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Preface 
 

TASC is an independent, progressive think-tank with the aim of making Ireland a more equal society 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀŎȅΦ ¢!{/Ωǎ ǿƻǊƪ Ƙŀǎ ƭƻƴƎ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ LǊŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ 

inequality. 

Tax and spending changes in budgets can 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. 

Lƴ ¢!{/Ωǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŀƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǳŘƛǘ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŜŦficiency and the equality 

of budget proposals was highlighted. This report presents the results of an initial study to clarify what 

ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ ŀƴ ΨŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǳŘƛǘΩΦ Lǘ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜǎ ǿƘŀǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ 

existing data. The effect 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 people from minority 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, when the basic 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 of their 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 Dáil 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 and wealth, 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 subjected to much more detailed 

scrutiny. 

Suggestions and constructive criticism from readers is welcome, to help TASC develop the methods 

used in this study. 

bŀǘ hΩ/ƻƴƴƻǊ 

Director, TASC 
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Section 1  Introduction 
 

1.1 TASC received support from the EU PROGRESS Fund and 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 gender-impact assessment of Budget 2011 to quantify the 

cumulative effects of the main changes to direct taxation, social insurance and social welfare 

payments on the income of women and men. TASC also carried out a comparative analysis of the tax 

treatment of same sex couples who are registered civil partners, and married heterosexual couples, 

following the introduction of the Civil Partnership Act.   

мΦн ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿŀǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ¢!{/Ωǎ ŎƻǎǘŜŘ Ψ9ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ .ǳŘƎŜǘΩ. The Equality Budget 

demonstrates how equality objectives can be reconciled with economic recovery and the need to 

close the structural deficit. These goals can be complementary parts of a strategy for Ψrecovery with 

equalityΩ based on: 

¶ Restoring economic growth and returning people to employment through targeted 

investment in human capital and physical infrastructure;  

¶ Identifying new and sustainable sources of revenue and implementing gradual equality 

proofed tax increases as part of the process of fiscal adjustment; 

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

benefits at current levels and to ensure the provision of high quality public services.  

1.3 National budgets are a reflection of political choices and government priorities, and they have a 

number of sometimes competing goals.  These include managing the public finances in a responsible 

and credible manner, facilitating economic recovery and development, maintaining and enhancing 

quality of life without compromising sustainability, and increasing economic equality.  In this regard, 

enhancing economic equality should be a key budgetary goal.  It can be achieved through reform of 

the tax system, through changes to the system of social transfers, and/or through the provision of 

general public services.      

1.4 Increasing economic equality is synonymous with a moǊŜ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΩǎ 

resources. Some of the key questions in determining economic equality are: 

¶ What is the distribution of wealth? 

¶ What is the distribution of income? 
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¶ To what extent do particular groups in society incur significantly higher or lower 

costs than others?  

¶ To what extent do public services supplement income?  

A comprehensive equality audit of a budget requires analysis of how each of these four elements is 

impacted by the changes in transfers (tax and benefits), as well as other policy changes, announced 

in the budget. 

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

ameliorate economic inequality between various groups in Irish society. Irish governments do not 

currently carry out a comprehensive and systematic analysis to quantify what those impacts are, and 

whether one or more groups have been disproportionately affected. This project also aims to 

demonstrate some of the analytical tools that should be used ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀƴ ΨŜǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŀǳŘƛǘΩ of 

budgetary measures; other tools are outlined in Appendix V.  TASC has long argued that an 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 an equality audit based on a comprehensive 

distributional analysis of the impacts on all income groups and household types. 

1.6 This report is structured as follow:  Sections 2 to 4 comprise the gender-impact assessment of 

budgetary measures.  Section 5 contains the comparative analysis of the tax treatment of same sex 

couples who are registered civil partners and married heterosexual couples.    Section 6 sets out 

¢!{/Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  The appendices provide a detailed technical overview of 

the methodology used to undertake the gender-impact assessment of budgetary measures.      

 

Highlighted findings 

¶ TASC undertook a gender impact assessment of Budget 2011 to quantify the cumulative 

effects of the main changes to direct taxation, social insurance and social welfare payments 

on the income of women and men.   

