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	jobs for disabled people

	and a three-point plan


Introduction

The government has just published a Green Paper call A New Deal for Welfare, mainly about plans to reform benefits for sick and disabled people under retirement age. The Green Paper also included a call for “a national debate on the future direction of our welfare reforms.”

This document is designed to reply to this call, and presents the TUC’s views about how best to help disabled people into jobs. It isn’t about our views on the specific plans in the Green Paper – we have published a very detailed response – but is designed for use long after the proposals in it have either been implemented or forgotten. Jobs for Disabled People is being launched at our 2006 Disability Conference on 24 May, when John Hutton, the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions is due to be the keynote speaker.

Jobs for Disabled People concludes with a three-point plan for helping disabled people into jobs – prevention, retention and intervention. We hope it will help promote a wider debate. 

How common are sickness and disability?

In the debate about welfare reform one of the commonest mistakes made by journalists and politicians is to look at the history of improvements in medicine and rising standards of living, and to conclude from this that the number of sick and disabled people must be falling.

But this common assumption is wrong: depending on the measure we use, up to a third of people are sick or disabled. Firstly, the 2001 census shows about one person in eleven reporting themselves as having ‘not good health’: 

General health, England and Wales, 2001 (all ages)

	
	Number
	Proportion

	Good health
	35,676, 210
	68.6%

	Fairly good health
	11,568,363
	22.2%

	Not good health
	4,797,343
	9.2%


The census also reports that more than one person in six has a limiting long-term illness:

Limiting long-term illness, England and Wales (all ages)

	
	Number
	Proportion

	With a limiting long-term illness
	9,484,856
	18.2%

	Without a limiting long-term illness
	42,557,060
	81.8%

	All people
	52,041,916
	100%


And the Family Resources Survey shows about one person in three having been ill enough in the previous four weeks to have needed ‘something on prescription’:

Individuals by medical treatment in the 4 weeks before the interview
 

	Received something on prescription
	Visited dentist for NHS examination or treatment
	Had an eyesight test
	Purchased glasses or contact lenses
	Visited hospital for NHS treatment

	31%
	10%
	4%
	3%
	8%


These figures are for all ages, but the working age figures are surprisingly high. Twenty percent of 35 – 39 year-olds (‘prime age’ workers) received something on prescription in the previous four weeks, 11% visited a dentist, 3% had an eyesight test, 3% purchased glasses or lenses and 7% visited a hospital for treatment.

Disability is more complicated because it is not the same as either sickness or incapacity for work; despite discrimination, negative stereotypes and poor access most working age disabled people have paid jobs.
 Different attempts to estimate the number of working age disabled people in Britain have come up with very similar results: between 15.7% and 20% of the working age population being disabled.
 People are often surprised that there are two and a half million people receiving Incapacity Benefit. But there are also three and a half million disabled people in employment and a quarter of a million unemployed disabled people
 - who are hardly likely to be claiming to be disabled to get themselves an easy life on incapacity benefits.

What is happening to Incapacity Benefit? 

IB is a benefit for people unable to work because of illness or disability, paid at three rates, ranging from £57.65 to £76.45. Additional allowances can increase these amounts by up to a further £60, but 93% of claimants receive less than £100 per week.
 As a proportion of average earnings, the Incapacity Benefit paid to a single person who qualified for the long-term rate fell from 17.4 per cent in April 1995 to 14.7 per cent in April 2004. 

Contrary to received wisdom, the number of people who are getting Incapacity Benefit is falling, not rising. There is a certain amount of confusion caused by the fact that sometimes the government talks about ‘Incapacity Benefit’ when what it means is ‘incapacity benefits’ – including means-tested Income Support paid to working age disabled people who have not paid enough National Insurance Contributions to qualify for IB. It is this that has grown, not Incapacity Benefit. 

