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“Is Britain a Nation of Lazy Scroungers?” (Randeep Ramesh, Wednesday, 24 April 2013 – The Guardian online). Critically discuss this statement and explore this in light of current statistics, policy and theory. (You can include images in your work).
(A1)

Individuals and groups in receipt of financial support from the state have for decades attracted controversy and debate from the origins of the classic welfare state in the 1940’s up to the current climate of contested and contrasting representations within society (Brindle et al, 2014).
Stretching across centuries questions have arisen regarding who should provide for those in need and in what form this support should be (Charlesworth and Williams, 2014) with instrumental roles and responsibilities evolving in the quest for justice, inclusion and equality for entire populations. Early signs of the exclusion experienced by people living in poverty can be traced back preceding the advent of the Modern Age when the existence of the poor ‘ was accepted as an inevitable, even natural, condition of an organic, hierarchial, God-ordained society’ (Tihelkova, 2015). Katz (2013 cited in Tihelkova, 2015) confirmed the affinity between god’s will and how poverty was considered but also highlighted the requirement not to exclude those in need through fear, avoidance and rejection by presenting often marginalized individuals as having moral status and being inherently the same as the rest of society. 
Society witnessed a fundamental metamorphosis of how poverty was perceived with Himmelfarb (1984, cited in Tihelkova, 2015) commenting how poverty was no longer considered a natural condition but was now a social problem. Accompanying this change in opinion were early signs of the materialization of distinctions being made between those deemed deserving of relief and the category classed as being a burden on society attracting a stereotypical image summarized by Seabrook (2013 cited in Tihelkova, 2015) (A2).
Account’s such as this can be seen to draw attention to the resilient stereotype of the undeserving poor which remains apparent in contemporary society contributing to the reproduction of inequality infiltrating through the 21st century thus restricting the potential utopia of a fair society for all (Tihelkova, 2015).
Fraser (2009, p.12) discussed the idea that British society experienced a move from the ‘basement of the poor law’ to the ‘penthouse of the welfare state’ represented by a transmission from an ethos of individualism to an increased collectivist approach in dealing with those in need. An increase of unified methods were exemplified within the Beveridge Report of 1942 when a ‘cradle to grave’ approach adopting Keynesian economic policies (Fraser, 2009, p.15) sought to abolish the five giant social ills of want, disease, ignorance, squalor and idleness via social insurance schemes (Benstead, 2012, p. 15). By including this universalist ethic as a core principle of the Welfare State in addition to this approach being implemented through T.H.Marshall’s (1950 cited in Ellison and Pierson, 2003) theory of social citizenship it was hoped that signs of a new sense of equality, justice and inclusion would enable a more transparent, altruistic, collective approach that eradicated seemingly unhelpful stereotypes relating to one’s eligibility for support (Titmuss, 1958, 1968, 1970 cited in Blakemore, 2003).
Fraser (2009, p. 15) discussed the significant changes that emerged during the 1970’s when the economic crisis experienced within UK society signalled movement towards a growing consensus in the support for Marxist opinion that demand for welfare services was spiralling out of control which would result in the capitalist system facing a fundamental crisis. Materialist critiques focused on the welfare state now being in turmoil whilst the socialists and Marxists coalition concentrated on what they considered an unequal distribution of aid within the welfare system (Blakemore, 2003, p. 12). 
Berry(2017, p. 123) discussed the enduring phenomenon of class divisions in society together with the resultant inequality that maintains barriers for those in socio-economic disadvantage to increase their levels of social mobility. Berry (2017, p.139) continues by highlighting how prevailing assumptions relating to the notion of a structural, meritocratic framework perpetuate the myth that within a Liberal, Democratic United Kingdom individuals are able to enjoy the benefits of fluidity of movement between positions in society. However in reality the dominant capitalist system has continued to create an environment of greed, competition and individualism promising a deluded idea of meritocracy and instead maintaining a powerful political and economic hegemony which disparages the lower classes whilst eroding values of collective action and co-operation
.
Wilkinson (2017) discussed how meritocracy remains at the core of political explanations of what constitutes fairness and equity of opportunity. In suggesting that the ruling conservative elite enforce moral ambiguity in ‘going through the motions’ in implementing policies designed to reduce inequalities it is clear that the processes of austerity and meritocracy can significantly impact on the deliverance of social justice due to the continual differences in opinion about what is considered fair and just (Piachaud, 2008 cited in Mayo et al, 2015). 
