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Research on the Extent of Pouerty in the Republ:c of Ire!and A
Survey

4. Introduction

Thia'_paper ﬁruvidas e survey of available research on the

-axtent of poverty in Iralﬁnd. This forms e bsckground and

~starting point “For the analysis of pnveftyrto be based' on -the

rasults of the msjor sample survey of income distribution, poverty

‘and usage' of 6Gtate services now being. carried out by the

Institute.
" The ~ paper focuses on those studies which have qttempted_ to
assess the overall extent of poverty, comparing fheir anelytmcal

approaches and results. Bection 2 prou1des an overview of the

~ studies. Section 3 deals with the concept of pouerty_ end the

¥

poverty lines"adopted, - and SBection 4  discusses some other
-mathodologicalv issues. Bection 5 highlights some of * the major

' implivetions for further research.

2. The Extent of Poverty in_Iré!and: Overview of Previous Research
We begln by briefly descrlblng the available studies nn the .

extent of poverty in Ireland be?ova dlscusslng in more detail the

conceptual and methodological issues to which these give rise.
~'The rediscouery of "poverty as a -major research _and 'policy -

_problem in Ireland datas only from the aarly 19709. This‘-lagged

considerably behlnd the upsurge of interest in  the. problem in.
Britain end the US in the early 1960s. . In each c&se,_'eéonomic

growth and relatluely low unemployment had for a tlme engendered -

‘_widaspraad complacency that poverty had been dispelled. . This

comfortable ~essumption ceme tov be dincreasingly duastioned,

however, with resesrch playing a crucial role in .ra—fobusing




.attantion. -~ Kay studies in.the.UK and the UE ware Abal~8mith and
Tpﬁnaend’a "The Poor and the Poq}ast" (1965) and ‘Michaéi
Harrinéton'é- "Tﬁe Other America":(1962). The Irish couﬁterpart
‘was the set of papers presented ta the 1971 Kilkénny.Cohférence on
Puverty, in partieula; that by Eéamys 0’Cinneide (published in
Scéial Btudies 1972).‘ | | |

D'Ciﬁneide;s papar'§e£ out to‘quantf$y the overall extent of

national poverty, and was.a path4brgakin£’attempt to do so de%pité
the deficlencies of the date availéble(_ He had, of necessity, to
piece together infcrmatiﬂﬁ from a variety of-sources, and did not
gésa his estimates Qn_dafa for -individual households :showing
income Ffrom different sources..Administrativa-stat£9tics on the
. numbers in receipt of verious social Qelfara'-pﬂyments; -together
with datea ﬁn earnings in diFferan£;sectors'frﬁm such sdurces ag
tha Farm Mgnagement Survewys, the Census df Rataii Distributiqn anag
‘the Census of Industrial -®¥roduction wafé used. Thase.ﬁérq ralated
to the total numbers‘in‘tharcountry in categorieé such as the old,
widows, fafmers, tha-self-amployea énd employees, as révaalgd by
the 1966 Census of Pﬁpuletion. Tﬁa lack of individual/househoid
_daté severely limited the analysis, since‘theré wag no_firm basiﬁ
-on which .to -examine tﬁe distribution of total . income of
- individuals from. different snufces.o;:ther way iﬁdiVidualﬁ_ are
combined in families/households. | | R
‘In .deciding on the povarty_line,. the levai'of inﬁﬁhe_ below
wﬁich people ars daemed paor,. ha deriﬁad an ad hoc set of scales
~ for different family typés from_ﬁl comparison of Unemployment
Asgistance (UA) and Unemployment Beﬁefit (uB} rateg in fnrce .in

the Republic and Supplementary Banéfif (sB) -'rates in Nerthern

- Iraland. The poverty line_chcsen was close to the .68 ‘scale,
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considerably. aboﬁa the UB rates for most famlly typas _:Un £hé
bpsia of tﬁe placemaal data avamlable,' together with .various
‘gésumpfions, 0’Cinneide concluded that at leest 24% of the
'population_in‘3971 héd income belﬁw this.poverty line. .

Apart from a numbér of studias repofting the results of small
sample surveys such as Sheehan (1974) and MacAirt (1979), the next
mejor analysas of tha axtant of poverty was also by O0’Cinneide
{1980), which attempted to updata his work to 1975, ‘Information
from . a similar variety of data sources for different groups,
.relatad this tiﬁe te the overall compusitibn of the poéuyation
fevaaled. by the_19?5-Labéur Forcé Survey; was aéain USed;. The
: péverty,'lina:-uaed on this occaéidn was béaicdll& the .1971 line
o adjusted For pripé increaseslﬁetwaen'then_end 1975, and Further
.inéreased by 50% to take-iﬁto acboqntntﬁa results .of rgn- EEC
attituds surveay on tﬁe minimum iﬁcome requifed "tp enjoy ra:'
- non—-poor way of life", Thé conclusion is dfawn thaf about_2§% of
. the pdpulation are bélow this poverty ling,

