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FOREWORD

Introduction

The aim of the Combat Poverty Agency is to work for the preven-
tion and elimination of poverty and social exclusion in Ireland. In
pursuing this aim, the Agency is particularly interested in high-
lighting the position and circumstances of groups most at risk of
poverty and inequality. In addition, the Agency is concerned with
exploring and promoting a greater understanding of the causes of
poverty, exclusion and inequality and the often complex interac-
tion of factors that contribute to the position of individuals and
groups with respect to poverty.

In its work, the relative position of women in Ireland, their
access to resources, including adequate income, economic and em-
ployment opportunities, and their experience of poverty has been
an ongoing concern of the Agency and has been the focus of a
number of reports’' and pilot initiatives. The current study arose
from findings presented in Poverty in the 1990s (Callan et al.).”
Contrary to the trend found between 1973 and 1987, that report
clearly pointed to a substantial increase in the risk of poverty
experienced by households headed by women between 1987 and
1994. Given the detailed information now available through the

' See Daly, M. (1989) Women and Poverty (with Attic Press); Combat Poverty
Agency (1990) Towards a Policy for Combating Poverty Among Women;
O'Neill, C. (1992) Telling it Like It Is.

? Callan, T., Nolan, B., Whelan, B., Whelan, C. and Williams, J. (1996), Pouv-
erty in the 1990s; Evidence from the Living in Ireland Survey. Dublin: Oak
Tree Press in association with the Combat Poverty Agency, ESRI, Dept. of
Social, Community and Family Affairs.
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Living in Ireland Survey, the Agency commissioned this study to

e.x;l)(lore in greater depth the factors contributing to this increasing
risk.

Background

This study was undertaken by Professor Brian Nolan and Dr
Dorothy Watson of The Economic and Social Research Institute
(ESRI). It is based on data from the ESRI 1987 survey of house-
hold income, and the results of the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey,
the most recent year for which complete data is available. The
study focuses on three core issues: the increasing risk of poverty
among female-headed households; the interaction of low pay and
household poverty; and the incidence of “hidden” deprivation
experienced by women within households. This focus was deter-
mined by a number of factors. Principal among these was the
policy function and concern of the Agency, previous research and
the nature and scope of the information available from the Living
in Ireland Survey.

The approach adopted by the authors allows for the comparison
f’f women in varying household situations. In addition to examin-
Ing women’s risk of poverty compared to that of men, the study
presents an analysis based on comparisons between female- male-
and couple-headed households. Comparisons between women who
are household heads and those who occupy other positions within
households are also presented, as is an analysis of individual
access to non-monetary resources within couple headed house-
holds. This approach highlights the factors affecting the risk of
poverty for women and clearly recognises that women’s experience
of poverty is not a homogeneous one.

Increasing Poverty Among Female-Headed Households

This report takes as its starting point the substantial increase in
the risk of poverty among female-headed households between
1987 and 1994. The risk of poverty for women who live alone and
for lone mother households at the 50 per cent relative poverty line
rose particularly sharply during this period from four to 24 per
cent and 17 to 32 per cent respectively. By 1994, their risk of pov-
erty was substantially higher than that of households headed by
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couples, by men living alone or male lone parents, whose poverty
risk decreased slightly or remained unchanged. Changes in the
profile of female-headed households, in their composition and the
economic status of the adults account for about one third of the
increased risk.

The authors conclude that the most important factor contrib-
uting to the increase in poverty risk for female-headed households
is the level of welfare payments on which many lone parent and
households headed by single women rely. In the period from 1987
to 1994, welfare policy concentrated on increasing the lowest
social welfare payments as part of a long-term strategy to bring
them into line with the adequate minimum rate recommended by
the Commission on Social Welfare.” For households headed by
women dependent on these payments, these increases reduced
their depth of poverty by bringing them closer to the poverty line
but were insufficient to lift them out of poverty.

Over the same period, other social welfare payments, including
old age pensions, increased more slowly. As a result, by 1994
households headed by older people dependent on such pensions
fell further below the poverty line and this has resulted in the
observed increased poverty risk for households headed by older
women. It is important to acknowledge that old age pensions have
increased substantially since 1994 and that a political commit-
ment to increase them further to £100 per week by 2002 is in
place. In addition, many elderly households are in receipt of a
range of non-cash benefits, such as free telephone rental, free
electricity allowance and free travel, which are not available to
other welfare recipients. Their impact on the position of older
women living alone is not taken into account in the current study.

From a policy perspective, the issue of adequate income
support for lone parent households, the vast majority of which are
headed by women, emerges as a clear priority. A number of
options are evident here, the two most obvious being increasing
the level of welfare payments to lone parents in line with
increases in average earnings and removing barriers to participa-
tion in the labour market. In this regard the role of child benefit

* Government of Ireland (1986), Report of the Commission on Social Welfare.
Dublin: The Stationery Office.
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a§ an anti-poverty measure is important and the Agency has con-
sistently argued for substantial increases to this payment. In
clearly identifying families with dependent children as among
those with the highest risk of poverty, and the particularly vul-

nerable position of lone mother households, the study lends sup-
port to this argument.

The Impact of Living Arrangements

The authors state clearly that it is the growing number of women
living alone and female lone parent households that is driving the
increase in the risk of poverty experienced by women. At the level
of the individual, women also face a higher risk than men of living
in a poor household. However, the difference in the risk of poverty
between men and women at the individual level is much less than
that between female-headed households and male and couple
headed households. This is primarily because most adult women
live in couple households, which in general face a lower risk of
poverty. This difference in individual and household poverty risks
leads to the question of the extent to which occupying a status
other than household head insulates women from poverty. The
authors concentrate their attention on unattached women and
female lone parents (under 45 years of age) living in households in
which they are not household head. One of the key findings to
SHicHge is that the degree of protection from poverty provided by
!1v1ng in a household in which they were not the household head
1§ f:losely related to economic status. If not in paid employment,
living in households in which they were not the household head
substantially reduces the risk of poverty for young unattached
men, women and lone mothers.

';‘hese findings, however, must be interpreted with care and
their long-term implications carefully considered. They do not
!:ake account of the incidence or impact of overcrowding, or of the
mmpact of delayed independent living on both young individuals
and t}.leir families. It is important to recognise that the lesson
emerging here is not one of promoting that all single adults and
T lone mothers remain in or return to their family home well
into adulthood, but that the establishment of independent house-
holds should not result in increased poverty. The current housing
market, rapidly increasing house prices and private rents, coupled

B 1 R e R e

Foreword xvil

with an inadequate supply of local authority housing has made the
establishment of independent households an unobtainable aspira-
tion for many young adults and lone parents, particularly those on
low incomes. If independent living is to be encouraged and over-
crowding avoided, new and innovative ways of providing opportuni-
ties for the establishment of independent households that do not
result in poverty must be explored.

The Role of Women’s Pay

In examining the role of women’s earnings in combating poverty,
the study restates the position of women in relation to low pay
and part-time work. Women are more likely to be part-time work-
ers, part-time work is more often low paid, therefore women are
more likely to be low paid. However, it is important to note that
even in full-time employment, women are more likely to be low
paid than their male counterparts.

The distinction made in the study between the economic status
of the household head and that of other members living in the
household is an important one as it highlights the role of earn-
ings, irrespective of whose they are, in raising households above
the poverty line. The study points out that there is in fact a
limited relationship between low pay and household poverty, with
few households in which there is at least one person employed
falling below the poverty line. However, of the minority of employ-
ees who live in poor households, it is noteworthy that over half of
these are in low paid jobs. Focusing on women employees in poor
households, these are more likely to be low paid and in part-time
employment. The authors are also clear that women’s pay, even
low pay, can have a significant role in keeping households out of
poverty, and estimate that approximately one quarter of house-
holds containing a low paid woman would fall below the poverty
line were her earnings not available.

These findings raise a number of issues of concern to the
Agency in relation to women’s labour market participation. The
first relates to low pay. The proposed introduction of the national
minimum wage has the potential to benefit low paid workers, the
majority of whom are women. However, it is unclear as yet how
the minimum wage will operate and what its implications will be
for workers in varying circumstances. This is an area that will
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require close monitoring to ensure that poverty traps do not arise
a.s a result of the operation of the minimum wage and its interac-
tion with the tax and social welfare systems.

The second set of issues relates to women’s access to paid
employment. It is very clear from the findings presented in the
report that paid employment is the most efficient route out of
Poverty for women, and particularly for those heading households
in th.eir own right. In the current economic boom, where there is
growing evidence of a shortage of both skilled and unskilled work-
ers to meet the market demand, removing barriers to women’s
labour market participation has advantages for both women and
the economy and society generally. In this context it is essential
that access to training, education and employment opportunities
be provided for those women who wish to take them up. This
needs to be supported by the provision of adequate, affordable and
appropriate childcare and the broad adoption of family-friendly
policies. It is essential, however, that such provision is provided in
the context of an integrated tax and social welfare system that
does not contain or generate poverty and unemployment traps.
With regard to childcare, the study acknowledges that universal
support to families through child benefit is the best option from an
anti-poverty perspective. The Agency strongly supports this view,
but stresses that it is important that this form part of an anti-
poverty strategy to support all families, rather than being re-
stricted to those engaged in labour market activities.

