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Preface

TASC is an independent, progressive ttank with the aim of making Ireland a more equal society
GAGK | AGNRY3ISNI RSY2ONIOeo ¢! {/ Qa ¢2N] KlFa f2y13
inequality.

Tax and spending changes in budgede have extremely different impacts upon people living on
different levels of income. Likewise, budget decisions can affect men and women very differently, for
a range of reasons.

Ly ¢! {/ Qa LINS@AZ2dza 0dzZRIS G LINE LI2f&ientysand thé ég8ality SS R { 2
of budget proposals was highlighted. This report presents the results of an initial study to clarify what

Ad YSIyd o6& |y WwWSldzZ tAGe FdzRAGQP® LG SELX 2NBa o6KI
existing data. Theffect of Budget 2011 decisions on lower and higher income households was

examined, as were the effects on people due to their gender or sexual orientation. A full equality

audit would need to cover more areas, such as people with disabilities or pewplminority ethnic

backgrounds.

The first observation to be made is that much more comprehensive data is needed on incomes and
wealth in Ireland, as well as on the tax and welfare systems.

However, there is sufficient available data to show that, wherbtsc tax and welfare changes

from Budget 2011 are examined for employees and for people reliant on state transfers, households
on different income levels were affected in a significantly unequal way. Lower income households lost
proportionately more oftieir incomes than higher income households. Likewise, the available
evidence shows women to be more badly affected by the last budget than men.

It is a major deficiency in Irish budgets that comprehensive distributional analysis is not carried out to
inform the Dail before members vote on budget measures. Such analysis is common across Europe
and is considered an essential part of budget debates.

It is absolutely feasible for the Department of Finance to produce an analysis of the distribution of
income andvealth, and to show how this will be changed by the measures in Budget 2012. Austerity
measures in recent budgets have had a disproportionately negative impact on the living standards of
people on lower incomes. It is time that budget decisions are satijer much more detailed

scrutiny.

Suggestions and constructive criticism from readers is welcome, to help TASC develop the methods
used in this study.

bld hQ/2yy2N]

Director, TASC

TASC%
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Section 1 Introduction

1.1 TASC received support from the EU PROGRESSrfe the Equality Authority to undertake an
analysis of two groups under the nine grounds in the equality legislation, namely sexual orientation
and gender TASC undertook a gendenpact assessment of Budget 2011 to quantify the
cumulativeeffects of the main changes tdirecttaxation, social insurance and social welfare
paymentson the income of women and meMASC also carried out a comparative analysis of the tax
treatment of same sex couples who are registered civil partners, and maiedosexial couples,

following the introduction of the Civil Partnershit.

MO®H ¢KAA LINRP2SOG 61 a dzy RSNI I { SyThe EqualityrBhdget 2 F ¢! { / ¢
demonstrates how equality objectives can be reconciled witbnomic recovery anthe needto
close thestructuraldeficit. These goals can be complementary parts of a strategydoovery with

equalityhased on:

1 Restoring economic growth and returning people to employment through targeted

investment in human capital and physical infrasture;

1 Identifying newand sustainablsources of revenue and implementing gradequality

proofedtax increases as part of th@rocess of fiscal adjustment

1 Identifying efficiency savings in public spending and using these savings to maintain social

benefits at current levels antb ensure theprovision of high quality public services.

1.3 National budgets are a reflection of political choices and government p&rind they have a
number of sometimesompeting gals These includenanaging the pulic financesn a responsible
and crediblemanner, facilitatingeconomic recovergnd developmentmaintaining and enhancing

quality of life without compromising sustainability, and increasing economic equélityis regard,

enharcingeconomic equalitghould be a key budgetary godt can be achieved through reform of
the tax system, through changasthe system ofocial transfersand/or through the provision of

general public services.

1.4 Increasing economic equalitysynonymousvithamaNBE  Sljdz-r £ RA&A0GNAR O dziA2Yy 27F

resourcesSome of he key questions in determining economic equality are:

1 What is the distribution of wealth?

9 What is the distribution of income?

TASC%
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1 To what extent dgarticulargroupsin societyincur significantly higheor lower

costs than others?
1 To what extent do public services supplement income?

A omprehensive equalitgudit of a budgetequires analysis of how each of thefeeir elementsis
impactedby the changes in transfers (tax and benefiess well as othepolicy changesannounced

in the budget.