"O*Ginneida did not use the résultS'of the 19731080 .Househélﬁ
Budget SBurvey (HBS), the first to cover rﬁral as well_ as qrb;n
areas, because the publishéd datn.did»not'éilow incomés .- to be
-{éd4usted to Eeke diffarences in_size énd ﬁompositioﬁ cf-hous;holds :
. into ~account. Four other studies have analysed .ghe-réxtant af.
hoverty using -the HQS, based on detalled datu on .the computer
.tapeé ratﬁer than mefely fhe published results,‘ by',spécialj
arrangement with‘the cso. Three of these - Joyce and . McCashin
(1s82), Fitzgaraiﬁ {1981) and.Rottman, .Hannen et al.(1981) - are
Based on the 1973‘HBS while Hoche s [1§84) study uses the results

L

of the only other nation ~wide HBS that for 1980,
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Jayce ﬁnd. McCaéhin'summériée the resulis’ of =a. béckgnouﬁd
paper by Roche (1979), which énélysés in sdma:détmil the, numbefs
and composition of the poor. A number of povafty lines.,are“
‘axEMined;. based on the UA rates payable from mid—19?3,'that‘leuel
plus 20%, and plus 40%. The 1973 HBS sample showed the paféentége
'fof households under these thrae 1inBS‘ItO be 10%, 15% and 23%
Vraspecfively, and thése households contqinad 8%, 10% and 21% - of
the total ﬁumbér of individuals PBSpettiﬁéiy. -

',Fitzgafﬁla ‘(1981) glsb usead fha 1973'HBS results to analyse
the income going to Huuseholda towards the bottom oflthe inc&me
distribution. She focuses on the botfom 20% and_bottom 30%, with
inéomes .adjﬁstgd for differences in househoid size Cand
i  composition. Looking at thé bottoﬁ 30%-and.up;rating:the incomes

~to 1980 pbibas, sﬁe notes that théy‘recaivad~lass tﬁan.the old-age
pgnsidn payabla‘to a.couple at thatjdote. :"Theiafondard of liviné
obtainablé.on soﬁial wei?are penéiqhs_today corresponds roughly to
our current .perceptiun of what-it.means tq be poor. By that.
&a?inifiun gbout‘GU% of hmusehélds in 1973 could be -regérdéd_ 86
pﬁor“ tp.18). The bottom 20%. in the ' HBS haed incomes _EF
thfea—quartérs of?tﬁis level or below.. =Fitzgerald aléo 'exdminad_
;dataron Ehe'numbers in receipt of various_types:of-social- walfarg
_ payments, attempting to identify those who_wara dependent on_thasa
paymehts_long-térm_with little or_no'other incame; This léd her
to conclude that "about onééiﬁ five".hof fhe popdlatioh in 1980

depended on social welfars for their.pfincipal 16ng-term sogrce‘of'
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~incone, repreéenting about 700,000 peoplae.?®

Rottman,‘ Hannan et al '(19813'_c9ncentrated more  on
analysing  the composition of the_poon, particulaply'ih terms of
class and family cyclé factors, ratherA than on arriving ‘at

a precise estimate of the numbers in poverty. A renge of poverty

linesg was.adbpted, based on the preveiling UYB reates, with results

. for the number of households in the 1993 HBE et or below the U .

level, between 100 and 120%, 120~-140%, etc. The results showed 7%
of households at or below the UB level, and 20% at or below UB +

40%, the latter being the poverty lins to which primary attention

dis given in the study.

Roche (1984), the only detailed study of pouerty using the .

,resu]ts of the 198D HBS, also adopts & range of pouerty lines. To

ensure comparability vmith the resﬁlts of his earlier study of the

1973 HBS reported in Joyce qnd Mcﬂaéhin,. the three povarty -Iinés
_Qsa& there (the UA rates, plus 20% and'plqs 40%) wers adjusted
-upwardé_ fo take 4nto asccount the incraases in pri&es and in: real

~national income (GNP per haad) betwaen then and 1980. - The 1980'

' HB8 than shuwed 4% of householdr below the lowest of thase poverty

lines, 7%, below the second, and 12% below tha Cthird -~ a

-”substantlal fall compared w1th 1973.

1. It is not clear where the ‘one million poor’ referred to in
' the title of the book (albeit with a guestion-mark) in which
this paper appears, is derived. In her introduction, Kennedy
(1981) refers to the 700,000 figure presented by Fitzgereld,
and the 30% of all households in poverty also presented by
Fitzgerald. The number of people in these households is not
calculated, however. Both refer to the fact that nearly one

million people were. in receipt of a 500151 welfare paymént
each week. : : :
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Having .described the verious estimates of the. extent of

poverty in Ireland, we now go on to discuss the conceptual and

-maethodological issues which arise in such an exercise, focusing on

the way these have been dsalt with in Irish studies so  far. As

"béckgrOUnd to this discussion, the main features of the wvarious

studies are summarised in Teble 1 for easy reference. We begin by

discussing the ‘concept'-of poverty and ~the 'derivaticn 0?. the

poverty line,

Poyerty in Ireland

a4

',Table 1: Hain Features of Studies Quantifying the Exteat of

{1988) .