“Hidden” Intra-Household Poverty

The majority of the analysis presented in this study is based on
the assumption that resources in households are shared equally
between its members. This assumption is broadly held in surveys
of household income. However, it has been frequently argued that
women’s poverty may arise through the uneven distribution of
resources within households and is thereby “hidden” in household
analyses.

Drawing on the 1987 ESRI Survey of Household Income, the
study presents a summary analysis of levels of non-monetary life-
style deprivation expressed by husbands and wives. Spouses were
asked if they lacked a number of items, including an annual holi-
day, a hobby or leisure activity and a warm overcoat, due to lack
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of money. Using this scale, it was found that women reported only
slightly higher deprivation scores than their husbands and that
the majority of couples in fact reported an agreed level of depriva-
tion. The authors argue that it is a range of factors related to the
household, including the economic status and unemployment
experience of the household head, that are the best predictors of
individual levels of deprivation among household members. In
relation to women’s experience of poverty, the authors conclude
that the evidence does not appear to support the notion that
conventional poverty measures miss substantial numbers of poor
women in non-poor households. However, the authors point out
that the indicators used were not specifically designed to capture
gender differences in access to household resources or to measure
the extent to which there are inequities in the distribution of
resources within households. This analysis reveals nothing, nor
can it be expected to, of the balance of power relationships within
households in relation to the control and allocation of income and
other resources. This is an area that requires more in-depth
research utilising more sensitive measurements.

The Changing Policy Context

Since the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey, a number of policy initia-
tives have taken place. Although the majority do not specifically
aim to address the issue, if implemented many of their recom-
mendations will have an influence on women and their experience
of poverty. Of particular note among these are the Report of the
Expert Working Group on Integration of the Tax and Social
Welfare System (1996)°, the Report of the Commission on the
Family (1998)°, the Review of Community Employment (1998)°
and the forthcoming reports of the Tax and Welfare Treatment of

* Integrating Tax and Social Welfare — Report of the Expert Working Group
on the Integration of the Tax and Social Welfare Systems (1996), Dublin:
Stationery Office.

* Commission on the Family (1998), Strengthening Families for Life, Final
Report to the Minister for Social, Community and Family Affairs, Dublin:
Stationery Office.

® Murphy, T., Deloitte and Touche (1998), Review of Community Employment
Programme Final Report, Dublin: The Stationery Office.
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Ho.useholds Group and the Expert Working Group on Childcare.
This study adds to the knowledge of women’s poverty available to
t%lose deliberating either on the implementation of these initia-
tives or their forthcoming recommendations.

It also has a particular relevance in the context of the National
Anti-Poverty Strategy (NAPS). One of the seven principles un-
derlying this strategy is “the reduction of inequalities and in
particular, addressing the gender dimensions of poverty”.” In
addition, the NAPS identified households headed by a single
adult, those headed by someone engaged in home duties and lone
parents as being among those particularly at risk of poverty.
There is considerable overlap between these groups and women.

The study bears out that women experience a greater risk of
poverty than men, female-headed households a greater risk than
those headed by men or couples and identifies groups of women
who are particularly vulnerable to poverty. Through NAPS, the
introduction of poverty-proofing by government departments of all
substantial policy proposals and the equality-proofing of these by
the National Economic and Social Forum provides additional
Tnechanisms whereby the interests of those at risk of poverty,
mc.luding groups of women, can be both promoted and protected.
This study also clearly indicates that single policy responses are
unlilfely to improve the situation for women. Instead what will be
required are integrated responses that reflect the complexities of
women’s lives. Increased inter-departmental co-operation being
fos't(.ared by the NAPS and through the Strategic Management
Initiative in the public service should contribute to the achieve-
ment of such approaches. If successful, these initiatives will pro-

vide some of the means necessary to combat poverty among
women.

Concluding Remarks

In commissioning this study the Agency was aware that no one
§tudy could address the wide and complex range of issues that fall
1nt? the broad arena of gender inequalities. While the data on
which this study is based can provide a broad overview of women’s

' Sharing i : Nati ;
Stationefy lgﬁl;’::‘gress. National Anti-Poverty Strategy (1997), Dublin: The

o B S e e e e o e L
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risk of poverty, it cannot provide the in-depth insights required
to examine all aspects of gender inequalities. As with all house-
hold studies it also captures only those who reside in private
households. Therefore some of the most vulnerable groups of
women — those in refuges or hostels, Travellers, refugees, women
in institutional care and homeless women — are not included
here.

Qualitative research studies and local case studies inform us
that it is women who bear the brunt of poverty. While reflecting
structural inequalities, their experiences of poverty and inequali-
ties are frequently both very personal and sensitive, particularly
for those women in the most vulnerable situations. Their perspec-
tive, however, is critical to understanding the gender dimension of
poverty. To explore these issues the development of qualitative
research tools and methods that capture women’s experiences of
poverty and inequality, elucidate their coping mechanisms and
identify their needs are required. With regard to the current Liv-
ing in Ireland Survey, this and other household surveys could be
further used to investigate men and women’s different experi-
ences of poverty through the inclusion of questions or modules
specifically designed to capture such information. This approach
should not only apply to gender inequalities but also to other ine-
qualities prevalent in society such as those based on race.

Combat Poverty Agency
April 1999



GLOSSARY

Coefficients: In statistical equations, a coefficient is a number
which describes the effect of each explanatory variable on the
dependent variable.

Iterative procedures: In developing the explanatory models in
Chapters 3 and 4, we used an iterative procedure to decide which
variables to drop and which to keep. This was not a formal
statistical iteration, of the kind that might be used, for instance,
in maximum likelihood estimation. Instead, it involved a careful
examination of changes in the coefficients in a model as variables
are added and removed in order to gain an understanding of the
interplay of the different effects on poverty risk.

Logarithmic form: Variables such as income are often analysed
in logarithmic form. This means examining the effects of the
natural log of income rather than the actual amount of income.
Using the log of income has the effect of giving greater “weight” to
a given (for instance, £10) change in income at lower income levels
than at higher income levels.

Logit models: A logit regression model is used to examine the
effects of different factors (such as age, household type) on a
dependent variable (poverty in this case) which has a number of
categories (poor and not poor) rather than being measured on a
continuum (such as income). The coefficients in the models show
the impact of each explanatory variable on the (log of the) odds of
being under the 50 per cent poverty line. Since the coefficients do
not have an intuitive interpretation, the results are also presented
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in !;erms of.the poverty rate we would expect for certain groups
which vary in terms of the factors we are interested in.

Multicollinearity: This refers to a situation in statistical models
where two or more explanatory variables are so closely associated

in the data that it is not possible to separate their effects on the
dependent variable we are interested in.

Regression: This refers to a range of statistical techniques which
can be used to examine the effect of an explanatory variable (or a
§et of explanatory variables) on a dependent variable. For
Instance, we might use regression analysis to look at the effects on
poverty risk or household income (the dependent variables) of

explanatory variables such as household size, household type,
number of members at work, and so on.

Statistically Significant: This is a term which is used when we
can be confident (typically at the 95 per cent ‘confidence level’)
that an effect which is found in the sample reflects a real effect in

the population we are studying, rather than being due to
sampling error.

r'f—

Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This study is concerned with women and poverty in Ireland. The
National Anti-Poverty Strategy adopted by the government in
1997 has, as part of its guiding principles, “the reduction of ine-
qualities and in particular addressing the gender dimension of
poverty” (p. 7). There are many topics within the broad compass of
women and poverty that it would be extremely valuable to ex-
plore, but a single study cannot hope to deal satisfactorily with
them all, much less the broader gender inequalities within which
they must be seen. Rather than attempting to provide an overview
across the diverse range of topics that could come under the
heading of women and poverty, then, we seek to investigate a
number of specific issues in some depth.
The study concentrates on three core elements. These are:

¢ How and why the risk of poverty for households headed by
women versus those headed by couples or men, and the risk of
poverty for women versus men, have been changing;

e The extent and nature of low pay for women in employment
and how it relates to household poverty; and,

e What non-monetary indicators of deprivation can tell us about
the distribution of resources and the extent of “hidden pov-
erty” among women within the household.

These distinct elements arise out of previous research, and are of
direct relevance to the formulation of anti-poverty policy. They
have also featured extensively in both national and international
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debates and discussions on the causes and implications of poverty
for wo.men. The aim of the study is to enhance understanding of
these issues, contribute to current policy formulation, and point
?;owards ways in which research on them might profitably proceed
in the future. By building on what has been learned about women
and poverty from previous research at the ESRI and elsewhere
the study is intended to contribute in particular to the on-goinf,;
evolution of an effective anti-poverty strategy in Ireland.

Recent Research on Women and Poverty

The feminisation of poverty, the male—female wage gap particu-
?arly as it relates to low pay, and what we might broadly term
intra-household inequalities between men and women have been
central themes of recent research and debate on women and pov-
erty in the industrialised countries. Rather than comprehensively
reviewing this extensive literature, here we simply aim to sketch
ou't key features with a bearing on the current study, and then
briefly discuss recent studies relevant to Ireland.