1.5 The purposef this project is to demonstrate how budgetary measures can exacerbate or

ameliorate economic inequality between various groups in Irish sodréti. gvernmens do not

currentlycarry out acomprehensive angystematic analysis to quantifyhat thase impacts are, and

whether one or morggroups have beedisproportionatelyaffected. This project also aims to

demonstratesome ofthe analytical toolshat should be usett & LJ- NI 2 F lof WSIljdzl f A (¢
budgetary measurether tools are outlined in Appendix WASC has long argued that equality

audit should form part of an annual equality statement, to be included as part of the budget. All

major budgetary decisions should be informed by anatityiaudit based on aomprehensive

distributional analysis of the impacts on all incogreupsand householdypes

1.6 This report is structured as followsectiors 2 to4 comprise the gendeimpact assessmeraf
budgetary measures. Sectiortdntainsthe comparative analysis of the tax treatment of same sex
couples who are registered civil partners and married heterosexual couples. Section 6 sets out
¢! {/ Qa O2yOf dza A 2 y & The gpenditedpfowdoa detail¥dlidichiCabvériied ¥ & @

the methodology used to undertake the gendenpact assessment of budgetary measures.

Highlighted findings

1 TASC undertook a gender impact assessment of Budget 2011 to quantify the cumulative
effects of the main changes to direct taxation, socialiance and social welfare payments

on the income of women and men.

1 Overall, those on the lowest incomes were hardest hit by the measured budgetary changes.
They were adversely affected by the cuts to social transfers and by changes to taxation,
specifcally the introduction of the Universal Social Charge, widening of tax bands and
reductions in tax credits. As women are concentrated in lower income groups, they suffered

a disproportionate impact.

TASC%
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f The category most adversely affected by the measudzREA S Hnamm Ofngg ISa 4| .
g Al K Odtoud. RhiERafeQory has by far the lowest average income of all the
categories studied, and has a very high ratio of females (73 per cent) to males (27 per cent).
The cumulative impact of the budgetaryastges on this category caused individuals in this

category to lose five per cent of their incoraa average

A M L oA x

T ¢KS tSIFad I ROSNESE & marredt8cincdnes 703K $ AKX KB S+ &Y & K
category, i.e. the higher earner within two earner hebslds. This category had the highest
gross annual income, which was reduced by an average of 1.3 per cent. This was also the

category with the highest ratio of males (80 per cent) to females (20 per cent).

 Thecategora A y 3f S girkclidés h® liohsenBIBERH Qroups that are mést G N& & |
2T LRadtoEedxperiencing 02 y a A a (i Slghé pateldt Bolsiioldstand
children. The loss of income is likely to further exacerbate income inequalities and result in
ever greater numbers beingut at risk of poverty, as this is the group that is least able to
absorb the burden of the adjustmerit.is imperative that the budgetary measures chosen
for Budget 2012 do not continue to impose the burden of adjustment on those groups in
society leastble to absorb reductions in income, and least able to withstand diminished

access to vital public services.

1 Single individuals without children were the largest category (58.5 per cent) in the analysed
sample. Single men with no child dependents earnbejweene mp Zande mp= np d f 2 a
proportionately more of their income (4.25 per cent) as a result of the measured tax
changes and social welfare cuts than any of the other income deciles in this category.
Within this group, the average magarnscloser toe m g upgerlimit. Thereforethe
lowering of the personal and PAYE tax credésulting in the reliefs expiring at earnings of
emMcIpnn LISNI FyydzYz O2YO0AYSR gA0GK GKS Ay idNERdz
Fyydz- £ SFENYyAyYy3Ia | 062 J Sonately mGeomthelaveradelehrrng SR LINE L

male in this group.

1 TASC recommends that all budgetary measures under consideration be subjected to an
equality audit, whereby a full distributional analysis is undertaken to identify how different
groups in society arlikely to be affected. This would inform a process of equplitypfing

and gendetproofing the budget.

TASC%
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9 TASC carried out a comparative analysis of the tax treatment of same sex couples who are
registered civil partners, and married heterosexual ceapfollowing the introduction of the
Civil Partnership Act. The introduction of civil partnership addressed most of the inequalities
relating to taxation experienced by same sex couples-vis married heterosexual couples.
However, differences stitbtmain and these differences mean that civil partners and their
families still have fewer rights and protections than their married counterparts. The
realisation of full equality between these groups can only be achieved through access to civil

marriage.

TASC%



Winners and Losers? | November 2011

Section2 Genderlmpact Assessment oBudgetaryMeasures

Why gender budgeting?