In an attempt to answer the question of ‘what if any inequality if justifiable’? one must analyse the attitudes of those in power (Kallen, 2004, p. 32) which then direct the social representations (Romano, 2015) of the population in receipt of state support. By using scientific evidence UNESCO(1978 cited in Kallen, 2004, p. 31) discussed that ‘no human population is innately superior or inferior to any other human population’ which appears to be opposed when considering the group level inequalities that exist in society today. Kallen (1995 cited in Kallen, 2004, pp. 31, 32) discussed the concept that inequalities in society are socially constructed and are arbitrarily created by those in the possession of power that can be exerted to label individuals and invalidate the agency of those considered inferior, other, different or deviant whilst protecting their intrinsic vested interests. Through exertion of power decision makers maintain their privileged position of dominance by discriminatory practices, denying individuals fundamental human rights and institutionalizing an unequal society that controls the outcomes of those classed as subordinate.
Early signs of the role of the media in constructing and maintaining stereotypical, often negative images of excluded groups were discussed by Gurevitch et al (1982) and how this outlet has the power through their role of signifying agents to define ideological structuration leading to the conceptualization of certain groups and individuals. Bachrach and Baratz (1970 cited in Gurevitch et al, 1982) summarized this worrying process of the media systematically applying the ‘rules of the game’ which can appear to legitimize representations of excluded groups riddled with a lack of distinction between facts and fiction (Staff reporter, 2013). 
Populist contemporary narratives on welfare claimants (Birks, 2016) can be seen to have re-opened the debate on the deserving and undeserving poor with it being apparent that Conservative reforms are diverting the focus away from those who are genuinely in need and instead reigniting the debate between the shirkers and the strivers to assess moral eligibility for support (Tihelkova, 2015). David Cameron’s speech in 2012 (cited in Tihelkova, 2015) demonstrated the Conservative, right wing, anti-welfare attitude together with discussions surrounding the main causes for welfare reliance being replaced by talk of ‘ benefits lifestyle’ and ’dependency culture’ seemingly moralising reductions in support. In masking welfare reforms and austerity measures as being essential to deliver social justice, Conservative neo-Victorian rhetoric can clearly be seen to put the onus of blame for their predicament firmly at the feet of those considered as workshy – a process that Tihelkova (2015) discusses as having negative impacts on the general public’s support for benefit claimants. 
Penny (2010) adds to the debate by criticizing the ‘big society’ and its neoliberal mantra of blaming the poor for not working as opposed to blaming the system for not working. With Slater (2014) directing attention to the emergence of strategic ignorance within ruling elites by a universal dismissal of structural causes of want and need in favour of explanations targeting those already excluded by socio-economic discrepancies now further marginalized by a reproduction of power imbalances within what has been referred to as ‘broken Britain’. 
Interestingly not all media representations of the poor blame the individual for their position with discussions by Birks (2016) highlighting personal narratives of those in receipt of welfare support. Further support for a move away from the notion of Britain being a nation of lazy scroungers can be seen within a report by the Guardian (Staff Reporter, 2013) which discusses facts relating to fictional assumptions of welfare claimants. Combining such evidence with De Bottons (2003) thoughts on inequalities faced by less financially prosperous individuals in contemporary capitalist economy’s relating to a lack of respect, inequitable life chances and society’s apparent individualistic obsession – it would seem that we are witnessing welcome moves away from the view discussed by Sheldrick (2014) of benefit scroungers prospering from Britain’s culture of handout’s.
Continued use of pejorative language relating to the undeserving, lazy and feckless benefit claimants (Benstead, 2012, p.29) can be seen as maintaining the media’s role in reproducing negative and often inaccurate beliefs, attitudes and values ingrained in a society (Romano, 2015). Romano (2015) discussed how ‘the current intensification of negative public representations of undeserving welfare claimants’ symbolizes a shift in power from the collective nature of social policy and an equality of treatment. Migration back to those in dominant positions of power wielding their control can appear to influence and direct what is considered socially acceptable behaviour and thus who is morally deemed as deviant, parasitic, having defective values (Tihelkova, 2015) and ultimately deserving of their exclusionary fate. 