The Feminisation of Poverty

The feminisation of poverty is a term and theme emanating origi-
nally from the USA and strongly influenced by US experience. It
was first used by Diana Pearce (1978) to describe the increase be-
tween the late 1960s and late 1970s in the proportion of poor
hous.;eholds in the United States that were headed by women.
During that period the poverty rate of mother-only families
changed very little but that of two-parent families declined, while
the proportion of persons living in mother-only households in-
creased. It was these two factors, rather than an increased risk of
poverty for mother-only families per se, that produced the ob-
served “feminisation of poverty” in the United States (Garfinkel
and McLanahan, 1986; Northrop, 1990).
theAt: r“rr:lalfl‘eas. tl.le d_eclining fortunes of female-headed households,
riaiotinl amlfnsatlox.l of povert)t has also been used more broadly
iy :1 m;:reasmg proportlf)n of poor adults who are female,
e € 0 ref:ent US experience (McLanahan, Sgrensen and
n, 1989). It is however important to maintain the distinc-
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tion between these two phenomena, since the relationships be-
tween them can be complex.

The “feminisation of poverty” theme has seen a great deal of
research in the USA, by economists and sociologists. This has con-
centrated on factors leading to the rise in the proportion of
“female-headed” households (particularly marital breakdown,
non-marital births and widowhood), and on the changing composi-
tion of female-headed households (in terms of race, marital status
and age of the female head). Debates have also centered on
whether the “feminisation of poverty” is a uniquely American
phenomenon (Abowitz, 1986; Goldberg et al, 1990; Marklund,
1990; Norris, 1984) and on the extent to which it applies equally
to different races or different age groups within a country (Bose,
1989; Arber and Ginn, 1991; Hardy and Hazelrigg, 1993). Gold-
berg and Kremen (1987), in a review of the position of female-
headed households in seven countries concluded that the femini-
sation of poverty is not uniquely American, but is most pro-
nounced in the United States. Goldberg et al (1990) point to the
importance of labour market and family policies in countries such
as France and Sweden in preventing poverty from becoming fem-
inised in these countries. Wright (1992) examines UK evidence
and concludes that the feminisation of poverty did not occur there.
Marklund (1990) argues that the feminisation of poverty, (like
marginalisation of the poor or underclass ideas) is not relevant to
the recent experience of the Scandinavian countries. Outside the
USA, lone parenthood per se has tended to receive attention be-
yond the implications it might have for the feminisation of poverty
(see, for example, Ermisch, Jenkins and Wright, 1989).

While the notion of feminisation of poverty has served as a very
useful spur to research, questions have also been raised regarding
the utility of the concept, particularly in terms of the gender-
biased notion that in households containing a couple the man is
taken as head. “Female-headed households” are thus those where
the “head” is a single, divorced, or widowed woman rather than a
man or couple. The implicit assumption of equal distribution of
resources within households underlying the use of household-
based analysis has also been questioned, as we discuss below.
Other critics of the focus on the feminisation of poverty have been
concerned that it leads to a tendency to overlook broader issues.
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Sheak (.1988), for. e.xample, argues that it can obscure the larger
conomic and political roots of poverty, since the feminisation of
poverty tefu%ed to be less pronounced in periods when the poverty
;?t; ::-:Z -nsSIEg. Income poverty may also not tell the whole story,
i : fa amoto (1988) argues that if well-being is considered
s of poverty and mortality jointly, there has been no de-

cline in women’s well-being relative
elat 0
1980 in £ . g 1ve to men between 1960 and

Women and Low Pay

The overall gap between male and female wages has been a focus
of research intfemationally for many years and has spawned re-
Zeal‘Ch on a wide range of sub-themes. These include differences
etwee.n men and women in the financial returns they receive for
educational attainment and work experience (Duncan, 1996; Fel-
i;e;;’ 1996; Terrell, 1992), segmented labour markets (Blau,
st gl‘:jton; 1990; Ma?rini and Fan, 1997; Petersen and Morgan,
ti l; oretz and Smith, 1990; Taris, 1996), the impact of collec-
1ve bargaining (Rosenfeld and Kalleberg, 1991), male—female dif
ferences in work-related preferences (Ross and Mirowsky, 1996;
Rowe anq Snizek, 1995), career interruption, part-time workers
S cremtiine (Brereton, 1990). Policy debates have also led to re-
search c<?ncentrated on legislation on comparable worth, equal
Opportumtie.s,- and reverse discrimination, as well as the working
g(lmr and mlmmum. wage legislation (Baron and Newman, 1990;
ackburn, 1995; Figart and Lapidus, 1995; Rubery, 1993). Recent
research in the United States has pointed to a shrinking of the
Wage gap, although the reasons have as much to do with increas-
e lne’quality in the earnings of white men as improvements i

women’s earnings (Bernhardt, Morris and Handcock, 1995).
Worljlz(:)miz ]>IOVerty. perspective, however, it is the concentration of
wage gap alo‘;‘”-f}?d employment rather than the male—female
B Wgh te Hentlre spectrum of pay rates that is of primary
holds that the oo ness et al call the “pin-money” hypothess
KR o € over-representation of women amongst the low-paid
count for Onlmportance for pov.erty because women’s earnings ac-
find that wo;;:n:smau I?ropo'rtlon .Of family income. However, they
important role : earn,mgs L .Brltain are playing an increasingly
role in keeping families out of poverty (Harkness, Ma-
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chin and Waldfogel, 1997). Rubery (1993) argues that the current
wage structure reflects an outdated model of social and family or-
ganisation, and that much poverty is now the result of women
seeking economic independence in a market which regards them
as subordinate family members.

Intra-Household Inequality and Poverty

Most research on poverty relies on income as the measure of living
standards or poverty status, and adopts the household as the
income sharing unit. (A household is conventionally defined as a
single person or group of people regularly living in the same
accommodation and sharing catering arrangements — not neces-
sarily relatives.) This means that either a household’s income is
below an income poverty line and everyone in that household will
be counted as poor, or income is not below the poverty line and
none of them will be counted as poor. While reliance on the
household (and on income) has many advantages, it may mask
significant inequalities between household members, and the im-
plications these may have for poverty among women. Studies by
Davies and Joshi (1994) and by Findlay and Wright (1996), for
example, illustrate that the assumptions made regarding the
sharing of income within households could have a crucial impact
on measurement of the incidence of poverty. A major challenge in
dealing with issues of intra-household distribution of resources,
however, is in the difficulty involved in measuring inequalities in
this respect.

It is also important to consider not only inequalities within ex-
isting households but also what would happen to the household
members as individuals if they were to disperse. The fact that
women’s access to the economic resources of the household is con-
tingent on remaining in the relationship with the main breadwin-
ner has particular implications in the event of marital breakdown.
Research in other countries has shown that women and children
fare worse than men economically in the event of divorce (Arditti,
1997; Finnie, 1993). Other lines of research in this area indicate
that women’s access to pension benefits is also affected detrimen-
tally by divorce, and by the reduced number of years spent in paid
work because of childcare and household responsibilities (Ginn
and Arber, 1991; Hatch, 1990; Meyer, 1990).
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Research on access to non-economic resources centers on
whether the responsibility for children and for housework is une-
qually distributed between men and women (Doucet, 1995). Be-
cause of differences in time spent caring for children and on
housework, women’s labour force participation is limited in terms
of the distance they can travel to work, the need to find scarce
childcare or interrupt their careers, and their freedom to travel as
part of the job (Howell and Bronson, 1996; Semyonov and Epstein,
1991; Presser and Hermsen, 1996). The unequal distribution of
responsibility for unpaid housework also reduces women’s access
to 'leisure time (Green and Woodward, 1990), with the gender gap
being more marked in “high family workload” situations (Shaw,
1991). Intra-household inequalities, then, may take the form of
unequal access at a given point in time to the economic resources
of a household (so that, for instance, more resources are available
to men than to women and children); unequal contingent access to
these resources (so that leaving the marriage would mean a
greater loss of resources to one partner than to the other); or une-
qual access to non-economic resources such as leisure time. ;

Psychological research has suggested that men and women view
and accept responsibility differently. Heimer ( 1996), for instance,
suggests that while men accept responsibilities as strategic oppor-
t}mities or investments, women view responsibilities as fates that
limit their capacities to strategise and invest outside the family,
which often means putting the needs of others ahead of one’s own.

Irish Research on Women and Poverty

Research on poverty in Ireland in the 1970s and into the 19808
presented a picture of the overall extent of poverty and the types
of household most at risk, relying on data from administrative
statistics and the Household Budget Surveys of 1973 and 1980
(O Cinnéide, 1972; Kennedy 1981: Roche, 1984; Joyce and
McCashin, 1982; Rottman, Hannan, Hardiman and Wiley 1982.
For a review see Callan, Nolan et al (1989), Chapter 3). Most of
the emphasis in these studies was on the variation in poverty risk
and composition of the poor by labour force status of the house-
hold head, urban/rural location, age and lifecycle stage, and
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household composition.' Particular groups which emerged as fac-
ing a relatively high risk included some households headed by
women (rather than a couple or man), notably widows in the early
1970s, and the overall risk for men versus women was on occasion
presented — for example, by Roche (1984). However, feminisation
of poverty had not emerged as a concern at that point, nor was the
possible implication for women’s poverty of intra-household
inequalities an important theme in this research.