2.1 Economic inequality between women and men remains persistent and entrenched in Ireland.

Women work fewer hours on average, earn less on average, own less and arekalgrollive in

L2 SNIié GKIYy YSyo ¢KAA y20 2yfeée fAYAGA 62YSyQa 7
full participation in public life at local and national level, includimgr ability to attainin positions

of power and influence.

2.2The idea of genderesponsive budgets has developed out of a growing understanding that fiscal
policy can contribute to narrowing or widening gender gaps in areas such as income, health

outcomes and education. Fiscal policy can be a powerful tool for mgdhe living standards and
opportunities of different groups of women and men. Although budgetary provisions may appear to
begendery Sdzi NI £ = GKAA& | LIISINIyOS 2F ySdgedaért AGe Ol y
0f AYRYS&aQI &A Yy oRBerdliyighoreg theidifferght sbcially deReanSiéd raes!
responsibilities of men and women, and usually overlooks the different impacts that policies have on

men and women.

2.3 A genderesponsive budget is not a separate budget for women. Rathisran approach which
can be used to highlight the gap between policy statements and the resources committed to their
implementation, ensuring that public money is spent in more geratgritable ways. The issue is

not whether we are spending the same women and men, but whether the spending is adequate

G2 YSSG 62YSyQd FyR YSyua ySSRa

2.4 A genderesponsive budgetary analysis is also a tool for testing a government's gender
mainstreaming commitments associatingpolicy commitments across governmedgpartments
with their budgets. Without a suitable economic underpinning and systematic approach, a
government's equality commitments are unlikely to be realisEdsentially, a gendeesponsive

analysis of budgetary measures can work by:

1 Analysing oner more types of public expenditure, or methods of raising revenue, from a
gender perspective.
1 Identifying the implications and quantifying the impacts of these policies for women and

girls as compared to men and boys.

12 2 v &yB@iget Group, Ukttp://www.wbg.org.uk/index.htm
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2.5 A gender budgetary analysis caipiove the effectiveness, efficiency, accountability and
transparency of government policy, as well as make a significant contribution towards gender

equality and the realisation of women's rights.

2.6 Expenditure and taxation policies have differentlicgiions for, and effects upon, women and
men in terms of their contributions to both the paid and unpaid spheres of work. A gender
budgetary analysis can reveal these discrepancies and provide the government with the opportunity

(in partnership with otler actors) to integrate a gender analysis into economic policy.

2.7 Thus, a gender budgetary analysis can benefit society both by reducing social and economic
gender inequalities, and by ensuring that public money is better targeted and spent morengffficie
thereby improving policy outcomes. This type of analysis also brings internal benefits to
government. By strengthening the collection and analysis of gedidaggregated data and
enhancing the ability to determine the real value of resources tadyttgvards women and men,
gender budget analysis can provide a better understanding of how resources are being spent and

thus increase the efficiency of policy.

2.8 Gender budgetary analysis can cover the whole budget in terms of taxation and public gpendin
SELISYRAGAINE 2F a8t SOGSR RSLINILYSydG&a 2N LINEIANI YYS
gender budgetary analysis focuses on the two most significant areas of budgetary transfers.

Specifically, the analysis quantifies the effects of budgefaly y 3Sa 2y ¢62YSyQa | yR
employee incomgl YR ljdzZl YGAFTFASAE GKS SFFSOGa 2F o0dzRISGI NB
transfer receipts obtained through social welfare provision. It is a static analysis. A comprehensive

equality audit would ideally exnine budgetary effects dynamically over tinnecluding behavioural

impacts would incorporate impacts on all sources of incqoraed would incorporate the impacts of

other budgetary measuresuch achanges to indirect taxation and changes to public sesvi

A profile of women and men

2.9 In the context of the current recession, a number of key economic indicators demonstrate the
different positions of women and men. Irish women work fewer hours and earn less than men. In
relation to the labour markethe unemployment rate in Ireland now stands at 14.3 per cent of the
labour force or 304,500 The male unemployment rate is now 17.5 per cent, while the female
unemployment rate is 10.4 per cerithe employment rate for those aged between 15 and 64 has

fallen from a peak in 2007 of 69.2 per cent, to a rate of just 59.6 per cent in 2011. Total employment

2 csoQuarterly National Household Surv€uarter 2, 201vww.cso.ie
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fell by 292,600 between the second quarter of 2007 and the second quarter of 2011. The male
employment rate has fallen from over 77 per cent in 2007 t@gfr cent in 2011 while the female
employment rate has fallen from over 60 per cent in 2007 to 56 per centin 2011. The EU target for
women in employment was 60 per cent by 2010, a target that was met by Ireland in 2007 and 2008,
but not in 2009 or 2010Men worked an average of 39.4 hours a week in 2010 compared with 30.9

for womert.

