly, Stevenson dtaethe £26,000 cap

to a Northerner seems extortionate. fbeme to my surgeries andys“£26,000! We don’'t earn
anywhere near that! (private interview). In response to these concerns, some party members
stated that they would like to see a regional cap, whilst others have advocatest averall

rate (Skidmore, quoted in Hardman, 2012). Cameron has pledged to immediately lower the cap

should the Conservatives win in 2015 (Dominiczak, 2015).
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This strategy seeks to exploit and amplifystixig weaknesses in Laboubsand, while placing

the Conservatives on the side of the aforementioned ‘hardworking’ majority. Theptaice
fairness used to justify these policies and Universal Ciedihe of desert and reward for effort.

The Conservative Party presents this as a response to its charasteasaabour’'s conception

of fairnesswhich it claims is concerned with equality of outcome over meritocracyefdre it

is potentially unfaitowards those who do work hard, because they do not receive a reasonable
reward and recognition for this. This portrayal di@e more pertinent dsabour was seen to

shift to the kft under Ed Miliband’s leadership, as the implication is that a more egalitarian
approach to welfare policy would entail redistribution and more of the ‘wrong’ peogeirer

the benefits of thislt is too early to tellas yet, whether this was a factor in Labour’s poor
electoral performance in 2015 but Conservatives clearly believe that héadtential to be so.
Labour is already wary of being labelled, not necessarily accuratelyeabehefits party’.
Duncan Snth noted: ‘it's quite clear that the vast majority of the public back what we’re doing
Where Labour gets their biggest negatives is when they're associ#itedelfare i.e. they want

more of it’ (quoted in Gimson, 2013). Moreover, it is not just Conservative supporters who vie
Labour negatively in relation to benefil&he decline in support for greater welfare spending has
been most marked since the 1980s amongst Labour voters. These voters are alsiaghcre
likely to explain poverty as an individual (rather than a social) problem (Cles/,abd Kunz,
2013), and as such they may be disposed to arguments that focus on fair reward and desert.
Given this, attempting to align the Conservative Party with these voters’geelbout welfare

appears to offer an easy electoral win

5.7 The 2015 Election

The topic of welfare reform came up frequently during the-lgatb the 2015 general election.
Cameron gave a speech in February 2015 suggesting that a majority Conseoatirnment
would seek to offer more of the same on welfare, returning to key themes discusbes
chapter (quoted in le Duc, 2015; see also Conclusion). In his final budget, Osborne (2015)
announced that the Conservatives would seek to cut a further £12 billion from the imaifged

in the next parliament. Treasury minister David Gauke MP then stated dsate from savings

of up to £3 billion from freezing working age benefitthe Conservatives would not set out how
this would be achieved prior to the general election (Mason, 2015). Subsequently, leaRed DW

documents suggested that the Government was exploring options including mgsCiater’s
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Allowance, altering the contributory element of ES¥ansferring responsibility for Statutory
Maternity Pay to employerdaxing DLA and PIP, limiting Child Benefit to the first two
children, and introducing regional benefit caps alongside a confirmed pledge t® rigu
£26,000 cap to £23,0000 (Buchanan, 2015). Under criticism from Labour and numerous
disability charities, a spokesperson for Duncan Smith stated that spmtwais ‘ilFinformed

and inaccurate’ and that it was ‘wrong and misleading to suggest that #émg of part of our

plan’ (quoted in Buchanan, 2015). Further details of the plan were not forthcoming.

The Conservatives managed to win 25 additional seats in 2015, gaining the magdritadh
eluded them in 2010. Addressing the 2010 result, Bale (201133Bp6 suggestedhat the
Conservative Party ‘did not fail to win outright because it modernised and movelartderitre.

It failed because, for some voters at least, that process had not gone far enoglijng sut
public services as a particularly important issue. We might therefore askewlbis result
suggests that the ‘detoxification’ strategy carried ander Cameron’s leadership is now

complete. Has the Conservative Party managed to rid itself of its ‘nastyipege?

Table 5.1: Polling on key issues

Issue Avg. Labour lead, May 2014 — May 2015
Economy -14.8%

Unemployment -1.8%

Welfare benefits | 0.6%

Education 3.4%

Housing 8.7%

NHS 12.2%

Source: YouGov, 2015a

There arereasons to be cautious about inferring this from the viciingre was a paucity of
credible alternativesn 2015: Labour weaknesses and the collapse in support fdrilibeal
Democratdoth aided the Conservatives, while UKIP did not split the Conservative vote on the
scale that might have been anticipated. Cameron himself was consistenthaiheseferred to

Ed Miliband (Ipsos MORI, 2015k2-3), although the extemf this approval had fallen slightly
since 2010 (Ipsos MORI, 2010: 3). Moreover, Bagty maintained a strong lead on perceptions
of economic competency, with Labour trailing by an average of 14.8 peregmbays in the

year preceding the electidqiYouGov, 2015a: 19; see Table 5ahovg. There were also clear

indications that the economy itself was recovering (OECD, 2015) and, as thepsatmer in
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the Coalition, the Conservatives were well placed to take credit for this. Beyondidtes

perceptions of the Conservative Party offer a much more mixed picture.

Polling prior to the election indicated that ‘decontamination’ of the Conserviataued is far

from complete. Social issues were expected to play a large part in the Fesultof theten

iIssues perceived as the most important facing Britain in the months leadinghedfection
(unemployment, poverty, housing and low pay) were connected to welfare policy, and Ipsos
MORI noted that the eighteen per cent who identified ‘poverty aedquality’ marked the
highest ever percentage to name this issue. A further—twducation and the NHS were
prominent in the Conservative modernisation agenda throughout the 2005 to 2015 period, with
the NHS perceived as most important (see Chart 5.6). On these d&indssues, the
Conservatives struggled to maintain a clear lead over Labour if, indeed, ¢heyalle to attain

one at all (see Table 5.1).

Moreover, although voters expressed a preference for Cameron, they sseterieinced of the
virtues of Conservative policies afmy the party overall: precisely the opposite situation to that
faced by Miliband (Ipsos MORI, 2015(2-3, 5). Perhaps most tellingly, YouGov suggested that
over the entire parliament, between 44 and 52 per cent of votetisafiethe Conservative Party
‘appeal[s] to one section of society rather than the whole country’ (20184t)2and that while

its ability to ‘take tough and unpopular decisions’ was perceived by up to 62 paf ceters,
only 20 to 25 per cent fethat its ‘heart is in the right place’ in doing so (2015k9,71618).
Similar issues emerged in Ipsos MORI's polling: since 2006, although the Conse\aeh be
encouraged by an increase in the number of people who believe it ‘looks after thesinferest
people like me’, the party is also more readily conceived as ‘extreme’ and ‘oatedf(see
Table 5.2).

There were signs in the short campaign that the Conservatives remained sémsiliese
perceptions, and were taking steps to address them. The manifesto failed to focifamn w
savings beyond the pledge on the benefit cap, which Labour had also pledged to abi@um (L
Party, 2015: 47). Instead, the section on welfare promised an expansion of childcare and tax
changes. Far more attention wgisen to public services notably, the NHS- and housing,

through a pledge to extend the ‘right to buy’ to housing association tenants (Covnsdtaaty,
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2015: 3747, 5153). Even the Big Society enjoyed a brief revival (2015: 45). Overall, the
Consenative short campaign around social issues aimed to strike quite a differertbtmuch

of the party’s time in government, playing down issues such as welfare refdrimath&een
prominent in preceding years in favour of emphasising the Conservatiyés Peofter’ image.
This shift, while clearly connected to the electoral cycle itself, is indicatiaebooader concern
amongst those responsible for the Party’s electoral fortunes. Fear of baeirtyed as the ‘nasty

party’, it appears, remains strong, and with good reason.

Chart 5.6: Issues facing Britain, February 2015

Crime/law and order
Low pay

Housing

Defence

Education
Poverty/Inequality

Unemployment

Economy
Immigration
NHS

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
% mentioning issue as most/other important issue

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2015c

Table 5.2: Conservative Party image, 2006 - 2014

Looks after the interests ( Extreme Out of date
people like me
September 200¢ 22 6 22
May 2010 32 7 25
September 2014 35 23 48

Source: Ipsos MORI, 2014a

However, with regard to welfare this appears likely to be a-$&or, tactical shift rather than a
wider shift in strategy. Although the Conservatives have been short on details, thbezhano
suggestion that they will not try to achieve the £12 billion of welfare cuts. [Ecgan victory is
undoubtedly a high point in what has beedifficult period for the partyand it masks the fact
that ‘modernisation’ has brought some significant tensiortbe surface, nowhere more clearly
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than in the bitter disputes over sagex marriage (Hayton and McEnhill, 2015). Thecgming
referendum on Europe also threatens to unearth old tensions. As an area of poliey RGP t
can broadly agree on and one which is perceived as strategically advantaggtare policy
looks set to continue down the path set by the Coalition, unimpeded by the Liberal Denttocrats

would be highly surprising if the Conservatives did not seek to make further, sighdias.

These will be extremely difficult to make without affectibgnefits paid to working people
Welfare is only one issue that contributes to voter perceptions of parties. However st
significant potential here for the Conservatives to further cement thety jpady’ image rather
than mitigate against,itvhich may have implications for the longerm exploitation of welfare
policy in party competition with Labourin the shorterm, this appears fruitful for the
ConservativesThe harsh tone struck on welfare issues over the Coalition’s term of government
may not have visibly damaged tharty’schances of relection, but the reality of the scale of
cuts that are proposed could do so, especially if the concurrent benefits of canomiEc
recovey are not seen to be evenly sharBdat this takes place within a much wider framework
of reform is likely to only increase the overall challenges faced, especiatlyees is little
evidence outside of the welfare system that the British electorate hag acdepted the idea of

a permanently more limited state (Ashbee, 2015: 176). The Conservatives should therefore
very careful in maintaining a reputation for economic competency aboveelitetsay turn out

to be the case thagainst a more eftéive opposition and with voters’ memories of the previous

Labour government fading, this is not enough to sustain them in office.

5.8 Conclusion

The Conservative Party’s strategic use of welfare policy as an element etttsal appeal has
shifted significantly since 2005. When Cameron took the leadershigatitygs approach to
welfare was just one element of a broader process of detoxification, aimingsenpa more
caring and socially inclusive image. This was based both on what it peresiwveeaknesses in
the Labour brand, and the economic context which meant that attacking Labourts eacor
economic management would have been fuilether, not being in government, the extent to
which the Conservatives could offer concrete illustrations of ideas throatitiep was
necessarily limited. Accordingly the broader narrative assugredter significance. Since

forming the Coalition goveiment in 2010, welfare reforncomprising both theohgterm goal
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of introducingUniversal Crediand the mre immediate cutting measurésis become a central
component of the Conservative Party’s electoral strategy. Connected to thogjfydey’ has
appeared to be less of a priority for the Conservatives in this area, with thalR&Pback on
more recognisably Thatcherite perspectivEésere are two developments that are pivotal to

understandinghis.

The first is the financial crisis of late 2007. This led to the identification aéatysto eliminate

the public spending deficit abe Coalition’s first priority(HM Government, 2010: 7). As the
single biggest area of public spending, the Treasury would have looked to the DWP to cut
spending imrany such exercise. However, the prioritisation of welfare policy as a palegaibral
strategy goes beyond this perceived necessity, as the critique of spending sun¢tsrleanched

on the back of the austerity programme are clear reflections of ya damkistent Conservative
Party ideology on the welfare state. As such, the role of the financss ceflects Hay's
contention that ideas are analytically prior to material circumstances in tamdieéng political
actions and developments. Even if thevas widespread agreement between parties heading
towards the 2010 election that cuts needed to be mhadevas precipitated by the crisithe
Conservatives nonetheless pursued an approach that was consistent with the Padgs br
ideological perspectives on the proper relationship between state, society amhiahdseeking

to limit the direct remit of the interventionist state.

The second event is the existence of the Coalition itself, a result of thee fatuthe
Conservative Party to win amverall majority in 2010The perceived reasons for ttaad the
extent to which these can be remedied through a focus on providing ‘fairnesgjhthiaa
welfare statewhilst also tapping into longgerm trends regarding welfare spending, led the
Partyto identify welfare policy as being of particular instrumental vau2015. Moreover, the
move into government provided a significant change in context which necessitates a re
evaluation of strategy, opening up options that were not previously avaitallee party
regarding attaching ideas and concepts to policy. Simultaneously, therefo®lthelection
result (while clearly disappointing) provided both a justification for a changeaiegy, and the
means through which this could be put intocpice. Combined with the interpretation of the
crisis and the opportunity for reform brought about by this, a context which wag kejéttive

towards welfare retrenchment had emergguis further calls into question Hay's claim that
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ideas exert an eft¢ on context ‘independently’ of material circumstances. In explaining the
changing role of welfare policy it has proven necessary to expliekgmine the interplay
between the two, recognising that ‘events’ hold the possibility of prompting ideatienal
assessment even if we continue to accept that it is actors’ interpretationseofridewill direct

their eventualactions.

To some extent, the negative strategy deployed by some eteafidhte Party in speaking to
public concerns about fraud and dadency is quite effectivelhe more immediate reforms
have beengenerallywell received. The ‘success’ of this element of strategy may be best
illustrated by the Labour response to it. Labour has struggled to carve atihatidie position,
whilst alsorefuting the Conservative accusation that it is the ‘party of benefiesn Byrne, the
former shadow Secretary of State for Work and Pensions has occasionally usegéaaigout
claimants that is at least as punitive as anything thatdras érom the ©nservative Party: for
example,contrasting ‘Britain’s shirkers’ with ‘Britain’s strivers’ and claiming thagtbour lost
the 2010 election because too many potential supporters ‘felt that too often we warikéns s
not workers’ (quoted in Jowitt, 20L3This suggests that thetrategicadvantage that Labour
once had over the Conservatives in drawing on their more socially caring image haslbasnh
somewhatceded: it is now the Conservative Party that is setting the agenda on peliaye
and striking an increasingly harsh tone. The more positive part of the straiggingathe
Conservative Party with ‘hardworking families’ is intended to address wesésén thgarty’s

appeal as well as exploiting weaknesses in the Labour party’s brand.

Measures that are intended to address the gaps in the Conservative electoratmonstit
proving broadly popular, tapping into widespread beliefs that benefits are too high and
discourage work, or encourage laziness, and hence that spending needsstoalveed. These
beliefs are closely aligned with Conservative perceptions of the individiialzggare of poverty,
which in turn provides an impetus for further reform in this area. However, the Cdns=va
may need to tread carefully if they wish to expand electoral support while mithe current
programme of reductions, especially while ‘quality of life’ issuesfar significant part of the

political agenda.
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Ultimately, the Coalition’s reforms, and future Conservative plans, will end up cutting support to
the lowpaid ‘strivers’ that the Conservatives aim to appeal to, and such a strategy may not
reflect well on them in the longéerm. Lowpaid supporters might have to accept that their own
incomes will fall, along with the incomes ofa$e viewed as less deserving of support.
Additionally, even if individuals are not personally affected, cuts to groupls as disabled
people and the working poor tend to be less popular overall, with such groups often agewed
deserving of supportClery, 2012; YouGov/TUC, 2013. Thus while it seems quite easy to
gather support around appeals to fairrees$ connected concepthe longeiterm success of this
strategy could require the Conservatives to achieve more than just supeldiciafad buyin

with this concept, accepting the wider logic of a conservateelogical approach to welfare.
This could prove more challenging, especially because the Conservativehbsee t heavily
prioritise shorterm tactics over longgerm strategy in promitg their workingage welfare
reforms, emphasising a view of the welfare state that is quite far fromy neatérms of who

claims, and why.

A complementary strategy relies onsteucturing the welfare system in such a way that existing
spending is dected towards more ‘deserving’ claimart@hich could, simultaneously, assist in
re-defining what ‘deserving’ meanshis is effectively the process of ideological decontestation

at work in ‘real life’ politics: success here depends on the ConservatityesRability to present

its own interpretations of particular concepts surrounding welfare as beamgect’, re
formulating common understandings of fairness, compassion and so on in a Conservative
ideological image.The reforms of the 2010 to 2015 melj and the way that these are
implemented, are of vital importance to this effort. These are the subject of xhdéwaoe

chapters.
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Chapter 6

Policy I: Universal Credit and the Work Programme

6.1 Introduction

The move into coalition government with the Likle Democrats in 2010 provided the
Conservative Party ith the opportunity to put itgleas on welfare policy into practice. Although
welfare had not formed a central part of the Party’s electoral message leadinipeelextion,

a number of Conservatives had been occupied with developing the Party’s wagkingelfare
policy during opposition. In contrast, the Liberal Democrats had preferred tontateeon
pensioner policy (Liberal Democrats, 2010:-%2. This divergence was reflected in the
allocaion of ministerial posts within the Department for WarkdPensions. Cameron appointed
lain Duncan Smith as Secretary of State, recognising the substantiahabhiethad undertaken
related to poverty whilst on the backbenches. Chris Grayling and Whifex were initially
selected as Minister for Employment and Minister for Disabled Peopleatesgy, whilst Nick
Clegg chose Steve Webb as Minister for Pensions, reflecting both Liberabdpat policy
priorities and his substantial expertise on welfaiven this division of labour, it is suggested
here that the Conservatives have ledwrking-age welfare policy development (McEnhill,
2015).

At this point, it ishelpful to clarify why the focus of this chapter and the subsequent one is on the
Congrvative role in policymaking as opposed to a more detailed examination of other groups
feeding into the policy process. The analytical focus on the Conservativeis heresult of the
research questions of this thesis. However, these embody an impplisfiective on policy
making, and the wider question of where power lies in the British political systene theories

of policy development, notably Rhodes’s ‘differentiated polity’ model, stress thalip} of
actors involved in the process. Rhodes captures this relationship using the conceptyof pol
networks, suggesting that rather than the Prime Minister and government decidityy ipolic
emerges from ‘the deliberations of discrete, organised, closed netwiopkdiay actors’, with
power relativey decentralised, ‘although ministers and departments are important players’
(Rhodes, 2003: 8). If this were the case in this policy area, it would necessitatsh avider

focus on the ideas of other actors withinwedfare policynetwork.
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Challengingthis, Marsh, Richards and Smith advocate an asymmetric power model. This
suggests that the key actors in poliogking in Britain are still witm the core executive, and
thatgovernment ‘is the dominant partner’ in polimaking (2001: 23435). Intervievs for this
project with those seeking to influence the policy procedsr example, thinkanks and
charities— suggested, in line with Marsh, Richards and Smith’s findings, that the government
had significant sway over the terms of engagement, particularly withdrégaczonsultation.
MPs, civil servants and external actors alike also stressed the continuedaimp of
government ministers in shaping policy development. This is not to discount the impaftance
policy networksper se or to claim thatdepartments are entirely autonomous, but it does imply
that an asymmetric power model offers a more accurate characterisation of thef role o
government in this policy area. This, in turn, justifies the focus in these chapttits ideas and
beliefs of Cmservative actors and the actions of the relevant departmemsbly, the DWP

and the Treasury, the latter of which is increasingly concerned with policytiv@siaaround
welfare (Marsh, Richards and Smith, 2001: 129-130).

With this said,Duncan Snth’s appointmentas Secretary of Stawgas significant because he
brought with him plans for a sweeping-seucture of the welfare system, in the form of
Universal Credit. This was the centrepiece of the policy work that the JentBmcial Justice
(CSJ) had been developing since 200diversal Creditis the amalgamation of several separate
benefits into one payment, as a means of bringing about greater clarityifioarntk& regarding
the effects on their income of moving into work or increasing their working h@tge still
viewing claimng benefits as a matter of choice, this reflects a rational, as opposesblaiya
moral approach to countering this, which is quite novel for the Conservdaihissvas added on
to existing plans to reform the welfai@work programmes introduced by New Labour by
implementing a new ‘Work Programme’ and an extended range of ‘work empetrischemes.
This was a policy area that Grayling had taken a keen interest in develogpgdsition, as a
means of achieving better results for ‘hard to help’ cate by utilising the expertise of
voluntary, community and private organisations in preference to-lsthteupport. Together,
these policies represent the crystallisation of the renewed Conservasisemgovertyhat had
been developingver the year in opposition.
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This chapter considers how effectively the Conservd&amy has translated concetf poverty,
responsibility, fairness and compassianoi these policiesChapter 4suggested that taken
together, these four concepts form the basis of a coherent theoretical eafemalelfare
reform, providing a set of goals to be fulfilled that relate to both the behaviour ofdinglivi
claimants and, consequentially, the wmding of the broader society. However, the process of
translating ideas into policy does not end at the point of policy introduction. In order to fully
analyseand evaluatéhe process of translation from abstract ideas into policy it is important to
examinenot only policy rationales, intentions and stated goals, butaimmeshow different
policy instruments function together as a whole, and which concepts are paordrs
downplayed in their delivery and implementatioRutting together a coherent eibretical
rationaleis arguablythe easier part of constructing an approach to a particular policy area: the
bigger challenges lie around difficult decisions and adjustméatsrmust be madeluring and
afterimplementation. Therefore if the aim is to uretand the nuanced aspects of Conservative
ideology that feed into poliesnaking, consideration of this agoing stage is requiredhis is

also important in understanding the longgnm implications of Coalition reforms in this policy
area. Ultimately iis the impact of policy that will shape the policy context for both the majority

Conservative administration and future governments.

This chapter suggests thalans for both policies fit fairly well with #four key concepts, and
there are a number abmmon or complementary strands between the two. Both are founded on
an individualised account of poverty. This is expressed as ‘welfare dependenmyingrthat
poverty is something that can be effectively tackled by addressing the pdroeeraknessesnd

poor decisions of individual benefit claimants. Stemming from this, both contain a stron
emphasis on responsibility decontested asssdffciency, through a focus on engagement in
paid work as both a social and individual moral obligation. Both embody notions of fairness
operationalised via greater conditionality for claimants. This relatégtooncern that claimants
should not be seen to be getting ‘something for nothing’, butilaceentitled to receive support

in moving back into work. Finall the Work Programmen particular exhibits a concern with
conservativécompassion’. This is exemplified in the enhanced work requirements placed on
(sometimes reluctant) claimants, and the attempt to develop a stronger civy bgcigilising

diverse organisations, which meet with the conception of compassionate values, as service
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providers. Thishould support goals around thegEsociety focused on nurturing civil society as

an alternativéo central state provision, beginning to allow state provision to be withdrawn.

Inevitably, the developmentand implementation process for both policies has thrown up
challengeslt is mediatedirstly by the existencand characteof current institutions, systems

and expectationsThese may serve to shut down numerous possible approaches to particular
policy issues, both in ideological and administrative terms. Secondly there id tormaaintain

an electoral appeal alongside tackling policy problems. Depending on how these pratdem
framed and what outcormeare sought, these two strategic priorities may require different
solutions, leading to tension and perhaps eitheroptinal polio/ or weak electoral strategies
Thirdly there is the pressure introduced by external challenges andrétééions of thes
notably, here, the economy. The strategically selective context in which psligyade is
therefore densely structured, rendering incremental change preferable to sledohadéi to the

risk of failure and requiring on-going compromise between different aims arsl goal

Universal CredittheWork Programmend the measures discussed in the subsequent chapter
therefore allbest regarded as inevitably imperfect attempts to bring to life the-@dikimessed
Conservative ideas on welfare, balancing ¢hesth more immediate pressures and resolving
inter-Party disagreements on the best means of implementation. In pthegeepolicies cannot

be reasonably portrayed as seamless or comprehensive manifestationsenValioeswelfare
ideology.Howeverthis is not a problem from the perspective of studying the Party’s ideology.
The outcomes of the process of implementation, including the particular ¢feofédeological
concepts that are emphasised and explanations as to why other elements have béayedownp
can tell us a lot about both the Party’s priorities and the balance of power withicatdigly,

such understandings inform discussion of the likely future trajectory of piblioygh shaping

the strategically selective contexatlall futureadministrationsvill have to negotiate.