Conflicting reports suggest a difference of opinion when we consider the individual and societal attitudes towards people in receipt of welfare benefits. Tihelkova (2015) discusses research that suggests a decrease in support from the general public for those receiving welfare provision, opinions which some would say are compounded by headlines in the media such as detailed in (A4) (Davies, 2013). However, such beliefs and representations are contrasted and questioned by research from Hall et al (2014, pp. 4-14) indicating that society is developing its own informed, self constructed image of what is ‘real’ and seeing through the neo-liberalist lens applied by the ruling elite.  It can appear that the primary image repeatedly displayed to us by the government and media of many in receipt of welfare adopting socially destructive behaviour (Tihelkova, 2015) tainted with undesirable characteristics of laziness, dependency and lacking morals(Katz, 2010) is not reflective of reality and despite the United Kingdom’s media network not being government owned, it is financed by the ruling elites which raises questions regarding the level of public interest being reported upon(Press and Williams, 2010). Chomksy (1989, preface, p.2) discussed this potentially worrying synopsis that exists in many capitalist democracy’s in which there is a presentation of the illusion of freedom of speech, accurate representations in the media, the right to know the truth and autonomy of all individuals when the reality is that political and media systems operate in ways to protect their own power interests which can be seen to reproduce ideological structures maintained by those in control of the media sharing the same attitudes, values and perceptions of the ruling elites.  Therefore the utopia of a ‘fair society’ can appear a distant dream for those facing exclusion and injustice due to the existence of what Chomsky (1989, pp.9-13). refers to as the ‘propaganda model’ enabling those in power to exert a liberal bias that perpetuates a certain view of the world thus inducing compliance to deep rooted doctrines.
Discussions by Garthwaite (2012) published by the London school of Economics highlight the suffering endured by the media’s apparent obsession with feeding society crude headlines surrounding the scrounger myth suggesting that the UK is a nation of workshy, lazy benefit recipients. With research by the British Social Attitudes survey revealing a sizeable section of the public consider welfare recipients as undeserving of help together with a belief that the majority of people receiving unemployment benefits are fiddling the system. However,  Hall et al (2014, p.10) discuss growing evidence in disagreement with this narrative that individuals considered as ‘skivers’ are at fault for their inevitable situation by refuting the perception of unemployment being a lifestyle choice in addition to disputing suggestions of a culture of dependency. Worryingly it has been suggested that the negative media coverage received by those in receipt of benefits leading to stigmatization, criminalization, discrimination and exclusion is resulting in many individuals not receiving the support that they are in need of. Garthwaite (2012) discusses instances of people withdrawing from the welfare support system in order to retain levels of selfhood and autonomy as opposed to be at the mercy of a structure that can be seen to strip those in need of the already restricted levels of control that they possess. Benstead (2012, pp. 29,61) draws on the experiences of those at the mercy of the benefits system and the how the out-dated ethos of the individualistic, medical model can be seen to maintain the onus of blame on those perceived as a scrounger while diverting attention away from the systematic failings blocking the implementation of a social model of policy deliverance.
Instances such as these clearly illustrate the power that myths surrounding the benefit system can have combined with political and public attitudes having direct impacts on the lived experience of individuals in need thus influencing the success of the pursuit of equality and inclusion (Garthwaite, 2012, Hall et al, 2014, p.10).  Despite a mask of moral ambiguity continuing to resonate through the conservative meritocratic mantra of ‘hard work and aptitude’ improving prospects and social mobility(Wilkinson, 2017) glimmers of hope are apparent with encouraging signs that steps are being made for better informed debate and policy implementation to expose myths and to challenge inaccurate representations (Garthwaite, 2012). Hall et al(2014, p.10-13) discussed a welcome reduction in the binary ‘them and us’ distinctions that have tarnished beliefs towards welfare recipients and a hopeful reduction in the reproduction of assumptions labelling the underclass as bringing this title onto themselves (Katz, 2010).
It is clear that efforts need to be maintained within political and media circles to reduce ‘benefit street’ depictions portraying unhelpful images in the goal of facilitating social justice for all (McDuff, 2016) and to produce further positive steps in-line with the growing acknowledge and acceptance that economic and structural causes external to the control of the individuals in question are primarily at fault leading to the precarious predicament of multifaceted exclusion and denial of dignity experienced by many (Tihelkova, 2015, Penny, 2010). 
Wilkinson(2017) discusses how Conservative rhetoric can be seen to reproduce deep-rooted stratifications within society by reinforcing a capitalist orientated system that strengthens power imbalances leading to those in possession of control using this dominance to manipulate and oppress those in need. Worryingly despite The British Attitudes Survey revealing an increase in the support for a redistribution of wealth and heightened state intervention, following Theresa May being re-elected at the footholds of power, government pledges of support can appear to hold little substance when the dichotomy of deservedness applies powerful stereotypes towards particular groups of welfare claimants (Tihelkova, 2015).