 

¶ 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, 

specifically 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.  
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¶ The category most adversely affected by the measured BǳŘƎŜǘ нлмм ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψsingle 

ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ group.  This category 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 budgetary changes on this category caused individuals in this 

category to lose five per cent of their income on average.  

 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψmarried two incomes 70/30 ς ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŀǊƴŜǊΩ 

category, i.e. the higher earner within two earner households. 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).   

 

¶ The category ΨǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ includes the households and groups that are most Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ 

ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ and those experiencing ΨŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ:  lone parent households and 

children.  The loss of income is likely to further exacerbate income inequalities and result in 

ever greater numbers being put at risk of poverty, as this is the group that is least able to 

absorb the burden of the adjustment. It is imperative that the budgetary measures chosen 

for Budget 2012 do not continue to impose the burden of adjustment on those groups in 

society least able to absorb reductions in income, and least able to withstand diminished 

access to vital public services. 

 

¶ Single individuals without children were the largest category (58.5 per cent) in the analysed 

sample.  Single men with no child dependents earning between ϵмрΣлтл and ϵмфΣлрф ƭƻǎǘ 

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 male earns closer to ϵмфΣлр9 upper limit. Therefore the 

lowering of the personal and PAYE tax credits, resulting in the reliefs expiring at earnings of 

ϵмсΣрлл ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǾŜƴ ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ¦{/ ǊŀǘŜ ƻƴ 

ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ŀōƻǾŜ ϵмсΣлмсΣ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘionately more on the average earning 

male in this group. 

 

¶ 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 are likely to be affected.  This would inform a process of equality-proofing 

and gender-proofing the budget.   
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¶ TASC carried out a comparative analysis of the tax treatment of same sex couples who are 

registered civil partners, and married heterosexual couples, following 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-à-vis married heterosexual couples.  

However, differences still remain 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. 
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Section 2  Gender-Impact Assessment of Budgetary Measures 
 

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 are more likely to live in 

ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ǘƘŀƴ ƳŜƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǇƻǿŜǊ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŜŜŘƻƳΣ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ƘƛƴŘŜǊǎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

full participation in public life at local and national level, including their ability to attain in positions 

of power and influence.   

2.2 The idea of gender-responsive 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 improving the living standards and 

opportunities of different groups of women and men. Although budgetary provisions may appear to 

be gender-ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǳǘǊŀƭƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŀŎŎǳǊŀǘŜƭȅ ōŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎ Ψgender 

ōƭƛƴŘƴŜǎǎΩΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ōǳŘƎŜǘ generally ignores the different socially determined roles and  

responsibilities of men and women, and usually overlooks the different impacts that policies have on 

men and women.  

2.3 A gender-responsive budget is not a separate budget for women. Rather, it is an 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 gender-equitable ways. The issue is 

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

ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴϥǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ1.  

2.4 A gender-responsive budgetary analysis is also a tool for testing a government's gender 

mainstreaming commitments ς associating policy commitments across government departments 

with their budgets.  Without a suitable economic underpinning and systematic approach, a 

government's equality commitments are unlikely to be realised.  Essentially, a gender-responsive 

analysis of budgetary measures can work by: 

¶ Analysing one or more types of public expenditure, or methods of raising revenue, from a 

gender perspective. 

¶ Identifying the implications and quantifying the impacts of these policies for women and 

girls as compared to men and boys. 

                                                           
1
 ²ƻƳŜƴΩs Budget Group, UK http://www.wbg.org.uk/index.htm  

http://www.wbg.org.uk/index.htm
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2.5 A gender budgetary analysis can improve 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 different implications 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 other 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 more efficiently, 

thereby improving policy outcomes. This type of analysis also brings internal benefits to 

government. By strengthening the collection and analysis of gender-disaggregated data and 

enhancing the ability to determine the real value of resources targeted towards 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 spending; 

ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǎŜƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǊ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΤ ƻǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǘŀȄ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ  ¢!{/Ωǎ 

gender budgetary analysis focuses on the two most significant areas of budgetary transfers. 