The first results published from the analysis of poverty using
the 1987 ESRI household survey, in Callan, Nolan et al (1989),
included an analysis of trends over time in the risk facing female-
headed versus male-headed households (with the latter including
couple-headed households). This showed the risk of being below
income poverty lines declining sharply for female-headed house-
holds between 1973 and 1987. As a result, by 1987 female-headed
households faced a below-average risk of falling below half mean
income and a marginally above-average risk of falling below 60
per cent of that mean, whereas at the start of the period they had
a very much higher risk than other households at both these lines.
This was seen to reflect the substantial improvement over the pe-
riod in the relative position of the elderly (see Callan, Nolan et al,
(1989), Table 7.6, p. 100). Analysis at the level of the narrower tax
unit rather than household showed female-headed tax units at
about or below the average poverty risk.

Around the same time, Daly (1989) reviewed available evidence
on various aspects of women and poverty in Ireland, including
women’s experience of poverty; the relationship between women’s
work and poverty, the social welfare system and women, women’s
access to education; housing and the law; and, poverty and
women’s health. Daly placed particular emphasis on the argument
that women and perhaps children are likely to be undercounted in
poverty figures that are based on household or family income. She
sought to identify particular groups of women likely to be most at
risk of poverty, notably women rearing children on their own;
elderly women; Travellers and homeless women; women in low-

' Kennedy (1981), for example, had separate chapters on urban poverty, rural
poverty, poverty and old people, and poverty and homelessness but not on
women and poverty.
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paymg j({bs; and some women working full-time in the home. The
1nformat1‘on employed to support conclusions about the poverty
rates facing some of these groups and the shortcomings of the
conventional usage of the household as income recipient unit was
howeve’r, extremely patchy.” In discussing the particular nature o%
women's experience of poverty and survival strategies, the role of
control and management of resources within the household was
emphasised drawing on British evidence.

I'Jow pay in general, but affecting many women, had been the
subJeFt of studies by Blackwell (1986) and McMahon (1987)
flrawmg on data from around 1980, with Blackwell (1987) focus-
ing §peciﬁcally on low pay and women. The 1987 ESRI survey
provided the basis for Nolan’s (1993) analysis of the extent and
composition of low pay at that date, which brought out once again
the much higher probability of low pay for women than men em-
ployees and the concentration of low-paid women in certain sec-
tors. It also quantified the extent to which, even after controlling
fOT age, marital status, education, occupational group and indus-
trial sector, women faced a higher probability than men of being
low paid (see Callan, Nolan et al, 1989, Table 7.6, p. 100).

. Further research based on the 1987 ESRI survey covered a va-
I?ety f)f other areas relating to women and poverty, as summa-
rised in Callan’s chapter on “Poverty and Gender Inequality” in
tl:le overview volume edited by Nolan and Callan (1994). This re-
viewed the results of studies dealing with the risk of poverty for
women versus men and for female-headed versus other house-
holds and tax units, labour market participation by women and
the factors affecting it, and male—female wage differentials. These
results are described in more detail in Callan and Farrell (1991
a.nd Callan and Wren ( 1994), and we will not attempt to summa-
f‘lse them again here. In the same volume, Whelan (1994) (draw-
Ing on the more detailed Whelan, Hannan and Creighton, 1991)
looked at the impact of unemployment and poverty on levels of
PSyCh?logical distress, including the impact on wives of their hus-
bands unemployment. This showed for example that husbands’
unemployment resulted in heightened levels of psychological dis-

2 -
The same is true of

D ; 1 s e t
o Mt uffy’s (1994) discussion of poverty among a similar s€
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tress for wives when it resulted in the household being in poverty,
but not otherwise.

Rottman’s (1994) chapter “Allocating Money Within House-
holds: Better Off Poorer?” in the same volume summarises the
results of his in-depth study for the Combat Poverty Agency of the
way resources are distributed within households (Rottman, 1993).
This used results from a follow-up to the 1987 ESRI survey car-
ried out in 1989, which contained questions on the way family fi-
nances were managed. This allowed households to be classified
into different management/allocation systems — for example,
where one person is responsible for all routine purchases from a
“kitty”, or there is shared management or independent manage-
ment by the two spouses. An exploratory analysis was also carried
out of the consequences that alternative allocation systems had
for the standard of living enjoyed by different family members,
based on a very limited set of measures such as access to personal
spending money. The conclusions reached were that the conse-
quences of how household finances are managed are quite signifi-
cant for the well-being of individual members, but that — tenta-
tively — the results did not lend credence to the notion that sub-
stantial numbers of women and children live in “hidden poverty”
in non-poor households. Analysis by Cantillon (1994, 1997) and
Cantillon and Nolan (1998) on this topic using non-monetary indi-
cators from the 1987 ESRI survey, which came to similar conclu-
sions, is discussed in detail in Chapter 6 below.

A vivid picture of, among other things, the way women manage
resources in low income families in a particular Dublin community
is given in O'Neill’s (1992) study, also for the Combat Poverty
Agency. This aims to convey a picture of different aspects of how
poverty is experienced in that community, largely in the words of
women living there. A number of detailed case studies are also pre-
sented, bringing out, inter alia, the strain on women coping with
family poverty and the effect this has on their physical and psy-
chological health. (The earlier Combat Poverty publication by
Hayes (1990) describing and evaluating three women’s projects also
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provides valuable contextual information on wo
poverty).’

Lone parents, a particularly high poverty risk group among
w?men, have also been the subject of a number of recent studies.’
Millar, Davies and Leaper (1992) and McCashin (1993) provided
analysis of the extent and nature of lone parenthood and how this
evolved over time, together with a discussion of options for policy.
McCashin (1996) presents the results of a qualitative in-depth
study of a small number of lone parents in one area of Dublin, in-
cluding their routes into lone parenthood, support networks,
financial circumstances and aspirations for the future. High in-
come poverty rates and rates of deprivation were indeed found for
t?lese lone mothers. The findings emphasised the positive aspira-
tions of many of the lone mothers to work or return to work when
their children were older, the importance of childcare in making
that possible, and the central role child benefit plays as a stable
and direct payment to mothers (whether lone parents or not).
McCashin (1997) provides an updated analysis of demographic
a.nd socio-economic trends in relation to lone parenthood, high-
hgl:fting data and measurement problems, and examines partici-
pation in the labour market by lone parents and how that might
be advanced.

We will not attempt to deal here with the range of other recent
studies which, while clearly of relevance, are not directly focused
on WOfl‘len and poverty. These include research on gender differ-
ences in education (e.g. Kelleghan and Fontes, 1988; Lynch, 1989;
Hannan et al, 1996), women’s health (e.g. Wiley and Merriman,
1996), the costs of children (e.g. Conniffe and Keogh, 1988; Carney
et al, 1994), women’s employment and unemployment (e.g. Black-
well, 1989; Walsh, 1993; Durkan, 1995; Sexton and O’Connell,
1997; Smyth, 1997), marital breakdown (including Ward, 1991;
and Fahey and Lyons, 1995), and the various discussions of tax

men’s experience of

3 A

Els)gll\\snng on such qualitative studies and the published results from the

able onutl:::::is(}i;a?aml(lgg‘i) presented a review of the evidence then avail-
a : :

low income in Ix-e]angfl Y poverty and the experience of mothers coping on 2

* See also Richardson an

Sl i Tt d Winston’s (1989) study based on a sample of non-

Dublin’s maternity hospitals.
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and social welfare reforms which would inter alia affect women
(for example, Callan and Nolan, 1994; McCashin, 1997; Clarke
and Healy, 1997; Callan, O’'Donoghue and O’Neill, 1994).

The final piece of research to be discussed here, and a key point
of departure for the present study, is Callan et al’s (1996) presen-
tation of first results from the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey car-
ried out by the ESRI. As discussed in more detail in Chapter 2,
this showed, among other things, an increase between 1987 and
1994 in the risk of income poverty facing single adult households,
the elderly, and households headed by someone working full-time
in the home — with a good deal of overlap between these groups.
A related finding was a sharp increase in the risk of poverty fac-
ing households headed by a woman, whereas the risk for those
headed by a man or a couple was rather stable over the period
(see Callan et al, 1996, Table 5.6, p. 94). This represented a rever-
sal of the downward trend in poverty risk of female-headed
households which took place between 1973 and 1987, and ex-
plaining why it occurred is an important element in the present
study.

The Data

The data to be employed in this study come from two large-scale
household surveys carried out by the ESRI. The first is the Survey
of Income Distribution, Poverty and Usage of State Services car-
ried out in 1987, which obtained responses from a sample of 3,294
households, with a response rate of 64 per cent of valid addresses
contacted. The sampling frame was the Register of Electors and
the survey was designed to provide a national sample from the
population resident in private households. The sample has been
reweighted to correct for non-response, on the basis of four vari-
ables — number of adults in the household, urban/rural location,
age and socio-economic group of household head — using external
information from the much larger Labour Force Survey. The
representativeness of this sample data has been validated by
comparison with a variety of external information, and it has been
used extensively in research on poverty and tax and social welfare
policy in Ireland. A full description of the survey is in Callan,
Nolan et al. (1989), and an overview of that research is in Nolan

and Callan (1994).