tent}

scales

adjusted for

increase in CP1

_angd GNP to 1989,
(B} this plus 20%

and S
{C) plus 30%

Study Year _ : : _ :
- - to which Main Data  Income Income © Equivalence . Poverty Line . ‘Estinated
Results  Source - Concept Recipient .  Scales Percentage
Reter . Uit Poor
0'Cinneide 1971 fdminis- Bross Individual/ ad hoc ad hor 241 of .
{1972) : trative incone fanily ' - (based partly population
: . - data : . .. on UK Supp. '
’ ‘Ben, ‘rates)
b'Cinneide .1?75 Atninis- Bross Individeal/ Derived from 1971 line . 2H of
{1980) trative income Fanily EEC attitude- wupdated, population
IR data ' survey . -+ 501 o
Roche, in 1973 HBS_ ‘Disposable  Household - UA isplicit  {A) UA C{AY $0 Y%of - B Y
Joyce & ' income scales {B) UA + 207 (B) 15 hse/ 10 of
lcCashin {net of {C} Ua + 50 (€} 23 holds 21 percons
- (1982} sone rent) . S ' o
- Fitzgerald 1973 ~HBs, Disposable Household - Based on Equivalent to 304 of households;
(1981) ' adninis- ' R . UK Studies  contr. old age £204 below 3/,
L trative . " pension rate of this income]
- statistics for couple o '
*Rottman, - 1973 HBS  Dispossble Household  UB isplicit  Principally 7% at ‘or belou US.
~ Hannan, o R ‘scales R0 204 at or below UBH40Y
et al., : UB + 201 oo .
{19g1) LB + 401
Roche 1980 H8S Disposable  Househald . . UA fmplicit (A} 1973 A, (w4 _ B
: {net of some {B) 7%} of households °

10 12

-




"8, Poverty and Poverty Lines ~

3.1 The Concept of Poverty

. A1l of the Irish studies examined share what is generally

termed o ‘relative’ rather then an ‘sbsolute’ concept of poverty. =

They reject'any~attempt to determline aniabsoldte subsistence level

3

aof living, based for example on minimum requirements for

nourishment or shelter, and focus instead on . income inadequacy

. relative fo need, with need linked.to .saciefal gtanderde (as
Hottman;. Hannan ef al put it). Tﬁis approach may be.exemplified'

by the'following guote from Fitzgerald:

"We recognise as poor not only those who can barely
feed and clothe themselves, but alsc the many whose
incomes. and living conditions fall below  the
aceepted minimum norms of our society" (p.13).

While the general approach is now widely accepted, it may be

noted that the idea of an ‘absolute’ elemeht to paoverty has not

~been vuvniverselly abandoned. The officisal US poverty 1line is.

constructed on the basis of subsistehce ?ood budgets for different

types of families, though a mulﬁiple"is applied +to this

expenditure in afpiving at the pbverty line, allowing for équ

element of relativity. At a theorefical ievel, Sen (1979} . for

egample argues: that theres is "an irreducible . core 0¥)iabsolute

rdeprivaticn“ in the notion of pdvérty,-and feels that the dpproach

, _ . . ‘
of relatiye deprivation supplements rather. than supplents the

apalysis of poverty in terms of absolute depossession (p.289).

The Irish studies do not follow a relative approach to the .

extent of vieWiﬁg poverty as indistinguishabla from inequality.

All identify poverty lines which, implicitly or explicitly, are

linked with sopiétal standagds but not fremed purely in terms of a
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rglﬂtivit& with, for example; average earnings'or_oP a pafticula;
quantilé_ of the incoms distributioh}'.The way in _whibh fpoverﬁy
--;liﬁes aré. éctQ$1ly derived iﬁ tha varidus‘studias. is the néxt

disgue for discussion.

3.2 .Poverty Lines Used “
| Méét of the Irish stﬁdies fpllow'ﬁhe route adopted by mahy
.internéﬁidnal studies, of deriving‘pbyerty lines from the rates
payable in Btéte income maintensance programmes. In dﬁing so, the
assumption is made.that these raﬁes form an exﬁlicit or impiicit
_“foicial" poverty line, and for lack of. a more satisfactory
altérﬁativa, tHis.is'taken as being.the_prQQUﬁt'nf éome'measure of .
”cohsensﬁs‘ﬁn the minimum level of dincome re&uiréd. _

This  approach has  largely been dictated by the deata
_-ayailable: its .ﬁﬁwwtcnmings must ho@ever be emphasized. At .a

» cohceptuaI level, 14t is not at ail clear that the lev@l at - which

support rates are set at o point in time, or their evolution over
time, can in  Tact be reasonably interprafed as reflecting a
"gonsensus  on minimum adequate income levels. Cost - constraints

: \
obviously also play & part,  and the. sctual rates paid at any

‘particulsr date are the product of & complex set of interactions
within the political process., Ag pointed out by Sen (1982), tha
fact that in particular circumstances the elimination  of

deprivation is not seen as ?easibla'doas not ch§nge the fact of

.that deprivation. The use of thess fates as the'basis for poverty
linss 8lso leads to obvious ‘difficulties and pérednxes in
implementation. k An increase in thes  levael of incame support

provided serves to raise the poverty line rather than reduce ' the
extant of poverty. Comparisons over time or across countries are

thus fraught with difficulty.
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'.-Thasa 'issues, and alternative conceptual ahproqches'tc thé L

measurement: DF_,poverty developed in the recent literature, are

"discussed in detail in the'second'WQPKing'Paper in our series.