In separating the facts from the fiction growing evidence shows that Britain is not a nation of lazy scroungers rife with a culture of worklessness and benefit fraud (Staff Reporter, 2013) showing further support for inclusionary practices to be at the core of society. Currently we are faced with a situation of libertarian practice likened to Nozick’s (1974, cited in Blakemore, 2003, p. 21) approach suggesting that the principle of freedom can be threatened in a society that prioritises the goal of equality. However it is clear that a move to Rawls(1972, cited in Blakemore, 2003, p.21) notion of everyone having their needs met and being treated equally is required to produce a fairer society that recognises both cultural and structural factors in the reproduction of individual, societal and political attitudes and values. 
Tihelkova (2015) discusses the stigmatization, discrimination and exclusion faced by many welfare claimants experiencing political and media moralisations that can impact upon their lived experience and outcomes. Worryingly Wigmore (2016) reports indications of what Slater(2014) refers to as ‘the production and circulation of ignorance’ by way of disproportionate accolades being given to the elite with increased disregard showered on those at the less fortunate end of the spectrum. It is hoped that the welfare state is not consigned to history and that it is realised meritocracy has not worked in a society where conservative draconian measures (Brindle et al, 2014) have maintained beliefs that propagate injustice through the reproduction of power imbalances that fail to be in the interests of the majority yet succeed in upholding the five faces of inequality (A5) that Dorling (2015, pp. 3-13) believes maintain injustices unsustainable in a Western society obsessed with greed, growth and control.
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Is Britain a nation of lazy scroungers?
Welfare secretary says there are 1 million people capable of getting on their bike and finding work - but are not bothering to do so. Is he right?
Randeep Ramesh
Wednesday 24 April 2013 13.43 BST
Headline writers in the Daily Mail, the Telegraph and the Daily Express all agree: a million Brits are fit to work but choose to live on benefits.
The figure comes from the government's progress report on its social justice strategy. In the foreword, Iain Duncan Smith, the secretary of state for welfare and pensions, makes the argument for change from the old system.
We are making an historic break from a system that, despite many good intentions, failed those most in need – unwittingly fostering dependency rather than encouraging independence; maintaining people in disadvantage rather than transforming lives; spending public money without achieving outcomes or changing lives
One of the key indicators of social justice for IDS is worklessness – and for him it represents a "challenge".
Around 1 million people have been stuck on a working-age benefit for at least three out of the past four years, despite being judged capable of preparing or looking for work.
It is this implication that people are shirking their responsibility to society that is so troubling. Labour's Liam Byrne responded to this fear by saying: "We need to get these people off benefits and into jobs."
In fact, the data, contained in an ad hoc analysis, reveals another story entirely.
Consider the key Table 2 (below).
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Data from Ad hoc analysis Photograph: DWP
This shows that there were 2.3 million working age people on benefits over the last four years. Of these, about 1 million spent three to four years on benefits. However, 600,000 of these claimants are people not able to work – by the government's own definition. They are either in the Work Related Activity Group, lone parents with at least one young child or those being assessed in the Employment and Support Allowance (ESA).
As the Trades Union Congress points out, "30% are lone parents with children below school age claiming Income Support (IS) while the remaining 30% are either claiming Employment Support Allowance or are in the process of being assessed. All ESA claimants are unable to work. Those on the work-related activity group are expected to be able to work eventually but are not yet fit to work."
But Duncan Smith is employing a linguistic sleight of hand. He says he is only counting those on working-age benefits who are "judged capable of preparing or looking for work". But almost everyone's capable of preparing for work.
So the only people who are capable of looking for work, who Duncan Smith must think have been unwittingly fostering a sense of dependence on the state, are the 395,000 people who found themselves unemployed in March 2012 and had spent between three to four years beforehand on benefits.
It's worth noting that Table 1 shows that there were 2,512,000 long-term claimants, that is those who spent three to four years on benefits before March 2012 . That means those on Job Seekers' Allowance make up just 16% of the long-term caseload.
So what the DWP's ad hoc analysis really shows is that six out seven long-term claimants are not supposed to be looking for work. As Declan Gaffney, a policy analyst, points out: "By the Department of Work and Pensions's own definitions all they have proved is that those people who should not be looking for work stay on benefits. Well that's not news."
According to the data, we appear to be a nation of law-abiding long-term welfare recipients in need of help – which we get. There is a small fraction who could get work and have not but they may also be people moved off employment and support allowance – that is, those have recovered from a debilitating medical condition. It's worth saying that four in five people who claim JSA come off the benefit within six months.
Bluntly, are we a nation of lazy scroungers? Not on these numbers we're not.
(Ramesh,  2013).