Another source of confusion is the distinction between claimants and beneficiaries. If we think that too many people may be getting Incapacity Benefit and Severe Disablement Allowance (the two benefits have effectively been merged since 2001) then the number of claimants does not really matter, the key question is how many people actually get these benefits?
Numbers of IB and SDA beneficiaries

	Benefit
	May 1997
	Feb 2005
	Change

	Incapacity Benefit 
	1,732,700
	1,444,800
	- 287,900

	Severe Disablement Allowance
	367,100
	294,400
	- 72,700

	Net
	2,099,800
	1,739,200
	- 360,600


On the other hand, we also need to distinguish working age beneficiaries from those over pension age. A major element of this debate is about how best to move people from ‘incapacity benefits’ to employment, and this is not applicable to those over retirement age. Rule changes have drastically reduced the number of beneficiaries over state pension age, and this age group accounts for nearly half the reduction in the number of beneficiaries.  But even if we limit ourselves to beneficiaries of working age there has still been a large reduction for both benefits:

Numbers of working age IB and SDA beneficiaries

	Benefit
	May 1997
	Feb 2005
	Change

	Incapacity Benefit 
	1,560,400
	1,444,800
	- 115,600

	Severe Disablement Allowance
	328,500
	250,900
	- 77,600

	Net
	1,888,900
	1,695,700
	- 193,300


These figures are reflected in public spending on these benefits, which has also been falling:

IB and SDA expenditure, Great Britain, 1997/8 to 2007/08 (£million, 2005/6 prices)
 

	
	1997/98
	2007/08

	Total Incapacity Benefit spending
	8,914
	6,325

	Total Severe Disablement Allowance spending
	1,201
	786


Finally, official data ‘flow’ of people onto Incapacity Benefit show that, far from being out of control, the number of people starting a claim for the important long-term rate of the benefit has been very steady indeed. The figures for everyone starting a claim (i.e., including short-term rates of the benefit) show a significant fall, of about a quarter over the last eight years:

IB commencements in first quarter, 1998 to 2005
 

	Date
	All Incapacity Benefit   
	Incapacity Benefit (long-term)

	1998
	 209.7
	 8.0

	1999
	 198.1
	 6.3

	2000
	 190.4
	 7.4

	2001
	 186.2
	 7.5

	2002
	 173.1
	 7.3

	2003  
	 173.5
	 7.8

	2004 
	 167.4
	 7.4

	2005 
	 127.6
	 6.7


The number of people receiving Income Support with a disability premium has risen substantially in recent years – from 827,000 in May 1997, to 1,124,000 in February 2005,
 an increase of 297,000.

Fraud 

Incapacity Benefit fraud is rare. The most recent measurement exercise found that fraud levels were low: 0.1%, the lowest of any major benefit. Incapacity Benefit accounts for six percent of benefit spending, but just one percent of benefit fraud: 

Benefit spending and fraud, by benefit, 2004-5
 

	Benefit
	Spending (£bn)
	Spending on this benefit as a proportion of all benefit spending 
	Fraud (£bn)
	Fraud in this benefit as a proportion of all fraud
	Fraud as a proportion of spending on this benefit

	Income Support
	10.0
	9.0%
	0.25
	27.2%
	2.5%

	Jobseeker's Allowance
	2.2
	2.0%
	0.07
	7.6%
	3.0%

	Pension Credit
	6.1
	5.5%
	0.06
	6.5%
	1.0%

	Housing Benefit
	13.1
	11.8%
	0.21
	22.8%
	1.6%

	Disability Living Allowance
	8.1
	7.3%
	0.04
	4.3%
	0.5%

	Retirement Pension
	48.8
	44.0%
	0.03
	3.3%
	0.1%

	Carer’s Allowance
	1.1
	1.0%
	0.04
	4.3%
	3.9%

	Incapacity Benefit
	6.7
	6.0%
	0.01
	1.1%
	0.1%

	Instrument of payment fraud
	
	
	0.04
	4.3%
	

	Interdependencies
	
	
	0.01
	1.1%
	

	Council Tax Benefit (estimate)
	3.6
	3.2%
	0.06
	6.5%
	1.6%

	Other unreviewed benefits
	11.4
	10.3%
	0.1
	10.9%
	0.9%

	TOTAL
	£110.9 bn
	100%
	£0.92 bn
	100%
	0.8%


A better way

The TUC is committed to the equality of disabled people. We believe that, when barriers to equality are removed, disabled people have shown repeatedly their ability to perform on equal terms in the same occupations as non-disabled people. Barriers to equality can include systematic discrimination, attitudes and practices, inaccessible workplaces and equipment and the barriers in other walks of life (such as housing, education and transport) that make it difficult for many disabled people to compete on equal terms in the labour market.