Thera,' the range of possxbilltles whlch w1ll be opened up by the

data currently bemng gathered in the EBRI’s survey is. also

outlinad. . As discussed in that paper, rather than providing a

suifable basis for the measursmant ofvtﬁg numbers in pdverty, the

- official rates of - income support may primarily be of use in

assessing the efficisncy of the social securlty system 1tsalf the
extent to which pecople Ffall below the safety net. For the

présent, though, in surveying previous research on the measurement

.of poverty in Iraland, we will continue to focug on the "official

poverty line" approach adopted there, and to use that terminology. .

.The paverty linas.thosen in the aix_Ifiéh_studieé_are widely

- varied, even given this common approach, A major facyar in
producing this diversity is the absence in Ireland of a scheme
-eorraesponding clocasly to the UK Bupplémentary' Benafits Scheme,

which is means-tested and is explicitly designed to provide. in

itsel¥ & subsistence level of income. 6.B. rates thus form a

readily-justified bass for an_of?iciai_povarty_line for the UK.

In Ireland, however, there has not ﬁeen a similar consensus on the

programme representing an official minimum.
From 1975 the Supplamentary Welfare Allowance (SWA) - scheme
was introduced as a means-tested benefit of laét reéort, repiacing

with & wuniform system the Home Assistence scheme, which had

_allowed considerable local differences in treatment. The SWA

rates were set squal to those payasble to UA (rural) recipieﬂts.

Roche’s study of the 1973 HBE used rural UA rates as tha basis for

_his. official povarty ling, arguing that the EWA ratas wane an
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implicit official poverty line and that the UA rates for 1973
formed a proxy for what would hévé'beén payable under the scheme

"had it existed then.

fu.;D'Ciﬁneide,-'however, efgued that the UA rates were.nnt,- and
were not intended to be, édequata in themselves. He theba?crg, in
his aaflier paper, derives a poverty line broadly based on the 5B

rates payable in the UK, considerably %Pove not only the UA rates
payable in .the.Republic but alsc‘gsové the dinsurance-based .UB
““rotes for most “‘tetegories. iﬁ his 1980 study ha up-rates -thi#
povérty'iine to 1995 prices, but notes that this still leaves it
Qel; below the levels pavealed'by an EEC.opinion surv;y o% the
populétion_ as raepresenting people's'viewsléf the minimum rincoma
-required Mto enjoy a ndn—poor'way_of life". On this basis he
ingreasés the poverty line by a'F;rthar 50% ta bring it nearer -
théugh not all the way to ~,th§”1evels bavéalad by the 'survéy.
His 1975 poverty line, then, is different iﬁ nature to those
puraly baéad'on official scales, in takiﬁg axplicifly into account
attitudas-.towérds adéquacy in tha_‘generai population. (7his
diétiﬁcf_ line of apﬁrosch to satting & poverty .lina has beaﬁ
sigﬁi%icéntly .developed in é number bf EEC countries since: then, -
and Qillf bhe explored in thé course o%..the- Institufa’s .curreﬁt
project) . o | | |
.Hannan, Hnttmanlet_al., aiso afgue that Home Assistance or UA
rates are ndt.appropriata &S aﬁ officiallpovertQ line. _Qn. Home.
Aséistance, they state that the means test was not standardised,
-and.fhat it was not necessarily assumed that Home Assistance would
be the sole souréé of in;ome, infended to~provide full support-for
élpimants. On UA, they reiteratehthe point made by U'Cipneide that

the schame on 4its introduction in 1933 was not presenfed a5
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-pbouiding an adequate income, rafprehce béing made to a :doét

bonstrainf.. They therefore use the higher UB rates as the basis

'for their poverty lines, arguing that the briginal levels at the

time of introduction were set by a mors rational decision-making

~ process.

Fitzgerald (1981} looks at the income of the bottom 30% of

+

households 1in  the 1973 HBS, cancluqihgkthqt, adjusted to 1981

prices, they were below the level received by a pensioner couple

in 1981, ‘This is in effect the poverty line used, on the 5asis

that "the stendard of living obtainable on social welfare pensions .

' today- corresponds roughly to oﬁr current perception of what it
means to be poor"™ (p.18). It must be emphasized, however, that -
~the poverty line used was 31-35% sbove the laevel of UA or SWA

paysble  to a couple at the time, and 14% above the level of UB

(flat-rate) .® Further, 1981 levels of peyment are béing applied
to the 1873 population with incomes adjusted Tfor tha increese in

prices between ths two dates: with the real value of income

- maintenance payments increasing significantly over the period;' 8

higher:raal standard than prevailed in 1873 is being applied.

2.  The poverty line used is £46 per week for a couple. This is
~ seid to be the social welfare pension going to 2 pensioner
. touple in 1981, but it is not clear how the Ffigure 1is
derived. = A couple consisting of two people each in receipt

- of the noncontributory old-age pengion, with no means, -aged
under 80, would in faca have received a higher figure, of
£52.50 from April 1981 (£55.10 from October 1981). A couple

consisting of one person in receipt of the pension and one

dependant sged under 66 would have received £39.45 from April
. 1881 (£41.40 from Dctober). Bince means of up to £6 were
~disregarded, the figure of £46 could possibly be based on the

£39.45 plus £6 allowed means, though of course not all
‘recipients would have such means. o
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Hécﬁe '({9843, in ﬁomparing 1973 éndr'1980,. ‘adopts an.h
élternativa:strategy, ﬁf applying the 1973 UA-basged poverty.line,
.up~rated for pfice incréases and for the increase in real national
income, .to-i96D.‘ This involves using a basic-povertg liné - for
1880 considerably below the actual level.of UA then payable -~
about B5% of 1980 UA {rurel) For.a singla adult, for exeﬁple -
because the level of payment grew ;n' &961 Eefms_ qignificaﬁtly:

fastaer then national income.