Specifically, the analysis quantifies the effects of budgetary ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻƴ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴΩǎ 

employee income, ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ōǳŘƎŜǘŀǊȅ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƻƴ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴΩǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ 

transfer receipts obtained through social welfare provision. It is a static analysis. A comprehensive 

equality audit would ideally examine budgetary effects dynamically over time, including behavioural 

impacts, would incorporate impacts on all sources of income, and would incorporate the impacts of 

other budgetary measures such as changes to indirect taxation and changes to public services. 

 

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 market, the unemployment rate in Ireland now stands at 14.3 per cent of the 

labour force or 304,5002. The male unemployment rate is now 17.5 per cent, while the female 

unemployment rate is 10.4 per cent. The 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
 CSO, Quarterly National Household Survey, Quarter 2, 2011 www.cso.ie   

http://www.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 to 63.3 per cent in 2011 while the female 

employment rate has fallen from over 60 per cent in 2007 to 56 per cent in 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 2010. Men worked an average of 39.4 hours a week in 2010 compared with 30.9 

for women3. 

  

2.10 ²ƻƳŜƴΩǎ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƛǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ4. The Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ threshold is the value below which a 

person is considered to be at risk of poverty.  In 2009, the threshold wŀǎ ϵмнΣлсп5.  Children (those 

aged 0 to 17) were the most vulnerable age group with an Ψat risk of povertyΩ rate of 18.6 per cent. In 

relation to household composition, people living in lone parent households were the most 

ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎk of povertyΩ of 35.5 per cent. Ninty three per cent of lone parents 

are women6.   

 

2.11 ΨCƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ rate) with 

material deprivation. The 2009 SILC data shows that consistent poverty levels increased from 4.2 per 

cent to 5.5 per cent between 2008 and 2009. Just under 17 per cent (one in six) of people living in 

lone parent households were in consistent poverty in 2009. This was the highest rate recorded 

among all household types.7 

 

2.12 In 2009, 8.7 per cent of children (aged 0-17) continued to live in consistent poverty and children 

accounted for 41.9 per cent of the all those living in consistent poverty.  This amounts to 91,954 

children.  Consistent poverty means that these children are living in households with incomes below 

60 per cent of the national median income, and experiencing deprivation based on the agreed 

eleven deprivation indicators.  Child poverty is a multi-dimensional problem and has knock-on 

exclusionary effects for children in terms of access to resources and participation in everyday 

activities such as education and play8. 

 

                                                           
3
 CSO, Women and Men in Ireland, 2010 www.cso.ie   

4
 CSO, Survey of Income and Living Conditions, 2009 www.cso.ie  

5
 ¢ƘŜ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ƛǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ сл ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ 

6
 CSO,  Women and Men in Ireland, 2010 www.cso.ie   

7
 Over 44 per cent of individuals in lone parent households experienced two or more of the forms of 

deprivation. 
8
 www.barnardos.ie  

http://www.cso.ie/
http://www.cso.ie/
http://www.cso.ie/
http://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 self-employed than women9.  Figure 2.1 provides an overview of the 

economic status of women and men, and shows 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 twice 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 age may be self-categorising as engaged in home duties, rather than as 

retired. The ratio of females to males self-categorising as engaged in home duties is over sixty to 

one.     

 

Table 2.1: Composition of those in employment 

 
Overall Female Male 

Employee 82.6 91.8 74.6 

Self employed 16.2 6.5 24.6 

Carer 1.3 1.7 0.9 

 

CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦм wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ  

 

                                                           
9
 CSO, Survey of Income and Living Conditions, 2009 www.cso.ie 

http://www.cso.ie/
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2.14 Figure 2.2 shows that women still experience inequality in the workplace.  Women earn less 

than men within each category of educational attainment, within each economic sector and within 

each occupation.  Even after adjusting for women working fewer hours than men, we still find that 

women earn less. In the area of educational attainment, the biggest earnings gap between women 

and men is for those with third level degrees or higher.  It should, of course, be noted that that the 

earnings of both women and men increase significantly with a third-level education; nonetheless, 

the earnings gap in absolute terms is noteworthy. 