The TUC agrees that IB claimants and other disabled people who are looking for paid work should be helped to get jobs. We strongly support the government when it refuses to write anyone off as ‘unemployable’. We have supported every anti-discrimination measure the government has introduced to give disabled people a better chance of competing for jobs in the open labour market.

But we do not wish to see theoretical rights being used to justify concrete obligations. The equality of disabled people will be achieved via anti-discrimination legislation, but also through the removal of barriers, such as accessible transport and housing, inclusive education, a free health service, social benefits to meet the extra costs of impairment, accessible workplaces and workstations. Some of these social rights have been achieved, such as the NHS. But others are still objectives, not realities:
· The Access to Work scheme, which helps employers meet any extra costs involved in employing a disabled person, has always been under-funded.

· Governments have repeatedly refused to publicise this scheme – disabled people have long suspected that there is a deliberate intention to ration the scheme through ignorance. 

· Disabled people are twice as likely as non-disabled people to have no qualifications. Disabled 19 year olds are more than twice as likely as non-disabled coevals 19 year olds to not be in education, training or employment and half as likely to be in higher education.

· The Disability Discrimination Act will not require all rail vehicles to be fully accessible till 2020.

· The Disabled Facilities Grant (money from local authorities to help pay for adaptations to homes) is very useful, but insufficiently funded – some disabled people get nothing, some not enough to meet their needs, others face very long waits. 

· Involuntary admissions to psychiatric services have been on the increase – there was a 24% rise between 1990 and 2001.

· At the last general election 68% of polling stations failed a basic access test.

In this context, it is particularly important to note the inadequacy of disability benefits to the task of meeting the extra costs of being disabled. In 2004, budget standards research for the Disability Alliance and Rowntree
 found that disabled people face extra costs in most areas of everyday life. These costs include one-off items of equipment (often expensive); recurring costs such as personal assistance and higher ‘normal’ costs, such as more expensive food or higher heating bills. The authors of the study developed a set of budget standards for people with different levels of need, but all based on one disabled person living alone in suitably adapted rented accommodation. The maximum benefit entitlement of the hypothetical claimants was substantially below the level of costs established by the standards:

Maximum weekly benefits compared with disabled person budget standards (excluding PA and housing costs)

	Needs Level
	Maximum 

Benefits
	Budget 

Standard
	Unmet 

Costs
	Benefits as a 

Percentage of Costs

	High-medium
	£235
	£467
	£232
	50%

	Intermittent/Fluctuating
	£90
	£298
	£208
	30%

	Low-medium
	£79
	£279
	£200
	28%


These figures exclude personal assistance costs (which accounted for over half the costs for people with high-medium needs and for those with hearing impairments).

Rights and responsibilities and disabled people

Today’s reality is that substantial progress has been made towards equal legal rights and adequate social provision for disabled people, but there is still a very long way to go. The responsibilities of disabled people must take account of this reality, and the material fact about IB claimants is that they still face real obstacles to employment that are linked to their impairments and/or illnesses. 

In 2001 a government-sponsored survey of people who moved from Incapacity Benefit to Jobseeker's Allowance showed that it was significantly more difficult for them to get jobs than it was for other JSA claimants: 

· On average, 28% of all disabled and non-disabled people claiming JSA were still on the benefit a year later. 

· But, for people who moved there from IB, the figure was 45%. 

This was despite the fact that this group might be assumed to have some advantages compared with both people who stayed on IB (who would probably be further from the labour market) and compared with other JSA claimants, as the researchers found that their commitment to employment was such that they were substantially more likely to say that they would accept any job they could get (39%, compared with 32%).  

The TUC draws two conclusions from this discussion. One is that the government is right to offer support to any disabled person who is trying to get a job. There should be no impairment test for this offer; no one should be ‘written off’.