3.3 Problems in the Identification of an "Official” Poveriy Line

'Among fhe  issues which this survéy bf ‘the . irish studisgs
'highlights, then, the appropriaté basié for an "official" poverty
'iiine and the way in whi&h changes.bver time ghould be-éhalysed arae
éritica;;. On tduw *irét, prior to the introduetion of TBWA- thefa_
| cléarly‘ was_a:ﬁi%?iculty in that there was no éleér—cut _ﬁational
safety-net scheﬁe, Home Assistance Eeing subject to considerable
ﬁiscrétion.aﬁd local differences in administration. Since the SWA
scheme was intfoduced (with effect from 1977, though thq anabling'”
iegisletion was passed in 19?5),_h0waver, it nrow appears"the
obvious chéice. It has a uniform éet'of { maximum) fates for fha
country as a whole®, and'is intended fo'cater for all those with
”inadéquaté' incomes frqm other soUrCesﬂ | implicitly, . if not

explicitly, its aim is to provide what, in the Btete‘s view, is a

3. Though _thera ars certain supplements Tor special needs, as
‘well as scope for discretionary extra payments. '
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 subsiGtBnce. levei of iﬁéoﬁe.“. It must aigo_be notgd thét the
real value oF benefits haé inc:eésed much more rapidly in Ipeland
“than 'in 'the UK sinoe.the early-19709, eo‘tﬁat the gap ‘betwesn
assistanée ratea  here and SB.rateé in.the UK, émphasised for
examplélby U’Cinneide; is no longer pronounced.® fhe argument Faf 
rejecting the SWA as not - comparable with SB on ‘this basis has
therefore lost ?opqé. o ' e |
The -use of a'number of different poverty lines,n ﬁsdally
-1b0%/i20%k140% of the basic "official" Line, is common both ih
Irish and international séudies. It is Jjustified in,._for exaMpla,'
Joyce and MeCashin by reference to the fact that the 'basic line
ﬁis very lowf (p.10), Héttman, Hannan et dl., state ﬁhat‘they are
.follnwing the precedent sat in Layérd et.alws.,— (1978) . study  for
the . UK Commisgion»pn'the_Distribution of Iﬁccma and Wéaltﬁ, anﬁr
that if 'eﬁables.;éhe researcher and. fhe reader to  sea the

' 'cnnseQuences of adopting o particular line, No re?erence is made

4, Where ‘needs’ exceed ‘means’, SWA is payable to all those who
qualify to cover those ‘needs’. When questioned as to the meaning
af ‘needs’ as he introduced the 8ill in the Dail in 1975, the
Parliamentary Becretary to the Minister for Social Welfare,
Mr.Cluskey, said that the levels of payment were intended to
"meet legitimate needs”, and that these "will not be confined fo
the bare necessities of 1ife"™ [OFfficial Report Vol.285,No.12, 18
November 1875, pp.1468-1470]. He also pointed out that the rates
of payment under the new scheme would be considerable higher than

tha amounts actually paid out on averege under Home ~Asgistance
"(p.1562-1563) .. - S o

5, By 1886, the (maximum) BWA rate for a married couple was
IRES?, compared with the ordinary 5B rate of £48.40 Stg. While a
complete assessment of relative levels would have to looek at the
real value of the benefits in terms of the cost of living in each
country, . it is clear that, at & minimum, the SWA rates are at s

level much more comparable with SB than in 1971, when EB excegded
UA for @ merried couple by a . third. ' '
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in the Irish studies, however, to_ﬁhe'key'Justification'fadvanced
"in the UK for using, not the besic rate of assistance, but  that

'-rate plus, - most usually, 40%. This goes'back to Abel-Smith and

Townsend’s 1965 study which pointed out that in  certain
circumstances additions are .made to. the basic scale to cover

exceptional expenses, and that there are provisions for

&
4

disregerding certain amounts of other “income in the meéns test.

| _Giﬁen thé complexity of the benefitlsystem, there is clearly
a genuine problem in~defining precisaly_the.exact entitlement to
" income ' maintenance of different recipients, and  thus the-:
"official" poverty line for each. Howeuen,_fé add on a supplemeﬁt.
—'aﬁd a very significant prdportioﬁate one at that--_tu the basic |
;scales and apply this to all hecipiants:ﬁaems.tn'moveltoo.far from “

“the basgis oﬁ.which tha pnﬁerty lineg is'baing constructed_(and has

inut in fact been follewed by some UK studies such as Atkinson
- (1§69)). It will ensure that ho#t of those in  receipt of.
asslistance fall beimw the sgpposédly official poverty line, which"
is a somewhat paradoxicel result. H

If wouid appear preferable tn ?irst model as precisely -aé

p0551ble the poverty line actually 1mp11ed by the beneflt system,
- and sese how many are falling below thau - Bivan the frequenéy with
_ which discretionary additions are pﬁld and .the_ dlffzculty .df _

incorporating these, the: result may of necessity represent a lower

bound to  the actual benefit paid -ouﬁ. This would, huwéver,.
;provide 'informétion with a cleﬁrlywdefined.status,- allnwing 'a
'detailed analy51s of those who are actually falling through ‘thé
sa?ety ﬁaf - a prlmdry objective of poverty/inccme (maintan;nce
‘policy analysis.' dudgements_may then be put forward ﬁs.to'whether:

‘that safety net is in fact set at-a leval which is "adequate",
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judged for ekample on the basig of the lifestyle it hermits or

relative to the views of the population as a whole or the Idwér
incomeh!fgrcups 8s - to what 'constitutes an adequafe : income.