2.15 The economic sectors with the largest gender earnings gap include finance, information 

technology and the professions (e.g. accountants, engineers and lawyers).  The occupations with the 

greatest earnings gaps are in the area of management and administration.  This is 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 with caring 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 employment10.    

  

                                                           
10

 CSO, Women and Men, 2010 www.cso.ie  

http://www.cso.ie/
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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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Income distributions of women and men  

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

using 2009 Survey of Income and Living Conditions dataΦ ¢ƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ƳŜƴ ƛǎ ϵнрΣрлп 

ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǿƻƳŜƴ ƛǎ ϵмрΣфтнΦ CƛƎǳǊŜ нΦо ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻƳŜƴ 

are concentrated in the lower income groups. Consequently, changes to taxes and benefits that 

disproportionately impact on low-income groups can also be expected to disproportionately impact 

on women.  

Figure 2.3: Distribution of gross annual income by gender11  

 

 
 

 

  

                                                           
11

 ¢ǊǳƴŎŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ϵмллΣллл ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ 
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Section 3  2011 Budgetary Measures   

Changes to the system of direct taxation and social security contributions  

3.1 As part of Budget 2011, the Government signalled its intention to abolish the Income Levy and 

Health Levy and replace them with a new instrument called the Universal Social Charge (USC). This 

policy change brought a significant number of low-paid workers into the tax net. Individuals are 

liable to pay the USC if their gross income exŎŜŜŘǎ ϵпΣллп ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ (equivalent to just ϵтт ǇŜǊ 

week), ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŜŀǊƴ ǳǇ ǘƻ ϵ15,028 όŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ϵнуф ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪύ 

before becoming liable for the Income Levy. Aƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ϵмтΣллл will pay a marginal USC 

rate of seven per cent under 2011 policy, whereas previously she/he would have been paying a 

marginal income levy rate of just two per cent under 2010 policy. Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 show the 

differences between the USC and its Income Levy predecessor. Figure 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: Rates and bands under the USC12 Table 3.2: Rates and bands under the Income Levy 

Income per Annum Rate(%)   

¦Ǉ ǘƻ ϵмлΣлос 2 

CǊƻƳ ϵмлΣлос ǘƻ ϵмсΣлмс 4 

Lƴ ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ϵмсΣлмт 7 

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. Under the new system, employees exhaust their 

ǘŀȄ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎ ǳǇƻƴ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ϵмсΣрлл ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ όŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴǘ ǘƻ ϵомтΦом ǇŜǊ ǿŜŜƪύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ōŜƎƛƴ 

paying the standard 20 per cent rate of income tax on earnings above this amount. Individuals also 

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

had been the case under 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 levŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŀƭ 

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

                                                           
12

 In the case of individuals aged 70 or over, and individuals who hold full medical cards, the four per cent rate 
ŀǇǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƻǾŜǊ ϵмлΣлосΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳǊŎƘŀǊƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘǊŜŜ ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦǊƻƳ 
self-ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘƛƴƎ ϵмллΣллл ƛƴ ŀ ȅŜŀǊΣ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƭŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀƎŜΦ 

Income per Annum Rate(%) 

¦Ǉ ǘƻ ϵтрΣлос  2 

CǊƻƳ ϵтрΣлот ǘƻ ϵмтпΣфул 4 

Lƴ ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ϵмтпΣфул 6 
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income tax was reduced by 9.9 per cent. As a result of this particular change, annual earnings 

exceediƴƎ ϵонΣулл ŀǊŜ ƴƻǿ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ пм ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǘŀȄΦ 

3.4 ¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŀƭǘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƻŦ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ŀƴ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜΩǎ 

perspective, was the decision to abolish the Health Contribution Levy. This measure partially offset 

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

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀȄ ōŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŀȄ ŎǊŜŘƛǘǎΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ƻǾŜǊ ϵнсΣллл ǇŜǊ 

annum were previously liable to pay the Health Levy, the decision to remove it only benefitted those 

earning in excess of this amount. Employee Pay Related Social Insurance (PRSI) rates remained 

unchanged in Budget 2011, though the annual earnings ceiling ς above which no PRSI was paid ς was 

abolished. This change means that high-earning employees now continue paying PRSI on annual 

earnings in excess of ϵтрΣлосΦ 
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Figure 3.1: Effective rate of taxation for single employee paying Class A Social Insurance13  