The central argument of the chapter is thatitleational innovation of both reforms has been
undermined, or has significant potential to be undermined, by the identified need to cut the
public spending deficit as the ‘most urgent task’ facing the Coalition (HM @oeart, 2010:

7), and the subsequent cuts to come under the Conservative majoritp\Wewill see its
budget cut by £20 billion by the end of 2014/15 (NAO, 2011: 5), and the Conservatives have
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announcedlans to cut a further £12 billion in the 2015 to 2020 parliament (Osborne, 2015).
While the austerity measures discussed in the following chapter arguaplg pigger part in
electoral positioning than the policies discussed here, there is nonethele$ect on these
policiesgiven the broader framing of spending on welfarénasste rather than investmethat

is inherent inthe austerityfocused strand of policyThis places additional pressures on the
prospects for future development dhiversal Credit and the Work Programmimiting the
opportunities for the Conservative Party to advance its approach to the vetHsrdoeynd

retrenchment, and stunting the overall progress of ideological development.

6.2 Universal Credit

Universal Creditis the Coalition government’'s flagship welfare reform. It will replace six
separate ‘legacy benefits: Income Support, incdraged Jobseeker's Allowance (JSA),
incomebased Employment and Support Allamce (ESA), Housing BenefiChild Tax Credit
and Working TaxCredit Universal Creditconsists of a basic payment (the ‘standard
allowance’), alongside additional ‘elements’ for (un)employment, housing, kitigatéring and
children/childcare (DWP, 2010a-3). The standard allowance and elements are all means
tested. A number of other benefits, including the Personal Independence PayiRert (P
formerly Disability Living Allowance) Child Benefit, Carer’'s Allowance, contributidrased
JSA and contributiofbased ESA areot included inUniversal Credit These will continue to
exist as separate benefits, albeit with the latter two administered using thesystaras as
Universal Credi?® Reform will mean that the higheate contributory benefits will ‘only be paid
for a fixed period to facilitate a transition back to work’ (DWP, 2010b: 32; DWP, 2012), af
which former recipients will wholly rely obniversal CreditIn theory,Universal Credishould
make the claiming process easier for claimants in terms of how changes inyraemio
circumstances will affect their income, thereby helping to ‘incentivise’ mawes work or
increasing hoursThis suggests a predominantly rationatlerstanding of dependency, rather
than one based on claimants’ moral failings. However, as will be discussed, the tnat are

entirely separable.

%0 This means that income gained from contributiased JSA and ESA Iivbe taken into account when calculating
a households’ entitlement toniversal Credit Therefore thdevel of payment received via Universal Creditl
potentially be affected by the receipt of these benefits (DWP, 2010a: 23).
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This reflects the partial resolution of tensions over fairness and thetimpaesponsibility of
contributay versus meantested benefitgiscussed in Chapter & confirms that it is unlikely
that the Conservatives will opt to make a strong case for the extension of the tigpmerf
benefit. A consequence of this ‘neslecision’ may be to limit the optiorevailable to a future
Labour government, through moving provision further from a contributory bhsstead,
‘fairness’ will be delivered vidJniversal Creditas a meantested system which attempts to
ensure that claimants are unable to get ‘something for nothing’. This neesssitatrong
emphasis on claimants both being designated ‘in need’ of financial support, ampndeétied
conditions as a requisite for receipt of the benefit (DWP, 2010a: 65). This then alsogsromot
responsible behaviour which, within botbniversal Creditand the Work Programme, is
synonymous with engaging in or taking steps to engage in paid work (Deacon and Patrick, 2011:
171). This embodiment of ‘responsibility’ is prioritised above almost all other mdastwcial

and ecoomic engagement, with only some people with caring duties excusedJinorarsal
Credits work-related conditions (DWP, 2010a: 24).

Operating alongsidéhe Work ProgrammeUniversal Creditcan be understood as part of an
‘activating’ welfare system in wbh the emphasis is on providing support and opportunities for
claimants to enable them to move from dependency to independence (Houston and Lindsay,
2010: 136). Activating systems take a primarily supptle approach to moving benefit
claimants into workIn addition to addressing the individual shortcomings that might prevent
individuals from accessing the labour market (which is the main role of the WaykaRnme,

part of this kind of approach involves focusing on the attitudes of individuals withctaspe
work. In Universal Credit, this takes the form of identifying the perceived disincentiitbn

the structures of the welfare system that negate against people makingisle deanove into
work. These include the rates at which benefits are withdrawn when a claimantintowesrk,

and the diminishing returns or financial uncertainty that might be associdtediarking more
hours. Such factors, the argument gogght contribute to claimants forming the belief that they
are ‘better off on énefits’ (Osborne, 2013a), thus discouraging them from seeking work. As
such, part of theUniversal Creditapproach is to seek to produce attitudinal and hence
behavioural change through reforming the structure of benefit payments.
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Conceptually, such an approach is congruent with Conservative ideas on the beheaigeasl

of dependency, and hence of poverty. The root of the problem of reliance on the wettare sys
in this analysis is located at the level of individual decisiaking, enabled by a systethat has
prioritised improving material welbeing over rewarding constructive behaviour. However, the
existence of structuresithin the British welfare system which might mitigate against working
have been broadly identified both within and beyond®@®.This is discussed further belaw
relation to benefit simplification. What identifies the ideas underpinkiniyersal Creditas
distinctly Conservative and heavily influenced by Thatcherism, howevdraigdaforming the
system so that the weak incentives and conditionality within it are amelioratedted pas a
‘magic bullet’ for ending dependencifor example, the SJPGEconomicdependencyeport
focuses extensively on various individual level barriers to work such as ‘beapfit &aind high
withdrawal rates (SJPG, 200679-88) but fails to propose any measures that address structural
issues, such as low pay or a lack of jobs. Conservative interventions on welfarg sefch as
those discussed below, are equally light on such problems, while strongly sssmahthe
centrality of individual choice in perpetuating poverty. Consequentidhjyersal Credileaves

the problem of weaknesses in the labour market itself unaddressed. Within this unaeystandi
supplyside interventions focused on individuals are not part of the solution to mosintaots
away from state suppothey arethesolution.

Analyses of the British labour market routinely suggest that tackling ssmj#yissues is only
part of the challenge in boosting employmentnBigant demaneside barriers to work include a
lack of demand for labour, lack of suitable jobs or poor pay (Goulden 2010; Crisp et a). 2009
Lack of opportunities for kwork progression also form an important part of explanations for
persistenimaterial poverty (Schmuecker, 2014). For disabled claimants the barriers to work ar
potentially even higher, compounding the extent to which their employment diéfgcghn be
addressed through supgide intervention! Drawing on this, a number of studies that suggest

that widespread ‘dependency’ as Conservatdfeen define it(in terms of aconscious aversion

L Supplyside interventions for disability benefit claimants are reflective of anitheilist approach to disability;
while a full discussion of the implications of this apgeh are outside the remit of this chapter, these issues are

returned to in the section on DLA/PIP refarim the following chapter. See also Grover and Piggott (2010)
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to working) does not exist: it is factors other thdhis that tend to lead to lorigrm
unemployment (Esser, 2009; Walker with Howard, 2@@xn and Taylefsooby, 1992

These dovetail with analgs concerning the effectiveness of the specific strategies employed
within Universal Credit International evidence on whetheonditionality operationalized via
sanctioning is an effective mearfshoinging about behavioural change, in what circumstances,
and at whasocial cosd, does not engender straightforward conclusions (Lee, Slackeand,
2004; van den Berg, 2002; Cherlin et al. 200milarly, the extent to which changes in
marginal tx rates impact on work incentives varies between different demographics of
unemployed and employed people (Adam, Brewer and Shepherd, Za@6@vidence suggests
that viewing unemployment purely in individualistic terms (either rationally or ligpres
unrealistic: hencethe extent to which ‘dependency’ can be overcome by the sorts of
interventions used irtJniversal Creditis potentially more limited than Conservasvieave
proposed. As Katie Schmuecker, Poverty Team manager for the Joseph Rowntasgiéioun
summarised: ‘our research shows that these [attitudinal and behavioural] thingsteto noa

they’re probably not the things that matter most’ (private interview).

Much of the PCP appears to simply not accept this, having already identifiiksgoess as a
matter of choice which has been enabled by an insufficiently demanding welfarm syrsd
payments that are perceived as overly generous, thuscdistivising work Conservative MPs
provided a number of examples of this thinking duringsét@nd readingf theWelfare Reform

Act (2012) (HC Hansard, 9 March 2011). Paul Uppal spoke of former friends who would: ‘tel
me to my face that they envisaged that the rest of their life would be on benefitseyanete
quite happy to live that way’. Sajid Javid claimed: ‘in short, many people have come to s
welfare as a career option’. The idea of the welfare system as ‘some sde ohdice’
(Cameron, quoted in Hope and Mason, 2013) is also a recurrent piece of rhetoric by these at t
top of the Party (Hayton and McEnhill, 2014). Such an interpretation reinforcesatieéafocus

on the individuals who are within the welfare system in ending this ‘culture of depgh(renic
Patel, HC Hansard® March 2011), rather than considering beyadructural inequalities. This
understanding of dependency and povesyindividualised problemsas clear implications for
policy, which are crystallised in the design and strategiedmersal Creditandthe Work
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Programme These strategieand the ideas underpinning them are discussed in more detail

below.

As mentioned above, there has been considerable interest in reform to simplifylfdre we
system since before the Coalition came to power. Dame Anne Begeer Labour Chair of the
Work and Pensits Select Committee, commented that the single woikgegbenefit had long
been the'Holy Grail of welfare reform’ across all parties (private interview). A review
commissioned by Gordon Brown’s government reported that ‘there has been aggirerest

in recent years in the complexity of the British social security syst8ahgbury and Weston,
2009: 6). Analyses for think-tanks from the IPPR (Sainsbury and Stanley, 2G6&)&entre for
Policy Studies (Martin, 2009) haveuggested that +&tructurirg welfare payments into one
single payment might pay great dividends in terms of removing the uncedasugiated with
moving into work or altering working hours. The Work and Pensions Select Comhatalso
tentatively endorsed the idea (2007). Ultimate@gpone senior former civil servant suggested
‘the Universal Creditype approach is the sort of thing which young researchers at thentFS, a
indeed the Treasury and the DWP like to kick around, and have been doing so for the last

twenty-five years’ (private interview).

However, this particular manifestation was developed byGBd’s Economic Dependency
Working Group (EDWG) in its reporDynamic BenefitsSs EDWG, 2009). Peter King, an
academic and atsor to the EDWG, suggested that it constituted ‘the hard labour for welfare
reform, sort of sulbet from the Conservative Party’ (private interview). Catherine Haddon,
author of aresearch projecfor the Institute for Governmenf2012) on policymaking in
opposition from 2002010corroborated this, confirming that as well as providing an important
research resource, ‘ideologically, [the CSJ] was hugely important’. Haddamexwed that the
exact nature of the relationship between the Conservative Paggcifically Duncan Smithk

and the CSJ was unclear in terms of ‘who influenced who’ (private interview), atpaintas
similarly put by two senior civil servants (private interviews). Nonethelasenghe close
relationship, it is unsurprising th#te CSJ’s work on the single benefit suggests ideas that are

congruent with Conservative perspectives on welfare.
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Principal amongst these, and signifying the innovation of the CSJ’s approachrasttmtthe
others cited above, is the extent to whizimmamic Benefitdocuses on the importance of the
source of an individual or family’s income, rather than the amount. It claims thatsteam that
penalises work, and focuses on how much income people have, without distinguishing between
earnings from wik and income from benefits, merely considers the symptoms of dependency
and poverty’ (EDWG, 2009: 16). The report goes on to correlate simply being in work (and
being in a particular family situation) with good social outcomes. Refereneen§iPG’s own
research, it states that: ‘there is a vestablished body of evidence that two parent families with

at least one working member generally produce the best overaltdongoutcomes for the
whole household” (EDWG, 2009: 19). Consequentially, the report argues that work must be
incentivised through offering loweParticipation Tax Rateand lower Marginal Tax Ratess

the levels at which these are set currently disincentivise employment GE2009: 1820).
Implementing a system in which there is a cl@aancial advantage to moving into work or
improving one hours is then linked with broader social issues. Engagement with work is
presented as central to resolving a range of problems which the CSJ suiggeltsrom
dependency on the state, including social exclusion, poor health, low educationalesttaand

low levels of social mobility (SJPG, 2006a: 13-14).

As well as offering an evidence base which can support Conservative sceptiaiards the
interventionist state, this analysis also ties in more specifically with the @atige critique of

the impact of receipt of unconditional, or insufficiently conditiomaganstested benefits on
individual responsibility. Lack of money is cast as the symptom of povertyrying to address
this through cash transfers merely perpetuates a cycle of irresponsiisierdecaking which
renders the recipient increasingly reliant on the state. This is becaog®iditly rewards the
decision not to work, in turn ‘trapping’ the recipient within a lifestylavhich they are able to
become accustomed due to the receipt of unearned income (Grayling, HCdHanBabruary
2012a: see also Chapter 4). The responsible choice of going back to work therefore comes to
represent hardship. The emphasis on incenthe®fore acknowledges that it is unfair to expect
claimantgto take this route (see below). This is also linked with the-arkating perspective that
poverty cannot be sustainably tackled without changing behaviour (Duncan Smitla).2012
Altering incentvesis then a necessary step.ithéut this the fundamental building block of
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responsible behaviour amongst claimants, wieichbles a fair system to flourjshill not and
cannot be realised.

While Dynamic Benefitsfocuses on the incentivising element Wniversal Credit in
implementation these ideas have also been linkegraaterconditionality Conditionality is
significantly extended withituniversal Creditcompared to the previous system. It applies not
only to JSA claimants or those claiming thi#l employment element, but also to those in work
who may be required to ‘increase their earnings to the equivalent of 35 hours per week at
National Minimum Wage’ \(Vork and Pensions Select Committee, 2014#).5lt remains
unclear how irwork conditionality will be applied in practice, but ideally it would encourage
progression in work (HC Hansartil September 2012). It is therefore justified on the basis that
it is supportive in enabling claimants to move towards complete independades,a means of
improvingimprove social mobility, with the attendant societal benefits that Conservatives ha
proposed that this brings (Tarr and Finn, 2012: 52). Conditionality is also extended teddisabl
people in the ESA Wé&rRelated Activity Group (see DWP, 2012b), again on the basis that the
appropriate application of this can provide positive outcomes in makioggdisabled people

designated as closest to the labour market back into work (DWP, 2012c: 6; Gregg, 2008).

The extended emphasis on conditionalitytftusse out of work or in lovpaid work reflects the
Conservative complaint that New Labour did too little to tie receipt of benefits kingna
responsible decisions (Duncan Smith, HC Hansaid March 2014). For many households,
therefore, ‘dependency omof-work benefits has been replaced by dependency on tax credits’,
with disincentives trapping people within the tax credit system (SJPGa20@§. Extra
conditionality can therefore also be tiedwith a Conservative concept of compassion, which is
coercive of individuals in the pursuit of eventually positive social and individuabimgts. This

is discussed further in the second section of this chapter, in relation to conditiomdih the
Work Programme.

The ideas underpinningniversal Creditoffer part of a very rational solution for discouraging
dependency, which fits well witkome Conservative MPs’ perceptions of the rationality of
claimant decisiommaking in claiming workingage benefits. This rational understanding of

claimant behaviour underpinned the CSJ’s approach to the topic as far as claimants are
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concerned. Corin Taylor, a member of the group that workeDymamic Benefitsstated that
‘there were very poor work incentives...You see people making very rationaloshscisot to
work’ (private interview). Deven Ghelani, a CSJ researcher, similarly segg#sit without
appropriate incentives: ‘it becomes very difficult to moralise over “you need to dgdhiseed
to do that to get this job, you need to...” It becomes a very antgigoretationship because
their response is “why?™ (private interview)ynamic Benefiteffers a similar awareness of the

difficulties of imploring people to work without offering adequate recompense:

We must also recognise that few of those out of work would look upon work as a moral
choice, rather than a practical one. For them, employment and career progression above
all has to pay and if we understand that this is part of what motivates thoshy afrea
work, why do we seem to expect something altogredifferent of benefit claimants?
(EDWG, 2009: 6-7)

This still very much followsan individualisic understanding of poverty and benefit receipt.
However, rather than falling back solely on moral exhortations to work and an esnphas
claimants’ moralfailings, it introduces something that is innovative policy termsfor the
Conservatives in this areamphasising how the system itself needs to work for claim@hts

is somewhat different from the Conservative approach of the 1980s, which assatrieitihg
and devaluing benefits would be enough to force claimants intesséficiency (Mabbett, 2013:
43), and from much of the rest of the Partyntemporarythinking on welfare. Vialte
proposed incentive structutieere is a recognition of theeed to make work more attractive to
claimants, in addition to making not working, or not working enough, sufficiently unateact
Hence it is with some justification that Lord Freud claimed that Universal Credihceceed
with ‘redefining the contradoetween claimants and the vegl state’ (quoted in DWP, 2014b
at least as far as the Conservative Party is concerned. It suggesstension of economic
liberal logic into social policyHere, further indicating that there has been some ideological
development in this area, the Conservatifeesd significant common ground with the Liberal
Democrats around the idea of ‘making work pay’ (Clegg, quoted in Stratton, 2010).

The linking of conditionality with incentives ibniversal Creditalongsidethe support offered
throughthe Work Programme, then opens up the space within which the moral argument for
engaging in work as a matter of fairness can be advanced more convincinglhhsipcactical

barriers according to Conservative thinkingill have been removedThe rationality of this
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approachwhich could be interpreted as a slaftay from social conservatistiereforepermits

the re-assertion of traditionally conservatineoral perspectivesit canthereforebe understood

as a means to an endther than a wholesale ideological shift. Ideologically this is reflectha
strand of Conservatism that has a slightly different understanding of human behaviautheit
relationship between state, society and individual than has been expresgssthia policy n
recent decades, as well as a sharper perception of the need to adapt to Nevs chbhages.
While still seeking to limit the direct relationship between individuals and the stat¢o aoldi

back state intervention as its ultimate galis strand takes a rather more laagn approach to
doing so. This isluelpronged, emphasising both individual responsibility and the importance of

incentives.

A potential problem is that such lotgrm strategies will inevitably be affected by more
immediate pressures and concerbkiversal Creditrepregnts an ugront cost within a
department that has been extensively targeted for expenditure cuts &lficéd2 both political

and economic purposes. The DWP expects to spend £2.4 billion implementing Universal Credit
up to April 2023 (Public Accounts Committee 2013: 5). The DWP ingseessment estimated
that when implemented)niversal Creditwould cost an extra £2.3 billioowing to changes in
entitlerent rules and increased talkp. However this would be offset by £2.2 billiosaved

from reducedfraud and error. It remarksin the longer term, reduced complexity has the
potential to led to savings of more than £0.2 billian year in administrative costs’. These
calculations do not allow for potential savings resulting from behavioural chahgsh are a

key intention of the policy (DWP 2012d). During the Public Bill Committee stage of the
Welfare Reform Act, Mike Brewer dhe IFSremarked thaUniversal Credihas ‘the potential’

to bring about such change as it should remove ‘pinch points’ in the welfare system around
moving in and out of work (HC Hansard, 22 March 2011); however, this is contradicted by some
other evidence regarding the effects of incentives and sanctions, cited abomellé®sgof its
capacity to bring about future savings and the possible realisation of Cainserdeological
goals,Universal Credis implementation must be considered within its immediate economic and

political context.

The decision to attempt to implemehiniversal Creditappears unusual given its cost,

challenging nature, and the fathat it was entirely absent from petection Conservative
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literature on welfare policy. Duncan Smith’s appointment was instrumentalintroduction, as
senior civil servants confirmed (private interviews). In Frank Fieldsda: ‘IDS made the
Universal Credita programme to be implementétwould never have happened without him. It
would have been squashed by the Treasury on the grounds that they've never done an IT scheme
that works’ (private interview). Cameron’s decision in this respegld e understood partially

in terms of party managemen@ne 2010 intake MP remarked thédr the right of the
Conservative Partyit was ‘certainly a source of comfdrt.] to have one otheir own in such a
position’, particularly given some scepticism of l@aron’s leadership on the BRast socially
conservative wing. Others found it immensely reassuring’ that ‘thereaveasitral moral thread

to [welfare reform], rather than just slash and burn’ (Penrose t@ingerview) feeling that this
buttressed the Conservative Party’s claim to not just being about ‘pounds, shitithgerece
and the economy’ (Streeter, private interview). However, Duncan Smith broughthivit a
clear plan from the CSJ. In return for the money being made availabilmgtementatio, he
then acced#to severe welfare cuts, which would see the welfare budget fall by £20 billion i
2014/15 (NAO, 2011: 5)Duncan Smith was retained in the welfare brief in Cameron’s new
cabinet in 2015, and it must be assumed that there Universal @o#ebut will continue.

Further cuts are also to come.

Reservations from the Treasury over the project resultethghes between Duncan Smith and
Osborne, with Osborne reportedly claiming that Duncan Srujhpbsed]every cut’ that he
sought to make (d’Ancona, 2013: 90). Most of these, and the emerging tensions between
austerity andJniversal Creditare discussed in the following chapter. However, there are two
issues which merit further discussion here. These are the Treasury’'s annainteate
claimants will be required to wait for seven days before claiming unemployment beaefit

the effect of austerity on the Universal Cregilitgle taper.

The ‘severnday’ policy was announced by Osborrand justified with reference tdhe
importance of being in worind making every effort to look for work. He stated: ‘those first few
days should be spent looking for work, not looking to sign on. We’re doing these things because
we know they help people stay off benefits and help those on benefits get back ktasten
(2013b). Where claimants are eligible faniversal Creditthe severday waitwill apply to the

entire awardincluding the housing element. This will result in an average loss of £153 per
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householdfar higher than the amount lost in tbeisting threeday waiting period for JSA only
(Kennedy, 2013: 8)Although it is one of the less eyatching elements of benefit reforms, this
is significant It cuts across the rationale behiddiversal Creditregarding taking some of the

financial uncertainty and risk out of moving into work.

The importance of the cost implicatiobshind this decisionannot be ignored, especially given
the conditions that already apply to new JSA claims that prevent those who find [tl@smse
‘voluntarily’ worklessfrom claiming (see below). This move is expected to save approximately
£350 million per year (BBC News, 20d)3 This is reflective of a more instrumental, immediate
approach to tackling welfare spending than the lotgen agenda that appears to diMeéncan
Smith’s reforms. As Kwasi Kwarteng put it: ‘we can get into a moral argumentt[&iting
welfare spending] but | would suggest that now, given where we are, it's atnetestant’. He
continued: ‘The point is that we’re still borrowing £120ibill a year, and the welfare bill is the
largest slice of the pie so we've got to deal with that and stop borrowing this nfpneste
interview). Similarly, Richard Graham MP told the house that ‘compassion iedihby
important, but money matters in this game, because there is no social justice uptiagkhe
public finances’ (HC Hansard, 30 June 2014). In such a perspective, sound public finances are
elevated above the moral imperativea way that significantly contradicts the goaldJoiversal
Credit

Such a move can also be tied in with some elements of ideological and eleatocais;at
least from a shottierm perspective, as thapplyto nonclaimants. This relates to being seen to
offer a system that is ‘fair’ to those who fund it by cutting down opportunities for peojpkay

the system’ (Hoban, 2012). The people who will be affected by the -sleyerequirement are
those who the Conservatives characterise as ‘perpetual jobseékemse(vative Party2009:

10). This group cycle in and out of work and poverty, thus avoiding the more onerous conditions
placed on longerm unemployed people but still being in receipt of benefits. If receipt is
understood in terms of choice then ostensibly the sdagnwait would discourage this.
However, such circumstances are often less through personal choice than becausle tiat wor
these claimants are engaged in is insecure and badly paid (Shildrick2eét ). Additionally,
there are already restrictions on newly unemployed claimantdeemiit to aim unemployment

benefits. JSA is not usually immediately available to those who have lefjdhsivoluntarily,
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nor to those who have beesackedlIn fact, the waiting period for such claimants is much longer
than seven day%.Crucially, he daimants that will be affected are those who are behaving as
Universal Creditintends them tdoy taking work wherever possible even if the lorggm
prospects are poor. The central concern here is with constructing an impressiamessféor
taxpayes’. However, thisimportantelement of electoral positioning is accomplistiestie in

such a way that it cuts across both the conceptions of fairness and compassiore fatitthios

the welfare system, and may ultimately discourageing into work.