Alternative povepty lines with an independent status can then be

' derived and the numbers fa]ling below these lines examined

- 3.4: Other Problems in Specirying an *Official’ Poverty Line

" In defining.an ‘officialf povarty Iiﬁe, o numbe: of other
_mbré .detailed problems may be note&. The first relates to the'
treatment of housing costs. For thoée in rénted accommodation, .a
rent. supplement is payaﬁle under the SWA. . Thia was taken _intm.
account in Roche | atudius by subtraeting rent {within the allowed

rangad) from 5nrame, since this was falt to be more cnnvenlant

 than the alternative of addlng that amount to the poverty lane for

that household, The treatment of  Childrens’ Allowance[Child
Banefit 1s aiso important. Thaese are not reckonable as means in
assessing SWA, and should therefore ba taken into account in

deriving the imﬁliﬁit poverty line - for families with childrpn

~ that is, the amount payabla should bé sdded to the SWA rate.®

6. Roche (1979) found that "it was technicelly more efficient to
include them [childrens’ allowances] in the  equivalent scales
rather than to add them to the poverty line", since he was using a
poverty line for e single adult and convertlng each household’s

incoms to an adult equivalent besis. ' '




”

In _axaﬁining the numbers féliiﬁg-belbw'éﬁ official povafty
line using ISvaay resulté such as the HBS ~ major problems in
implementation can be caused by the Fact ‘that the survey genarally

runs thrmugh a period when' official rates of benefit were changed.
“In 1873, for example, rates of payment were inéreased in duly,"
while in 1980 rates Qeré-incraased in April., Which level should_
ﬁhen.be addpfed ag the poverty linp?  jﬁéehé,  in his study of the

1973 HBS, used the higher set of rates from July . 1973 Ffor thae

entire gémple} including those sampled before that date, arguing
.that A uni?orm ‘ poverty line is most 'satisfaotory . Hutﬁman,
Hannan ef al s agreed with mﬂintainlng a consxstent etandard but~

v

used the 1972 scales. _ _

~Again, this issue ﬁay be_resblved.differenﬁly iF'the ihitial
oéjective ls to apply the actual afficial staﬁdards in force and
see .hmw ‘many and.who are ﬁiipping_thruugh. the net, . Buch an.
-approach would involve chdnging the poverty line Whaﬁ paymanﬁs_aré
Qp—rated, and distihguivhing betwean huusehcldé on the basis of
-date .sampled;' While this does not have the appea] of a uni?;rm
staﬁdard; the art1$ioial difrerences between households because of

- the Eiming of the interview are a more serious problem.

"8.5: Cémpdrisons-Over Time 

“ -Comparison of results over time give rise tb. tﬁe .mofe“
1ntractable problem of assassing changes in the extent of. ﬁbverty'
using -offlcial poverty 1lines. As baneflt levels lncfeésa;
improvements in the living standards of those in receipt wili ,not
be reflected in poverty iines which ére themselves based .on the

level of benefits. On the other hend, application of  ‘presant

standards. to past periods,"or vice wversa, 1is 'Fraught with




~dncrease 1in  prices - between the twb yeﬁrs,. in.lwhiCh ca

“the two years would be revealed.

i8

'probiems. Roche (1984) applies .1973 stendards, adjusted for the

‘increase in‘priées and in real national incpme; to 1980, and cshows

4 significant decline In the numbers .under this poverty line. The

appropriateness of real GNP as an indicator of changeé in personal

living standards may be quéstioned. It might be more useful in any

case to make adjustments in the firsti instance only For _the

seg the
numbers achieving an approximately constant standard of iiving in
ThiS'moﬁld_thén be coétrasted

with the change in the numbers uhder the ‘official’ pbverty line,

using the benefit levels actually in forcé in each year, which

-could be decomposed into the effects of the change 1in real

standards of living and of the increase in the real poverty 1line

being applied, Fitzgaréld {1981) in effect applies. the .stsndard
~of 1981 benefil levels to 19?3'inoumas, with sdjustment to take

into sccount the increase in prices over the period. Taken alone,

this may &lsc be misleading. In a period when the real valuq -

and the coverage ~ of benefits increased,(a) the numbers under the - -

same real line in 1981 are likely ﬁo:hava been considerable lower

. than din 1973, -and (b) the numbers in”19?3 under a poverty line

constructed from 1973 benafit levels would also have bean much

“lower. As far as (b) is concerned, it may legitimately be argued

that . by our present standards the 1973 officiel poverty line was

too low: however, at some stage this approach becomes unacceptable

- could the 1981 line be meaningfully epplied to 18537 " The need

“for cere dn the presentation of such results, oand for the

exploration of different approsches in order to highlight what the

results mean, is clear.
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4. Other Methodological Issues

4.1 EquivalencelScaies

“In comparing income levels across hodseholds, some adjustment

ia required to take dif%erences in needs arising from variations

in hougehold size and composition into accoount. This is done by
the application of adult equivelence sc#les, designed to convert

each household to a common besis, Unglly by convention to  Lhe

-aquivelant of a marriad‘coupla or & single adult. In estimating.