12

Women and Poverty in Ireland

The more recent source of data is the 1994 Living in Ireland
Surv.ey, the first wave of the Irish element of the European Com-
munity Household Panel (ECHP) being carried out for Eurostat by
the ESRI. This obtained information from 4,048 households, a re-
spopse rate of 62.5 per cent of valid addresses contacted; once
again the Electoral Register was the sampling frame and the re-
§ponses were reweighted to accord with the Labour Force Survey
in terms of key household characteristics. Results from this sur-
vey on the extent of household poverty have been published in
Qallan et al (1996), which also contains a comprehensive descrip-
tion of the survey itself. We will provide more details of the infor-
ma.ltion obtained in the survey at the relevant points throughout
this study. Since the 1994 survey, the same sample of households
has been reinterviewed each year by the ESRI, as part of the
EpHP Survey. The data this gathers will in the near future pro-
vide a basis for an updated profile of poverty in Ireland up to

199.7" For the present, however, we concentrate on analysis of the
position up to the mid-1990s.

Outline of the Study

Our focus in the next two chapters is on households, the risk of
pov.erty facing households of different types, and in particular the
position of those headed by a woman rather than by a man or cou-
ple (defined more precisely below). The objective is to analyse how
the risk of poverty has changed over the period between 1987 and
.1994’ and identify the factors which have produced a significant
Increase in the risk facing households headed by a woman.
C'hapter 2 presents an overview of trends in poverty risk, then
discusses factors which may be expected to influence poverty Tisk,
how these have evolved over the period, and how they would affect
female-headed households in particular. Chapter 3 then employs
the more formal techniques of regression analysis to identify the
key factors at work over the period.

Chapter 4 looks at the poverty risk facing individual adult men
:II:: fWOme.n and how this changed between 1987 and 1994. While
are OCus 1s now on the individual, the identification of those wWho
hou::}?:l:i,er:us non-poor is still on the basis of the income of the
these g w.hl ch they are members. We then bring together

results with those of Chapters 2 and 3, to inform a discus-
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sion of how best to develop a system of classifying households that
goes beyond characteristics of the “household head”, and captures
the main factors responsible for differences across households in
poverty risk.

Chapter 5 focuses on women in employment. It outlines overall
trends in women’s participation in the paid labour force and
analyses the extent to which women’s earnings fall below com-
monly used low pay benchmarks. It then looks at how many of the
women who are low paid also live in poor households, and the con-
tribution which low-paid women’s earnings make to keeping
households out of poverty. The impact of unemployment versus
employment on psychological distress levels for women is exam-
ined and compared with the position for men. Finally, policy is-
sues around the obstacles facing women who want to take up paid
employment are discussed.

Chapter 6 focuses on the distribution of resources and living
standards within the household, and the implications of any dis-
parities in living standards between household members for pov-
erty. Conventional methods of analysis of poverty and income ine-
quality take the household or the narrower family as the income
recipient unit, and assume resources are shared so that each indi-
vidual in a given household/family has the same standard of liv-
ing. Women’s poverty within households with incomes above the
poverty line could then be hidden, as could the extent to which
women within poor households disproportionately suffer the con-
sequences in terms of reduced consumption. Chapter 6 employs
data on non-monetary indicators of deprivation to directly meas-
ure deprivation at the level of the individual. As well as analysing
differences between spouses, it also looks at the role which house-
hold, narrower family and individual incomes play in influencing
individual deprivation levels.

Chapter 7 brings together the conclusions of the study and dis-
cusses their implications for policy and for future research.
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Chapter 2

THE POVERTY RISK OF
FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS

Introduction

As outlined in the introductory chapter, in 1987 female-headed
households faced a similar risk to other households of being poor,
but the risk of poverty for female-headed households had risen
significantly by 1994 (Callan, Nolan, et al, 1996). The central
objective of this chapter is to analyse what happened to poverty
over this period in greater depth in order to understand what pro-
duced that trend. As is conventional in this type of study, we will
be focusing on poverty risk and incidence, so it is important to
define these terms at the outset. Suppose one applies a particular
poverty standard, and distinguishes different groups or categories
of household (on whatever basis). The risk of poverty for a
particular group is then the percentage of households in that
group that are poor. The incidence of poverty, on the other hand,
is the percentage of all poor households coming from the group in
question.

The chapter first presents an overview of trends in poverty risk
for different types of household. It then discusses factors that may
be expected to influence poverty risk, and how they evolved over
the period. Finally the chapter summarises the conclusions, which
guide the more formal regression analysis to be presented in
Chapter 3.

The Overall Pattern 1987-1994

We begin by looking at the risk and incidence of poverty for
households of different types. The focus here on the structure of
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the household with reference to the “household head”, and the con-
cept and identification of the household head is central to our dis-
cussion, so it requires some discussion at this point. The concept of
the household head or household reference person is conventionally
adopted in household surveys and their analysis, for convenience
and tractability. The way in which that individual is identified
varies. For example, in the Household Budget Survey or the Census
of Population, (CSO, 1997) does not give an explicit instruction as
to who is to be taken as the head of household. It is left to respon-
dents to determine who is the appropriate person. The CSO report
that the person whom the household regards as its head is “gener-
ally the person who either owns the accommodation or in whose
name it is being rented” (CSO, 1997, p. 207). The accommodation
may of course be owned or rented by a couple.

The responses to the 1987 and 1994 surveys indicate that, in
more than 90 per cent of cases where the head in this sense is a
couple, the respondent identifies the male partner as head. In the
context of the European Community Household Panel, Eurostat
identifies the household reference person explicitly as the owner
or tenant of the accommodation, but in cases where two persons
are equally responsible for the accommodation specifies that the
older of the two be used as the reference person. This will of
course also usually be the male in a couple, but does not leave the
choice up to the household. While leaving the choice to respon-
dents can be seen as having some advantages, it is problematic in
that there is no way of knowing on what basis the choice has been
made, and it may itself depend on which household member hap-
pens to be interviewed first.

We will return in Chapter 4 to the issue of whether there is a
more satisfactory way to categorise households than on the basis
of characteristics of the “head” or reference person. In this chap-
ter, our priority is to investigate in greater depth earlier findings
on thfa trends in poverty when households are categorised this
way, in pax:ticular insofar as they affect households “headed” by
\:lc:;f:.;: il: én;\;vever, important to set out precisely what this

an and Wren (1994) and Callan ef q] (1996), we

distinguish three distinct household t
ypes: households head
a couple, households where the frmpic

head is a “single” man, and
households where the head is a “single” woman — where “single”
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includes widowed, divorced or separated, as well as never mar-
ried. This means that female-headed households are those where
the person owning or renting the accommodation is a woman who
does not have a partner in the household.

Table 2.1 shows the risk and incidence of poverty in 1987 and
1994 for households in the ESRI samples for those years, distin-
guishing these household types. Among households headed by a
couple we have further distinguished those without children living
in the household and those with children (of any age) in the
household. Couple households may have other individuals living
in the household as well, such as a parent of one of the partners.
Among households headed by a single man or woman we have fur-
ther distinguished one-person households, lone parent households
and others. Lone parents are where the “head” is not living with a
spouse or partner but is living with his or her own children of any
age. (As with the couple households, there may be other individu-
als living in the household as well — such as a brother or sister of
the lone parent, or the children’s grandparent.) “Others” then
comprise households where the head or reference person is living
with others but not his or her children: these consist of unrelated
persons (such as a group of young people) or related persons (most
often brothers and/or sisters) sharing accommodation.

We see from Table 2.1 that, first of all, the sample is dominated
by households headed by a couple. These accounted for 69 per cent
of all households in 1987, but had dropped to 62 per cent by 1994.
In both years, over three-quarters of couple households had chil-
dren of the couple living in the household as well. Households
consisting of an adult living alone accounted for 17 per cent of the
sample in 1987, but this was up to 22 per cent by 1994 — and in
slightly more than half of these the adult was a woman. Male lone
parent households were very rare in both years, accounting for
less than two per cent of all households. Female lone parent
households increased from seven to 10 per cent of all households.
The “other” category accounted for about five per cent of all
households in both years, and is fairly evenly divided between
those where the head is male and those where the head is female.
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TABLE 2.1: RISK AND INCIDENCE OF POVERTY BY WHETHER FEMALE
HEAD AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE IN 1987 AND 1994

1987 1994
% below | % of Poor % of |% below|% of Poor| % of
50% House- | Sample 50% | House- | Sample
line holds House- line holds House-
holds holds
Couple households
Couple, 114 8.5 12.2 10.6 7.5 13.3
no children
Couple with 18.9 66.2 57.0 18.6 47.6 48.2
children
Male head
One person 22.5 9.9 7.2 20.7 11.8 10.7
Lone parent 17.3 1.8 1.7 114 0.9 1.5
Other 15.6 3.3 3.5 6.3 0.9 2.8
Female head
One person 3.8 2.2 9.4 244 14.6 11.3
Lone parent 17.4 7.6 7:1 31.7 16.5 9.8
Other 3.2 04 2.0 1.0 0.1 24
All households
One person 11.9 12.1 16.6 22.6 26.5 22.0
Couple, no 114 8.5 12:2 10.6 1.5 13.3
children
Couple with 18.9 66.2 57.0 18.6 47.6 48.2
children :
Lone parent 173 9.4 8.8 29.0 17.4 11.3
Other 111 3.7 5.4 3.8 199 § 5.2

The first and fourth columns of Table 2.1 show the poverty risk for
households of different types in 1987 and 1994, respectively.' Here
we .use the 50 per cent relative income poverty line, and the
equivalence scale which uses a “weight” of 1 for the first adult,

Lkt
Minor revisions in data and wei, i
: ghts mean that there are slight differences
between the poverty risks reported here and those in Callan et al (1996).
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0.66 for each other adult, and 0.33 for each child in the household.
The following can be seen as important trends in the risk of pov-
erty over the period:

e The poverty risk remained substantially unchanged for couple
households between 1987 and 1994. The risk is higher for cou-
ples with children (about 19 per cent) than it is for couples
without children (about 11 per cent).

e The poverty risk for women living alone increased substan-
tially between 1987 and 1994, from four per cent to 24 per
cent. In 1987 women living alone were much less likely than
men living alone to be poor, but by 1994 the risk was slightly
higher for these women (24 per cent) than for men (21 per
cent).

e In 1987 lone parent households faced roughly the same risk of
poverty as couples with children, and there was no difference
between male and female lone parents. By 1994, however, the
risk had increased sharply for female lone parents who were
household heads.