Dynamic Benefitproposed a 55 per cesingle taper withirUniversal Creditarguing that this
‘represents the best compromise between improving incentives and containing EEDSYS,

2009: 26). Owing to budget pressurdgsjversal Crediis being implerented with a 65 per cent
taper. This will save £2.8 billion per year (Save the Children, 2013: 4). It willmaksan that
approximately 2.8 milliorhouseholds will face higher marginal deduction rates ubderersal
Creditthan they would have under the tax credit system, losing an average of £137 per month
(Department for Work and Pensions, 2012d: 5). Lone parent families are at parisiulaf

losing out, compounded by the extra barriers that they face in progressingkitBrawver and
DeAngostini, 2013).

Ghelani acknowledged that it was a ‘crying shame’ that the taper was higher theagedybut

that implementingJniversal Creditwith the lower rate was ‘very difficult to justify right now’

due to financial pressures. However, he continued: ‘I think it's more importantedraversal
Credit as a system in place and working. What you want is for the nextégatttate to be

able to make those sorts of decisions with confidence’ (private intervigsvpédfispective was
shared by some Conservatives. Guto Bebb stated that the taper was ‘not as geniérousd

be’; ‘if we have money available at some point in the near future | would like tihaelowered

[...] I 'think it's a step in the right direction, but it's not going be as revolutionaryvasid have
hoped’ (private interview). Similarly, when questioned on the change by former Shadow
Secretary of State for Work and Pensions, Douglas Alexander, Duncan Smitt: répdieeal

issue here is nohat the taper is 65 per cent’. Rathéne taper rate itséinvolves a decision,

2 Newly unemployed claimants must show that they have left work ‘for geasbn’, or that a dismissal wast
‘because of the way that [they] behaved'. Failure to do so results in dgAepts being delayed for between
thirteen weeks and three years (DWP, 20132). 7
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which a ggvernment of anjaue would take, about how to set the balance between what we can
afford and how much we will be able to give people as they go back into work’. The more
important concern was the implementation of the system itself (HC Hansard, Embiav

2010). The levels at which its levers were set could then be adjusted in relation to economi

context.

Such an argument is somewhat reason&abezersal Credishould after all, improve incentives

for the maprity of claimants (Brewer, Browne and J2011), and the taper rate is not set in
stone. However, the argument must be further considered against Conservative perogptions
the political and economic reality. The direction of travel on welfare p@iog austerity, more
widely) suggests that iis highly unlikely thateither the ircoming Cameron majority
government, or duture Conservative government widkeek to lower the taper. Moreover, as
discussed in the following chapter, Osborne has announced the intention to find further savings
after 2015; these savings will impact on people in work, including those claitimgersal
Creditas they cut across the elements within it (BBC News, 2014). Thus the pantvefsal
Creditthat offers a somewhat innovative Conservative approach to welfliecg pppears to be

on increasingly shaky ground. Without thigniversal Creditbecomes less ‘carrot’ and more
‘stick’, relying on conditionality to compel people into work that may be of neglidib&cial

benefit.

With a greater reliance on conditadity, and less emphasis on incentives, the implementation of
this policy therefore begins to rely more on arguments around the moral benefitskofgwor
which are redolent of unreformed Thatcherigm.with the sevemlay requirement, the emphasis
here ison providing an impression of fairness for the ‘taxpayers’ who fund the welfarensyste
closely related to Conservative electoral strategy. Whilst arguabisfyssg the goals of
producing responsible behaviour amongst claimants (if they are able to find warky, again
accomplished at the expense of fairness forpawd workers who are expected to work simply
because it is the ‘right’ thing to do. If not altered, this approach will underminentme
innovative side ofUniversal Credit based on a rational conception of claimant behaviour,
leaving only a limited, highly conditional welfare ‘safety net’ rather thanahabling system
that the CSJ, and Duncan Smith, had envisaged. This is further compounded in relation to the

reforms discussed in Chiap 8.
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6.3 The Work Programme

Given the centrality of resolving poverty by promoting seifficiency to the Conservative
Party’s social vision, the implementation of a number of ‘welfar&ork’ programmes is the
second key pldnin its welfare reforms. Ths® includethe flagship Work Programmand a
number of smaller ‘work experience’ schemes operating alongside itlciuding Work
Experience, Mandatory Work ActivityCommunity Work Placemen@snd Sctorbased Work
Academies Although there are differences the structure and purpose of each of these
programmes, all of their goals are broadly complimentary to thogmiokrsal Credit While
Universal Credishould ensure that ‘work pays’ and remove some of the uncertainty associated
with moving into a jobthe welfareto-work reforms aim to help claimants to develop the skills
that they need in order to get a @tdremain in work (DWP, 2014b).

Work Experience, Mandatory Work Experience, Community Work Placements and-issesstdr
Work Academiesserve simlar purposes tdhe Work Programmén terms of promoting paid
work, but are aimed at different groups and carry different requirementifgzants inthe
former three programmeslo not receive a wage but continue to receive benefits and must
continue to look for permanent workkMcGuinness, 2014: 3). For Secimased Work
Academies the workseeking requirement is removed because it is an empbaged
programme. The main difference between the programmes is the ags thaiupey are aimed

at, and prticipants’ poximity to the labour market. Work Experieniseaimed at young people
aged 184 who have been claiming for more than three months, but less than nine (which is the
point of referral to the fullWork Programmp Participation and cegoing exgagement is
voluntary?® MandatoryWork Placements, dts name suggests, is compulsory. It is intended to
help claimants of any age with very little experience of working to ‘establesdifitipline and
habits of working life’, such as ‘attending on timegularly, carrying out specific tasks and
working under supervision’ (DWP, 2014c: 6). Community Work Placemsralso mandatory,

aimed at those who have ‘spent a great deal of time’ out of work and ‘whoseypbianger to

23 Up until February 2012, claimants could be sanctioned if they left thenscatter their first week (DWP 2012e
6). This was revised following adverse media attention ancequbst meetings between Grayling and placement
providers.Claimants now only face sanctions in cases of gross miscondugti(@rajuoted in Watt, Wintour and
Malik, 2012).
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work is a lack of work expence or motivatio’ (DWP, 2014d: 3). Finally, Sectdrased Work
Academiesoffers funding for employers to take an unemployed person on a voluntary
placement, during which they will be offered fm@ployment training, a work placement, and
an interview foranadvertised role at the end. Tlgsaimed at people who are ‘ready for work’,
but it does not offelm guarantee of getting a job (DWP 2012f: 2). The introduction of these
schemes represents an increase in conditionality applied tof-aark benefit taimants,
although it should be noted that New Labour also had plans to lawioglascheme targeted

towards similar demographi¢Beacon and Patrick, 2012: 326).

The DWP claimed on its launch that the Work Programepeesents a ‘revolution in back to
work support’ (2011a). The Work Programneplaced all of New Labour’s previous welfdoe

work programmes including the New Deals and Flexible New Deal. Chridi@ya&jaimed that

it would ‘tackle the endemic worklessness that has blighted so many of the country’s

communities for decades’, stating:

We want to establish a deal, where we will do our bit and get people readgrioamd

in exchange we will expect people to take up the work that is available. We airggsend
out a clear message: if you can work, and we can help you find a job, you must work
(quoted in DWP 2011a).

Despite Conservative claims to the contrary, the Work Programximgbits considerable
continuity with New Labour’s welfar®-work reforms. Thiss in part due to its heritage. In
contrast to Universal Credit, the development of the Work Prograstememed from inside
Parliament and represented an ‘evolution of what was there before’, according tovibne ci
servant (private interview). It drew substantially on Lord Freud’s indepen@gort for the
DWP (2007). New Labour was initially cautious about Freud’s recommendations, which ar
discussed in greater detail below. However, following James Purnell’s appainds Secretary

of State for Work andPensions in 2008, the Labour government subsequently proposed
implementing several of Freud’s suggested reforms in the forrtegifofe New Deal following

a set of pilot projects (DWP, 2008). The Conservative Party in opposition also seemed to quickl
warm to Freud’s recommendations. In January 2008, Cameron and Grayling announced that the
Conservatives would adopt the recommendations on ‘increased conditionality; meooigigo

assessments [and] expanded payment by results for the private and vadentary (Haddon,
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2012: 4). These proposals went on to form the backbone of the Pady 'Britain Working
green papef2009).

Set against recognition of New Labour’s considerable success on some a$peelfsreto-

work, the Freud report sought to addréise remaining challenges (Fre@@07: 3). Specifically,

it investigated ways of supporting the ‘very hardest to help’ or those suffedng rfrultiple
disadvantages back into work (2007-4@8. The central recommendation of the Freud report
was that the range of welfate-work providers should be diversified, giving greater
responsibility to the private and voluntary sectors. This was justified on tisethais‘there are

clear potential gains from...bringing in innovation with a different skill set, aoth fthe
potential to engage with groups who are often beyond the reach of the weliaré26d7: 6).
These groups should be permitted substantial freedom in structuring and deliveging t
programmesn order to decide ‘what works for them’ and fjobseekers for whom they are
responsible (2007: 6). This is the ‘black box’ approach, recommended based on evidence from
the United States and Audiem models (2007: 46, 12¥28) as well from the UK’s
‘Employment Zones’ (2007: 56). To counter the high costs of this kind of intensive support and
to ensure that contractors were achieving adequate results, the repatamsmended a shift to
‘payment by results’Hreud 2007: 51-52).

The convergence on this policy issue can be understood by consideengoncepts
underpinning the New Deals and welfdoewvork programmes more broadly, and well as New
Labour’'s framing of its policies. Aspects of New Labour’s approach fit withagketdriven,
supplyside understandingf ahe causes of poverty and unemployment (Theodore, 2007). These
have largely been accepted, retained and accelerated by the Conservatives. thsadjides

the emphasis on the responsibilities of claimants in relation to the state and, impdiitlydls
society, which both partiebave primarily emphasised in terms of independence and self
sufficiency (Levitas, 2005). There is some ideological overlap here, which reflects the
relationship between New Labownd Thatcherism. Other aspectjch New Labour’'s
emphasis on income transfers and a recognitiostifctural causes of poverty via the National
Minimum Wage, have been either rejected or played down. These imply concepbtiamaess

and compassion based around egalitarianism and a conventional perception of so®al justic
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(Hayton and McEnhill, 2015). These, then, are incompatible with current Conservative

decontestations of the same concepts.

Part of the reason why it wasossible for the Conservatives to do thias because, either
through lack of political will or ideolgical desire, New Labour failed to make a stronggoimg

case for theskatteraspects of reform. The case for such measures was then further hampered by
the economic downturn and lack of money to sustain high spending on welfare, partiexiarly
credis, which allowed the Conservatives the opportunity to -knde these strategies.
Consequentially while New Labour’s welfare reforms bore the imprint ofchkate ideology,

there is little in the Conservative approach that reflects an accommodationseail

democratic values, goal and explanations.

The central aim othe Work Programmand tle work experience programmesaddressing
existing welfare dependency, and preventing its growth. Hence Conservatiyés Rvelfare
papes identify two imperaives in support of these. The first is ensuring that ‘those made
unemployed because of the recession do not becomadongunemployed’. The second, more
wide-ranging task is ‘to tackle Britain’s loAgrm structural unemployment and the welfare
dependeng culture’ (Conservative Party, 2009: 10). The elision of ‘structural unemployment’
with a welfare dependency ‘culture’ here is significant, in that it suggestshe two identified
issues have similar causes and solutions. As with the emphasis oreaslia ‘lifestyle choice’
discussed above, this is a further reflection of the idea of dependency as a causetpf pove
discussed irChapter 4 This emphasis is the common thread running thrddigirersal Credit

and welfareto-work, placing the receipt dienefits within a ‘behavioural and cultural analysis
which attributes the underlying causes of poverty with the failings ofithdils rather than to
sociceconomic factors’ (Lister and Bennett, 2010: 92). It is these failings thatrevidfaork

policy then seeks to address in terms of barriers to the labour market, providing ‘the key to
breaking the back of our deepghlygrained benefits culture’ (Grayling, 201The underlying
identification of the problem as one of individual failings and individeraél barriers to work
thereforedoes not break out from the dominant Thatchdraenework However, the policy

tools are rather more advanced.
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In tackling these perceived failings, the Conservative Party is coeahtit providing ‘proper
support and intervention for those who require it’ (2009: 12), building on New Labour’s legacy
in this area. Plans to extend PbR are critical to realising this intention.rfébfRea‘black box’
approach are supported not only for cost reasons, but because themakldld providers to give
‘tailored support [to]hundreds of thousands of long term benefit claimants, built around their
needq...] Rather than having to follow a top-down approach dictated by the government’ (DWP
2010c). This ‘top down’ approach has beesuatained target of Conservative attacks, on the
basis that it is ‘outmoded and ineffective’ (Grayling, 2011). In its place, the WorkaRrote
offers a system in which providers have the freedom to choose ‘what works’ combineldewith t
incentive of recaiing a higher payment for placing the ‘*hardest to help’ claimants (DWP, 2013b:
4; DWP, 2014e: 6). Grayling remarked that this was ‘specifically designed to chadest
practice, to make sure that the best rise to the top’ @B0l&d would bringabout
‘transformational’ changwithin the welfare system (20&p Specifically, for people on ouwtf-

work benefits who ‘could and should be working, and yet every time employment levels rise
those people seem to stay stranded on benefits...The Work rogravill change all of that’
(Grayling, quoted in DWP, 2010c).

In addition to the diversification of providers which is justified in terms of providimgem
nuanced expertise to help these claimaihis,Work Programmand work experience schemes
also aim to accomplish these goals by extending the reach of wieHagk, pulling more
people under therespective conditionality regime®©ne notable groughat this applies to is
former Incapacity Bnefit claimants, who may be subject to woglated conionality and
sanctions after undergoing Work Capability Assessments durengpritcess of transferral to
ESA. All current Incapacity Bnefit claimants will in time, be subject to such an assessment
(DWP, 2011b). Critics of the Work Capability Assessntemte argued since its implementation
in 2008 that it does not take adequate account of disabled {sbpleers to the labour market
at a social level, and often arrives at the wrong decision as to whether claireaatiteano work
(Anon., 2012). The W/P carries out omgoing reviews on this issue, and has implemented
changes as a result of these. However, the most recent (and final) mreddive assessments
makes clear that claimants still experience considerable anxiety around theemog
perceving it as unfair (Litchfield, 2014: 51), and mistakes are still frequ&fark and Pensions
Select Committee2014b: 5). Accordingly, Labour MPs have argued that the extension of
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conditionality determined via this method is evidence of a lack of compassi€oalition
welfare to work policy (HC Hansard, 1 February 2012b

Conservatives acknowledge that imposing walated conditions on these claimants might be
unpopular with the claimants themselves. However, this is framed as ultimatedydiaithans’
best interests: hence, drawing these people into wabhamerk programmes is the
compassionate course of action. For example, John Stevenson stated: ‘even thaylghsgem
like you’re forcing somebody to do something that they don’t want to, acfoatiyng people to
go and get a job is a good thing’. He explained: ‘the eufer health issues, housing issues,
mental health issuesthe cure, invariably, is a job’ (private interview). Similarly, Grayling told
an anecdote about a women who hagnbeandated tthe Work Programm@fter 14 years off
work with chronic depression’. Initially, she was ‘in tears, [she] did not\melieat she should
be therd...] she was protesting bitterly’. Eight weeks later, ‘she said that that waglthéing

to do after all'. He concluded: ‘we will not always get it right, but we are takomge people
down a path that can be right for them, even if they are reluctant to follow its&t(HIC
Hansard, 13 March 2012).

This is based foremost on the Conservative conception of compassion as being ‘firm to be kind’
(Stevenson, private interview), reflecting a similar kind of thinking to th&drming the
Universal Creditconditionality regime. It is underpinned by the claim that ‘abandoning’ such
claimants within the welfare system by transferring money whilst not compelling thewrko w

is not compassionate. Rather, it perpetuates dependency and condemns them jo povert
(Grayling, quoted in DWP, 2011a; Duncan Smith, quoted in Winnett, 2812h a system
would also be unfair to the claimant, as it would prevent them from attaining independeisce. T
then links into the ideal of responsibility and the state’s role in constructimifaevsystem that
promotes ‘responsible’ behaviour, principally constructing this as synonymousngalyesment

in work. This is founded on a negative view of claimants as tending towards being ditaatere

in working if other options are available, and hence requiring an extra push towards to
workplace. Owing to the positive outcomes that Conservatives suggest witiibeegtby this,

the coercive approach from the state towards claimants is justified.
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There is some acknowledgement that the Work Prograwithtake time to bed in, and for the
best providers and approaches to becolear (Grayling, 20113). However, there is little in the
Conservative Party literature or speeches that suggests doubt that the appemchiltanot
eventually yield ‘best practice’ that is capable of moving unemployed @eaplen those with
complexneeds, such as disabilitiedback into work. When the problem of unemployment is
framed in terms of the attitudes of claimants and the benefit system itself, it & kogoelieve

that strong welfar¢o-work programmes should prove effective for anybody who wants to move
into employment. The approach therefore also attempts to establish the conditiamsvivich
fairness for those who are in employment, and therefore fulfilling thgionsgbilities, can be
realised. The rapid expansion of PbR, framed as a means of uncovering ‘best’pzmbined

with the strong emphasis on unemployment as a choice is central to thiee lbdur market
recovers and successful support strategies begegmerge those who do not move into work
can be construed as having failed to do so through lack of effort or engagement with tles servic
provided. This effect is compoundedJhiversal Crediis in place in terms of work incentives,

as this should remove a further rational reason why people might not retmonktoAs long as

the approach to understanding unemployment fails to acknowledge structural problerte wit
labour market, the behavioural explanation for these people’s continued eadiaribe state is
further reinforced by these policies.

Subsequetty, if people have made the ‘choice’ not to work, then Conservative ideas around
‘fairness for taxpayers’ and supporting responsible behaviour suggest thabttright that the
state should continue to support them at the same level as, for example, thospardlowwrk.
Streeter suggested that this issue had become particularly pressing due tortbmie
downturn: greater pressure on incomes meant that working people wereingtyepsone to

look at those claiming owdf-work benefits and thinkhang on a minute...And I'm paying for
that as well!” (private interview). Stevenson concurred that the downturn had ‘openedpp a g
for us to say to people who either need the minimum or don’t need welfare: “you’re working
hard and paying for that”. Yoonly want to pay for it if you see it going to a proper purpose and
not a lifestyle choice’ (private interview). Brandon Lewis explained thatdseconcerned about

‘the injustice of people who do not work and who stay at home having a lifestyis Hrailar

to that of the people who work all those hours’ (HC Hansard, 16 February 2011). All three

echoed similar comments by Duncan Smith (2010) and Cameron j2011a
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This, then, links up with the broader justification for cutting benefits to unempldgedants
who are seen to be not fulfilling their responsibilities with regard to looking for idaged on
an understanding of benefit dependency as a rational decision, further cutting shptdddiee
incentivise this choice. This is discussed furtimethe following chapter. It constitutes a step
towards ensuring that the system is delivering fairness to those who arg fmayity by not
rewarding the irresponsible decision not to work. The work experience eleméw Batty's
approach to welfareo-work is also legitimated through emphasis on these priorities, as it is a
key element in ensuring that claimants are not getting ‘something foingotGiven this, it is
not surprising that Osborne has indicated that the Conservatives are considerndmg)dech
programmes (2013c). This allows unemployment benefits to {f@med as ‘pay’ for work
experience or looking for work rather than an automatic entittement (Duncam, 8613). This
reflects the ideological emphasis on fairness as desahinwvhich only those designated
‘medically unable’ to work can expect unconditional support fronsthee (Conservative Party,
2008b: 22).

Much of the framing othe Work Programméhereforerelates to unemployed individuals and
ensuring a ‘fair’ relabnship between contributors and beneficiaries of the welfare system.
However, of the two flagship policigigs implementation also offers the clearest opportunity for
the realisatia of the broader ideal of the Big Societiniversal Crediis an essentially technical
policy that primarily aims to reconfigure the relatiomstietween state and individual. The
state/society relationship is not the primary concern. In contrast, the Wagkammeplays a
direct part in redressing what Conservatives as the imbalance between state service provision
and the role of voluntary and civil society organisations (VCSOSs). This, in turn, enjgdsas

the key to achieving the individubdvel outcomes discussed above (Conservative Party, 2008c
5256). Acomplishing this is essential to realising the ideal of a truly cosipaste and
responsible societin which ‘horizontal’, communityftevel networks provide the primary means

of social support and assistance, as opposed to the vertical relationshipewsitieh

Conservatives have acknowledged that this is part of the purpose of the restructutigref
to-work programmes that Work Programme@resents. According to David Cameron, the central

idea of the Big Sciety is taking ‘power away from politicians, and giving it to peofdgioted
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in Prime Minister’'s Office 2010). Within welfare provision, VCSOs have been identified as the
main potential recipients of this power. For example, Francis Maude has s$iatedCSOs

should play a key role in theslivery ofthe Work Programmeestimating that 3% 40 per cent

of all Work Programmecontracts should go to such groups (HC Hansard, 27 April 2011). This
preference for organisations outside of the state is supported with referencevidesnce claim,

based on their records of involvement in providing weltare/ork services under New Labour
(Freud, 2007: 56). As overt themes, both Big Societyand ‘compassionate Conservatism’
have waned since 2010: however, the ideas underpinning these remained strong within the

justification and design of the Work Programme.

Grayling has invoked these sorts of arguments, contrasting tkaovap approach of thBlew
Dealswith a ‘grassroots’ approach. For example, he stated that he would like tiresééork
Progammeproviders ‘assembling teams of people and organisations whose skills drive down to
the lowest possible levelin the heart of the local neighbourhood’ (2011). He also claimed that
the Work Programmwould allow ‘those charities and voluntary sector organisations across the
country with the knowhow to help people with real difficulties in their communities get back to
work...The chance to do just that'. This was in a DWP press release that fi&iord
Programmecontracts as ‘a massive boost for Big Society (DWP, 2011c). When questioned

on his contribution to theBig Society, Duncan Smith claimed: ‘I've created the Work
Programme, which is all about the voluntary and private sector’ (quoted in Butler, 2014). Thu
while aspects othe Work Programmeutlined above as applied to individuals do not move
substantially beyond the individukdvel analysis of poverty that characterised Thatcherism, this
aspect appears to represent an opportunity to make a more substantive changeh&athe
simply rolling back the boundaries of the state, this couldabearea of welfare policy that
facilitates the Conservative goal of ‘[rolling] forwards the front@rsociety’ (Cameron, 2006f

In practice, however, many of the contracts within the Work Programmes hawvgibee to the

private sector rather than community organisations.

Understanding the opportunities for VCSOs to become involved in the Work Programme
requires a brief summary of the structure of the programme. At the top of theurstraot
eighteen prime providers’, who hold a total of A¥ork Programmecontracts between them.

Primes then use subcontractors to deliver support to claimants: either ‘tigypes’ who will
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‘support participants for the whole of their time’ on the Work Programmetjeortivo’ types,
who will deliver specialist interventions to certain types of claimants: for eeartifpse with
extra needs resulting from disability (McGuinness and Dar, 2014:615In theory, VCSOs
could get involved at any level of the programmewieer, aghe Work Programmis based on
PbR, it requires primes to have the necessary financial resources to suppatittesl outlay. It
therefore favours large private companies as prime contractors; this is congbyrttie speed
with which the Work Programme&as implemented, which gave the voluntary and community
sectors little time to develop ways of working around this such as through estaplishi
consortiums (NCVO, 2(a: g§. Consequentially, fifteen of the primes are private companies,
one is from the public sector, one is from the voluntary sector, and one is mixed voandary
private (DWP, 2013c). As of September 2013, there are 858 subcontractors workindooty the
Work Programmecontracts, around thresuarters of which are tier twsubontractors only.
Approximately 40 per cent of the 858 come from the voluntary sector (McGuinness and Dar,
2014: 15).