2102 2 YSy Qa LR @SNITReWRh & NI ® NiBdshbld gEae/aldelbé&od which a
person is considered to be at risk of poverty. In 2009, the threshbldw € M.HChildrem(those
aged 0 to 17) were the most vulnerable age group withtamisk of povert@xate of 18.6 per cent. In
relation to household composition, people living in lone parent households were the most
@dzft YSNI 6t S 3 NRazderty@iA3b.KperlcghtNiwty thireepdcant of lone parents

are womef.

21182 yaA aiSydR IOAGSNE NB f | G A FS [Aly ONRYES] 12 RvENTI @S NIk &S «
material deprivation. The 2009 SILC data shows that consistent pdeeelg increased from 4.2 per

cent to 5.5 per cent between 2008 and 2008stunder17 per cenione in sixpf people living in

lone parent households were @onsistent povertyn 2009. This was the highest rate recorded

among all household typé€s.

2.121n 2009, 8.7 per cent of children (aged. D) continued to live itonsistent povertand children
accounted for 41.9 per cent of the all those livingdmsistent poverty This amounts to 91,954
children. Consistent povertgneans that these childreare living in households with incomes below
60 per cent of the national median incorend experiencing deprivation based on the agreed
eleven deprivation indicatorsChild poverty is a mutdimensional problem and has kneok
exclusionary effects forildren in terms of access to resources and participation in everyday

activities such as education and play

¥ csowomen and Men in Irelan@010www.cso.ie

4 CSOsurvey of Income and Living Conditi®@)9www.cso.ie

¢KS WIiGd NR&A]l 2F LR2OSNIe&eQ GKNBakKz2tR Aa OFft Odz SR dzaa
® cso,Women and Men in Irelan@010 www.cso.ie

"Over 44 per cent of individuals in lone parent households experienced two orafitiie forms of

deprivation.

® www.barnardos.ie
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2.13 Table 2.1 shows the composition of women and men in employment and illustrates that men
are four times more likely to be sedfnployed tharwomer?. Figure 2.1 provides an overview of the
economic status of women and megandshows us that proportionately more men than women are
employed and unemployed, reflecting that the employment rate for men is higher than that of
women. There are also fae as many men classifying themselves as being ill/disabled compared to
women. Most notable is the proportion of women engaged in home duties. In contrast, male
respondents are much more likely than female respondents to categorise themselves as retired.
Many women of retirement agmay beself-categorisingas engaged in home duties, rather than as
retired. The ratio of females to males seltegorising as engaged in home duties is over sixty to

one.

Table 2.1: Composition of those in employment

Oveall Female Male
Employee 82.6 91.8 74.6
Self employed 16.2 6.5 24.6
Carer 1.3 1.7 0.9

CAIdINB HomM wSEALRYRSY(GTAQ LINAYOALE S S$02y2YAO ail do

Ofther inactive person
B Female

I/ disabled
isable Male
Unemployed
Student

Retired

Home Duties

At work
I

0 500 1000 1500 2,000 2500
FREQUENCY

 CSOSurvey of Income and Lrigi Conditions2009www.cso.ie
10
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2.14 Figure 2.2 shows that women still experience inequality in the workplace. Women earn less
than men withineach category of educational attainment, within each economic sector and within
each occupation. Even after adjusting for women working fewer hours thanweestill find that
women earn less. In the area of educational attainment, the biggest eargambetween women
and men is for those with third level degrees or highieshould, of course, be noted that that the
earnings of both women and men increase significantly with a dleiwdl education; nonetheless,

the earnings gap in absolute termsisteworthy.