The other is that it would be a mistake to force reluctant disabled people into the workforce. The government has repeatedly pointed out that there are one million disabled people who say they want jobs. This is an important group, but the evidence quoted above suggests that many will require a lot of help removing barriers before they get paid work; the government should therefore concentrate its efforts on supporting this group.

Pathways to Work

The TUC has strongly supported the government’s ‘Pathways to Work’ project – a pilot programme, designed to help IB claimants into jobs, through measures such as a £40 per week Return to Work Credit for up to a year and ‘condition management’ programmes, offering enhanced rehabilitation services.

In the pilot areas twice as many Incapacity Benefit claimants have found jobs as in other areas, and up to six times as many people are taking up provision such as rehabilitation or the New Deal. This level of success on a national scale could reduce the IB caseload by more than 100,000 cases a year.

The TUC is, in large measure, such a strong supporter of the Pathways to Work programme because we believe that the government has responsibilities too, and it would be unfair for it to increase obligations for disabled people on benefits without accepting an equivalent obligation itself. The Bank of England has noted that “the generosity of disability benefits has fallen significantly since the recession of the early 1990s,”
 and the UK has always under-performed in terms of spending on active labour market programmes for disabled people. In 2003 the EU average for spending on active labour market programmes for disabled people was 0.114% of GDP; in the UK the equivalent figure was just 0.02%; of the then 15 EU members, only Italy spent a lower proportion.
 Pathways to Work marks a welcome break with this traditional failure. 

Engaging employers

Employers’ also have duties. In January, a ‘work audit’ by the Chartered Institute of Personnel and Development
 looked at the attitudes of a representative sample of 750 employers, drawn from all sectors of the economy, and found some shocking results:

· Thirty three percent said that they deliberately exclude people with a history of long-term sickness or incapacity when recruiting staff.

· By contrast, just three percent had a positive policy of targeting this group for recruitment.

· 60% thought they would be more likely to take sickness absence.

· 45% thought they would be less reliable.

· 43% thought long-term IB claimants would be less productive.

· 32% thought they would be less reliable. 

· 19% said they would produce a lower standard of work.

· 17% thought them less capable of teamwork.

· 16% thought they were not committed to customer service. 

· Just 26% thought they ‘had potential.’

This confirms what disabled people have long believed. For instance, the Royal National Institute for Deaf People’s submission to the Work and Pensions Committee’s inquiry into the reform of Incapacity Benefit commented:

“It is a stark fact that many employers will simply not engage disabled people, or those people coming straight from incapacity benefits.  If the national rollout of Pathways to Work is successful, work needs to be done to ensure that there is sufficient demand for the skills and experience that disabled people have to offer.”

Similarly, a recent study of older people out of employment found that “the IB claimants were firmly of the view that their conditions served to act as a stigma in the eyes of employers.”
 This is not just a matter of subjective impressions - a recent cross-sectional study using Labour Force Survey data found that “disabled people are approximately three times more likely to exit work than their non-disabled counterparts.”
 This level of prejudice and discrimination underscores just how dangerous it would be to go too far in threatening IB claimants with benefit sanctions if they do not engage in the government’s paid work agenda. It also indicates the need to reconsider the issue of employers’ obligations. The health and safety sections of the Green Paper already go some distance towards improving employers’ ability to make their workplaces healthier and to retain workers who become sick or develop impairments:

· Pilot programmes on prevention of injuries and ill-health and the management of sickness absence and return to work;

· An occupational health advice line for GPs;

· Developing the role of safety representatives.