Initially, then, this appears somewhat encouraging: Maude’s goal for the involveféCSOs

is being met, for example. However, underpinning these numbers are several moragworryi
trends that threaten to undermine the possibility oBligeSocietybeing developed throughe

Work Programmeln turn, these may impinge on the realisation of goals outlined above related

to the programmes capacity to support responsible behaviour amongst claimants.

The structure of the Work Programme, and in particular the way that PbR has been
operationalisd, is widely identified by a number of voluntary and civil service represeatati
groups as something that is causing their members significant diffi@riggnisations including
AVECO (2013) the National Council of Voluntary Organisation01l1la; 2011b)and the
London Voluntary Service Council (Kerr, 2013) have produced research showing that
subcontractors are receiving significantly fewer referrals fritve Work Programmehan
anticipated.This is resulting in difficulties which ‘directly impact on the financial viability o t
contract’ (Kerr, 2013: 23; NCVO 2011b:A. Irregular, unpredictable referrals are a potential
problem for all types of organisations. However, this is arguably ‘a particii@portant issue

for the voluntary sector, which generally less able to absorb financial losses’ (AVECO/Shaw

Trust, 2013: 8). This is compounded by a broadly shared feeling amongst voluntary and civil
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society organisations that primes are not passing on sufficidnbnip'attachment’ fees to their
subontractors (Kerr, 2013: 27; AVECO/Shaw Trust, 2013; 9), which has fuelled subcontractor
suspicions that the DWP prioritised cost over programme quality in awahéng) Programme
prime contracts (NVCO, 2011a: 4). Since payment is only made when a partinipa@tWwork
Programmeis moved into sustained employment, this leaves subcontractors struggling to

provide appropriate support in the meantime.

All of these problems are particularly marked for small, ‘niche-tily providers, who are
working with people who may be a very long way from being ready to work. Incaises, the
gap between taking on\Work Programmelaimant and receiving a payment for moving them
into work may be so large that it contributes to rendering the contract unsustainatkioengh
these organisations may make valuable interim progress with their clai(fants2013: 28).
Rather than promoting and supporting them in their role, the structure and fundidgriof
Programmaeas causing them such difficulty that some will beckd to halt their engagement
(NVCO, 2011b: 14). This is deeply problematic when related to Conservative promotion of the
Big Societyand the importance of conservative compassion in service delivery, gsdtisely
these small, niche organisations which are identified as providing the mostvefeervices and
expertise which are framed as vastly superior to ‘one size fits all’ staters (PG, 2007

None of these problems are insurmountable; the Work and Pensions Select Cooffartes
number of possible solutions (2013:-8)Y. However owing to the way that the Work Programme
is funded, tackling those issues related to payments may prove difficult. \AMtelaozk
programmes would usually be funded from within the Departmental Expenitoite DEL) —
the sum of money allocated via the spending review. However, the Work Progiarhgieg
funded from projected savings in the Department’s larger Annually Managpenéiiure
(AME) limit — the demanded element of spending that includes moassh benefits (Habbn,
2012: 56). This is the ‘AME/DEL’ switch. It ‘means that if a provider succeeds in rggtti
someone a job for a period, we can use the money which we save in benefit saengst (t
savings) to reward them, and that of course isshigs of money.” (Freud, 2009). The shift in
the balance of spending towards AME also plays into lotegen fiscal plans announced by
Osbornethat would see a cap introduced on this element of spending (Osborree 20bke,
2013).
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While welcoming ‘the extra resources that the Government has released btheskiE/DEL
switch mechanism to help people find jobs in a time of constrained public finatiee$Vork
and Pensions Select Committee warned that ‘there is a risk that #etexkpavings will not be
realised if too few people gain full time work or if the number falling out of worls'rig&911.:
57). Given the evidence outlined about regarding the performance of the Work Preggamm
far, in turnthis could impact on the viality of the programme and the contractors within it.
While the Work Programme is now performing comparably to the programmesré@aced, it

is not delivering the improvement in outcomes that the DWP had projected (NAO, 2014a: 6
As such, problemsvith the current structure of the programme relate not only to the goal of
developing and nurturing a vibrant civil society sector as an alternative to céatggbrovision,
but also directly impact on the possibility of achieving the positive outcdrogs moving

people into work that Conservatives have claimed the Work Programme will produce.

6.4 Conclusion

This chapter has argued that parts of the Conservative Party invested coresidétablin
developing policy in line with Conservative ideational perspectives on welfaté. @licies
discussed here contain nods, at least, to each of the four concepts discussed in prgterss cha
The plans for their implementation comprise a fairly balanced approach to a nundiféerent
aspects identified whiin each concept, regarding their implications for claimants, the broader

society, and the state/society relationship.

However, in practice the implementation of these ideas has been somewhat Rdknagily,
this has been due to the prioritisationtieé need to cut public spendiogce in government
combined with the perception of the electoral gains to be made from appearing tangeataki
hardline towards benefit claimantsolver spending was a longerm goal of both of theets of
reforms discased herelts elevation to centralmmediatepriority has had a considerable effect
on Universal Credit and may lead to problems with the Work Programmeéime if the
difficulties identified are not resolved. The main consequence is that the reformdmome
unbalanced in favour of providing an impression of fairness tecteamants, as opposed to
rewarding those who do rely on the welfare systemnfeeting their responsibilities. This
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problem is intensified when taken in addition to the austbaged reforms discussed in the
subsequent chapter.

The effect onUniversal Creditin particular is significant because it is not a aostitral
programme its major innovation, which is bringing changesthe workincentive structure,
requires investment. This has been severely curtailed, and it seems unlikaty these
Conservative Party’s stated future goals on spenitiatgthis will be reversed by thecoming
Conservative government in 201%4oreover, the current mood around welfare and spending
may also inhibit other partifsom lowering the taper: as such, Conservative decisions in this
respect have an impact on the wider strategic context befendarty itselfThe effect orthe

Work Programmes less clear as yet, although here too problems with funding threaten to
undermine some of its key objectives, notably those related t8ith&ociety The broader
outcome of this is that while conditiality on claimants has been ratcheted up, the reforms are
currently failing to balance this with a strong emphasis on fairer and morpassionate
outcomes for those who are behaving as the reformed systemsdkpetto. As such, while the
main weight of expectation within the reforms is placed on individual benafiiards to meet
their obligations towards the wider society, the central concern in outcomepisviding a
system that appears fair to those who do not require support from the wegHfeme . This marks

a disjunctureThis could be interpreted in relation to electoral imperatives, but it also reflects a
return to a socially conservative position regarding the moralityarking, and a concurrent
retreat from the more rational viewslm#haviour that were inherent in the original conception of

Universal Credit

This may have been possible because New Labour emphasised the indoddsat aspects of

its reforms far more than the social democratic ones. This created a space \uittinthe
Conservatives could expand the aspects that fit with their own perspectives, in whadlgsis a

has referred to as a ‘process of policy &g’ (Lister and Bennett, 2010: 102), whilst side
lining those that did not. This institutional context sgnificant in understanding the
development of suppigide welfare initiatives under @énConservative. It reflecan important
element of thestrategically selective context and can thus enhance understanding of the
circumstances in which a shift in @ (as between Labour and the Conservatives) is able to

drive policy change.There was already a substantial policy infrastructure that fit with
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Conservative ideas on the attitudinal and behavioural causes of poverty in placeNande
Labour. What was absent was a strong articulation of structural causeartoebidlis. This has
been instrumental in buttressing Conservative arguments regarding a lack otlualdivi
responsibility or the centrality of behavioural factors in explaining wonkésss These arthen
used to legitimate a range of reforms, including those around wé&bfaverk, Universal Credit
and the austerity measures that are the subject of the following chapter.
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Chapter 7
Policy II: Austerity

7.1 Introduction

Alongside the reforms discussed in the previous chapter, which drdstantially on
Conservative policy ideas developed in opposition, the Coalition also introduced a fettber s
reforms from 201@hat have been strongliynked to the priority of cutting public spending. The
aimin this respect was to reduce the DWP’s budget by £20 billion by 2014/15, comprising £2.7
billion in efficiency savings and £17 billion from pensions and benefits (NAO, 2011: 11).
Substantial benefit savings from Universal Credit and the Work Programme would not be
realised in the shoterm. Universal Credit aims to induce behavioural change amongst
claimants to deliver reduced welfare costs, sttelen if payment by result§PbR)within the

Work Programme works as intended it will take time for the rafiettive providers and means

of support provision to become apparent. As such, Kwasi Kwarteng’s view that: ‘I skt
how, in the current climate, you can talk about welfare without talking abouitslefiebts and

the economy’ (private interview) is an accurate reflection of the more imragui@ssures on

the welfare system. This chapter focuses on a set of welfare policies thdienuslerstood as
closely related to these pressures. It discusses four central refboss to Disability Living
Allowance (now the Personal Independence Payment), the Social Rented Sector &ipa Crit
(better known as the ‘bedroom tax’), the introduction of an overall cap on the amount of cash
benefits that households can receive per week, and changes to the mexlianigprating

benefits.

As in the previous chapter, one concern here is to understand how these reforms fit with
perspectives around poverty and dependency, responsibility, fairness and compdssh
underpin the Gnservative approach to welfaaadto consider the extent to which these have
been realised in implementation. While cutting spending must be viewed as anamhport
immediate pressure, Conservatives have subsequently moved to fje&iiiy in relation to

these ideas. In part this will Heecause introducing such moral justifications renders cutting a
significant amount from the welfare budget more palatable, particularigrewit affects
vulnerable groups such as disabled people and children. It also maintains a beveatére

189



threadedhrough the entire programme of welfare reform concerning the approach to poverty
ensuring responsible behaviour and promoting fairness. This, in turn, coheres withakle
strategy, positioning the Conservatives as being on the side of ‘people whbavdr&nd play

by the rules’ (Cameron, 2013).

Theoretically, all four reforms can be identified with some of the ideas set ooépter four. At
root, they all share an individualised notion of the causes of the growth of welfarengpdiis

is justified with reference to the perception of a passive welfare state which allowsactsattr
people to choose not to work, thus contributing to the perpetuation of a ‘dependency culture’
which is transmitted integenerationally and entrenches poverty. THetsm to this within all
four is to incentivise or push claimants towards responsible behaviour, understoodndsdhat
leads to economic sediufficiency. This can then also be linked to a Conservative cowtept
compassion, whereby shaerm discomfort is an acceptable trawfé for longerterm positive
outcomes for both the individual and society. As such, there is an underlying logic gettbfs
reforms that is based around a suspicion of the effectengfterm support by the state on
individuals, and a belief in the inherent and absolute capacityostindividuals to reduce the

extent to which they require state support.

When considered against the welfare policies discussed in the previous chapw®rer, the
coherence of the entire reform package is less clear. Conservatives haveediscaging away
from a measuremendf poverty based on income, often preferring to talk about poverty in terms
of lifestyle and irresponsible decision making enabled by the state, of whiclortkd@ion of
‘welfare dependency’ is an example. Despite this, Universal Cnagiittains an emphasis on
financial need as a determinant of eligibility for support from the welfare, sthieit whilst
making this eligibilityconditional on engagement with aspects ofuUhésersal Creditand Work
Programmereforms. It also encompasses, atlgh in a more limited way thamitially
envisaged, a positive commitment to incentive as a driver of behaviour, around ‘making w
pay’ through increasing returns associated with tHimeportantly it is engagement with
conditionality (in the form of attending meetings, conducting-gearchs, attending work
placements and so on) which determines eligibility: not whether this actusligsren a move

into paid employment, as Duncan Smith has explained (Andrew Marr Show, 2015).

Concurrently, the longeerm thinking underpinning Universal Credit and the Work Programme
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positions financial savings through alleviating dependency as a rdsaltanging claimant
behaviour as a key outcome of an effective welfare system. This suggastasmeptance that
the state has a positive role to play in facilitating the transition degtwdependence and
independence, and an admission that making an exclusively moral case for workioty is

sufficient.

In contrast, the reforms discussed in this chapter alter the relationshgeheneed and financial
support, and the basis on which that support is provided. They reflect a strand of thinkihg base
strongly on desert as a central element of fairness, and hence ehatitto state support. This
relates to having a futime job, or providing demonstrations for why supportotherwise
required. This leads to a ‘cutting first’” approach, wherebyeed) spending is framed as a
catalyst for reducing dependency. Within this, reliance on the welfare stageléadfficiency
cannot ceexist for individuals: the relationship is zesam. As well as dovetailing neatly with
financial pressures, this amach supports the immediate Conservative electoral appeal on
fairness in a very direct and effective way, and this should not be considezpdrats issue in
understanding the relationship between the two sets of reforms. As thisrdiepienstrates,

this approach contradicts and cuts across much of the thinking bghinersal Creditandthe

Work Programmgsuggesting a more negative approach to incentives which is strongly linked to
morality. Its implementation reveals the dominance of a stewnist approach to welfare
policy-making that is strongly linked to electoral positioning and the need to make an impact
within a fiveyear governing cycleBeyond this, it is emblematic of a deeply negative view of
the welfare state, such that even the provision of transitional support for unemployesl peopl
ultimately undermines settliance and individual responsibility, and should hence be urgently

reduced.

7.2 Disability Living Allowance and the Personal Independence Payment

Amongst the changes brought in unttexr Welfare Reform Act (2012) are changes to disability
benefits. In addition to those related to conditionality in ESA, discussed in theyzehapter,
Disability Living Allowance has also been a target for reform. DLA isilabke to disabled
peoplewho are both in and out of work, and is intended to compensate for some of the extra
financial costs associated with disability in order to enable independent livaioggS2011). It

is paid depending on recipients’ care and mobility needs, at rates ranging from £2Weelkper
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to £138.05 per week, with entitlement determined viaasdessment and supporting evidence
from GPs. In 2012, 3.2 million people claimed DLA, and forecast expenditure for 2011/12 was
£12.6 billion. It therefore accounted for around six per cent of the DWP’s annual benefit
expenditure (Browne and Hood, 2012: 5). DLA reform is predicted to reduce this by twenty per
cent (approximately £2 Rillion) by 2015/16 (DWP, 2012g: 2) and £3 billiby 2018/19 (NAO,
2014b: 24)as a result of @,000 fewer people claiming the benefit.

Being nomameans tested and naontributory, DLA seems an obvious target for reform under
the Conservatives as its structure goes against a number of the ideas ontlGteapter 4
including those on individual responsibility and hence on dependency. However, Conservatives
have not previously been averse to providing for disabled people in this way, in doing so
identifying some disabled people as deserving of state support. DLA itselhtk@duced under

the Mapr government in 1992, following a consultation on ‘[enabling] many more disabled
people to maximise their own potential and their wider contribution to society’, (D&®: 1).

Its rationale seemed to fit with individualist aspects of Thatcherism, emspitasiisabled
peoples ‘rights to autonomy and sealketermination’ or capacity for ‘choice and control’
(Morris, 2011: 3). At that point, far from encouraging dependency, increased spending on
disability benefits since 1979 owing to greater awarenes®nfahailability was feted as ‘a real

gain in improving the position of loAgrm sick and disabled people as a whole’ (DSS, 1990:

10). DLA was therefore framed as something that would encourage, not inhibit, indegende

Moreover, the ideas underpinninQLA are not incompatible with much of Cameron’s
Conservatives’ conceptual approach to welfare provision, reflecting the extent ¢ whi
Cameron’s party continues to draw on perspectives that were ascendant iawrshehen it was
introduced. Receipt of DLA entrusts disabled people with responsifalitmanaging their own

needs. tldraws on ‘social model’ thinking on disability in terms of understanding the Isatoier
social inclusion that disalilegpeople experience (see below); howeites, still anindividualised

benefit, as it transfers some responsibility for disabled peopleeds from the state to the
disabled individual. While casting disabled people as deserving of support in atyltessiers,

DLA also supports the idea of disabled people as autonomous individuals who are capable of
realising and managing their own social inclusion, rather than as passipentciof state

support. This means that it is theoretically compatible with Conservatiae atecompassion as
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an active concept, éeling into the prevalent conception of social justice which emphasises
encouraging independence and opportunity (HM Government, 2012). Given this, and its

political heritage, DLA is perhaps not such an obvious target for reform after all

However, in 200 plans were announced to replace DLA with a new benefit: the Personal
Independence Payment (PIP). DLA reform was not trailed before theosleatid the
announcement came not from the DWP, but from the Treasury. Osborne claimed tleat a thr
fold increase in DLA claims and a fotold increase in cost since introduction was both
unsustainable financially, and undesirable on a welfare dependency basis. ihstickang

point was the existingssessment process, which is returned to below. The introdutaomeay
assessment process would ensure that: ‘we can continue to afford paying this intqsorédint

to those with the greatest needs, while significantly improving incentiveoto far others’
(Osborne, 2010a). Conservatives subsequently moved iy jigt reforms in moral terms, and
Cameron claimed that the Government is ‘not cutting money that is going into dysabilit
benefits’ (HC Hansard, 7 March 2012). However, DWP publicationgerate Osborne’s
concern that spending is ‘not sustainable in the long term’ (DWP, 2012a: 1). The cost of DLA

was clearly a concern.

The announcement was therefore met with some suspicion. Dame Anne Begg reharites t
Government ‘got off on the wrong foot’ with DLA reform, ‘inasmuch as they saw iregeaue

saving exercise’. With the caveat that she was ‘not sure that lain Duncan Sroébsarily saw

it in those terms’, she continued: ‘certainly the Treasury did because inwlaatifirst budget

[...] completely out of the blue, with a price tag on it’ (ptr interview). Richard Hawkes, Chief
Executive of Scope, suggested that reform had ‘been designed to achieve a budgeft ttaege
reductions that the government talked about in the Comprehensive Spending Reviewidrhey sa
there was going to be a 20% reduction, then developed an assessment that will deliver that
(quoted in BBCNews 2013). Andy Rickell, a former member of Equality 20¥5similarly

stated: ‘I'm sure part of the reason why the Conservatives came in to reformrmtAost

reasons’. This dinted any reform in this area, because all of the reform in this area is presumed

4 Equality 2025 was a crostepartmental advisory body established to provide appointed disabled people with a
direct link to policymakers. It was closed down in 2013.
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to be to do with saving money’ (private interview). An emphasis on cost also explaisseed

of implementation. PIP was implemented without a pilot programme, leadiagotxklog of
claims that has beestrongly criticised by the Public Accounts Commit{614a).One charity
representativewho contributed to parliamentary scrutiny oflfaee reform suggested that this
was indicative of an area of policy that ‘hadn’t been given the thought in advance’ that it
required (private interview), while Public Accounts Committee Chair BtatgHodge described
PIP’s implementation as ‘nothing short of a fiasco’ (quoted in Public Accounts Gmami
2014b).

A former civil servahshed further light on the decision to reform DLA in relation to the DWP’s
financial pressuresemarkingthat when the Coalition came in: ‘it was quite noticeable that they
hadn’t really thought through what their approach around disability equalityewag to be’.
However, ‘there were two things that were very clearly bigger policieessthat had a big
impact on disabled people’. Alongside reducing the deficit:

There was also lain Duncan Smith’s view of welfare reform, and that wasitl about
disabled people, it was about creating Universal Credit and addressing what e saw a
issues around how the benefit system keeps people out of work.

Disability policy itself, however, was ‘a bit of a vacuum’ in 2010 (privateriview). This may
have rendred DLA vulnerable to pressures introduced by these overarching priotities hot
directly related to the Universal Cregiians; out of all of the changes discussed in this chapter,
DLA reform is the least likely to affect these because it is ruded inUniversal Credit It
also represented a large portion of DWP spending and so was exposed to the immadizge fi
pressures. Finally, the prevalence of indefinite awards and lack of contineassessment
(DWP, 2011d: 6), built into DLA’s structure as a benefit for people with-teng health
conditions and disabilities, was vulnerable in relation to the electoral imge@tiensuring
fairness and spending limited money wisely. If there was a vaeutimn this policy ara in
2010, it is tese pressures theganto fill it. DLA has been drawn into the wider narrative of
benefits acting as a barrier to work and perpetuating dependency, doing a diteemodeng
people and preventing greater support from reaching ‘genuinely [.. Jtéontdisabled’ people
(Streeter, private interview). This is presented as contradicting both tHeofdedrness,and

therefore the Conservatives’ electoral claim to be committed to ensuring this.
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DLA and PIP are not otdf-work benefitsratherDLA was degned with independence, which

is not necessarily synonymous with employment, in mind (DSS, 1990). However, the number of
DLA claimants who are in work is very low. The employment rate for claimamisie per cent,

and claimants are much less likely t® in work than disabled people who are not in receipt of
DLA (Thomas and Griffiths, 2010:-2). While claimants are more likely than disabled people
on average to have impairments that carry the greatest employment disaekaihtzyg are also
‘significantly less likely to have a jolthan other disabled people with a similar level of
employment disadvantag@homas and Griffiths, 2010: 2, emphasis in original). Additionally,
claiming DLA is associated with a trajectory out of work, with some recipienitsgsezeeipt of

the benefit as ‘proof’ that they are unable to work (Thomas and Griffiths, 2010itHpugh
unable to establish a causal link, the DWP’s research therefore states that ggnéicsaint
association between receipt of DLA and lower wexkectations, including a potential financial
disincentive (Thomas and Griffiths, 2010: 3). Within an ideological approach thateslgat

work as the embodiment of responsible behaviour and primary means of achievetgl soci
fairness, this is a conaerlt can be read as suggesting that unreformed DLA discourages people

who could take paid employment from working.

Before discussing the implications and usage of these findings within BHuid be notethat

they are underpinned by a nuanced body of analysis regarding the relationship bktinesg c
DLA and working. A number of complex issues contributeDioA claimant unemipyment
which go beyond a simplehoice’ not to work (Thomas and Griffiths, 201054 Adams and
Oldfield, 2012). There isosne acknowledgement diiis amongst Conservatives. For example,
Robert Buckland noted: ‘I still think that we’'ve got a long way to go in changing the
culture...There’s still a long way to go before we change the attitude pfogens’. He
continued: ‘I get so fed up of the debate. It's always about the benefiesnsydependency,
these people are a problem and how do we deal with the “challenge”. It's th&aillyrang way

to look at it’ (private interview). There is also evidence of acknowledgemiémnhvhe DWP’s
policy. The employment support scheme, Access to Work, is funded by a protected budget of
£320 million (McVey, 2012) in recognition of the effectiveness of such provisiorcéSag11),
although witnesses to\Work and Pensions Select Committequiry on disability equality also

describedAccess to Workas the DWP’s ‘best kept secretVork and Pensions Select
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Committee 2009: 53) and the DWP has yet to carry out any robustbeostfit analysis oft.

All of this alludes to some concern with acetd model of disability. This emphasises that it is
often the structure of society rather than an individual’s impairment whiclesadisability’,
and therefore efforts to promote disabled peoples’ integration must also gosalhgtiaeyond
the individual (Grover and Piggott, 2010).

Initial plans for PIP implied further moves in this direction. PIP assessmentd weuless
medical’ and ‘not based on the type of impairment individuals have but how these ladfect t
everyday lives’. They would be ‘more active and enabling’ by considésingt individuals can

do rather than what they cannot’. PIP would also be ‘more holistic...than the currentitpisabi
Living Allowance criteria, fairly reflecting the full range of impairmentegp(DWP, 201&: 4).
Maria Miller's foreword to the DLA consultation indicated that social model thinking was
behind the plans (quoted in DWP, 2d@1Ql), and she later reaffirmed the government’s
commitment to this understanding of disability (HC Hansard, 12 December 2@idgver, PIP
neals to provide financial savingh implementation these claims have sat uneasily alongside a
more individualist understanding of the relationship between disability, receipnefitse and

engagement in paid work.