2.15 The economic sectors with the largest gender earnings gap include firiafareation

technology and the professiolfs.g. accountants, engineers and lawyer§he occupations with the
greatestearnings gaps are in the area of managenemd administration.Thisis partially explained

by the concentration of men in more senior positions than women. However, this masks the lack of
flexible working opportunities, especially at a senior level, which limits career progression for
women withcaring responsibilities. These factors, combined with the inadequacy of childcare
provision, contribute to the gender pay gap, which is estimated to be ten per cent when incomes are

adjusted to take account of average hours per week spent in paid emphityme

19 csowomen and Men2010www.cso.ie
11

TASC%


http://www.cso.ie/

Winners and Losers? | November 2011

Figure 2.2 Gender comparisons of hours of paid employment and earnings per hour by educational
attainment, by economic sector and by occupation
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Incomedistributions of women andmen

2.16 Figure 2.3 illustrates the overall distribution of ggaeacome per annum for women and men

using 2009 Survey of Income and Living Conditionsilatd KS YSRALFY Ay O02YS F2NJ Y
GKAES GKS YSRAFY AyO2YS F2N) 62YSy Aa
are concentrated in the lower income groups. Consequently, changes to taxes and benefits that

disproportionately impact otow-income groups can also be expected to disproportionately impact

on women.

Figure 2.3: Distribution of gross annual income by gender
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Section 3 2011 Budgetary Measures
Changes to thesystem ofdirect taxation andsocial security contributions

3.1 As part ofBudget 2011the Government signalled its intention to abolish the Income Lang

Health Levyand replacahem with a new instrumentalled the Universal Social Charge (USC). This

policy change brought a significant number of dpaid workers into the tax net. Individuals are

liable to pay the USC if their gross incom®é&S RA € n I n sfequivaliiNdjuste v dzY LIS NJ

week) g KSNBF a4 LINBQOA2dzat e | yi1598e6R 868 OS89z R I &y deLl
before becormg liable fo the Income Levy.yYA A Y RA @A Rdz f willpayNdidrgghd USCM T = 1 n N
rate of sevenper cent under 2011 policyhereas previously she/he would have been paying a

marginal income levy rate of justio per cent under 2010 policy. Table 3.1 and TablesB&vthe

differences between the USC andlitsomelevypredecessarFigure 3.1 illustrates the impact of

the main taxation changes outlined below on the effective rate of tax paid at various income levels.

Table 3.1: Rateandbands under the U$C  Tabk 3.2: Rates and bands under the Income Levy

Income per Annum Ratd%0) Income per Annum Ratd%)
') 62 emnInoc 2 ') 02 eTpXZno 2
CNRY emMmnzZnoc 4 CNRY €e€eTpZnorT 4
Ly SeEOSaa 2% 7 Ly SEOSaa 27 6

Source: Revenue Commissioners 2011

3.2 In addition to these changes, the personal tax credit and the Pay As You Earn (PAYE) tax credit

were both reduced by approximately ten per cent.dgnthe new system, employees exhaust their

GFE ONBRAGA dzLl2y SIFENYAY3I emcIpnann LISNI Fyydzy o6Sldz
paying the standard 20 per cent rate of income tax on earnings above this amount. Individuals also

become liable for thdigher rates of income tax at a lower threshold under Budget 2011 policy than

had been the casender Budget 2010 policy.

3.3 The entry point for the higher (marginal) rate of income tax was reduced by between eight and
ten per cent, with the precise I&f 2 F GKS NBRdzOGA2Yy RSLISYRAYy3 2y O

circumstances. For unmarried persons, the income threshold marking entry to the higher rate of

'2|n the case of individuals aged 70 or over, and individuals whofablaedicalcards, the four per cent rate
FLILE ASE d2 FEt AyO2YS 20SNJ emnznoc® ¢KSNB A& | &d2NDKI

seltSYLX 28 YSy i SEOSSRAY3 emnnInnn AYy I &SINE NB3IINRfSaa
14
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income tax was reduced by 9.9 per cent. As a result of this particular change, annual earnings
exceedy 3 eoHIynn FNB y2¢ &adzoaSOG G2 GKS nm LISNI OSy(

34¢KS Y2a0G aAIYAFAOLIYG fGSNYXGAz2y (2 GKS aeaidsSy
perspective, was the decision to abolish the Health Contribution Levy. This measure paftatly of

some of the additional charges incurred as a result of the introduction of the USC and the reductions

Ay GKS GFE o0FyR&a FyR GFE ONBRAGEA® | 26SOSNE 06SOI o
annum were previously liable to payelfHealth ewy, the decision to remove it only bendé&t those

earning in excess of this amount. Employee Pay Related Social Insurance (PRSI) rates remained
unchanged in Budget 2011, though the annual earnings cejlagpve which no PRSI was pawas

abolished. Tis change means that higkarning employees now continue paying PRSI on annual

earnings inexcessef T pZnoc @

15

TASC%



Winners and Losers? | November 2011

Figure 3.1: Effective rate of taxation for single employee paying Class A Social Ifdurance
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Changes t®ocial welfare payments andgeneral expenditure

35. dZRISG Hnamm LINPBARSR F2NJ 23SNJ € HdOmThsdluded2y Ay
Odzia 2F e€eont YAfttA2y G2 SRdzOFGA2Yy YR aiAfttaz |y
evidence that suggests women tend to be more reliant on public services than men (Smith, 2009).