Next, the second and fifth columns of Table 2.1 show the incidence
of poverty for each household type — the proportion of all poor
households that fall into each of the categories. Incidence will be a
function of the total number of households of this type in the
population, and of the risk of poverty faced by different types of
household. Most poor households are couple households in both
periods, because this is the most common household type, but
with the proportion falling between 1987 and 1994. In 1987 about
two thirds of poor households consisted of couples with children,
and a further nine per cent consisted of couples without children.
By 1994, couples with children accounted for just under half of all
poor households, while couples without children made up an addi-
tional eight per cent of poor households.

Individuals living alone made up about 12 per cent of poor
households in 1987, but this had more than doubled to about 26
per cent by 1994. In the earlier period, most of the poor living
alone were men, but by 1994 slightly more than half were women.
As we saw earlier, the increase in the incidence of poverty among
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one-person households was driven mainly by the increased risk of
poverty faced by women living alone. Only about one poor house-
hold in ten in 1987 was headed by a lone parent. By 1994, this
had increased to about 18 per cent. The increase, again, resulted
mainly from the increase in risk faced by households headed by a
female lone parent.

Overall, then, when we look at different household types it is
clear that the changes in poverty risk between 1987 and 1994 re-
flect a worsening situation for households headed by a woman. In
the following sections we will explore the factors responsible for
this change. We first present in the remainder of this chapter an
overview of the factors to be considered and how they evolved over

the period, before turning in Chapter 3 to a more formal regres-
sion analysis.

Factors Influencing the Risk of Poverty

In the main, female-headed households are made up of women
living alone and lone parents, as we saw in Table 2.1. We have
already seen in the previous section that both of these groups
have a higher risk of poverty than households headed by a couple.
The risk of poverty for women living alone rose from a low initial
r.at:e in 1987 to a rate that is somewhat higher than that for men
living alone by 1994, and the poverty risk for female lone parents
also increased substantially in this period.

. There are a number of possible reasons why the risk of poverty
might have increased for women living alone:

* Young single women may have become more likely to move to

independent accommodation at an earlier stage. The gap in
poverty' risk between single men and women in 1987 and the
narrowing of this gap by 1994 suggests that the living ar-

rfm.gements of young men and women may be becoming more
similar.

Oider single women with low incomes may have become less

likely to share accommodation with relatives (such as a
brother or sister).

* Widowed women may have beco

me more likel i
i Wit o feimi b ikely to live alone
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e Marital breakdown may have led to an increase in the number
of separated or divorced women with low incomes living alone.

All of these patterns assume a change in the trend of living ar-
rangements, which leads to smaller household sizes. If, for exam-
ple, a young woman who is unemployed or has low earnings
switches from living with her widowed mother on a widow’s
non-contributory pension to living alone, the result might be two
poor households rather than a single non-poor household.

In the case of female lone parents, we may have a similar set of
changes in living arrangements and relationships that underlie
the risk of poverty:

e A greater proportion of lone parent households may consist of
unmarried or separated/divorced women with children, with a
higher risk of poverty than those consisting of older, often
widowed women with adult children.

e The proportion of older (usually widowed) mothers who have
adult children in the household may be reduced if adult chil-
dren leave home earlier, so that widows become more likely to
be living alone or with dependent children only.

We can now list in Table 2.2 the factors that we would expect to
have an impact on the poverty risk of female-headed households,
and how they will be incorporated into the regression models to be
analysed in the next chapter. In that analysis the focus is on non-
couple households and the point of comparison will be households
headed by a male. We know at the outset that female-headed
households face a higher risk of poverty in 1994 than in 1987. The
analysis will explore whether this increased risk is accounted for
by differences with respect to factors such as living arrangements
and labour force participation.

Female Versus Male Head

The sex of the household head is the first factor to be taken into
account. It is measured in the regression model via a dummy vari-
able where households headed by a woman are given a value of 1
and those headed by a man (not by a couple) are given the value 0.
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TABLE 2.2: LIST OF FACTORS INFLUENCING RISK OF POVERTY FOR

NON-COUPLE HOUSEHOLDS

Head is female versus male
Number of adults in household
Number of children (age under 18) in household
Age of head
Marital status of head
¢ Separated/divorced
0 Widowed
0 Never married
Household type
0  One person
0 Lone parent and children (with or without other persons)
0 Other household type (non-relatives; siblings; etc.)
Life cycle stage
0 Pre-family (age under 45, no children in household)
Youngest child age 0—4
Youngest child 5-9
Youngest child 10-17
Youngest child 18+

Post-family (age over 45, no children in household)
Labour force status of head

0 Head at work for pay

Head unemployed

Head retired

Head engaged on home duties
Head in other economic status
Social class of head
Professional/managerial (1 and 2)
Other non-manual (Social class 3)
Skilled manual (Social class 4)
Semi-skilled manual (Social class 5)
Unskilled manual (Social class 6)

Social class unknown (Social class 7)
Number of other adults at work

Number of other adults unemployed

S O O O Ol N
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Number of Adults and Children

The next characteristics to be considered are the number of adults
(individuals over age 18) and the number of children (under 18) in
the household (not necessarily children of the household head).
Since children add to the “needs” of the household without adding
to its income, we would expect that, all other things being equal, a
greater number of children would be associated with an increased
risk of poverty. This difference in “needs” is incorporated into the
equivalence scale used in deriving the poverty status of the
household. The equivalence scale used here gives the first adult in
the household a weight of 1; subsequent adults (age 14 and over)
are given a weight of 0.66 and children (age under 14) are given a
weight of 0.33.

The equivalence scale counts as children those under 14 since
we would expect the resource needs of a 15-17 year-old to be
closer to those of an adult than of a younger child, whereas in
looking at factors predicting poverty, we count under-18s since
most in the 15-17 age range will not be contributing to household
income.

Additional adults increase a household’s need for income, but
they also have the potential to add to the household’s income
through income from employment or social welfare transfers.

Table 2.3 shows the average number of adults and the average
number of children in different household types in 1987 and 1994."
Households headed by a couple with children unsurprisingly have
more adults than lone parent households, but the gap between
them had increased by 1994 because the average number of adults
in female lone parent households fell. By 1994, female lone parent
households with children had fewer adults, on average, than any
of the other households consisting of adults and children. House-
holds consisting of couples and children have an average of two
children, whereas lone parent households have one on average.
However, for female lone parent households, that average in-
creased from 0.9 in 1987 to 1.3 in 1994. There was virtually no
change in average size over the period for households consisting of
couples without children.

* This is equivalence scale “A” described in Callan, et al (1996), p. 65.
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TABLE 2.3: AVERAGE NUMBERS OF ADULTS AND CHILDREN BY

WHETHER FEMALE HEAD AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE IN 1987 AND 1994

1987 1994
Average Average Average Average
number number number number
adults children adults children
Couple households
Couple, no children 2.03 0.02 2.03 0.00
Couple with children 2.66 2.02 2.75 1.98
Male head
One person 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Lone parent 2.24 -0.69 2.24 0.70
Other 2.61 0.23 2.32 0.08
Female head
One person 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Lone parent 2.28 0.93 1.98 1.32
Other 2.56 0.10 2.30 0.07
All households
One person 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00
Couple, no children 2.03 0.02 2.03 0.00
Couple with children 2.66 2.02 2.75 1.98
Lone parent 2.27 0.89 2.01 1.24
[Qther 5.0 . 2.59 0.18 2.31 0.07

Life-Cycle Stage

The life-cycle stage of the household is likely to influence poverty
risk for a number of reasons, including its implications for labour
force participation of household members. When children are
young, the mother may have fewer hours available to work in paid
emploment. As children grow older, they themselves begin to
earn prior to setting up households in their own right. The sum-
mary measure of life-cycle stage used here is based on the age of
the youngest child of the household head, or on the age of the
head (or female partner in couple households) for households

where the head does not have children living in the household.
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The age groups of children are the pre-school years (age under
five), age five to 10, age 10 to 17 and age 18 and over. Households
where the head has no children and is under age 45 are consid-
ered “pre-family” households, while those where the head is over
age 45 are “post-family” households. There is a certain arbitrari-
ness involved in the choice of this age cut-off, but the majority of
those regarded as pre-family are under 35 and the majority of
those regarded as post-family are over 55, so the exact choice of
year would not make much difference.

We see from Table 2.4 that the main changes in composition of
the sample between 1987 and 1994 were a decline in the propor-
tion of households where the youngest child is under age four, and
increases in the proportion of households where the head is at the
pre-family or the post-family life cycle-stage. The drop in house-
holds with young children mainly affected couple households,
while the increases in pre- and post-family households mainly
involved the non-couple households.