 

  

                                                           
13

 The graph does not consider the ability to reduce the effective tax rates through the standard tax relief 
system  
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Changes to social welfare payments and general expenditure  

3.5 .ǳŘƎŜǘ нлмм ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƻǾŜǊ ϵнΦм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ƎǊƻǎǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎΦ This included 

Ŏǳǘǎ ƻŦ ϵолт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ŀƴŘ Ŏǳǘǎ ƻŦ ϵтср Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 

evidence that suggests women tend to be more reliant on public services than men (Smith, 2009).  

Thus, these cuts are likely to have, on average, impacted disproportionately more on women. The 

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

 

3.6 In 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 even-handedly in this regard. 

Certain categories of benefit remained untouched: for example, there was no reduction in the state 

pension. However, other benefits (such as child benefit) were reduced by over five per cent. Child 

ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ ϵмл ǇŜǊ ŎƘƛƭŘΣ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ϵмл ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ŎƘƛƭŘ and further 

reductions for subsequent children thereafter. Changes to the rates for social benefits are shown in 

Table 3.3 and Table 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/Illness/Health & Safety/Injury 
Benefit  196.00 188.00 -4.26 130.10 124.80 -4.25 

Widows/Widowers (Contributory) Pension/Deserted 
²ƛŦŜΩǎ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘ   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 Assist/Pre-Retirement  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 (Non-Contributory) Pension/ 
5ŜǎŜǊǘŜŘ ²ƛŦŜΩǎ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜκtǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎ ²ƛŦŜΩǎ !ƭƭƻǿŀƴŎŜ  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       

DǳŀǊŘƛŀƴΩǎ tŀȅƳŜƴǘ 169.00 161.00 -4.97       

State Pension (contributory) 230.30 230.30 0.00 206.30 206.30 0.00 

State Pension (non-contributory) 219.00 219.00 0.00 144.70 144.70 0.00 

Child Benefit (first child) 150.00 140.00 6.67    

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 5ŜǇǘΦ ƻŦ {ƻŎƛŀƭ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ нлмлΦ  

 

Table 3.4 Weighted average reductions to Social Welfare Schemes in Budget 2011  

Unemployment Old Age Child Survivors Illness Disability Education Housing 

4.26 0.58 6.55 4.14 4.26 4.26 0 0 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 5ŜǇǘΦ ƻŦ {ƻŎƛŀƭ tǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ нлмлΦ 
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Section 4  Gender Assessment of Budgetary Impacts 
 

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 range of 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 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ψŀǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ƻŦ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅΩ ǊŀǘŜΣ ǘƘŜ Ψconsistent poverǘȅΩ ǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ Ψenforced 

ŘŜǇǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ.  The survey is also carried out in a number of other European states and this allows 

comparable statistics across Europe.  

4.2 In this study, we focused on the impacts of the Budget 2011 changes on current transfers 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 I for an explanation of how these were calculated). 

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 governing taxes, levies and other charges 

on employee income with the relevant Budget 2011 measures. Similarly, we compare Budget 2010 

policy governing the system of employee social insurance contributions with Budget 2011. The 

cumulative impacts of the changes in 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 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǾŀǊƛŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΣ ŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ from 

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 benefits. The 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 noted that there are a number of other income sources that were not 

considered as part of this report, as to do so was beyond the scope of what data was easily available 

as well as the available resources for the study. The most important of these sources is income from 
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self-employment. Other sources not considered include certain types of capital income such as 

inheritance or gifts and certain social benefits such Family Income Supplement. 