Thus, these cuts are likely to have,arerage, impacted disproportionatetyore on women. The

cumulative impact of these cuts to general public services is not quantified in this report.

3.61In addition to the cuts to general public services, there were also substantial reductions to many

of the social welfare rates in Budget 2011. Benefits were not treated-&eealedly in this regard.

Certain categories of benefit remained untouchém examplethere was no reduction in the state

pension. However, other benefits (such as child benefieweduced by over five per cent. Child
0SYSTFAG o1 a NBRAzZOSR o0& emn LISNI OKAf Ruadfusted K |y | F
reductions for subsequent children thereaft€@hanges to the rates for social benefits are shown in

Table 3.3 andable 3.4.
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Table 3.3 Budget 2011 changes to social benefits

Personal Rates Qualified Adult

Allowance

2010 2011 % Diff 2010 2011 % Diff
Jobseekers Benefit/lliness/Health & Safety/Injury
Benefit 196.00 188.00 -4.26 130.10 124.80 -4.25
Widows/Widbwers (Contributory) Pension/Deserted
2 FSQa . SySTAd 201.50 193.50 -4.13
Carers Benefit/Constant Attendance Allowance 213.00 205.00 -3.90
Invalidity Pension 201.50 193.50 -4.13 143.80 138.10 -4.13
Disablement Pension 227.00 219.00 -3.65
Death Benefit Pension 226.50 218.50 -3.66
Jobseekers Allowance/ Farm AssistHRetirement 196.00 188.00 -4.26 130.10 124.80 -4.25
One Parent Family Payment 196.00 188.00 -4.26
Supplementary Welfare Allowance 196.00 186.00 -5.38 130.10 124.80 -4.25
Widows/Widowers (NofContributory) Pension/ ‘
55aSNISR 2AFSQa !tf26l y(196.00 188.00 -4.26
Carers Allowance 212.00 204.00 -3.92
Disability Allowance/Blind Pension 196.00 188.00 -4.26 130.10 124.80 -4.25
Maternity/Adoptive Benefit (minimum rate) 225.80 217.80 -3.67
Maternity/Adoptive Benefit (maximum rate) 270.00 262.00 -3.05
Ddzl NRAFY Q& tl&YSyi 169.00 161.00 -4.97
State Pension (contributory) 230.30 230.30 0.00 206.30 206.30 0.00
State Pension (nenontributory) 219.00 219.00 0.00 144.70 144.70 0.00
Child Benefit (first child) 150.00 140.00 6.67

{2dNDSY ! dZiK2NBEQ OFt OdA F GA2ya ol aSR 2y 58LIi® 2F {20Alf tNRGSOGAZY HAmno®

Table 3.4 Weighted average reductions to Sociglfake Schemes in Budget 2011

Unemployment Old Age Child Survivors lliness Disability Education  Housing

4.26 0.58 6.55 4.14 4.26 4.26 0 0

{2dNDSY ! dziK2NEQ OFt OdA I GA2ya ol &SR 2y 58LId 2F {20Alf t(NRGSOGAZY HAmMnO®
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Section 4 Gender Assessment of Budgetalypacts

Survey of Income and Living Conditions

4.1 The 2009 Survey of Income and Living Conditions (SILC) dataset for Ireland was used to
undertake a gender impact assessment of certain budgetary measures. SILC is a household survey
covering a broad rangef issues in relation to income and living conditions. It is the official source of

data on household and individual income and it also provides estimates for a number of key poverty

AYRAOI (2 NEXI aNEGK N2ET SIESk@pEiododNe 0 S | y Rnfokkdi S& 2F ¥

R S LINJA @Théi surey @ also carried out in a number of other European states and this allows

comparable statisticacross Europe

4.2 In this study, we foces on the impacts of the Budget 2011 changes on currentdfens paid
from employee income, and current transfers received by individuals from social welfare provisions.
We examined the percentage changes to total gross income and net disposable income (see