But it is also important to encourage employers (and recruitment agencies) to recruit people coming off Incapacity Benefit. The Disability Discrimination Act already outlaws much of the discrimination revealed by the CIPD survey, and employers’ organisations and trade unions can do more to publicise its provisions. The TUC also supports the Disability Rights Task Force recommendation that employment tribunals should be given the power to order reinstatement or re-engagement in discrimination cases brought under the DDA (or SDA or RRA), in line with provisions in the Employment Rights Act, in place of the existing power just to recommend it.
Extra responsibilities for employers which might help to counter the extreme prejudice revealed above might include duties to plan for the retention in employment of workers who become sick or disabled – past experience suggests that employers who already have personal experience of working with a disabled employee are much more likely to have positive attitudes. The extension to disabled people of the right to request flexible working arrangements would also be very positive; Macmillan, the cancer charity, has explained how this could help:

“All the cancer patients we spoke to had been in work when they were diagnosed and most were keen to return to work after treatment. They already had the skills to return to their jobs but many patients found it difficult to return to full-time work straight away. Most of the patients interviewed felt that support from their employers was the most important thing in order to allow them to return to the workplace. This is supported by evidence from the Macmillan benefit advisers who told us that what many patients needed was a phased or gradual return to work and that employers needed to be more flexible, e.g. altering working hours and allowing time off for medical appointments.”

These duties should be balanced with extra support. The TUC is a strong supporter of the Access to Work scheme, which provides financial support for employers who face extra costs as a result of employing a disabled person. Access to Work is a tremendous success – for every individual helped by the scheme there is a net benefit to the Exchequer of almost £1,400, and to the economy of almost £3,000. The current government deserves to be praised for having increased spending on AtW from £14.6m in 1997-8 to £60m in 2006-7, and the number of beneficiaries has risen from 13,000 to 32,000.

Nonetheless, there continues to be more demand for AtW than the budget for the scheme can support, which probably explains why, like its predecessor, the government has refused to publicise it. As a result, few disabled people know about that Access to Work exists, and employer awareness is probably at an even lower level. Many of the employers with discriminatory attitudes uncovered by the CIPD survey would probably have had a different approach if they had known about Access to Work.

A three point plan for helping disabled people into employment

This submission is a positive agenda because the TUC supports the government’s objective of helping more disabled people into jobs. We therefore conclude with a three point plan for action, especially aimed at helping Incapacity Benefit claimants: 

Point One: Prevention 

The TUC fully agrees with the Green Paper’s strategy of cutting the level of IB claims by preventing workers leaving jobs through ill health and disability. For the large numbers of older workers who find it particularly difficult to return to employment, unions, employers and the HSE should prioritise designing-out problems, especially those likely to cause musculo-skeletal problems or stress. Employers should be made aware of their duties under the Disability Discrimination Act, and of the support that is available from the Access to Work scheme.

Point Two: Retention

Every employer should have a return to work plan for workers who become sick or disabled, including rehabilitation, job-re-design and flexible working options, such as a part-time work. Disability Leave, a period of leave when a worker is taking part in rehabilitation, or when the workstation or workplace is being adjusted, could also play a useful role.

Point Three: Intervention

Obviously the TUC welcomes the extension of Pathways to Work to the whole country, but it is also important to maintain the quality of the programme as it is extended. Specialist PAs, assessors and sub-contractors can help reach harder to help groups, so it is important that Jobcentre Plus should have the resources to be able to use specialists at each stage of a client’s journey back to employment. Monitoring and scrutiny of providers is also an important part of the task of maintaining standards, especially those who have been reported as having difficulties. 

In addition to Pathways to Work, we know that there are other ways in which JCP can help ease claimants’ transition to employment -

· We know from qualitative research on the New Deal for young people that quick assessments of the support people need can make a large difference, so the government’s plan to hold PCAs within 12 weeks should help increase the proportion getting jobs.

· Help should continue after clients have moved into employment. Intervention by Personal Advisers when things go wrong can help people to keep their new job, and DWP research suggests that in-work support is especially useful for helping older clients to remain and progress in employment, particularly at transitional points such as the withdrawal of financial incentives – which may turn out to be an important issue for the PtW employment credit. This support should not be limited to work-related problems – personal issues can just as easily be the reason why someone feels unable to stay in a job.

· New Deal evaluations have identified the match between clients’ aspirations and what is offered by the option as a factor that would make a difference to job-entry rates. It is an obvious point, but more attractive jobs will tend to be more sustainable – better pay and conditions, better health and safety, flexibility, greater task discretion and control of one’s work environment, all improve motivation.
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