The main departure from DLA is the introduction of a new, periodiassessment for
determining eligibility for PIP. This is the means through which savings wiltdadised,
effectively by raising the bar for what constitutes being deservimg@bort and thus reducing
eligibility. This has been justified in terms of assessing whether conditions havesdhas@
means of ensuring that funding went to ‘those who need it most’ (Duncan Smith, @8aBled
people who face the ‘greatest challenges in takimgipaveryday life’ (DWP, 2013d This is

fair entittement asieedviewed through the prism of austerity: the view that ‘when money is
tight, you absolutely have to cut out anything which is going to people who are not “needy”
even not terribly needy’ (John Penrosayate interview). As such the assessment criteria for
PIP are necessarily restrictive, retreating from a social understarfdéhiggability, because ‘by
the time you’ve got to the point of going beyond the medical [...] and into the samiate got

to the stage where actually you're not going to be assessing people who donhdsdasic
needs, but have wider needs’ (Rickell, private interview). As such, although thia ¢atePIP

ostensibly deals with ‘need’ this illustrates a conceptual link éetwfairnessas need and
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fairness as deserThe assessment determines which currently-maetls will continue to be
identified asdeserving of support and which willot, imposing a lower cudff due to the need to

save money.

The more restrictive natud the PIP criteria, and threduction of permanemiwards, feeds into
Conservative perspectives on dependency and the effect of receipt of beneétspansible
behaviour, buttressed by the observation that very few DLA claimants are in wortefdines

can therefore also be framed as a measure of compassion towards claimants, as ithcan S
suggested. Claiming that ‘too often in the past’ the assessment procesAferdDld ‘say to
people...You are in receipt of a particular benefit and we don’t want to see you again™, he
argued that ‘it is right to see people, and wrong to leave them parked for everbamesis.
Seeing them is more humane than inhumane, and that balance is the way that avgasH{bi@
Hansard, 9 March 2011). Alongside thikere is a clear suspicion that there arggaificant
number DLA claimantswho could support themselves without the benefit. Duncan Smith
suggested that the number of claimants had risen ‘well ahead of any other gaugehyouakéy
about illness, sickness, disability or, for that matter, general trends in Sowibigh he
attributed to the lack of a fade-face assessment and the prevalence of indefinite awards
(quoted in Winnett, 2012). This is linked to the suggestion that providing DLA to thosaresho
not in the ‘greatest need’ has led to the benefit being used as part of a veelstaaed
‘lifestyle’ (see previous chapter). This then renders those who are found ineligible dgsential
undeserving of support, helping to sustain the Conservate@oehl narrative of ensuring
fairness for both noctaimants and those who are in ‘real need’.

Overall, the changes to DLA are consistent with broad Conservative plans éoe @onditional
and workfocused approach to welfare. While neither DLA nor && outof-work benefits, part
of the ideological basis of the reform is the idea that providing a substantial sum of tmone
disabled people without sufficient conditionality or checks attached will inhiik wcentives
and encourage inactivity. This can be tentatively supported via the DWP reseadgichbate.
However, it is very likely that the immediate impetus for DLA reform is reducimgli@
spending, and this has supported a slightly different approach to reducing reliaheebenéfit
sysem than that taken in the reforms in the previous chapter.
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DLA reform is quite a blunt strument in this respect. It magduce spending on DLA and
claimant counts in the sheterm. However, even viewed from an individualist perspective it has
limited capacity to move disabled people into work. As Charles Walker MP observed, allowing
for the idea that ‘giving people an opportunity teeregage with their communities and re
engage with the workforce’ is the right direction of travel, the journey into work foe som
disabled people ‘will be, perhaps, a great deal longer than for others’ (privatgeinje This is
compounded by current issues around providers within the Work Programdribe way that
PbR works in relation to individuals who are a long vilym the labour market. Disability
organisations have expressed concern that restrictions in eligibility foviPliRcrease poverty
levels for disabled people (Disability Alliance, 201114 Disability Rights Partnership, 2011),
yet the decision to implement PIP regardless suggests that this is a pricgoayong for both
being able to reduce immediate spending, and perhaps providing a work incdtituegtathis

is by no means a certainty). As sualhile the thinking behindUniversal Credipereives flaws

in the welfare system and proposes altering the system as a means of changimubehav
resulting from this, DLA reform, in common with the other reforms discussed in thi¢echa
places a much stronger emphasis on withdrawing aspects of welfare support assaoimea

enforcing individual responsibility.

7.3 The Social Rented Sector Size Criterion

The rising cost of housing benefit has been another area of concern for the Cvesesuate
moving into government. In 2010sborne noted thatspering on housing benefit has risen
from £14 billion ten years ago to £21 billion today. That is close to a 50 per cent enoxeass

and above inflation’. This, he suggested, indicated that ‘costs are completedy curtrol’
(2010a). SimilarlyDuncan Smith stated: ‘the cost of housing benefit has spiralled completely out
of control’, supporting ‘crazy excesses...of people on benefits living in housebdbatih work
could not afford’ (quoted in Ramesh, 2011). Cameron has also turned to the idea df@n ‘ou
control’ housing benefit bill (HC Hansard, 27 October 2010; 22 June 2011).ddapscal
Housing Allowanceand the overall benefit cap form the main strategy for addressing this in
relation to private sector housing, as discussed below. However, 68 per cent of heasifit
claimants were in the social housing sector in 2011.-rBafket rents and different rules
applying to benefit entittement mean that social sector tenants are unlikehatietted by the
caprelated changes. On grounds of fioah necessity and fairness, the DWP therefore argued
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that addressing housing benefit levels within the social sector spegificdl necessary (DWP,
2012h 6-7). The policy intended to achieve this is the Social Rented Sector Size @riterio
(SRSSC), als&tnown as the ‘undenccupancy penalty’, ‘removal of the spare room subsidy’ or

‘the bedroom tax’.

The SRSSC was introduced under thelfdte Reform Act (2012 It is intended to ‘[limit]
social tenants’ entitlement to appropriately sized homes’ (Osb2@i®a). Working age social
housing tenants experienced a reduction in housing benefit entittement fror 2048rif their
property was deemed too large for their needs. The reduction is fourteen per cert Spare’
bedroom, or 25 per cent for two or more (DWP, 208). The DWP estimated that this would
affect 660,000 tenants, or 31 per cent of worlagg housing benefit claimants in the social
sector at the time of introduction, with @&r centof these losing £12 per week on average for
one bedroom (2012h: 8). There are ‘very limited’ permanent exemptions (Wilson, 2014a:
although the Government put extra funding into the budget for Discretionary Housmegriay
(DHPs) from 2013/14 to support implementation. (DWP, 201212). It is estinated that the
SRSSC will save £465 million per year from 2013/14 to 2015/16, rising to £470 million annually
thereafter (HM Treasury, 20t367)% Even at the Government's best estimate, it is therefore
projected to save less than half of the annual amafurttanges to DLANAO, 2014: 24), and
less than 5 per cemtf the amount saved via changes terafing (Cracknell, 2011: iv; DWP,
2013e1).

Despite this, the SRSSC has attracted significant controversy. The &lddiausing Federation
(2013a) and Shelter (Webb, 2013) have both offered vocal criticism. Both the Work and
Pensiong2014c: 20630) and Scottish Affairs Comittees(2014)identified oncerns that it is
causing hardship for vulnerable people. Reflecting these concerns, the Scottishntzowve
committed to effectively cancelling the SRSSC by supporting local authoritieantirgy DHPs

to all applicants (Scottis Government, 2014)All major parties apart from the Conservatives
(Labour, the Liberal Democrats, the SNP, Plaid Cymru, the Green Party ai) thithmitted

to either abolishing or significantly reforming the policy as the 2015 eteapproached.

% These savings may have been esstimated: Tunstall (2013: 3) suggests that ‘real data available frasink
organisations since 1st April 2013 does not match key assumptions abmaintlaehaviour underlying the DWP’s
model’. This data indicates the possibility of reductions in savings of up to 2@iper
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Criticism has not come solelfrom those who might be expected to be hostile to the
Conservatives. Phillip Blond described the SRSSC as: ‘a very stupid policy...It peshat
there’s a mass of property out there that people can access and move simplyoftoedrivoms

to one bedroomThey just can’t’ (private interview). Conservative MP Andrew Percy told the
House: ‘on issues such as ttexdlroom taxand changes to council house tenancies, | think that
the Government got it wrong’ (HC Hansard, 9 May 2012). He argued that Ministers needed to:
‘take account of the fact that houses are not only public assets; they ar@ealsle’s
homes...This is not a simple matter to resolve, even though we should encourage an end to
under-occupanc (HC Hansard, 1 February 2012b). Guto Bebb expressed ‘doubts about the
merits of the bedroom tax’ (private interview), and Angie BrdagnConservative MP for
Ealing Central and Acton, rebelled in the vote on the Affordable Homes Bill which segbport
further exemptions to SRSSC. Public support for the policy has also declined since
implementation, despite high approval of its underlying principles (DWP, R0IB¢ SRSSC

has been one of the less straightforward elements of Coalition welfane ref

This is likely to be due to the method of implementation. iFhediate motivation for the
policy was presented by Osborne as restraining housing benefit expendituedoreEnie applies

to both new and existing tenancies, in contrastymiversal Creditand PIP which are being
trialled on new claims before beingterded to existing claimants. This created an immediate,
direct impact on a large number of tenants, heightening controversy. StuarivAmndrese
Pudsey constituencyn West Yorkshireis one of the 100 constituencies most affected by the
SRSSC (MtionalHousingFoundation 2013b) observed that: ‘everybody who I've spoken to, or
the vast majority, completely believe that cuts are necessary. Where they siffer is dhen

the cuts affect them!” (private interview). Conservatives justify suchpgaroach as the actions
of a responsible government, making up for the irresponsibility of the preceding Labour
government’s spending. Sir Roger Gale MP argued:

There are very few Members of Parliament that are in favour of retrosplegiskation,
because takig something away from somebody is always worse than not giving it to
them in the first place. There have been occasions where we’ve had to take agay thin
from people because we can't just phase it out by natural wastage. We've had to take
some fairly hesh economic decisions to get the economy that the last government
bequeathed us back on track. (private interview)
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Similarly, John Stevenson suggested that the financial situation had made refdemiinaome
ways, identifying the SRSSC as an exampieaolicy where sound finances might have
enabled more gradual implementation (private interview). Nonetheless, he andgBsdd that
while the financial crisis provided an explanation for the immediacy of themetbere was
more to the agenda thahig. As Duncan Smith has claimed, the Conservatives are leading on
welfare reform ‘in the firm belief that it is the right thing to do, not only savimanpey but
breaking dependency and restoring the incentive to work’ (HC Hansard, 25 Margh iafia

Miller also stated that work incentives form part of the rationale behind the poliela(&/
Reform Bill Deb., 3 May 2011). The SRSSC, implemented alongside DCLG moves to end
lifelong tenancies in the social sector (DCLG, 2011), is perhaps more significaation to

this than in terms of financial savings.

Supporting this, the Scottish National Party’s Stewart Hosie MP observed:

The extraordinary thing is that thedroom tawxworks only if the policy fails. If
everybody could move to what the Government consider to be a “properly sized
property”, the housing benefit costs would probably be identical to what they aye-tod

not one penny would be saved. (HC Hansard, 27 February 2013; see also Orr, 2014).

One goal of the policy is to promote efficierdage of social housing stock by encouraging
tenants to downsize. However, many tenants have found that there is not sodalpedperty
available to downsize into (DWP, 20149), and the financial savings and benefits in terms of
incentivising work and responsible spending come from tenants staying inethsiing
properties and making up the shortfall in rent. Moving into a smaller propettfitththe size
criterig or a private sector property with attendant higher rent would dent-sebffe financial
savings, while providing no identifiable incentifer recipientsto alter spending patterns or
increase housing income since rental liability would be unchanged. This stroggbssithat
staying put and paying something closer to the maskatis the preferred outcome. This can
then be framed as incentivising responsible behaviour, in the form of working mqenoirsy

less.

Therefore at the root of the polity a concern with dependenapnd the way that altering the

structure of the weifare system might affect the behaviour of those who draw on its resotrces. |
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dependency is defined as drawing on the state’s resources ontarimnigasis, social housing
tenants are vulnerable to being perceived as more dependent than many other dmoups. T
physical resource of social housing has usually been provided on a permanent basis, akhough t
DCLG changes discussed above will alter this. Additionally, social sectar aemtiower than

the market rate. In terms of need, this is necessarybedais targeted towards people with low
incomes. 29 per cent of social rental households are in relative poverty before housingncbs
despite the lower rents, 43 psgnt are in poverty after housing costs (Tunstall el 3: 2).

Social sectotenants make up the majority of housing benefit claimants, and 63 per cent of all
social sector households claim housing benefit (DWP, 2012h: 7). Finally, approxid@teér

cent of social households are workless, compaididl seventeen per cent of paite tenancies

and nine per cent of owneccupied properties (ONS, 2014a: 7). Housing benefit is vulnerable
because it is not widely supported; politically, it may represent an easy, pagukitough the
disquiet over the SRSSC and benefit cap should serve as a note of caution (Cooke and Davies,
2014: 3). Combined with this, Conservatives view material poverty as a symptom alf soci
disadvantage and reliance on the state as a cause. Asatiah housing tenants present a
particular challenge in ovesming dependency, which is viewed as beaghe root of many

social problems. While implementation has not proved as smooth as the government would have

hoped, it is clear to see why a Conservative-led approach to welfare mighirresich a policy.

The concern with longerm dependency is also evident in the main strategy for smoothing the
transition for claimants. This is the use of DHPs to make up shortfalls in rentir§timportant
point from this regarding dependency is that entitlement pp@t is not a given: DHPs are
usually only awarded on a temporary basis, and reapplication offers ‘no guafanteescess’
(Scottish Federation of Housing Associations, 2013: 17). The identification of this aslaesuit
transitional measure therefore reflects similar thinking to that informing theeRiBsessment
process, rejecting indefinite support in favour of a more conditional processcoh@seswith
conceptions of the permanent, lkoast tenancy as a manifestation of welfare dependency,
altering the relationship between the recipient and the state into a less permesegeraent

whereby entitlement to support must be repeatedly demonstrated and justified.

The second significant implication is in the identification of groups that aredeoedientitled

to some support, and thereby implicitly permitted a level of dependency. DélRdramistered
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locally. Decisions on awards do not rest with the DWP, and the only official qogligyiteria is

receipt of housing benefit or the housing elamef Universal Credit(DWP, 2014g 6).
However, DWP guidance suggests prioritising disabled people in significantlyeddamines

for DHPs. The additional allocation to DHPs related to the SRSSC of £30 billiootsef25

billion to cover the expected impact on disabled people (DWP, 20122, 1DWP, 2014q: 27

28), and an additional £5 billion that was intended for foster carers (who were subsequently
exempted) (Wilson, 2014b: 3). There is therefore usually a requirement to deneomsg@ithat

goes begnd financial hardship, particularly in the northern regions where woweipancy is

much higher and funds are stretched more thinly (Apps, 2014). The allocation stingtefgre
necessitates breaking the link between financial need and entitlemenpgorts This is
demonstrated in local authority management of DHPs, with support usually onlgiqatavihen
additional grounds can be demonstrated and additional conditions met (Work and Pensions
Select Committee2014: 42-45). Simply not having enough money to make up the increase in
rent is not usually enough, so the financial aspects of poverty are also somevitest fsom

this policy. This then leads into concepts of fairness, and the circumstances untieswpiport

is deserved.

The main justifiation for the imposition of the SRSSC is an appeal to fairness. Immediate
financial concerns aside, a central argument employed in justifyingdiiey it is that since
housing benefit entitlements for private sector tenants are determined fertbnieeto the size

of the claimant’'s household’, similar rules should apply in the social sector wdreaats
‘generally have no restrictions based on the size of accommodation that they &,
2012h 1). The change is presented as remedying an anachronistic discrepancy whksh allo
social housing tenantsiore favourable conditions thdheir less ‘dependent’ fellow citizens,
building on the introduction of the private sector Local Housing AllowdnycBlew Labour as
part of the Welfare Reform A¢R007).Remedying this by offering greater support to those in
the private sector would not only constitute an expensive step back from New Laburiss,

but also an ideologically unacceptable extension of state provision. The solution, &drafor

to be limiting support for those in social housing. This is an expressite adea of fairness as
desertsince it aims to ameliorate a variety of ‘something for nothing’, wheregsoap that
overall contributes lessconomicallyreceives a far greater return from the welfare system than

those that contribute more.
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Reflecting this, arguments from Conservatives regarding the SRSSOncaeasingly shifted

from financial, towards moral justifications. John Redwood accused MPs who pointect out th
lack of savingsfrom the policy of ‘misunderstanding’ its ‘true nature’, claiming: ‘it is not
primarily a public spendingut policy’ (HC Hansard, 27 February 2Q1&warteng explained

that themove was ‘an issue of principleequality between socially provided housing and private
sector rents. At the moment, there igliscrepancy that the Governmenperfedly fairly and
perfectly wisely- are trying to equalise’ (HC Hansard, 12 November 2013). Similarly, Duncan
Smith expounded ‘the rationale for the policy was faggss. The previous government left us
with the situation where some on housing benefit in the private sector were not allowed to
occupy houses that had extra rooms, so balancing that is fair' (HC Hansard, 3 Noxehats.

Gary Streeter argued that the sixig lack of parity was the result of lower rents in the social
sector, rather than perceiving private rents as excessively high: ‘peopleiah lremgsing are
already getting a huge subsidy, so we're just making their benefit sitUlagisarne as somesn

in private rented housing. How is that so draconian?’ (private interview). This camcept
fairness and the need to balance treatment ofpla working households and workless, or
partly-working ‘dependent’ households, is common across the wider programme ©of non
disability benefit reforms discussed in this chapter. The SRSSC, concermedstablishing
fairness between two stdets of ‘welfare dependent’ groups, can be understood as a precursor to

enabling this.

To some extent there is a concenthwelativity in the framing of the SRSSC, illustrated in the
perceived need to ensure parity between two groups of claimants. Howeverutios sdfered
reflects a very individualised conception of poverty and disadvantage. Growth in housifig bene
is driven structurally by pressures including a lack of housing stock and the failwegye$ to
keep pace with rising market rents in the private sector (Webb, 2012; Cooke agad, R814).
These pressures are also part of the reason for the dispawityebesocial and private sector
rental rates. Despite acknowledgement of the need to build more homes (Camerbj, 2010
report by Policy Exchange warns that the Coalitianin danger of overseeing the lowest total

number of new homes built as a government since at least before the 1920s’ (Morton, 2012: 6-7).
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The weight of expectation for ameliorating both the disparity between the public &atk pri
sectors and the growth of the cost of housing benefit is therefore placed on these ‘mos
dependent’ households, who are deemed to be in entrenched poverty owing to their reliance on
the state. In turn, this reinforces the promotion of the market as a ‘natueatrahumansocial

and economic framework, with state rental levels correspondingly franmeatifessally low and
unjustified owing to the dependency perpetuated by this. The SRSSC suggestsstnaotial
outcomes can be altered through increasing the responsibilities placed onestioratenants.

As such, while the limited financial savingxpected to result from the reform fit with the
priority of cutting welfare spending, the SRSSC also supports the principle thhé forajority

of people who depend on the welfare system, positive change cannot occur without first
removing some financial suppolmplicit within this is the suggestion that the housing benefit in
the social sector, unreformed, encourages and supports idleness and a lack of impéiers to eit

find work, or alter spending patterns.

7.4 The household benefit cap

The household fit cap was also introduced as part of the Welfare Reform Act Aprih
2013. The cap applies a weekly limit to the taealount that households aged 16 to 64 can
receive in benefits of £500 per week for couples (with or without children) or singetar
whose children live with them, or £350 a week for single adults without resident childtem W
this overall cap are measures intended to address levels of housing benefit payntieats
private sectgrwhich came into force in April 2011. These include a cap on housing benefit of
£400 or £280 per week for couples or single people respectively, and the restridtimrabf
Housing Allowanceo the 38' percentile of market rates, as opposed to tHepgdentile that

was used previousl{DWP, 2010e 6-7). The imposition of the 2013 benefit cap layered on top
of the 2011 housing benefit cap means that households entitled to the highest level of housing
benefit will then only be eligible to receive a maximum of £100 on top of this, evenirif the
entitlement without the cap would have been much higher.

The household benefit cap is aimed at households without any adults in substantial work, as
receipt of Working Tax Credit exempts houdeldrom it. Eligibility for Working Tax Credit
depends on working a minimum number of hours per week, ranging from sixteen hours for
single parents ansomedisabled peoplego 30 hours for people aged-89 with no children or
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additonal considerations (DWP, 2014h). Exemption is also applied with regard to receipt of
same other benefits, including DLA/PIP and the support component of ESA. The DWPyinitiall
estimated that 56,000 households would lose money as a result of the cap (2012j: 10). This was
subsequently revised down to 40,000 in light of a number of changes, including those to benefit
up~ating discussed below (DWP, 2013g: 1). This represents approximately one per cent of the
DWP’s outof-work caseload (ONS, 2013a: 2). While the cap will not affect very many
households, those that are affected will see a significant decrease in incaergdezing
potentially very serious consequences. The cap is expected to save £265 million ib 2014/
(DWP, 2012j: 7), by reducing average household income for thosgteaffey £93 per week
(DWP, 2012j: 2).

In common with the other changes discussed in this chapter, both the household and housing
benefit caps were announced by the Treasury. Following the announcement on houdihg bene
in the Emergency BudgefOsborne 2010a), Osborne told the Conservative conference that an
overdl cap on benefits would be introduced. This would ensure that: ‘no family eof-eudrk
benefits will get more than the average family gets by going out to work’ (20IBb)annual

level of the cap is therefore aligned with median household earnirg@6d@300%° In terms of
ideas, the cap somewhat supports the aim of ‘making work pay’, although itsdlimipact
means it does so in a very uneven way, discussed further delaao accomplished this in a
negative sense, through reducing-ofitvork benefits rather than increasing returns from work.
As indicated above, the cap is not one of the biggest msemeyrs that the Coalition has
introduced. On the contrary, it saves the least of all of the changes discussedchmaptes
because it affects stew households. Despite what the involvement of the Treasury might
suggest, it is therefore difficult to explain the cap fully in terms of fiscagqures, especially
given concerns outlined by DCLG that it might generate a net cost tgotrenment duéo
increases in homelessness (Heslop, 2011). A more tenable explanation given tine sifube

cap is that rather than representing the Treasury in terms of contratiangcds, the cap is a
political move by Osborne, enabled by both his strategist position within the CdsePRaaty

and the power vested in the Treasury as a department.

6 The Children’s Society has argued that this is misleading as it daemke into account the assistaribat
households earning £26,000 would receive through the benefit system. Basoag ton average household income
would raise it to £31,500 (quoted in Butler, 2012).
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The main justification for the cap has been an appeal to fairness. This is uséablishea
relationship between working and naorking households. For Camerahg cap is a ‘basic
issue of fairness’ (201, which Grayling explained supportee claim thatit is ‘clearly not
fair...That households on cof-work benefits should receive a greater income from benefits
than the average earnings of working househdl@sayling, HC Hansard, 1 February 2012b).
This reflects the emphasis within the Conservative approaabwelfare a whole on ensuring

that those who are not working are prevented from receiving ‘something for nothitifegus

terms of the causesi@ consequences of irresponsible behaviour. However, it is around the cap
that these ideas seem to have been expressed most strongly.