Appendix | for an explanation of how these were calcuwate

4.3 For the purposes of the study, we restricted the analysis to certain components of net disposable
income. Of particular importance is the impact of the Budget 2011 changes on net employee

income. In this regard, we compared Budget 2010 policy goive taxes leviesand other charges

on employee income with the relevant Budget 20fi#asures Similarly, we compare Budget 2010

policy governing the system of employee sotialrancecontributionswith Budget 2011. The

cumulative impacts of the changén these areas in Budget 2011 impacted on the total current
transfers paid by individuals, and therefore on their net disposable income. The net impact of these
OKI y3Sa @FNASE FNRBY AYRAQDGARdAzZ f (2 AyRMOARdZ f 2

employment

4.4 Social benefits are of immense significance for income distribution, and are critical sources of
income for a substantial portion of the population. We quantified the cumulative impact of Budget
2011 changes to the system of social betsefThe cumulative change in total social benefits

received by any given individual depends on the specific package of social benefits received by that

individual, and on the cumulative changes to that package of benefits.

4.5 However, it should be notdtat there area number of other income sources that were not
considered as part of this repors to do so was beyond the scope of what data was easily available

as well as the available resources for the stublye most important of these sources isame from
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seltemployment. Other sources not considered include certain types of capital insoateas

inheritance or giftand certain social benefisuch Family Income Supplement

Table 4.1 Composition of gross household income by income decileqfegarpercentages)SILC 2009

Decile Poorest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Richest
Employeencome 19 88 142 2576 38.3 524 574 624 68.9 67.9
Employer Slantributions 01 06 1.1 22 38 53 62 72 73 176
Cash benefits from self 37 49 42 54 61 78 99 10.0 121 120
employment
Other direct ncome 28 30 41 18 29 17 17 22 19 30
Socialtransfers 914 827 764 648 488 328 249 183 97 95

4.6 As shown in Table 4.1, by far the most important sources of income for theggiopuds a

whole are employee income and social transfers. These sources of income cumulatively account for
over 90 per cent of income for each of the bottom four income deciles, and over 77 per cent of total
AyO2YS F2N Ittt Sy SatgticaPBodk orRrisdnk &n8 Biving QodaNi@na il | 1 Q &
Europeemphasises the need for better income information for the eaffployed, and points out

under-reporting in this area.

4.7 A certain (unknown) proportion of samployed income is earned in the amimal economy, and
is therefore not impacted by changes to taxation. Following Brandolini, Rosolia and Torrini
(Eurostat, 2010) we focus on employees only. This is largely because the information collected on

wages and salaries tends to be more relialblart that on income from sedmployment.

4.8 Income earners have a tendency to understate their incaméscal authorities and other

branches of the state. Income from selihployment is much easier to understate than income from
employment or from sael transfers. This is an additional factor which makes data for self
employment income much less reliable than data for income from the other main sources. Inclusion
of reliable income data from seffimployment would, of course, generate a more compreliens

picture of the gender distributional effect of the Budget 2011 meastard would ideally be
incorporated into a full equality audit. A greater proportion of males than females arersglfoyed

and it is therefore likely that thdecisionnot to incarporate income fronmseltemploymentin the
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analysigmayunderstatethe cumulative budgetary impact on males relative to the budgetary impact

on females.

The impacts of taxation and social welfare changes on different income groups

49 TASC examined theY LI Ot 2F (GKS OKlFy3IS&a Ay . dzRISG Hamm 0
purposes of this analysis to include changes to social security contributions. We also quantified the

AYLI OG 2F GKS OKIFy3aSa G2 WLzt A O c&lihBi&yeR20I1LdZNE & 2
For the purpose of this report, we only considered primary social benefits when examining the effect

of the reduction in public spending on social transfers. Secondary social welfare schemes (e.g. Family
Income Supplement) are exclud&ddm the analysis as the level of benefits received is highly
contextdependent. Every change to the structure of the tax and benefit system is likely to
disproportionately impact omne gender to some extent. This will occur because of systaity

differing characteristics such as income, time use and family strubkitxgeen men and women

4.10 For the purposes of this report we focus on the two main sources of income. We examine
changes to employee income caused by changes to the direct taxation sfstdnaing social

security contributions), and we examine changes to current transfers received caused by changes to
social welfare rates. The vast majority of the workforce, and in particular the female workforce,
comprises employees. Eighty three pentef people at work, according to the SILC 2009 dataset,
work as employees. The proportion of the workforce made up of employees stood at 92 per cent for

females and at 75 per cent for males.