This life-cycle classification is then seen to capture a consider-
able amount of variation in poverty risk. In both years, the risk
was lowest for pre-family households and households with at least
one grown-up child still living at home. There was a shift in the
relative position of these two groups, however, with pre-family
households having the lowest risk of poverty in 1987, and those
containing grown children having the lowest risk in 1994. In fact,
the risk increased slightly in this period for pre-family house-
holds, and decreased slightly for households with grown children.
The low risk of poverty for households with grown children was
true in 1994 for households headed by couples, by males and by
females.

The risk of poverty was highest in both years in households
with children under 18 — with a tendency for the risk to be great-
est for households with younger children — and rose over the
period. The risk is substantially higher for female lone parent
households than for couple households, however; and for that
group the increase over the period from 1987 to 1994 was
particularly marked. Post-family couple households occupied an
intermediate position in terms of poverty risk in both periods, but
the risk of poverty faced by post-family female-headed households
increased substantially between 1987 and 1994.
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Age

Age and life-cycle stage are closely related, but age is also in-
cluded in the model as a continuous variable. As shown in Table
2.5, in 1994 younger households (where the head is under 30)
faced the highest risk of poverty and older ones (aged 65 or over)
the lowest risk. However, this varies across household types. For
couple households, there was a consistent decline in the risk of
poverty with age, whereas in 1987 the only variation had been the
relatively low poverty rate for the elderly. For female-headed
households, poverty rates increased for all age groups between
1987 and 1994 and were then highest for those aged 30-44. The
age pattern for male-headed households is different: in both years,

the risk of poverty is by far the highest for the 45 to 64 age group
with a sharp drop after retirement age.

Marital Status

The marital status categories for non-couple households distin-
guish between household heads who are divorced or separated,
widowed, and never married. Although the number of cases where
the household head is divorced or separated is small (12 per cent
of all non-couple households), the inclusion of this variable in the
model will allow us to assess the extent to which marital break-
down has implications for poverty risk. In general, among those
receiving social welfare transfers we might expect widowed
individuals to have a lower risk of poverty than never-married
individuals to the extent that they are entitled to non-means
tested Survivor’s Benefit payments, which they may receive in
addition to any income from employment. Table 2.6 shows the
marital status for household heads living alone and those who
were lone parents in the 1987 and 1994 samples.

We see that among one-person households, men living alone

are most likely to have never married, while women living alone
are most likely to be widowed. There was a substantial increase in
the proportion of women living alone who never married over the
period, suggesting that young single women were more likely to
set up independent households by 1994. Turning to lone parents,
while the proportion of male lone parents who were separated or

The Poverty Risk of Female-headed Households

TABLE 2.5: RISK AND INCIDENCE OF POVERTY BY WHETHER FEMALE HEAD AND AGE GROUP OF HEAD IN 1987 AND

1994
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divorced doubled from eight to 16 per cent between the two years,
widowhood remains by far the most common marital status. None
of the male lone parents in our sample were never married. The
major change for female lone parents was the large increase in the
proportion who had never married, although the proportion who
were separated or divorced also increased, while the proportion
who were widowed dropped substantially. To the extent that wid-
owhood is associated with a lower risk of poverty for lone parents
than never having married or being separated, then, this could
potentially account for a substantial proportion of the increased
risk of poverty for female lone parents between 1987 and 1994.

TABLE 2.6: MARITAL STATUS OF HEAD BY SEX FOR ADULTS LIVING
ALONE AND LONE PARENTS, 1987 AND 1994

1987 1994
One Person | Lone Parent | One Person | Lone Parent
% % % %

Male
Separated/divorced 94 7.8 7.8 16.3
Widowed 21.} 92.2 19.6 83.7
Never Married 69.4 0.0 72.5 0.0

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Female
Separated/divorced 3.7 25.0 3.9 30.7
Widowed 67.4 68.5 55.6 47.2
Never Married 29.0 6.5 40.5 22.1

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Economic Status and Social Class

In previous research on poverty in Ireland and elsewhere the
economic status of the household head was found to be a major
predictor of poverty status. In particular, where the head is un-
employed or ill/disabled the risk of poverty is generally high. In
addition, though, between 1987 and 1994 the poverty risk of
households where the head is engaged in what is conventionally
termed in labour force categorisations “home duties” — in other
words working full-time in the home — has been seen to have
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increased substantially (Callan et al 1996, p. 96). Table 2.7 shows
the poverty status of households of different types according to the
labour force status of the household head.’ (In couple households,
the labour force status of the male partner is shown in this table;
in the next chapter, we will look in more detail at the impact of
women’s paid work on the poverty risk of couple households.)

For couple households and households headed by men, the
greatest risk of poverty is faced by those where the head is unem-
ployed. This pattern held true in both 1987 and 1994, with the risk
of poverty for couple households with an unemployed head in-
creasing slightly while it remained substantially the same for male-
headed households. Households with unemployed female heads
faced a lower poverty risk, but account for less than one per cent of
sample households. Overall, households with an unemployed head
accounted for about one-third of poor households in both years.

Households headed by someone who is ill or disabled faced a
relatively high risk and a substantial increase in the risk of pov-
erty between 1987 and 1994. Among female-headed households,
this is the household type that faces the highest risk of poverty in
1994. Overall, however, because the proportion of households
headed by someone who is ill or disabled is low, these households
account for a relatively small proportion of all poor households.

While the risk of poverty faced by households headed by a
woman working full-time in the home is not as high as that faced
by households with an unemployed or disabled head, it rose from
10 to 37 per cent between 1987 and 1994, and was then about
twice the overall poverty rate. Because a substantial proportion of
all households in 1994 were headed by a woman engaged in home
duties, such households accounted for over one in four poor
households in 1994, a dramatic increase on the figure of under
seven per cent in 1987. What Table 2.7 also brings out is that the
risk of poverty is very low where the head is at work, particularly
where the head is an employee. Thus among female-headed

households where the head is an employee, the poverty risk is
only three per cent.

' Once again there are sli
sented here and in Call
weights.

ght differences between some of the figures pre-
an et al (1996) due to minor revisions to data and

TABLE 2.7: RISK AND INCIDENCE OF POVERTY BY WHETHER FEMALE HEAD AND LABOUR FORCE (LF) STATUS OF

The Poverty Risk of Female-headed Households 33
%4 NI¥Qigio|vw|+ia NN WIO|m™
g LI~lw o|c|a| S| i1 B ) i) (] i
3 S N
23
by

Qo
T
¥ 8 66| oS|G [8| | sk ot e
&5 N
—c“cxg
= m
=
S ® clolmioic~|a
B HEINIDIE _ 2| oo
3 g sl il g i MR
S 3
8
Sy
3 ~iwiw ool -
©ololafwalndlo
§§ o ola|d|lodlo N ioim S|l
3 ™
28
3
LT
O | O
5 SIBIEIRIGIEIGIE ol=|alel~|o
l‘8§ Sldim|m|d|Fic] | Sl w|m|a| o
A -l o |
v-4“°~§
® 1R
§ gggs.—icﬁbi ok Fgl
§§ N |im -15
Mg
3
3
. <
g <
9 g |
= -4 )
3 = .
n {
|
-
i Z
wn
4| |3 3 |w| (B |3
|w§ EE ‘3 58% :o».%
° —
Q)Q-h-—-'n'ua l%Esggg
o > g al's 2 HE
a2 9 g|lE|S|IE|Bl8|l8elElEIElElE
.-.sn-g-:EggusgggE%a:ggi
GEEIHEHE R B EEIEE R

HEAD IN 1987 AND 1994*




34 Women and Poverty in Ireland
o+ R Bl Bl B R Rl R A B N @ NI [0lmg] W
[ Yioio|icico|lmimic ~i0|0 S| miolm|c
- o — | v
-lo wiolo|lwlolo|lalo olw|wio|lwic~|m|a
o oS Sim|H|© i o0l
N (2] i N
go :;ooco_b_m_eo’o SRR R~ TR IR R PN PN
OIS | B @ GBI~ Sioln|e]|~
] N B ) SRR ERI8S
olo :sggoqnqnqogo Sinimlio|ioin|~|m—
Slshala dtmi By hd Bt Bl Bl Ber
E SNEIEIEEEIE
of 1 Qo |m|woiwinv]
2 Q| Q0|
i S SIS I s‘,:@:"gg“‘i
' H N~ mi
(=1 B —
IREENEEEH AR EE R RRERRE
! b
! Nl i 33|58 °|
3
b
= o
g ]
5 =
1z 3
o -
3 E @ @ 8 o
- B Blw Q o o =
- =) el 4] > ]
- >l 0 pe) 1 [0 =] . s
8 g = el=a ol2 > © B
> El 5B s 5‘”9- 212 2
A R EEEHAEE R L
§12(B|El<|El2la|& 8B\ =8| E| 6|82 els
HHHHEHHEHHERHEHHEEEE
ZioldaR|S|S|2RZ2S

* Broken lines (-----) indicate that there were too few cases in the sample to provide a reliable estimate.