The austeritybasel elements of the Conservative Party’s approach to welfare policy provide a
much easier sell electorally than the lontggm programmes such as Universal Crd8i@nefits

paid to unemployed people are particularly vulnerable in this respect compared tpatigose
some other groups. For example, support for the idea that the government should békespons
for providing adequate income for unemployed people was 59% in 2011, compared to 84% for
disabled people in 2010 (Clery, 2012: 5). Electorally, there is a regional dimension &pthe c
which affects very few families outside of London and the South East. Support for ackywer
becomes slightly higher towards the north of the England, which is where the \@bnssr
urgently needdto win and retairsupport in 20159ee Chapter)sGraham Evans, Conservative
MP for Weaver Vale in Cheshire, summarisedaspect of the thinking behind this, telling the
House that his constituents: ‘believe it deeply unfair that people living on low iscoare
paying through their taxes for unemployed Londoners to live in multimillion pound hauses i
trendy parts of theapital’ (HC Hansard, 18 July 2011; see also Stevens@hapter % The

cap is clearly a potentially very useful policy in the stienn politically, although its longer

term impacin respect of the concerns raised by DCLG are less clear.

The uneven impact of the cap appears deliberate rather than an oversight, as it woeks in t
Conservatives’ favour. Sheila Gilmore,fa@mer Labour member of the Work and Pensions
Select Committeesuggested that the decline in support for the SRSSC occurred bécause
affected a large number of people across the UK who did not identify themselirefsictheés or

relatives in the image of ‘this scrounger person’ underpinttie justification for refornfprivate
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interview). The structure of the cap has enabled thesérvatives to avoid this pitfall: DWP
research showed that voters considered themselves to know much less about the deauthan a
the SRSSC, but were strongly inclined to support it (DWP, 2013h: 15-16). The Conservatives a
left with a popular policy as evidence of their willingness to take a hard line orployed or
underemployed benefit claimants, without the attendant fall-out from implemgehé policy on

a nationwide basis, and having largely brushed over its lotgen-implications.

By linking the cap specifically to owf-work benefits, the Conservatives aim to place
themselves on the side of ‘hardworking people’, which was the theme of their 2018n0efe
The cap identifies the Conservatives as ‘the party of ordinary people who daagh¢Bir
Roger Gale, private interview), supporting ‘the people who...were sick of gaihgo work
knowing their neighbours were on benefitbut had no intention of getting a job’ (Cameron,
20113. Like the SRSSC, the concern is with people towarddttem of the income ladder
and specifically those who are earning very little from working, set aghios¢ whose income
is comprised solely of owdf-work benefits. For example, Gale stated: ‘to anybody earning say,
£16-18,000 a year, working hard adding a full day’s work, five or even six days a week, to
see somebody receiving massive sums in benefits from going out and doing absolinieky,

it's offensive’ (private interview). Conor Burns similarly claimegiotl find very robust views
amongstthe working class about those who they feel are exploiting benefits whilstethey’
working hard and making a contribution’ (private interview). Within the elecmsitioning of
the cap, therefore, is the ideological claim that the Conservative corfciEptness as desert

represents ‘real fairness’.

Beyond this in explaining the cap, Conservatives have drawn on arguments which thajges
shares some of the thinking behind Universal Credit in terms of ‘making work pay’. For

example, Duncan Smithxplained that the cap was:

Simply looking to those families who have become static and immolilete is a
disincentive against their going to work; the amount of money that they receive is such
that they could never get it if they went to work. Therefore their incentive to iwoon
existent. (HC Hansard, 11 October 2010)
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Grayling similarly stéed that the cap would ‘remove perverse disincentives to work’ (HC
Hansard, 9 March 20)1and Miller claimed that it cap would ‘be one of the best ways of
ensuring that work pays, for families throughout our country’ (HC Hansard, 23 January 2012).
This isa very similar ideological argument parts of that behindUniversal Creditin that it
suggests that paying out high levels of benefits without sufficient -vebaked conditions
attached perpetuates dependency lmarding irresponsible behaviodrhisis then both lacking

in compassion towards those whose lives have become ‘static and immobile’ héthieltare
system, and unfair to those who are in work. In as far as human behaviour and thealsian

is understood within it, therefore, the cap supports the basic tenets around the idea of
‘dependency’ contained ldniversal Crediandthe Work Programme. It is presented as a policy
that will fit in with and buttress the effects Ghiversal Crediincentives, reducing the perceived
attractiveness afiot working.Here, therefore, it is possible to see how more positive incentive
based arguments link with more negative aspects, based on withdrawing supportaas afme

stimulating activity.

Beyond this rhetorical similarity, however, there are somortant differences between
Universal Credit the Work Programmeand the cap. Accepting the idea that any of these
policies will help to tackle poverty and dependency requires accepting the iveer
proposition that poverty is a problem experienced at the individual level, and themeéotieat

can be addressed at the individual level. Within tisyersal Crediandthe Work Programme

offer broadranging solutions to poverty, albeit on a letegn basis. Despite the similar
justifications for the cap, it is difficult to make the same claim for it. It is simply nabterto

claim that a policy that affects one per cent of the DWP’sobmiork caseload will encourage
responsible behaviour across the UK, as Duncan SiMitlker and Grayling suggestbove.

Owing to the strategic considerations discussed, households affected by thesda very
specific circumstances. They tend to have large numbers of children, live imétreagh rent,

or both (DWP, 2012 7-8). DWP data accurate to Januar@l2 stated that 60 per cent of
households affected had between one and four children, while 36 per cent had five or more
children. 47 per cent of households were in London with a further eleven per cent in the South
East, and only one of the twenty LocalthAorities most affected by thepcavas outside London
(DWP, 20141 6-8). Universal Creditandthe Work Programmbave much wider reach, and are

consequently much more thoroughgoing reforms of the welfare system. As suchildtisis
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should not be exaggerated, as the two policies seem to be intended to achieve quite different

results.

There is also evidence of incoherence between the ideas underpinning Univedgalr@ those
underpinning the cap. The case for the cap is that some families receivélmemeéit payments

that are too high. Yet, the cdpniversal Creditand the legacy benefits all come from within the
same system. As Joyce (2012) suggests, if the Government believes that sdies &
entitled to excessive benefits then thetliargeted means of remedying this would be to alter the
rates for those benefits. Given thdhiversal Creditpresents an opportunity to ‘start from
scratch’ in this respect, it is unclear what will be gained by ‘layering a cappoaf a system

that is designed to allow higher payments’. The cap, however, is a much simpler and les
electorallyrisky measure, at least when considered in terms of society as a wholehaihigs t
impact on individuals, which is returned to below. Tipigints to a triumphof political

expediency and concern with achieving short-term gains over longer-term thinking

In addition to the effects of the cap in relation to society and in terms of ity wilithe
Conservatives, it is also important to consider its impact on those households afyattddhe

£100 per week that can be claimed on top of the maximum permissible housing besefit fall
considerably short of the relative poverty threshold in 20118l householdypes (Maclnnes

et al., 2014: 14), and households affected by the cap stand to lose an average of £93 per week,
with larger households losing the most. Larger households are more likely to rely ots laewke

so will be impacted by the range of reforms: despite this, the benefit capawallahparticlar
impact on relative poverty when its effects are isolated (Browne, 2012ze3|s® Children’s
Society, 2013). This will be somewhat mitigated in the lostgen byUniversal Creditoffering

a further example of this and the austerity reforms pulling in different dinsctThis supports

the suggestion that reforms within this strand of policy reflect a willingnescéptan increase

in relative poverty as a consequence of enacting a dessztl conception of fairness.

Moreover, the cap disproportionately affects children, suggesting a depaoturedmpassion
as a key concept in informing welfare policy. The Children’s Society calduthtsg 140,000
children will be affected by the policy, compared to 60,000 adults (2013); Actionhftairé€h

suggested a higher figure, of 175,000 children (Rennison, 2013). The impeliicdyen was
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responsible for Welfare Reform Adefeats in the House of Lords, and it has been criticised as
‘horrible’ and ‘traumatic’ by Liberal Democrats in the Commons, with refegeto possible
evictions (Sarah Teather, quoted in Helm, 2012). The concept of Conservative compassion
suggests that some hardship is acceptable, based on the claim that if lifeobmwotk benefits

is comfortable then this will preclude claimants from taking steps towardsusitiency and

better outcomes. This is perhaps tenable when applied to adults, who within an individualised
conception of poverty are responsible for their situation. Connected to this, the DVéRishes

has found thathe most common response from people affected by the cap is to express a wish to
move into work (2014 7). However, as a report for one of the four pilot boroughs for the cap
cautions, these claimants are ‘likely to need intensive and personalised suppop tioehel
respond to the cap and move into employment’ (Davies ,e2@13: 6). In the meantime, the
impact on children is difficultto understand in relation to even Conservative conceptions
compassion or fmess. These are connected to a conceptresponsible behaviour which
dependents, by definition, are unable to fulfil.

The presence of thiapproach withinjustifications forthe cap therefore contributes to a
significant ideological shift between New Labour and the Conservatives, ahd pirtciples
underpinning the British welfare system more broadly. While moving towards a more
conditiona approach to welfare provisioand sharing some foundational ideas with the cap,
Universal Creditpreserves some commitment to a neealsed conceptionf dairness via the
retention of meangesting, and some commitment to a relative conception of poverty via its
modest redistributive aspect (see below). This supports the idea of the wgHem |as a
‘safety net’, which is popular amongst Conservatividge cap, however, pulls away from both

of these conceptions, focusing strongly (although not consistently, givemitsdlireach) on
fairness as desert and a behavioural conception of poverty which is linked to being out of work.
In doing so, it severs the link between entittement and need for those households who are
affected by it, again reflecting a ‘cut first’ approach to welfarevision which extends the
significant power of the Treasury. This shift is no less significant if it is asdaeing th result

of electoral positioningespecially given its popularity amongst voters across the political
spectrum (TayloGooby and Taylor, 2015)it should not be underplayed despite the small
number of households affected by the cap initialpeciallyas Conservatives have indicated

that itwill be reduced furtheshould the Party win in 201&ameron, quoted in le Duc, 2015)
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The importance of this line of poliaypaking is further reinforced when considered in relation to
changes to benefit u@ting mesures.

7.5 Welfare up-rating changes

Changes to DLA, the SRSSC and the benefit cap have all been linked to the need to reduce
public spending. The extent that they will do so effectively and substansdigth varied in

terms of headline savings, and uram in relation to consequential costs that might occur as a
result of the policies. As mentioned above, DCLG has outlined concerns that theiroépd

savings will be overwhelmed by the need to provide additional support (including Beness
provision) to some of those affected (Heslop, 2011), while the Scottish WelfaremRefor
Committee has suggested the same of the SRSSC (2014+idw@ver, these policies do not

need to make much of an impact financially because the Government has introduced othe
changes which will have a far greater and more predictable effect on weltmdirgp
accomplishing much of the lotgrm heavy lifting in this respect. These are the changes to the

mechanisms and levels by which cash benefits arateg.

The first d these changes alters the mechanism foratipg of workingage benefits and
pensions from the Retail Prices Index (RPI), to the Consumer Prices (BB&¢’ This came

into effect in April 2011. Inflation measured by CPI tends to be the lower of theneasures
because CPI excludes some goods and services that are included in RPI, and béesarge dif
methods are used to calculate each rate (ONS, 2013b: 20). Since 1997, RPI has only exceeded
CPI for one extended period of sixteen months during the financial crisis, and for very short
periods in 1999 and 2002. Since 1989, RPI has been on average 0.7 percentage points higher
than CPI (Miller, 2011: B). However, forecasting by the OBR suggests this will increase to 1.4
percentage points in the lomgn future (OBR, 2011: 90). This has a cumulative negative effect

on the value of benefits: it is estimated that it will save £1.2 billion in 2011/12g tis £5.8

billion in 2014/15, and increasing exponentially thereafter (Cracknell, 2011: iv). Incsxthie

Coalition implemented the WelirBenefits Uprating Act in 2013, which restricts certain

working-age benefits, elements of tax credits anddCBenefit to an ugating of 1 per cenin

%" pensions, however, are protected by‘thiple lock. This meanghatthey may riset a different, higher rate than
working age benefits.
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2014/15 and 2015/16. This is projected to save approximately an extra £1.1 billion in 2014/15
and £1.9 billion in 2015/16 (DWP, 2013i: 1). The Conservative electoral victory in 2015 also
means that all workingge benefits will be frozen for two years up to 2017, saving

approximately £3 billion (Osborne, 2014b).

Given their centrality to reducing welfare spending, it is unsurprising that tleésens were
announced by the Treasury. They reflect an immediate concern with reducirdingpen
welfare, framed in terms of achieving fiscal sustainability in the |oteyar as opposed to the
more shorterm approach of other reforms discussed in this chapter. Announcing tH@PRPI
change, Osborne argued that the growth in welfare spending (includingethts)cfrom £132
billion in 2004 to £192 billion in 2014, represegia ‘real terms increase of a staggering 45 per
cent’ was ‘one reason why there is no money left’. Moreover, not only wasreveli@nding
apparently becoming unsustainable, but it had a social cost: leaving ‘an increasieg ntiour
fellow citizens tapped on oubf-work benefits for their entire lives’ (2010a). As such, a
sustainable means of bringing spending down, such as this policy represemscassary both
financially and morally. The 1 per cemp+ating was also justified in terms of dednng
‘permanent savings each and every year from our country’s welfare(@gborne, 2013.
Duncan Smith similarly claimed that fiscal savings were ‘at the heart of the r@gasthile
emphasising the widesffectsof New Labour’s approach to welfaspending which he argued

‘delivered poor social outcomes, trapping people in dependency’ (HC Hansard, 8 January 2013)

These are highly effective methods of consistently and predictably reduelfegavspending.

They are also easier politically than tb&her policies discussed in this chapter, since their
impact on individual households is both uniform and gradual. As James Plunkett, the former
Director of Policy for the Resolution Foundation suggested, theORPIchange ‘means
skimming small amounts el year from the budgets of lowgicome households, in the hope
that you'll be out the door before they notice’ (2011). It should also be noted that timegficfm
these policies represents an ideologicgliyunded critigue of New Labour’s approach to
welfare, rather than one entirely stemming from economic necessity. Tisthgobthe welfare
budget under New Labour was not accidental and can be explained with referenceyto poli
priorities, including reducing pensioner and child poverty via the exteredidax credits fee

Chapter 1. As New Labour practised ‘redistribution by stealth’ (Piach&0d7), the upating
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changes are reductions by stealth, which reflect a departure from previaysppiarities and a
re-shaping of the relationship between individuals and the state, in addition to reqhendgng.

The way that welfare spending has been framed in relation-tatimg reforms provides an
indication of the thinking behind this. Beyond the immediate need to restrict spending i
accordance uh the priority of cutting the deficit, the broader argument from Conservatiges ha
been that high spending on welfare is wasteful and indicative of an ineffeatlfare state. One
strand of this argument concerns the reach of tax credits. Duncan &wgutbd that it was
‘ridiculous nonsense’ that ‘nine out of 10 families with children were eligibleaforctedits, in
some cases those with more than £70,000 in earnings’, having previously claimeds thaisthi
indicative of an attempt by Labotw buy wotes from higher eaems (HC Hansard, 8 January
2013. The Conservative view on this was neatly summarised by Robert Halfon MP, who

gueried:

Is not the philosophical underpinning of this debate our wish to create abhekd
society, not a handut society? Is not cutting taxes on lower earners the best way to help
those on low earnings, rather than recycling theirdeartied money through the benefits
sysem? (HC Hansard, 8 January 2013)

This refers to foundational questions about the purpose oivéiiare state and the sort of
relationship that it should have with individuals, which is linked to the ideas discussed in
Chapter 4regarding whether extending individuals’ direct relationships with the $tas a
detrimental effect overall on ‘horizontal’ social connections and on independence &nd sel
sufficiency. It was presented as a negation of Labour MPs’ cliatsvorking people would be
affected by the bill, suggesting that some of those higharers affected should never have
been eligible fowelfare payments in the first place. This is returned to below.

Such questions also emerge in the more prominent strand of argument areatidgjpvhich
relates to claimants on eaf-work benefits. Here, high spending is presented as contrary to
compassion: Osborne claimed ‘we are wasting the talent of millions, and spendiogsholh it

in the process’ (2010aJhis is the familiar argument that appears throughout justifications for
reform in this and the previous chapter, that receiving money fine state causes claimants to

become reliant on that money, encouraging them to remaendept and therefore in poverty
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rather than striving for seHufficiency. This is then linked with irresponsible decismaking,
including the decision not to work. As Gareth Johnsxplained dring the second reading of

the Uprating Act ‘if we allow benefits to be increased by more than salaries, that will increase
the number of people on benefits who are trapped in poverty and unable to afford to go to work’
(HC Hansard, 8 January 2013). In terms of unemployed claimants, therefore V@tveshave
attempted to illustrate how reducing benefit levels in the-tenm contributes to creating a more
compassionate system, in which the incentives forssdficiency are increased. Lowering the
income to be gained from out-of-work benefits is identified as a vital partsgptbcess, and up-
rating changes play an important part in this by bringingobwtork benefit inflation onto a

lower trajectory than averagearnings (Hoode, Johnson and Joyce, 2013).

There is also an appeal to ensuring fairness between working and non-worlefigreeipients.

Here, Johnson’s point above regarding rates of increases in benefits ard salanportant, as

the appeal i9ased on the relative financial statuses ofaftwork benefit recipients and low

paid workers. Duncan Smith explained: ‘the reality is that in the period since cissian,
payments for those in work have risen by about ten per cent and payments for thesefiis

have risen by about twenty per ceéte are trying to get a fair settlement back over the next few
years'.In the same debate, this was echbgdther Conservative &mbers including Charlie
Elphicke and Alun Cairnes, leading Julian Stutdydescribe it as the ‘key fact’ in determining

the debate over the policy (HC, Hansard, 8 January 2@iB)ilarly, outof-work benefit
payments were compared to public sector pay freezes. Jake Berry'suemidiad asked him:

‘how can you justify puttingput-ofwork benefits up by 5.2 per cdast year, when | have had a

pay freeze and | risk my life exeday?’ (HC Hansard, 8 January 2013), while Amber Rudd
asked whether it was not ‘confusing that the Opposition suppangfpablic sector pay rises at

one per cent, but not controlling the level by which-aiwvork benefits increase?’ (HC
Hansard, 21 January 2013). This deployment of a dbase&d conception of fairness is central

to justifying uprating changes as they apply to unemployed people. The changes attempt to
implement the idea that lepaid workers need to be in a better financial positecause this is
morally correct, in addition to arguments around compassion and responsible behaviour for out

of-work benefit claimants outlined above.
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The use of such a condepf fairness for working people and the attendant emphasis on
individual responsibility in claimants then has an important impact on the conmecteept of
poverty, illustrating how the eventual deconstestations of concepts are logetther. The
arguments outlined above, regarding the position ofga workers visavis outof-work
claimants suggest a concern with relativism, albeit one which is limited to thostoat bbb the
income scale. However, the projected impacts of theatipg changes do not reflect this:
instead, these imply a shift away from income as a cemtealsure of poverty and a further
disconnection of the relationship between need and entitlement to support, as is pregent in th
benefit cap. This is supported by prdjens of the effects of the Umating Acton child poverty.

The IPPR’s analysis statdbat ‘under the reform scenario, the number of families and
individuals in relative poverty will increase’, with 200,000 more households earmisg$han
60% of median income by 2017/18 (Thompson, 2013: 4). Esther MdNefprmer Minister of
State forEmployment,confirmed this, adding a qualification that the Government ‘strongly
[believes that] looking at relative income in isolation is not a helpful measure kopt@gress

towards our target of eradicating child poverty’ (HC Hansard, 15 January 2013).

The adoption of a policy that will increase relative child poverty in the long rurfustreer
departure from New Labour’s priorities. This is rendered acceptabl@diaservatives through

the centrality of fairness as desert in informing policy, with the attendant theat welfare
spending for unemployed people is akin to ‘throwing money’ at the problem (David ,Gé#Qke
Hansard, 11 December 2012). This rewards undeserving and irresponsible behaviour, hence
perpetuating both dependency and unfsm It reflects the belief that the source of income is
more important than its level in terms of moving people out of poverty in thetéomg thus
conceptualising poverty as a problem of individual behaviour rather than one of social
inequality. Thus while under Gordon Brown’s stewardship targeting money towargisdome
households via the Treasury was a central strategy for alleviating pouedgr Osborne
removing it again is intended to achieve the same aim. This is possible theoreécaligdhe
conception of poverty underpinning the two approaches differs, and practically due to the
amount of power over welfare policy imbued in the Treasury itself through tax ceedis

mechanism.
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At this point, it is useful to return to the impact thatrating changes will have on those in
work, as well as on owdf-work benefit claimants. While Conservative parliamentary rhetoric
has focused on unemployed people and this is a politically expedient way of justhging
changes, it is not an accuratdleetion of those affectedChanges to wpating also affect
benefits which would not usually be associated with inactivity. These includedHeR#lated
Activity component of ESA, couple and lone parent elements of Working Tax Credit, the child
elementof Child Tax Credit(and their corresponding elements lmiversal Credi, and
Statutory Sick, Maternity, Paternity and Adoption pay, in addition to more fartaligets such

as Ircome Support and JSA (DWP, 2013i: 4).

The impact on those in work is &fatult topic to negotiate electorallyAs Chapter 5showed,
alongside the issues discussed above regarding thanthSRSSC, benefit cuts tend to be
popular when they are perceived as negatively affectingusgers’ in favour of ‘strivers’.
They areless sowvhen those affectedo not fit neatly within this dichotomy. For some middle
earners, the impact will be somewhat offset by increases in tHeetapersonal allowance, but
this does not apply to the lowest earners who are already earnilitjl ®oto pay tax (Browne,
2012Db; Hirsch, 2013:-8). The problem is compounded when considered in relation to evidence
indicating that aside from a small core of lelegm unemployed households, there is not a clear
line between employed and unemployed groudps. insecurity and casualization at the bottom
of the income scale means that individuals here often cycle between being in arfidvouk
(Shildrick et al, 2010). Of the 200,000 households that will fall into material poverty as a direct
result of theup-rating changes, approximately half have at least one adult in work (HC Hansard,
30 January 2013).

This is problematic in relation to @nventionalconcept of poverty focused on income, even
though the number of iwork households affected is smallotever,it alsoreinforces that the
dominant Conservativeoncept of poverty is one that is focused on behaviour and choices, as it
has to be in relation to the conceptions of fairness and responsibility that also thier
changes. Half of all people wlase in material poverty live with a working adult (Maclnnes et
al., 2014: 3631), but inwork poverty is a particular problem for those belonging to ‘partly
working’ households, where jobs are game or one adult is not working at all (Kenway, 2008:

16). When challenged on the impact to these families, Duncan Smith argued that ‘the vast
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majority of people who take patime work choose to take pdine wak’ (HC Hansard, 8
January 2013). The ONS showed that approximately one in fivéipartvorkers vere ‘under
employed’ between 2000 and 2014, with a higher proportion in ‘elementary’ occupations which
are lowpaid and more likely to require taps via the benefit system (2014b6% This
perception of individual choice is essential to justifying eéffect of uprating changes on those
in work. It is related to the idea that individuals should accept responsibilitythfor
consequences of their choices. Even if this means dipping below the materi&y fioeeit is

not for the state to step to support partime workers Additionally, if poverty is understood
more in terms of behaviour, then this is less problematic in general. As Stewskstd MP
explained: ‘work is the No. 1 determinant in [...] breaking the cycle of childrengs#sir
parents unemployed, living in a halife of hopelessness and poverty and lacking aoiiHC
Hansard, 8 January 201 3-ollowing this logic, it is the fact that there is a working adult in the
household that is of most importance to sustainably tackling poverty, rather tharoting &mat
they earn.

In leading to increased inequality, the projected outcomes-adtipy changes betray a sense of
scepticism towards the idea of relative poverty within the Conservative Farsyis evident in
spite of both the relativistic conception of the relationship between unemployed aadriwsys’
income statuses, and Conservative claims to accept the idea of relative paeerty g010.
Curiously, although Duncan Smith’s work with the SJPG was instrumental in pushireydorw
the idea of ‘redefining’ poverty in terms other than income, it is in the strandioy pskociated
with Osborne and the Treasury that these ideas have come to earlier fruittopefftaps serves
as a note of caution against exaggerating the ideological differences betwestratiiisand that

discussed in the former chapter.