. the npumbers in poherty a separate poverty line may be specified

for each household type, involving an implicit set of equivalence

scales, or the poverty line may be expressed'in terme of » married

~copple and other household types coﬁverted to that besis by the .

divigion of their adult equivalence unit into their income.

“The - Irish poverty ‘studias; have adopted w variety of

‘equivalence sceles. O'Cinneide s sarlier study used a set of

-8cales derivad loosely'From the UK Supplementary Benefit rates.

His 1980 study based scales on the results of an attitude survey.

Roche’s two studies used the weights impiicit in the UA . rates,

_'whiie- Hottman, Hannan et al ‘used those implicit d1inm UB rates.

Fitzgerald derlved a set of scalss broadly from the UK studles “of
the qpending patterns 0? different households

Table 2 1llustrates the differences in equivéleﬁca _scale§
between the various Ifish studies.  These can affect the resultg
significantly. H?che (1984) examiﬁed'the sensitivity‘ OF_ his

results Ffor 1980 whén ¢hildren of different ages are given

'diffgrent weights, and found that this had little effect on ;{He

overall estimate of the puvor population, - but  some on its

composition- (Appendix 4c).  Roche (1979) also examided the

'._aensitivity of his 1973 resultas when the weight for children under
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6 was reduced (to 0.14) which reduced the number of

poor .

households by about 7% and .the numbers of poor hbuseholds with
- - ochildren by about 16%,
Table 2: Fquivalence Scales Used in Irish Poverty Studies
Single Married ©Child  Additional
Adult Couple _ - Adult
. O'Cimeide {1972 0.6 1.0 0.2
0'Cinnside (1980) 0.68 1.0 S0z
Joyee & HeCashin (1582)e S : '
Pm;he' {1584)a ' o '
-Rettman, Hawan et al (981% 0.6 1.0 0.145/0.11 . 0,40
| F:tzgerald {1081} _ ' 0.4 .0 0. 0.5
at  Thesa studies expressed their scales in terms of single adult = 1, and have been
“converted to married couple = 1 to ease cosparivon [see Ruche {1984) p.73,
Rotiman, Harnan et al (1981) p,138 ft.11 ' C
br - Children are all under 18; children’s allowances have been added ko benefit
rates, and weights for first/second/further children rounded to one figure,
€ The higher weight is for the first 2 children; children are under 15.

“Again, if the starting—poiné of analysis is taken as the
‘official’ schame of last resort ~the most appropriate equ1valence
scales would appear to be those impllcit in the SWA scales, plus
Dhlldren & Allowances/Chlld Baneflt Having exemined the numbers

falling below a poverty linae based on these weightings, judgements

may . then usefully be advanced as tq whether they 'adéqué

raflect differences 1in neéd'across household types, and

implications for the numbers and .composition of - the poor

tely

the

of
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slternastive scales explored. In formulating alternativs scaies,

.rasearch based on Irish expenditure' patterns using HBS data

paralleling developments in  the UK using ' FES data would be

extremely useful, and such research is currently undérway at the

.Institute.

4.2: Income Reclipient Unit

In the Irish studies based on the MBS, the household ﬁas'been
toaken &s the income recipient unit fﬁr analysis.  This refleqtéd-

the basis on which infeormation is gathered by the survey.  This .

hasg é number of disadvanteges, primarily that state income

maintenance is in general simed at the narrower family unit. Usas -

of the household unit implicitly essumes income sharing within the

~household © so that all household members are sttributed the same

. standard of living. To the extent that perfect shering does not.

take  place, some individuals not 4n poverty may bs counted -as

below the poverty lina, while others actually below the line may

be missed.?

.+ Roche (1984)- ﬁotes ‘that 4in the 1980 HBS, 84% of sample

households comprised single families, and thet on this basis the

ﬁroblem should not be exaggerated.®.  (‘’Cinneide points to the

7. The net effect on the head-count measure of poverty may be in
either 'direction, since this measure does not satisfy the
‘transfer axiom’ whereby any transter from a less poor to a more
poor person must reduce measured poverty

- B. Defining a family as a person living alone, a married couple, a
couple and children or o lone parent with children.
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other éide of tﬁe coin, in that he used the narrow family unit (in

fact, 1in many cases he relied on date on individuals), which may

over-estimate the sxtent of povefty where there is dincome-sharing

between Ffamilies in a larger household. "The HBS doés in fact

“allow respondehts to be reclaseified on & family unit basis, and

it would undoubtedly be preferable ta enalyse. the extent of

poverty tn a family, ‘tex unit and hdusehold unit basié. Some

 judgement could then be made on the scope for income-sharing and

its . effects on the poverty estimates. (This is in effect the
approach adopted by Layard et al (1978) and Townsénd: {19829) in

their UK anaslyses).