 

Table 4.1 Composition of gross household income by income decile (figures are percentages) ς SILC 2009 

Decile Poorest 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Richest 

Employee income  1.9 8.8 14.2 25.76 38.3 52.4 57.4 62.4 68.9 67.9  

Employer SI contributions  0.1 0.6 1.1 2.2 3.8 5.3 6.2 7.2 7.3 7.6  

Cash benefits from self-

employment 

 3.7 4.9 4.2 5.4 6.1 7.8 9.9 10.0 12.1 12.0  

Other direct income  2.8 3.0 4.1 1.8 2.9 1.7 1.7 2.2 1.9 3.0  

Social transfers  91.4 82.7 76.4 64.8 48.8 32.8 24.9 18.3 9.7 9.5  

 

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

ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǘŜƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŘŜŎƛƭŜǎΦ 9ǳǊƻǎǘŀǘΩǎ Statistical Book on Income and Living Conditions in 

Europe emphasises the need for better income information for the self-employed, and points out 

under-reporting in this area.  

4.7 A certain (unknown) proportion of self-employed income is earned in the informal 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 reliable than that on income from self-employment.  

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

branches of the state. Income from self-employment is much easier to understate than income from 

employment or from social 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 self-employment would, of course, generate a more comprehensive 

picture of the gender distributional effect of the Budget 2011 measures, and would ideally be 

incorporated into a full equality audit. A greater proportion of males than females are self-employed 

and it is therefore likely that the decision not to incorporate income from self-employment in the 
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analysis may understate the cumulative budgetary impact on males relative to the budgetary impact 

on females.  

 

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

4.9 TASC examined the ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ .ǳŘƎŜǘ нлмм ǘƻ ΨŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘŀȄŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 

purposes of this analysis to include changes to social security contributions. We also quantified the 

ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜǎ ƻƴ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎΩ ŀƴƴƻǳƴced in Budget 2011. 

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 excluded from the analysis as the level of benefits received is highly 

context-dependent. Every change to the structure of the tax and benefit system is likely to 

disproportionately impact on one gender to some extent. This will occur because of systemically 

differing characteristics such as income, time use and family structure between 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 system (including 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 per cent of 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 workforce in the 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 self-employed (6.5 per cent for females and 24.6 per cent for males). Self-employed workers are 

excluded from this 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 subject to the Pay as You Earn 

(PAYE) system of taxation in this example. 

пΦмн ²ƘŜƴ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǘŀȄŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǿŜ ŀǎǎǳƳŜ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ 

individuals are employees under the PAYE system and pay Class A rates of PRSI. The Irish taxation 

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 which are unrelated 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 income, 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 granted to home carers. Standard 

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

4.14 On the other hand, non-standard tax reliefs are measures that are wholly determined by 

reference to an expenditure incurred. These include reliefs on contributions to 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 non-standard tax reliefs. While ¢!{/Ωǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

incorporates changes to the standard tax reliefs, we have not taken account of changes to the non-

standard tax reliefs since the 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 data, respondents 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 individuals with 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 measures will differ 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 individual ς for example, on single and married individuals, on individuals with 

children, and on individuals without children. 

The categories 

Single Individuals without Children 

4.16 We first looked at the most basic category, namely ΨǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩ. 

Individuals categorised as single comprise 58.5 per cent of the analysed sample. Table 4.2 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 as % of single cases Males as % of single cases 

Single  3,435 52 48 

 
Single with 
children 

781 73 27 

Total  4,216     

 

пΦмт CƛƎǳǊŜ пΦм ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƻƳŜƴ όϵ нрΣупмύ ŀƴŘ ƳŜƴ όϵнуΣтофύ 

ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΦ  CƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ƎǊƻǳǇΣ ǿƻƳŜƴΩǎ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƛǎ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ фл ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƳŜƴΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ  

Figure 3.1 in Section Three compared effective tax rates under Budget 2011 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. Figure 3.1 shows how low-income employees 

were brought into the income 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 medium-high earners (earning over ϵрлΣлллύ ŀƭǎƻ ǇŀƛŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǘŀȄΣ ǘƘŜ ŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ .ǳŘƎŜǘ 

2011 changes disproportionately impacted on low-income employees. It should be noted that the 

benefits of non-standard tax reliefs were excluded from this analysis; these include reliefs on, for 

example, pension 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 budgetary 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 








































