However, the londerm approaclof Universal Creditand the implications of upating changes
do not sit easily alongside each otHéniversal Crediis predictedd have the greatest positive
impact on relative poverty ddll of the Coalition’'s reformsThe DWP argued thatniversal
Creditwould have a positive impact on income poverty by increasingupla benefits, and re
focusing entitlement®n lower income households (2010a-20. This analysis was judged
‘reasonable’ in a report by the OECD (Pareliussen, 2013: 23). The IFS condunredrsal
Credit should reduce relative poverty by 450,000 children and 600,000 weagmadults by
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2020 (Brewer, Browne and Joyce, 2011: 3). However, a crucial caveat to thissaisathat it
examines the effects of Universal Craditisolation. Brewer, Browne and Joyce note that ‘this
reduction is more than offset by the povartgreasing impact of the government’s other
changes to personal taxes and state benefits’, identifying the RPIi€Rkghe most significant

of these because it directly impacts on the value of the elemeblsivdrsal Credif(2011: 3).

As a result of these changes, relative child poverty will have risen 2@% to 24% by 2020
(against a goal of 5% in the Child Poverty Act), which is the highest level since20009/
(2011: 31). Absolute poverty for households with and without children is also predicted to
increase more sharply as a result ofrafing changes (2011: 25). The changes toatipg,
which limit the level at which the benefits that compblsgversal Credittan be paid, illustrate

how considerable power over the effects of Universal Cheditnot with the DWP but with the
Treasury. AdDameAnne Begg suggested to the House, this ‘[ties] the Government’'s hands on
the introduction of Univerg&redt’ (HC Hansard, 8 January 2013), potentially undermining its
longer term achievements in favour of an approach which emphasises reducing sysfating

as a central priority for ensuring both economic stability, and social change.

7.6 Conclusion

Although the reforms discussed in this chapter have been prompted by the economic downturn
and subsequent identification of the need to cut the public spending deficit, Conservatives have
made concerted efforts to tie these in with a broader moral narrative ar@lfiadeweform
discussed in the previous chapter. As suggested at the end of Chapter 5, this is central to a
process of ideological deconstestation as an element of strategy, the stiedeist avill bear

considerably on the justification and eleatautility of Conservative reforms.

The success of this is varied: while some reforms fit quite clearly witimtral imperatives
outlined in apter4, others, notably the changes to DLA, have been less easily slotted into the
wider welfare agenda. Dasp this, there is an underlying logic to the changes discussed here
again assuming that the basis of Conservative ideology on welfare is accepted. tHtweeve
centrality of being seen to be both reducing welfare spending, and refocusingothis f
‘unde®rving’ to ‘desering’ claimants has introduceal slight yet significant shift of emphasis
compared to the thinking underpinning Universal Credit. Universal Credit retaioscern with

need understood in financial terms despite the reduction in geyevbdis taper. Its projected
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outcomes suggest a limited acceptance of the concept of relative poverty, at leasshorth
term, and some agreement with the idea that within households there is a minimutabéecep
standard of living that the welfareag¢ should provide as long as claimants are meeting pre
defined conditions. The SRSSC, the benefit cap and the changesatingpall go beyond this,
severing the link between need and entitlement to benefits for some households eadl inst
basing entiktment on desert determined, ostensibly (although not entirely accuratelycasthe

of up+ating) with reference to work status.

This therefore offers an illustration of something of a disagreement betweeenziives
regarding the solution to the problem of an osetended welfare state. These differences should
not be oveistated. Within the context of the economic downturn, all of the reforms discussed in
this chapter are intended to deliver immediate budget savings to some extent. gbnas, th
up~ating changes, will do so with a great deal more certainty and cotlgistethe longrun

than others, and the levels of saving are variable. All of them to some extent poinoinold

the goal of ‘making work pay which runs through the lorggm agenda in the previous
chapter, and all of them understand the issue of unemployment on an individualthathar
social level. As such they are somewhat compatible Withversal Creditand the Work
Programmewhich aim to incentivise and ‘activatedividuals to move into work, progress in
work, and develop their skills. The reforms discdskere provide an extra layer faancial
incentve to work in relation to this, in the negative form of removing support, alongside the
more positive appro&cof Universal Credit irmiming toincrea® returns from workThis comes
about partly as a result of perceived financial necessity but also as a meatesimg éhe
relationship between individuals and the state in terms of the need for support ttadstes of

responsibility.

However, the slightly different approaches between the two strands oy ghlgtrate some
strategic differences amongst Conservatives on how such goals are best adimevedal
Creditandthe Work Programmaim to deliver savings by reducing dependence in the lenger
term as a result of the behaviealranging aspects of the policies. The austerity policies, on the
other hand, suggest that immediate budget reductions will be the catalyshitrirax these
broader ideological goals related to reducing dependency, enhancing resppnsabiit

promoting fairness. While they are both aiming towards the same goals, flddssrelightly
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different priorities. The latter strand appears willing to accept increasasame poverty as a
cost of boosting work incentives, focusing more strongly on a lifebded conception of
poverty and a corresponding emphasis on fairness as desert for resgdasibleices.In turn,

this strongly emphasises the morality of woflhe forme strand, despite Duncan Smith’s
apparensupport for moving away from income-based conceptions of poverty, seems legs will
to accept the very strong individualism of this approach, focusing somewhat lessnoantl
morality and more on rational de@sHnaking (hence retaining a conviction that income
matters).Ultimately, given the primacy of reducing spending and the extent to which both the
short and longer term aspects of measures outlined in this chapter cut acrosgehteidon
approach embodikin Universal Creditit seems that the balance of power within Conservative

welfare policy lies with the shotermist intensely moral approach.

The extent to which the Coalition has been able to implement such an approach, which will be
extended bythe majority Conservative administration (see Conclusion), also suggests an
interesting additional dimension to the role of ideas as proposed in the SRA. Thistaiesess
referring back to New Labour. New Labour’s welfare reforms comprigete sneasures hich

were concordant with Conservative ideological perspectives on the potentiaiiyeieal
effects of welfare provision, notably around increased conditionality for unemplaiethnts.
Alongside this, more quietly, Blair's governments also implenteatswathe of measures that
addressed more conventional indicators of and problems associated with deprivatbn lar
through tax credits (Piachaud, 2007). These quieter changes are those thatafieesdrave
sought most determinedly to discredit. In considering which parts of contexérmat
determining strategic selectivity, it is therefore necessary to consitdentyopath dependency

in policy (with respectto the costs and risks involveoh dismantling existing policy
infrastructurg but pathdependency in ideaas expressed through policy rhetori€his means
thatwhat is emphasised publically alternatelyplayed dowrhasimplications for the possibility

of retrenchment or expansiasf existing programmes, especially given the strong electoral
dimension of welfare policyinterpretation remains central to explaining why particular policies
are chosensincethe policies addressed in this chapter and the preceding one cormitute
example of a Conservatided approach to welfare judging that elements of New Labour’s
reforms can be dismantled without significant social or electoral cost. Howieigeis related to

what has been seen and presented as the most significant and traiinséoelements of welfare
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policy in preceding contexts, as well as the realityhef policy landscape itselfhe extent to
which Conservatives have been able to begin to dismantle parts of New Labelfiaise w
reforms, implementing more conservative perspectives in replacement,nifecaigly due to
New Labour’s failure to robustly defend these policies and thus embed its thinkimgy party

political debate- a major element of selective contextround welfare.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions

8.1 Introduction

This thesis has focused on the Conservative Party in both opposition and government between
2005 and 2015, exploring the development and usage of its ideas in both contexts and how this is
affected by the transition betwedrettwo. Through analysing the approach to welfare policy it
aimed to provide a window into the ideological character of the PCP, congideis in relation

to a number of issues around the broad social, political and electoral context in whichtasope

This is central to a range of academic and popular debates. It is explioliticap analytical
discussions of what ‘Cameronism’ itself is, what ‘modernisation’ has entariddylere this is
subsequently likely to take the Conservative Party. Mowglicitly, it is one of a range of
guestions underpinning polidpcused discussions around the goals and likely impacts of key
policy areas, of which welfare (as a significant aspect of the Coalitiomsmwgirogramme) is

one. In approaching this topithis thesis constructed and deployed an appropriate theoretical
framework, combining the StrategRelational Approach and a morphological approach to
ideologies, which informed the analysis throughout. This emphasised the importancesof idea
and interrogating the process of ideational change and development, as walidisga basis

from which such a task might be approached which is sensitive to the polititekicaithin

which change is embedded.

This concluding chapter begins by summarising how the research approaeradd added to
the understanding of the empirical material of this thesis and what the implicatigdhe of
findings of the thesis are for the theoretical framework, alongside a discussitme of
framework’s utility for future resarch. The chapter then-vesits and draws together the overall
empirical conclusions drawn from the research, relating these to the theaechequestions set
out in Chapter 1. These pertain to tkeological characteof the Conservative Party under
David Cameron, the process of party change in this period as borne out in polioyndeeiad
what this study can tell us about British party politics and ideologies more yardae! chapter
concludes with a brief discussion of the possible implications of the conclusions loeagvfor

the Conservative Party, the welfare state, and the British politicalciapels
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8.1 Theoretical implications and contribution

Chapter 2 of this thesis was dedicated to supporting its central theoretivadgoréhat ideas
mater in informing and hence in understanding political outcomes and developmenobtiegec
Colin Hay’s StrategiRRelational Approach (2002) was introduced as a means of substantiating
this claim, illustrating how the ideas of actors (in this case, Conservative elgaaytaumental

in enabling their capacity for strategic action.

The SRA draws attention to two constructions that are essential in undergtaolitical action

and the transformation of context, or political change. These are ‘straietgrs’, in this case,

the Conservative Party, oriented in pursuit of particular goals, and the gatadiie selective
context’ in which the Partgxists and attempt to achieve such goals. In these attempts, actors
must rely on strategic calculationaded on their understanding of the present context and the
effects of their actions. This therefore necessitates a reliance on ideas expcetations.
Moreover, as context withange as a result of both the Pargctions and those taken by a wide
range of other, similarly strategicatiyinded actors strategiesand hence, the ideas informing
these strategies- cannot be conceived as static and unchanging. This suggests that in
understanding political decisienaking, it is necessary to interrogate fbrocess of ideational
development informing this and how this relates to contextual developments. The central
contribution of the SRA to this research is therefore to provide a clear framework for
understanding and mapping the way in which actors agptepand navigate the reality of
political life, balancing pressing realities with longerm goals and more deegtgld beliefs.

This is centred on their ideasdhinterpretations. In turn, acknowledging the constraints on
actors and effects of changesmaterial circumstanceslows for a holistic appraisal of why the
Conservative Party has developed as it has ideologically since 2005 whichtisesémshe role

of historical Conservative perspectives, policy landscape and inheritance aediatenplitical

and electoral pressures.

It is possible, of course, to outlimevelopments in Conservative welfare policy since 2005 and
identify where shifts in policy have occurred without even talking to any Conservafdsee M
However, by utilising the charderisation of the role of ideas put forward in the SRA, this
research has taken a more detailed examination of the policy area. A frameulmeling

analysis of ideas and interpretations in favour of a more behavioural oracgatated analysis
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would have struggled to achieve this depth, which is essential to answering the research
questions of this work fully. Drawing on this, the SRA also led towards the framipgestions
around patrticular events that might be clearly identified as bringing abchénge in material
context (see Appendix 2) in order to gain a deeper understanding of how these charges we
interpreted, and their effesodbn Conservative thought, than could be gained by simply looking at
the Party’s actions. The SRA has thereforevenoilluminating as a means of allowing

consideration not only affhatthe Conservative Party has done Wwhi/ this was the case.

Overall the conclusions drawn from this research have supported the cemmabicthe SRA
regarding the centrality of ids in decisiormaking. This thesi®ias shown that ideas act as a
filter through which politicians intpret contemporarycontexts and events, subsequently
devising strategiesthat take these into accouas a means of achieving interlinked goals.
Moreover, it has also provided an illustration of the circumstances through paritcular ideas
acquire and retain resonance and relevance to polatyng, notably through examining the
shifts between New Labour and Conservateg policy discussed in Chaptdésand 7and the
lack of implementation of some of the Conservatives’ more innovative ideas. In additigh to pa
dependency in policy itself, the empalachapters of this thesis illustrated the importance of path
dependency in ideas and interpretatiohproblems. This applies especially to the perceived
need for ‘tough’ welfare policies to tackbeelfare dependency. This was certainly a feature of
Thatcherite rhetoric on welfare, if not one that was fully reflected in ydikems. The
maintenance of this approach by New Labour, while also downplaying its morentonaé
redistributionist Ements, appears to have enhanced the possibilBaotron’s Conservatives
continuingdown a Thatcherite path. This suggests that strategically selective coritekt,isva
central component of the decisiarmaking process in the SRA, is shaped not only by whain'is’
terms of policy, but by what is consciously emphasised and alternately playedogather
actors There is no need for a rigid conception of structure to shape politicalasheiaking
processes: the conscious decisions of others, whether made in pursuit ofleleqtoliay gain,

fulfil this function quite effectively.

The SRA convincingly makes a case for the importance of ideas in undergtaledision
making on a smaller scale and political change (or lack of) on a larger one, and directs our

attention towards examining the interplay between material and ideational shande
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developments from the perspective of Conservatives. However, it has less to sayhabout
process of change itself: hadeological change occurs. By not addressing this, SRA leaves
ideas at once integral to political life and yet at the same time oddly detached f#om th
individuals and groups which constitute, deploy anetaestitute them. This problem was
identified in Chapter 2, and to overcome it a second element was brought into the theoretical
framework. This is Michael Freeden’s morphological approach to ideologiesidfr@roposes
that political ideologies have a structure consisting of core, adjacent aplklepal layers, made

up of individual political concepts. A central point of his analysis is that the meanig s
concepts is not fixed: rather, they are defined or ‘decontested’ in relation to onerandtiie

the structure of the ideology. Tho$fered a framework for analysing the extent of clteawghin
Conservative ideology and the extent to which Cameron’s Party’s approach aoewmdticy

subverted or re-shaped that of previous Conservative governments.

Like Hay, Freeden insists that ideas are central in informing action. Howevapiach has

the capacity to distinguish between different sources and levels of change thanalyging how

the decontestation and-decontestation of concepts occurs, and whether or how this effects
change on the more stable inner layers of the ideol®fis allows for a more detailed
examination of the process of change itself, enabling the possibility of undergtavitether
change is ideologically substantive and consistent, or largely contingentaaymdgpic. As such,

the framework deployed here adskes a weakness in the SRA which, despite recognising and
conceptualising the incrementally transformative role of ideas in politicalHedg,(2002:156-

163), Hay fails to properly address. This relates to the depth of ideolodiaabe, the
consequenceof this for policy and, consequentially, the likely endurance of particular policy

approaches.

The theoretical approach constructed here has proven illuminating as a means iafj study
Cameron’s Conservative Party. In conceptualising the relationshiede ideas and context,
the SRA directs our attention towards a number of different imperatives, influamcks
pressures that political parties have to reconcile in making decisions and forgstedtegies.
Moreover, it combines this with a means ohlysing the process and nature of change, getting
beneath the surface of what might appear to be significant ideological deeakspm order to

assess their broader relevance to conservatism and thus accounting for the ssuditletie
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Conservative ideology under Cameron. In doing so the conclusions of the research not only
confirm that ideas do matter in informing strategy, but provide an illustration of how land w

they matter, thus adding to our understanding of the role of ideas in political life.

Policy, as a dynamic ‘product’ which reflects the assimilation of a range ofefiffetrategic
considerations, offers a potentially rich source of information about the way oh Wie party
proposing it perceives the context in which it exists. It isettoee an interesting focus for
analysis of this kind, providing a window through which broader processes of ideologicgech
can be identified and understood. Aside from its empirical contributions (whichtarneeck to
below), what the approach of thisesis has also therefore shown is that analysis of policy areas
need not be considered as only partial or contributory to the broader study ofdpatbgies.
Within political analysis, different policy areas are often treated as discoetetributirg to a
‘whole’ picture of party ideologies, implying that the conclusions to be drawn on thesftopi
studying areas individually are perhaps quite limited. By linking the study ofiey pamlea
closely to wider decisiemaking and strategy, this thesias shown that considered in sufficient
depth, such an approach can stand alone as a means of analysing party ideologietscrad idea

developments.

The research presented here focuses on Conservative elites and one area of smcial pol
However, itstheoretical framework has a wider application. This is due to its sensitivity to
context and changing circumstances, alongside the emphasis on interrogatiadgtetes pf
thought that shape responses to these circumstances and hence play a rpiedacieg
contextual and institutional peculiarities. As such, the approach outlined here iblevdlra
analysts of political parties in a range of contexts, seeking to understand both thal inter
influences on change within parties and how they relate to the political wodehdathem.
Moreover, it provides a useful theoretical foundation for the politigaftyrmed analysis of the
development, refinement and-development of policy itself in a range of different areas. There
is significant potential fofurther research drawing on this approach, particularly as itges\a

means of interrogating very current processes of change.
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8.2 Ideational development and political change

When Cameron was elected as leader in 2005, he faced considerable challbrgesst
pressing of these was the Conservative legacy of electoral failure followemg Lidbour’s
victory in 1997. As Chapter 5 discusses he was, if nothing else, granted a mandate fof ‘change
by his MPs and wider party members as a means of reversin(Heppell, 2013; Heppell and

Hill, 2009). Yet despite this, in many ways little has changed within ConservatitsetRinking

during Cameron’s ten years as leader. Perceiving that its main opposition loatk b®acich

more like the Conservative Party ifisehs Cameron outlined early in his leadership (2006a),
there was not much impetus for radical ideational change as in the period leading up to
Thatcher’s election. Some analyses of Cameron’s Conservatives have empha&siB&P th
accommodation with libatism (Garnett, 2013; Beech, 2015, 2011, 2009; Marquand, 2008).
However, this thesis has demonstrated that in its perspectives on weléar@ the issues
connected to this, including wider, fundamental questions around individuals, the state and
society — Cameron’s party has ultimately retained a socially conservative idedlagyis
redolent of Thatcherism. Change has not been as great as Conservative pari@ansemight

have hoped or feared: neither, given the 2015 election result, does furthicasigeological

adjustment appear likely to be a priority for the Conservatives in the immadtarte. f

Chapter 1 of this thesis set out three central research questions that have béigatet/es

arriving at these broad conclusions. These adged, in turn, below.

What are the key concepts informing the Conservative Party’s approach to welfage aotic

how are these decontested in relation to one another?

Chapter 4 identified the key concepts underpinning the Conservative Party’s approatiare
policy and discussed the Conservative decontestation of timesading how they relate to
unfolding events and to each other in constructing an ideologically coherent théapgircach

to welfare provision. This was carried out as a basis for understanding how such conaeepts ha
been utilised in the pursuit of primary goals such as policy development in govermament
constructing a winning electoral strategy, and as a means of drawing out eoasgilitations

for the future of the welfar system in Conservative thought. The four central concepts,
identified from a thematic analysis of interview data and document analysigoaegty,

responsibility, compassion and fairness.
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The overriding concern within the PCP in relation to this & ritalign influence of an owver
extended welfare state on individual morality, portrayed as a centiadjfaf New Labour, even

if Blair's party could be seen to have adapted in some ways to Thatchesge Téhe approach to
welfare is therefore built anmd reducing and ending dependency, which is framed as a cause of
poverty. The concept of poverty is therefore decontested not as primarily hhes®e, as in
conventional absolute or relative understandings, but as strongly behavioural and hence

individualised.

Supporting this, the main solution to poverty is also focused on individuals, through the concept
of (individual) responsibility. Whether through insufficient conditionalityeltied to the receipt

of benefits, overly generous levels of payments for some claimants, or lack oémlstagainst

fraud or deception, the welfare state is widely perceived as having underregpechsibility.

This is then viewed both as having undermined social cohesion, and as having contributed to
economic difficultis. This reflects an intensification of the individualised and behavioural
conception of poverty which leaves little room for addressing the structuralrsfattiat
contribute to this. With the welfare system viewed in this way, the idea of d@dong posive

role for the state in providing support to workiage individuals and as a source of social
cohesion is ideologically incompatible with elite contemporary Conservatidms Hhas
significant implications for the longeéerm trajectory of change thate might expect to see
under a Conservative government. However, as Chapter 5 illustrates, political and economic
contexts canndbe assumed to be fixed and Conservative Rémegnot have complete control

over the circumstances in whighgoverns (although wvill certainly have more such power as a
singleparty government). Strategic changes in the direatiopolicy should not be ruled out,
particularly if the tide of public opinion on both welfare and wider public seeforms begins

to turn against the Conservatives.

Alongside this, however, it is clear that there is a concern withenFRarty regarding the
perception of social breakdown as a threat to social order and how a ‘welfatg’ sociBig

Society’ might be constructed. This is linked to the influence of the state: the mantyungde
idea is that as the welfare system has supported more and more people, the ¢iexs pebple

and civil society itself have been weakened. This is the area where Conservatiggicdéol
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innovation might most obviously have been directed. If Thatcherism in part repcesente
reaction against the collectivism of the postr years and was largely concerned with economic
decline, then there was little space left in which to really develop a ‘conseihaiiception of

society.

Here Cameron’s party have drawn in two further conceptfairness’ and ‘compassion’.
Compassion contains two key elements. These are an emphasis on mutual resesngibili
improve society, and a corresponding emphasis on ‘exygestore’ from people claiming state
support. This is linked to responsibility and poverty: if the latter concept is undergoad a
consequence of a lack of the former and conceived as fundamentally unjust, then actions that
push claimants towards taking further responsibility for themselves aifeefisn the basis that

they will ultimately mprove claimarg’ lives. Fairness is decontested as ndeed, linked to

moral authoritarianism through an emphasis on desert within this. Fairnedset ¢loséy to

the individual responsibilities of people who require state support, further indictieng
Conservative belief that current social problems can be resolved throughbtiogrindividual
failings. This ties into thinking around the social benefitsaafobust approacto twelfare policy

What the Conservative decontestation of fairness does not require, linking it to a bethaviour
conception of poverty and disadvantage, is much action from those who are already
‘independent’. Compassion, while framimglependence and the state’s withdrawal as key aims,
also requires more of the wider society. In this way, it could cross over withdebmncept of

social responsibility, accounting for some of the detail on the sort of society therCunges

would like to see.

How do these concepts relate to the wider structure of conservatism? In particuldnato w
extent do they reflect, subvert oreenstitute the character of previous Conservative ideological

traditions?

The Conservative Party in the pagir period has been associated with two broad traditions or
schools of thought: One Nation, and Thatcherism. Contrasting with some ofetia¢uli¢ on
these, this thesis rejected the idea that these represent clearly separabletatiamsfest
Conservatismor that either can be accurately described as an aberration from conservative
ideology (Garnett, 2003; Gilmour and Garnett, 1997; Grey, 1995). The party has retained it
commitment to a limited core based on social order, 4xtraan justification of thisand a
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mirror-image characterisation of its opponents or ‘enemies’ (Freeden, 1996). Thescwithge
Conservative ideas in the pasar years have occurred primarily because the identified ‘enemy’
has changed. Specifically, earlier One Nation Conser&tivere willing to accommodate the
state as a means of ensuring social order and as means of fulfilling the percernadd m
imperative of helping the poor, with reference to a belief in hierarchy.h&sPCP turned
towards Thatcherism, the expansion of the state’s functions over thergrosériod began to be
perceived as threatening the nation’s order and prosperity. Thatcherism mowhadata a
limited state which was thus able to retain its authority. This necessitated athsinenlg

emphasis on indidual morality and selsufficiency in place of state support.