2.
“If these reasons for enduring poverty were insufficient, the most common of all was to treat the poor, those not exempt by an existential incapacity to provide for themselves, as though they were self-generating and existed for perverse moral reasons known only to themselves. This view makes them responsible for their own condition: inherent improvidence, prodigality and idleness. Accessory to their own misery, they breed irresponsibly, have no thought for the future, squander their substance in clement seasons and save nothing for hard times. They are addicted to luxury, drink and ‘vice’ ” (Seabrook 2013: Chapter 3 cited in Tihelkova, 2015).

2.
‘all social primary goods – liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the social bases of self-respect – are to be equally distributed unless an unequal distribution of any, or all, of these goods is to the advantage of the least favoured’. 
Rawls’ A Theory of Justice (1971 cited in Mayo et al, 2015).

3.
‘a set of predominant values, beliefs, rituals, and institutional procedures…that operate systematically and consistently to the  benefit of certain persons and groups at the expense of others’.
Bachrach and Baratz(1970 cited in Gurevitch et al, 1982).


4.
Lazy Britain uncovered: How FOUR MILLION adults have never worked in their lives
· Ten British cities with worst lifelong joblessness mostly in the north
· London is worst affected location and young people are worst-hit group
By Emily Davies
PUBLISHED: 12:10, 10 February 2013 | UPDATED: 07:54, 11 February 2013

Nearly four million British adults have never had any form of paid work in their lives - more people than the population of Wales.
Figures show the scale of the problem facing British welfare system, which has been criticised for allowing jobless people to be better off than those in work.
More than a quarter of those who have never earned a living are aged between 25 to 64, and 205,000 over 65s had never worked before becoming pensioners.
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The number of British people who have never worked in their lives was 3.9 million
But the worst affected group are young people, with more than a third aged between 18 and 24 having never done paid work.

More than one million 16 and 17-year-olds have left education and not found employment, or are still studying but have never had a Saturday job.
The Office for National Statistics figures, which include disabled people who cannot work, show London is the city worst affected by lifelong joblessness, with 737,000 in the capital having never worked.
Birmingham has the next highest number of adults who have never seen a payday, at 144,000.
But most of the top ten workless locations are in the North of the country. Glasgow and Edinburgh have a combined total of 96,000 people who have never been wage-earners, while Leeds has 72,000.
Manchester has 71,000 who have never been in work and Liverpool has 52,000. Bradford is next with 50,000, then Sheffield on 46,000, Tower Hamlets has 42,000 and Cardiff 41,000.
TaxPayers’ Alliance boss Matthew Sinclair told The Sun: 'These are truly shocking figures which underline the importance of reforming the welfare system in order to make work pay once and for all.
'Leaving millions to languish on benefits for life is not fair on those individuals or taxpayers.
'But the Government also has a duty to create an environment in which it is easier for businesses to take people on, which means less red tape and lower taxes.'
Earlier this year it was revealed that Britain had one of the worst workless rates in Europe, with joblessness particularly affecting single mothers in the UK.
[image: Britain's top ten jobless cities]
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5.

Five tenets of injustice.

Elitism is efficient.
Exclusion is necessary.
Prejudice is natural.
Greed is good.
Despair is inevitable.
(Dorling, 2015, pp. 6-10).
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