4.3: Incone Concept

Ih” aésesaing the axtent of poverty, disposable income ~

Ancome including state benefits and after income tax and socisl

security _énntributions are deducted - is generally compared with

~the poverty liﬁe. This is Lthe approach implemented by the Irish
.HBwadsed studies, though O’Cinneide’s data forced him to rely on .

what génerally was closer to gross income. In & number of UK

studies imputed rent is included for owner-occupiers, but this has

not been done in Irish studies becauss the HBS does not follow the

FEB in estimating imputed rent and including it in income.

As already noted, HRoche in his analyseé deducted some rent

paid' from disposable income where relevant to 'arrive at. "net

" disposable income", the amount involved being that which would

‘have been covered by SWA, This approach has also been adoptel by

a number of UK studies, such as lLayard et al., whars rates and

mortgage interest were also deducted éince these would be  cnuered

under the Shpplamentary Benefit schema. = An alﬁernetive approach
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is to include 'thesa coste in the poverty line, which is what

Tawnsend, for example, did (so that his poverty lines were 'S8

plus housing costs’ and 140% of this level) . The period covered by .

the income data is also arkey element. Relisnce on survey datea

such as the HBS or the FES - has impdsed 8 short-term epproach

on many studies, since the information on most income sources

‘gathered in these surveys refers to a week’s receipts, While it

is important ¢to be able to identify those who ere currently in

_poverty when sampled, 4t would also be very valueble to assess

which households were in poverty by, . for example, annual income,

~and explore the persistence of poverty. .For this reason. the

ESRI’s  current survey isg gathering in?ormation which will allow

dncnme over the past year to be estimated, though not with quite

the ssame degree of precision as weekly income, for respondents.

5. Conclusions

. . -This survey makes clear the relatively narrow approach which

‘has been taken in attempting to measure the extent of poverty in

Ireland. In'-most cases a poverty line based on social security.

payment rates has been adopted, though there has been considerable

- differences in the way-in which suCh an ‘official’ 1lins has been.

chosen. | Attention haé ‘been given primarily Eo' the sgimple
head—cpqnt measure of the number of :househoids/families falling
below tﬁa ‘official’ line cﬁosan. | |

Within the narrow focus of the _;ﬁfficial' pﬁverty. }ine
abproach, there is clearly & need for clarificétidn of fhe Basis
on which the line is to be chosen. " The paper has diséusggd the
various élternatives, inciuding the apﬁropriate scheme and the use

of. 20% or 40% additions to the level of payment. It was concluded
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5 A .
-that_the Supplementary Welfare Allowance scheme now éames‘close to
~an overall safatyéneﬁ schéme representing _ih some gense'_an
officlal view of the absclute subsisteﬁcé level 5? income. An
examination of the numbers falling below the level of income
provided by the basic rates under this?scheme is a pfiofity for
future research, allowing o detailed ;;alysis of those who are
actﬁally falling through the safety net. This is dintended to
measure the performance of the incoMa suppéft schemes, rether than
providé in:fitself a sntiéfaétory measure of . the numbers - in
'bovérty.l Alternatives such as using 140% of the besic rate of
‘paymgnt, to téke'into accﬁunt discretiocnary aﬁditiqnal paymentg,
lead to the enomalous situéiion wﬁere many of those acﬁually in
'rréceipt are shown as falling below the official povafty linae.-
This i#lnot to say,. however, that‘thé numbers falling Salow‘_u‘

the BWA level constitute a satisfactory measure of the numbers in

poverty. It rather Highlights the problems. which arise in using
social security rates as the basis for poverty measurement, and
“the nead for alternative, broader approaches. h -Variqﬁs

:methodologias ?or the estimation of the n@mbers'in- poverty. héve
~ . bean .déuaioped in the repént litérature; with a_.varietyr_o?
"tonceptual approéches. and-fachniquesf Some; for examplé, havé'

followed on Townsend’s wnrg in the ﬂK. focusihg' on ‘style of
living’ indicators and ability to particiﬁate fully in the life of
‘the  community. .Othefé have used survey information on views .1in
the population to construct perrty linés reflegting some sort, oF_
consensus on the minimum adeﬁdate income required by hoﬁseholds'of
dif?érent types. fhese various épproaches, " the conceétuél bases
.undériying them aﬁd the relationship between them ere survéyed iﬁ'

our second working_paper.
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- The data @urrently.being gatherad in.ﬁhe EGRI"s larga;;cale
houséhpld surQey wiil.provide a wideurange_o? information alléwing'
.such 'approaéhes.to he Iimplemented. 'Considerable care has been

devotéd .to the measurement of current income from-'different

sources, but in eddition, informstionion a range of possessions
and - activities, on Ffinancial aséetsidebts and . ’stress’, on
psychological ’stress’, and on attitudes and opinions about the

adequacy of particular income levels étcf, " has ell bean included,
A “detailed description.of the content and coverage of ths ‘survey-
swill ba_dontained.in fﬁture working paﬁersa' The s&ope such data
-willfpravide for bssessing the axtent of ﬁoverty from a.numﬁer of
différent ﬁerspectives - and Fopwanalysing_the nature of poverty

4n. Ireland - is graat,
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