In relation to welfare policy and the issues surrounding it, speculation threr@as leadership
could herald a retreat from Thatcherism has proven unfounded. One Nation Conservatism no
longer offers a viable alternative within the PCP, with even Conservatives wheytofée

more inclined towards One Nation expressing Thatcherikgenced views of the welfare
system and its effects on human behaviour. The main indicator of this whichsent within

each of the four concepts (poverty, responsibility, fairness and compassion}elisabsve, is

the clear presence of hostility towards the interventionist state. The ideiatifich the state as

the ongoing ‘enemy’ forms a significargart of the strategically selective context within which
the Conservative approach to welfare policy is shaped and implemented. sttsestvet down a
range of alternative appaches to provision that might otherwise compatible with at least
some aspects of the concepts outlined above. The clearest example of this is tidagénef
interest amongst Conservative MPs in a more contributory system which, witalesibky
satisfying concerns around responsibility and fairness and through negvam@iponsible
behaviour, would represent an unacceptable and costly extension of state suygortgding
identification of the interventionist state as the enemy therefore has a majort iopa
Conservative perceptions of both current social and economic problems and the coursas of acti
to be pursued in amending these.

Overall therefore Cameron’s party remains firmly within Thatcherite pdeasjewith its
approach to welfare policy clearly reflecting this. This has exerted a catdelenfluence on
the scope of positioning available to it. It is committed to a small, strong state, archdonec

liberalism combined with a strongly moral approach to social issues, emphasi$iogs of
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self-sufficiency similar to Letwin’s ‘vigorous virtues’ (1992)h&se are presented as a counter to
the area where Conservatives believe Lalsmesdiffer significantly from itself, in its use of
state. Consequentially, while ‘Cameronism’ does not break away from Thatchéhere does
appear to have been some attetoptievelop ideas within this ideological framework and thus
re-constituting Thatcherite social policy. The Thatcher governments’ main con@snhe
economy. Despite the onset of the recession, the contemporary Conservative Party has
attempted to dealop an alternative approach to economic management, instead portraying the
cause of this as too much state intervention rather than too little regulationegdltalvoth in
opposition and government, Cameron’s party potentially had substantially atdceld to
develop a Conservative approach to social policy, albeit within these limitatiotehl)y this

has applied around the idea of ‘compassion’ and a communitarian emphasis on redgpnsibili
developed in the ‘Big Society’ theme that was centraliiced in the 2010 Consetixee election
campaign. Howevesince 2010, the more socidtycused aspects of these concepts have been
downplayed. This reflects both the perceived reasons for the failure to win artoelectoral
victory alongside a belighat reducing welfare spending offered a way of reducing the remit of
the state in a way that was both financially and electorally appealing. és shile
Conservative thinking early in the period under consideration suggested that Cameron
leadership nght lead to a substantive, if recognisably Thatcherite approach to sooced msch

as poverty and disadvantage, the development of the approach has been less fruitful in

government.

How have these ideas been utilised in practice, in relation to patidythe competing strategic
motivations that impact on this, and what is the effect of this on the character of the

Conservatives’ conservatism?

It is relatively easy to talk about party change and to attempt to influence the amagparty in

this way. However, as discussed in the introduction to this thesis, Cameron (and, indged, ma
of his MPs) has been adamant that the Conservatives could not win back support purely through
re-branding. Real action in support of these principles was, apparently, needed. &trategi
formulated with reference to the context in which the actor finds themselves, unthils
managing competing goals and expectations within a context which may chpitle oaing

to factors outside of the PCP’s control. The challenge, therefore, is putting ideas and the
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strategies that emerge from specific contexts, responding to partical@nges and events, into
practce within further contexts that are likely to have changed considetdltiipately the way
that these ideas are implemented within the ‘real life’ context of policy and relecbonpetition
shapes the material circumstances within which further stestege constructed, both within the
Conservative Party and beyond. This illustrates proposed dialectical relationship between
ideas and material circumstances that is prapasethe SRA. Thereforanalysing not only
intent but also outcomes is essential to fully conceptualism@ricess of ideological chaagd

understanding the future implications of this.

The conclusions outlined above indicate that change at the core of Conservatism has not
occurred under Cameromis a result, policy developmertontinues within a Thatcherite
framework. However, this does not preclude the possibility of ideational development. By
considering how the concepts underpinning Cameron’s Conservatives’ approadfate see

been utilised and developed between 2005 and 2015aveeehmeans of establishitige extent

to which substantive ideational development has occurred. Alongside this, it is ptusséflect

on the sorts of variables that influence the process of strategic learmdrtgpw these impact on

the tlansformation of context within which future strategies are constructag g902: 131)

Electoral considerations must be understood as an important influence on the development of
policy. Prior to 2010 welfare was not a staaldne electoral issue (althgli this does not mean

that policy ideas were not in evidence) but formed a part of a wider naraativad the ‘Big
Society’, which is concerned primarily with concepts of responsibility and cagpasSince

2010 welfare policy has been a central parthef Conservative Party’s electoral positioning,
offering a concrete illustration of how the party is seeking to implement osncE
responsibility, fairness and compassion as a means of reducing poverty and dependealty. Over
the PCP’s offer to potential voters has been strongly based around fairness. Owmg to a
unwillingness to further extend state support to those who ‘do the right thing’ (forpexa
through maintaining the value of-imork benefits), this has had to focus on showing how the
party will prevent people who do not engage with the system responsibility fromsauges
support. Where compassion has been deployed, it has been in the form of a ‘tough’ or active
approach to ensuring compliance. Concurrently there has been little emphadtse on

responsibilities of those who are in work towards those who are not, suggestihgsegbéople
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have fulfilled their side of the bargain. The responsibility to build a ‘strongerétyoand to

ensure fairness is very much placed on claimants theesse

This has also been connected to the economic narrative and the need to cut spending, with
welfare spending presented as ‘waste’ because it supports dependency. In tlimksthcs a

more policyfocused dimension regarding how dependency mightedaced. While there is
evidence of a longdaerm approach to reducing dependenay cutting spending in which the

state plays a transitional role, as discussed in Chapter 6, there is also apptbach within the

PCP that frames cutting spending inthaely as a catalyst for reducing dependency. As
illustrated in Chapters 6 and 7, the way that the Conservatives have implementetivthes

strategies means they are frequently at eppsposes to one another.

Electorally, a lack of knowledge about teeurces of welfare spending and hostility towards
benefit claimants contributes to a context in which there is an incentive to implpoieies
that achieve ‘quick wins’ in this area. This shottenm approach provides an effective match
with the Conservative electoral use of welfare policy through providing a numbeeaf cl
illustrations of how the party is seeking to remove support from claimants whoaared as
‘undeserving’. Mirroring the electoral strategy, more sophisticatedepteiof how atsonger
society could develop are absent in this approach, which heavily emphasiseshnegrenbut
has less to say about what might replace welfare support other tharelisgi€e’. Cameron’s
Conservative Party had much to say in the earlier years of his leadership aboutuesmva
compassion and responsibility could contribute to building a stronger society. Howether, wi
the confines of its own economic and electoral considerations and ideologipagbiees on the
welfare state, the party lemghip has struggled to come up with a workable means of
developing these. Instead the more progressive elements of PCP consdraaédmeen pushed

outwards in favour of a narrow individualism.

It is also possible to relate these developments to the shift between being in oppasition, a
government. The change in tone and in the ideas emphasised between the two periods is quite
striking. This could be interpreted as the Conservatives playing a ‘wslfagep’s clothing’ role

prior to the election- ard, indeed, this was how some voters interpreted the Big Society

(Lindsey and Bulloch, 2013). Equally it might be a consequence of the economic dowhtiirn
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the Big Society was the main theme of the 2010 election, suggesting there wasrsgeneyl
beyord this. The ability to offer such an alternative vision of society in the 2005 to 2010 period
was perhaps one of the few luxuries of remaining in opposition, affording the Coivesrvat
some freedom to develop these ideas while insulated from the hagegliees of governing.
However, such plans were really still in their infancy when the Conservativesdnioize
coalition in 2010. The return to government after thirteen years and the failure to wimigint out
electoral victory in 2010 introduced furthgressures on the Conservatives to produce results in
government. The often ambiguous and more risky nature of the newer ideas stooldittie of
subverting more established, tHaddtested Thatcherite perspectives that were widely accepted
within the party itself. This points to some of the caeching practical reasons for the overall
lack of ideological development in this period. Having placed such emphasis on the
undesirability of state intervention, viewing this as a key factor in theiinuea electoral
support and a major underlying component of recent policy reforms, the ConservatyweifPar

find it very difficult to break away from such ideologicahifneworks in the future. Howevas

far as welfare is concerned, there does not cuyraappear to be much petite for this to

happen in any case.

This also suggests that the usage of ideas and the strategic processes thrdughewylace
mediated might be quite different between government and opposition partiegjngdicat the
possibility of substantive ideational development once in government might be quitedlimite
Although exploring the extent to which this is accurate more widely is beyonddpe ef this
thesis, such an observation certainly leaves open the possibility of buildingserfitigings in
future research. In turn, this has implications for the ®RR#ed framework as a means of
understanding political change, suggesting that certain circumstancesoleconducive to
change (whether progressive or regressive) @oviding an illustration of such processes and

circumstances within a rebfe context.

8.3 2015 and beyond

It is not yet possible to fully understand or predict the impact that decisiomsitakt@s period
will have on the trajectory of either consatiem or welfare policy in the more distant future.
However the idea of strategically selective contexts does suggest thataigg policymaking

are to an extent pattependent, and what has been illustrated here is the longevity of ideas and
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ideological frames despite considerable changes in context. As such, even allowing for the
unpredictable input of other actors and events, it is possible to make some infditewtthme

on the potential wider significance of this period.

Given the significance ahe welfare reforms enacted during the 2010 to 2015 parliament and
the importance of this to the Conservatives’ electoral positioning, it is not sugptieat the

topic cropped up regularly in the Conservative campaign in 2015. In a major speech arysebru
three months before the election, Cameron set out what a Conservative majeeyngent
intended to implement. All four of the concepts underpinning the analysis in this Wessis
present. Cameron pledged to ‘tackle poverty’ by ‘breaking [thdgtgt *letting people in their
teens and twenties sit at home all day slipping into depression and despair’. He tdlude
individualfocused aspects of a conservative conception of compassion, linking this with
dependency and disputing the chargattivelfare reform just hits the poorest, changing their
lives for the worse’. He asked: ‘is it compassionate to leave people on the daarf®myth no
incentive to get into work?’. He pledged to address the ‘sense of deep unfaihassaw
‘hardworking young people...stuck living with their parents into their 30s while others got a
council house straight out of school’. Finally, Cameron concluded, his party would ‘budcea m
responsible country, where we back those who work hard and do the right thing’ (quoted in le
Duc, 2015).

The direction of travel taken with regard to policy in this parliament, combinédtiet policy
changes that had already been announced ahead of the election, raise a number of questions
regarding whether the Conservatives can achieve these ends. Viewed in teowisingf
financial support to claimants, there are several elements of Conservatisethaa stand out.
These include lowering the household benefit cap to £23,000 per year (and thereby extending i
reach and itsmpact on income poverty), replacing JSA for young people under the age of 21
with a ‘youth allowance’ and requiring them to do community work after six months, while
removing entitlement to housing benefit altogether (Cameron, quoted in le Duc, 20ii/&)sal

Credit will continue to be rolled out. However, with a continued focus on austeritytfrem
Treasury it seems unlikely that the taper will be altered, and other charlgesntinue to cut
across this. Notably, in late 2014, following an anneuament trailed at that year’s Conservative

conference, George Osborne announced that all wedgegbenefits (which had previously
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been subject to the one per centrappng measure) would be frozen for two years from 2015
(Osborne, 2014b).

The trajectoryof the incoming Conservative government therefore looks likely to continue to
follow the path set by the Coalition, intensifying existing policies and approaatites than
diversifying in the immediate future. This means that the problems outlined in this whisis
regard to applying work incentives consistently, and incoherence within thelampabach,

will continue to apply. The wider policy debate about the effectiveness of such eseasur
helping people into work (as opposed to simply movivent off the DWP’s support) will also
remain significant, as will concern over the wider impacts of such measuresémple, on

child poverty, or other departments).

In continuing the focus on austerity in such a way that this will also impact dangage
benefit claimants who are in employment, the Conservatives have takestegistigamble.
Reforms to workingage welfare support within the context of concerns over the cost of living
could still end up alienating the lowpaid workers whose support the Conservatives need to
win, and to retain. The resolution of this will be significant in determining whetheot the
limited ideational change that Cameron’s leadership has enacted will be enoughuatelgie

address Conservative Party weaknessesocial issues.

8.4 Conclusion

This thesis opened with a simple question: what sort of ‘conservatism’ is emhodibd
Conservative Party under David Cameron? Given the reforms enacted by New, Lckbiogy
nothing’ about social issues was not an opfammthe Conservatives in 2005. However, despite
increased attention dedicated to these, what has come to pass since does not suppaittdhe idea
Cameron might have moved the Conservatives away from Thatcherism, towarddaament
British Conservatism

Elite Conservatives have identified two interconnected reasons for why indivifindls

themselves in poverty: either because they are discouraged from working esent welfare

system, or because the welfare state itself undermines individual reslitgraial hence has a
detrimental effect on social and individual morality. Frequently, as nieeding chapters have
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shown, these are two sides of the same coin, falling back on a highly negativeamufitegsof

the impact of the welfare system on harmbehaviour. Two ideational strands and policy
responses have developed in response to this, one emphasising rational -deigignin
claimants and the other more recognisably conservative moral arguihentee former that is

more ideologically inovative for the Conservatives; the latter falls back on highly moralistic,
recognisably Thatcherite ideology. In identifying the dominance of the Etind, this thesis
questions the extent to which Cameron’s leadership has resulted in ideologidalisation’

for the Conservatives. Indeed, even attempts to develop a Conservative approach to society
within a Thatcherite ideological frame have been rather stunted, with {targeapproaches not

being implemented as effectively as they might haven beanks to a stronger conviction that

immediate cuts are necessary both economically and morally.

This can be related to the change in strategic context between opposition and government
Having only belatedly accepted during their long spell in opjeosihat change was needed, the
Conservatives were left with a comparatively short period of time in which tdogenas in
support of this. The modernisation agenda, with Cameron at its forefront, can beedeasifi
integral to the upturn in Conservative support in 2010, but the ideas behind this and the policies
to support it were neither well developed, nor widely embedded within the pahgtaioint.

Within a more pressurised governing context, the more innovative ideas assodhati&dwaie

pushed to one side in favour of more familiar, reliable options — and, indeed, some Conservatives
blamed the ambiguous character of these for the failure to secure an outright inctiony, the

ideas emphasised and the decisions taken in governmehiawadla significant future impact on

both the shape of policy and the landscape of British politics itself, and on the options that
appear realistically available to a future Conservative Party. Consertirabdernisation’ has, it

seems, resulted in anexpected victory for social conservatism.
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Appendix 1

MP interviewee biographies

Conservatives
Stuart Andrew MP

Stuart Andrew was elected MP for Pudsey in 2010, and was appointed as ParliaPevndde
Secretary to the Rt. HoRrancis Maude MPa leading figure in Conservative ‘modernisation’
the Cabinet Office in 2012. He has a background in voluntary sector workdentdies as a
‘One Nation’ Conservative.

Robert Buckland MP

Robert Buckland was eltstd to Parliament i2010. He pradsses to be a ‘One Nation’ Taapd

is a vicepresident of the Tory Reform Group, which seeks to represent One Nation
Conservatism in parliament. He also served as Joint Secretary of the 198#t@erbetween
2012 and 2014, and as Chair & tAll Party Parliamentary Group on Autism. He lists disability

iIssues amongst his main political interests.

Guto Bebb MP

Guto Bebb was electad Parliamenin 2010. He served on the Public Bill Committee for the
Welfare Reform Bill, and lists welfare reform amongst his main interests. Ha wesnber of
the Public Accounts Select Committee from 2012.

Conor Burns MP

Conor Burns was electddP for Bournemouth Soutim 2010. He has served on several select
committees, including Education and Administratiand was also briefly Parliamentary Private
Secretary in the Northern Ireland office, resigning in order to votenstgdnie House of Lords
Reform Bill in 2012. He enjoyed a close friendship with Margaret Thatcher imtigreyears of

her life.
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Neil Camichael MP

Neil Carmichael was elected to Parliament in 2010. He views himself as a ‘Oran’Nati

Conservative, and is a patron of the Tory Reform Group.

Philip Davies MP

Philip Davies entered Parliament as MP for Shipley in 2010. He served on the Execultige of
1922 Committee from 2006 to 2012. He has claimed to be a libertarian conseraativis, a
council member of the Freedom Association, a cemgle libertarian thinkkank. Davies was
one of the most rebellious MPs in the 264@015 and has often courted controversy in his
remarks to the Hous&r examplewhen he suggested withdrawing the National Minimum Wage

from disabled workers in 2011.

Sir Roger Gale MP

Sir Roger Gale was elected to Parliament in 1983, and represents North Thatiteeooys He
was vice Chairman of the Conservative Party under lain Duncan Smith’ssleigdérom 2001
2003. He has expressedonsiderablescepticism towards aspects of the Conservative

‘modernisation’ agenda, notably voicing strong reservations on same-sexgmanrz013.

Kris Hopkins MP

Kris Hopkins was elected as MP for Keighley in 2010. He wasoiated as Parliamentary
UnderSecretary of State for Communities and Local Government in 2013, with respoasibiliti
including homelessness and housingwls during this reshuffle that the post of housing
minister was downgraded from a minister of state level post, prompting speculatiboubiag
had become a lower priority issue for the Coalition. Housing is one of his key campgaig

issues, and he also lists an interest in pensions.
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Kwasi Kwarteng MP

Kwasi Kwarteng was elected as MP for Spelthorne in 2010. He is a member of devatwue

Free Enterprise Group and has published seymkcy-focused books, includin@ritannia
Unchained(2012) andAfter the Coalition(2011) with fellow MPs Elizabeth Truss, Priti Patel,
Chris Skidmore and Dominac Raab, both of which reflect on future options for welfare and
social policy. Kwarteng served on the Work and Pensions Select Committee from 2013 to 2015.

Tim Loughton MP

Tim Loughton was elected MP for East Worthing and Shoreham in 1997. Since then he has held
a number of positions in the Conservative Party, including Shadow Spokesperson for Health,
Shadow minister for Children, and Parliamentary Ussiecetary for EducationHe also served

on the Health Select Committee from 2014.

John Penrose MP

John Penrose was elected to Parliament in 2005, representing Weston SupéteMareed as
Parliamentary Prive Secretary to Oliver Letwin MP who was, at tivee, responsible for
leading David Cameron’s policy review. keas a member of the Work and Pensions Select
Committee between 2005 and 200&s appointed as a Whip in 2013, and as Parliamentary
Secretary to the Cabinet Office in 2015.

John Stevenson MP

John Stevenson was elected as MP for Carlisle in 2010. He is the Chairman of thelBlue C
Conservative group, founded in 2012, which seeks to improve the Conservative Party’s appeal to

blue-collar voters.

Gary Streeter MP

Gary Streeter was elected tarPament in 1992. He took a strong interest in debates over the
direction of Conservate social policyafter Thatcher, and published an edited book entitled
There is Such a Thing as Soci@ty2002 containing contributions from, amongst others, lain

Duncan Smith and Oliver Letwin.
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Charles Walker MP

Charles Walker was elected as MP for Broxbourne in 2005, and has since served an sever
select committees. He has a strong interest in mental health, and has received alvaraisean

for his parliamentary wark relating to this, from organisations includiiithe Spectator, The
Guardian and the Royal College of Psychiatrists.

Labour
Dame Anne Begg MP

Dame AnneBegg was MP for Aberdeen South from 1997 to 2015. She served on the Scottish
Affairs Committee froml997 to 2001, and the Work and Pensions Select Committee from 2001
— 2015. She was elected as Chair of the Committee in 2010.

The Rt. HonFrank Field MP

Frank Field has been the MP for Birkenhead since 1979. He has published on wielfarenel
surrounding issues throughout his parliamentary career. He was a Ministgelfare Reform
under Tony Blair in 1997, but resigned the post after one year. In 2010, he was apomted a

‘poverty czar’ by David Cameron, and led the CoalitidRé&view of Poverty and Life Chances.

Sheila Gilmore MP

Sheila Gilmore was MP for Edinburgh East in 2@10to 2015 parliament. Sheas served on
the Work and Pensions Sal€ommittee since 2011.

Glenda Jackson MP

Glenda Jackson was elected as MP for Hampstead and Kilburn in 1992, and will stand down at
the 2015 general election. She served on the Work and Pensions Select Committee2ixt@iee
and 2015.

242



Teresa Pearce MP

Teresa Pearce MP was elected to Parliament in 2010, representing Erithaamesmead. She
was a member of the Work and Pensions Selection Committee from 2010, and the Treasury

Committee from 2011.
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Appendix 2

Sample interview stedules

MPs
General

1. Thinking back to 2010, what were the main issues and challenges in the area of welfare
policy?
- What ideas did you have on how to address these?
- What resources did you have at your disposal to address these/how did you use them?

2. Would you have identified these same issues at an earlier point irtioneexample, 20057?

New Labour

3. To what extent would you say your approach to welfare policy differs thatnof the New
Labour years? What are the differences and similarities?

Strategy

4. Where do you feel welfare policy sits within the Conservative Party’'s brodeleoral
strategy/‘'modernisation’?
- Has this changed since 20057 If so how and why?

5. Would you say that the Conservative party is still trying to develop a form of
‘compassionateConservatism?

6. Where do you feel David Cameron’s approach to welfare sits in relation to othavgrost
Conservative traditions?

7. Do you feel that being in Coalition has significantly impacted on Conservaiwves [br
welfare reform?

- If so— how and why? If not, why not?

Think-tanks

8. What are your views on the proposals for welfare policy put forward by theeGenSocial

Justice?
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9. How influential do you feel that the CSJ has been in developing the Conservatie part
welfare policies?
- In what ways ha#& been influential (in terms of general ideas, or more direct influence

on specific policies)?

10.How do you feel that the recommendations put forward by the CSJ have translated into
policy? Did you feel that the recommendations could be implemented?

11.What b you see as the main differences between the policy recommendations and the policy
outcomes? How would you explain these differences?

12.Are there any other groups that you would say have been particularly inflaevtiath

ones and how?

The financial dsis

13.Do you think that the financial crisis affected the Conservative party'®agp to welfare?
How and why?
14.How consistent do you think that the approach has been between 2005 and now?

The welfare m&te (future of)

15.1n terms of outcomes, what do yourtkiis indicative of effective welfare policy?

16.Ideally, what would you like the Coalition to have achieved in relation to welfatieebyext
election?

17.What do you think will be the main issues in the area of welfare policy ovesrtrender of

this parliament?
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Civil servants
General

1. What do you see as the main policy issues that the DWP has been trying to addeess sinc
2010? What are the key challenges associated with these?

2. Have these issues changed since 20057 If so, how?
- Prompt on spending: was thevel of welfare spending a concern before the financial

Ccrisis?

NewLabour, Coalition, civil service

3. What do you think are the main similarities and differences between New Labduhe
Conservatives/Coalition in terms of policy priorities?
4. What about in terms of how policy is made? Has the role of outside groups changed, for
example?
- The Centre for Social Justice has been consistently identified as a kepdeflue IDS.
Would you agree?
- How usual/unusual is this kind of relationship, and do you itekas influenced the
DWP’s agenda?
5. How would you characterise the relationship between the DWP and the Treasuryhender
Coalition? Has this changed since New Labour were in power?
6. Can you describe the relationship between the civil service and Catinsemwinisters in this
policy area?
- Prompt on Treasury/DWP ‘tensions’.
7. How has working with a Coalition as opposed to a sipglty government impacted on
your work?

- Prompt on Coalition relations.

The financial crisis

8. Do you feel that the financial eis has had a significant impact on your Department’s
operations? If so, how and in what way?
- Prompt on financial crisis versus change of government as a driver of change.

9. How far is the reform programme shaped by the need to cut spending?
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10.What are the keyhallenges of combining welfare reform with spending cuts, and how
effectively have these been addressed?
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