4.11 In contrast, carers make up 1.3 per cent of the workfaordbe SILC dataset (1.7 per cent for
females and 0.9 per cent for males). Finally, 16.2 per cent of the total workforce in the SILC dataset
are selfemployed (6.5 per cent for females and 24.6 per cent for males}eB8gdfoyed workers are
excluded fronthis analysis. Focusing on the segment of the work force in employment allows us to
consider the impact of the recent changes to the earning bands and standard tax reliefs to which all
employees are entitled. We only consider earned income that is sulgjgbte Pay as You Earn

(PAYE) system of taxation in this example.

nomu 2 KSy OFfOdzZ FdAy3d NBaLRYyRSyGaQ GFEFGAZ2Y YR
individuals are employees under the PAYE system and pay Class A rates of PRSI. aXaitmsh t
system is characterized by a range of tax expenditures, sometimes known as tax reliefs or tax breaks,

and this report takes account of the impact of changes to standard tax reliefs.
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4.13 Standard tax reliefs are defined by the OECD as reliefs esi@ainrelated to the actual

expenditures incurred by the taxpayer and are automatically available to all taxpayers who satisfy
the eligibility rules specified in the legislation. Standard tax reliefs are usually fixed amounts or fixed
percentages of inane, and are typically the most important set of reliefs in the determination of

the income tax paid by workers (OECD, 2011). Examples of standard tax breaks include the personal
tax credit granted to all individuals of working age and the credit grantdubtoe carers. Standard

tax reliefs can be considered part of the core taxation system.

4.14 On the other hanchon-standard tax reliefs are measures that are wholly determined by

reference to an expenditure incurred. T8&nclude reliefs on contribution® private pension

schemes and tax breaks on interest payments on qualifying loans. Higher income earners tend to

have greater ability to exploit the benefits of netandard tax reliefs. While ! { / Qa | yl ft eéaAa
incorporateschanges to the standard tax refisewe have not taken account ohanges to the non

standard tax reliefsincethe value of the relief depends on the choices and income level of the

individual. Those on higher incomes are likely to benefit more from such reliefs.

4.15 Using the SILC datrespondents were divided into ten income groups based on their gross
annual income. These ten income groups are called deciles. The first group incorporates individuals
with the lowest annual income, while the tenth and final group incorporates indigdwith the

highest annual income. The impact of the tax and benefit changes is estimated by measuring the
impact of the budgetary measures on the average individual within each of the ten income deciles.
The overall gender impact of budgetary measurdsdiffer for single individuals, for married
individuals, for individuals without dependent children and for individuals with children. In the
remainder of this section, we illustrate the impact of the Budget 2011 changes on particular
categories of indidual ¢ for example on single and married individuals, on individuals with

children andon individuals without children.

The categories

Single Individuals without Children
4.16 We first looked at the most basic category, naniey A y 3t S Ay RA OKR dzZRINGE y ®A (1 K 2

Individuals categorised as single comprise 58.5 per cent of the analysed s&aipe4.2 illustrates

the composition of the single respondents by gender.
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Table 4.2: Composition of the single respondents by gender

No of cases Females 8 % of single case Males as % of single case
Single 3,435 52 48
Single with 781 73 27
children
Total 4,216

nomMT CA3IdzNBE nom akKzga GKS YSRALY 3INRaa AyoO2YS ¥2
gAGK2dzi OKAf RNBY® C2NJ GKAA 3ANRdAZIE 62YSyQa 3INRAS
Figure 3.1 irsection Threeompared effective tax rates under Bud@®11 policy with effective tax

rates under Budget 2010 policy for single employees paying class A PRSI. As this is the basic income

tax system, it is useful to illustrate these changes. Figureshows how lowincome employees

were brought into the inome tax net through a combination of the Universal Social Charge, the

reductions in tax credits and the widening of the tax bands.

4.18 While mediurhigh earnersdarningovee pnnnno | f &2 LI AR Y2NB Gl EZ
2011 changes disproportionately impacted on {mwome employees. It should be noted that the
benefits of norstandard tax reliefs were excluded from this analysis; these include reliefs on, for

example, gnsion contributions. The values of these reliefs are higher for higher income earners.

Figure 4.1 Distribution of gross annual income by gender for single individuals in a household
without child dependents

4.19 The cumulative impacts of the budgey measures on employee income and on social transfers

received are shown for each income decile in Figure 4.2. The first decile represents the lowest
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