The Poverty Risk of Female-headed Households 35

Social Class

To distinguish households by social class we employ the Central
Statistics Office social class categories, based on the occupation
(or previous occupation) of the household head or reference
person. Farmers are assigned to the different social class catego-
ries based on the acreage farmed. Social class 1 includes higher
level professional and managerial occupations such as engineers,
managers, accountants, and doctors. Social class 2 includes lower
level professional and managerial occupations, many of which are
dominated by women, such as teachers and nurses, as well as
building contractors without employees and hotel or restaurant
managers. Social class 3 includes most routine non-manual occu-
pations such as clerical workers, typists, bookkeepers, cashiers,
chefs and cooks and computing machine operators. Social class 4
includes the skilled manual jobs such as carpenter/joiner, electri-
cian, fitters and fishermen. Social class 5 includes semi-skilled
manual occupations such as most production jobs in factories,
shop assistants, waiter/waitress, bar attendants. Social class 6
includes unskilled manual occupations such as labourers and
domestic and related workers (chambermaid, nanny, housekeeper,
kitchen porter, and washer-up).

We include a separate category (which we label category 7) for
cases where the social class is unknown. This often arises where
the individual has never worked in paid employment, which may
be true of many of the women in the sample, as well as of young
people who are still in full-time education. This group is included
as a separate category rather than omitting them from the analy-
sis. We would expect the risk of poverty to increase as we move
from the higher level professional and managerial social class to
the unskilled social class.

Numbers at Work | Unemployed

The economic status of other adults in the household is also con-
sidered by including measures of the number of other adults
(besides the household head) who are at work in paid employ-
ment, and the number who are unemployed. We would expect the
numbers at work to reduce poverty risk, and the numbers unem-
ployed to increase poverty risk. The impact of these factors may be
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smaller than the head’s economic status, however, since “other

adults” are often younger people in the household who are likely
to have lower earnings.

TABLE 2.8: AVERAGE NUMBERS WORKING FOR PAY AND

UNEMPLOYED BY WHETHER FEMALE HEAD AND HOUSEHOLD TYPE
IN 1987 AND 1994

1987 1994
Average no. | Average no. Average no. | Average no.
at work unemployed at work unemployed
Couple Households
Couple, no children 0.68 0.09 0.82 0.05
Couple with 1.34 0.34 1.42 0.28
children
Male Head
One person 0.45 0.11 0.44 0.10
Lone parent 1.09 0.40 1.08 0.42
Other 1.33 0.11 0.98 0.16
Female Head
One person 0.18 0.01 0.20 0.03
Lone parent 0.97 0.38 0.56 0.37
Other 1.70 0.14 1.29 0.08
All Households — Household Type
One person 0.30 0.05 0.32 0.06
g;n:ﬁlitleéren 0.68 0.09 0.82 0.05
S:lx;)lll:nmth 1.34 0.34 1.42 0.28
Lone parent 0.99 0.38 0.63 0.38
Other 1.46 0.12 1.13 0.12

Table 2.8 shows the average numbers working for pay and the av-
erage numbers unemployed for different household types. Of the
major household types, couples with children tend to have the
highest average number of persons working for pay, at 1.4. Fewer
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than half of male one-person households and about one-fifth of
women living alone are working for pay, with little change
between 1987 and 1994. Male and female lone parent households
had approximately the same number of adults at work on average
in 1987. By 1994, however, a substantial gap had emerged, with
the average number at work remaining stable at 1.8 for male-
headed households, but dropping substantially to 0.6 in female-
headed households.

Conclusions

This chapter has described overall trends in the risk of poverty for
households of different types between 1987 and 1994, bringing out
in particular the increasing risk over the period for female-headed
households. It then looked at a range of factors that might be
expected to influence the risk of poverty for households, and also
described how the major ones evolved over the period. By 1994,
lone mother households had fewer adults on average, a higher
average number of children and a sizeable drop in the proportion
of lone mothers who were widowed rather than never married or
divorced/separated compared to their situation in 1987. Women
living alone were also more likely by 1994 to be single than
widowed. The next part of the analysis draws on these results to
inform a more formal regression analysis, aimed at identifying
with greater precision which aspects of household structure or
characteristics of individuals most substantially influence risk of
poverty.



Chapter 3

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF
POVERTY RISKS

Introduction

Our aim in this chapter, building on the results of Chapter 2, is to
use what are known as logistic regression models to identify those
aspects of household structure or characteristics of individuals
that most substantially influence risk of poverty. This allows us to
home in on those factors which have the greatest impact on the
risk of poverty facing female-headed households, and in particular
what changes between 1987 and 1994 drove the observed increase
in overall risk for those households. In the next chapter, the
regression results are also used to inform the discussion of how
best to classify households so as to distinguish them on the basis
of the most important factors which actually contribute to poverty
risk.

Methods

It may be useful at the outset to provide a brief description of the
statistical methods to be employed in this chapter. Logit regres-
sion models provide a suitable methodology for the identification
of those aspects of household structure or characteristics of indi-
viduals that most substantially influence risk of poverty. A logit
regression model is used to predict a dependent variable (poverty
in this case) which has a number of categories (poor and not poor)
rather than being measured on a continuum (such as income). The
coefficients in the models we develop here show the impact of each
explanatory variable on the (log of the) odds of being under the 50
per cent poverty line. The logic is very similar to that of ordinary
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least squares multiple regression analysis, which is often used to
analyse continuous variables such as income or hours worked. The
models allow us to isolate the effects on poverty risk of difft.erent
characteristics of the household such as age of the head, number
of children, or whether the head is working for pay. ’

_The foIlovs‘/ing are some key questions that can be addressed
using the logit regression model:

* To what extent are the differences in poverty risk between

femalt?-headed households and other households due to differ-
ences in household composition?

Wl-xen fiiﬁ”erences in living arrangements (such as living alone
living in a household headed by a lone parent) and in labouli
force participation are controlled, are households headed by
women still poorer than households headed by men?

In couple households, do the characteristics of the female
partner (e.g. whether she is working) help explain poverty

when characteristics of the male partner are taken into ac-
count?

Th(‘e analysis f’f the changing situation between 1987 and 1994
which follows is divided into two main sections:

The poverty risk of non-couple households
® The poverty risk of couple households.

hWe first compare and investigate the situation of non-couple
ouseholds headed by women versus those headed by men. This is
central to the concerns of the study because — .
2;3&2:;2 me_n and women in couple households by definition — the
Tence 1n poverty rates between men and women will be driven
lé);.dxﬁ'erences between these male and female-headed households.
foc:lng. onhto look at coup'le households, the question on which we
S 18 the extent to which the characteristics of the female head

of household matter i .
Sl er 1n understanding the poverty risk of these

with equal num-
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Modelling Poverty for Non-couple Households in 1994

So far, we have seen that the risk of poverty tends to be greater
for households headed by women than for those headed by men or
couples and that the difference increased in magnitude between
1987 and 1994. We have also identified some of the factors associ-
ated with a greater risk of poverty at the household level: female,
younger heads in households with fewer adults and more children
where the head is not working for pay have a higher risk of
poverty. At this point, we turn to logit models to disentangle the
effects of factors such as life-cycle stage, household composition
and labour force participation on poverty risk for both years. Once
we have established this for 1994, we can move on to discover
what changes between 1987 and 1994 were primarily responsible
for the increase in risk faced by households headed by women.

Table A3.1' shows the set of logit models for non-couple house-
holds in 1994. The dependent variable is the log odds of poverty
(using the 50 per cent poverty line) for the household. (The overall
risk of poverty for all non-couple households was 22 per cent.)
Model 1 is the base model with no independent variables added.
Model 2 adds the sex and age of the household head, and household
composition (the number of children and adults in the household).
We see that even controlling for age and household composition,
households headed by women have a higher poverty risk, as indi-
cated by the positive coefficient for female heads. Increasing age
and a greater number of adults is associated with reduced poverty
risk, while the risk increases with the number of children in the
household.

In Model 3 we add the household type variables. The omitted
or comparison group is individuals who live alone. Lone parent
households experience a higher risk of poverty than those living
alone, while the “other” household type does not differ signifi-
cantly from one-person households.

The next model adds two life-cycle stage variables: pre-family
households and households where the youngest child is over 18.

' See Appendix, p. 133.
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The comparison group is post-family households.” Pre-family
households have a lower risk of poverty than post-family house-
holds when one controls for the other factors in the model, but
those with grown-up children are not significantly different from
the comparison group. Two other features worth noting in this
model are that the poverty risk of female-headed households per se
is now no longer significantly greater than that of male-headed
households; and that the poverty risk of lone parent households is
not significantly greater than that of one-person households. The
number of children in the household is not statistically significant
in this model. This probably reflects the fact that there is only a
small amount of variation in the number of children for non-couple
households, and that much of the variation associated with the
presence of children is being captured by the variable for pre-family
households. It appears then, that the greater risk of poverty of fe-
male-headed households versus male-headed households in 1994 is
associated with the household composition and life-cycle stage of
these households. Model 5 adds the marital status of the household
head, with the omitted group being those who never married. The
effect of marital status is not statistically significant, although the
negative sign is in the expected direction (reduced risk) for widow-
hood.

In the remaining models we explore the role of economic status
and social class in accounting for poverty risk. In Model 6 we add
three variables for the economic status of the household head. The
comparison groups are those engaged on home duties, ill/disabled
or in other economic statuses (most often in education). The coeffi-
cients indicate that households where the head is unemployed do
not differ significantly from those where the head is engaged in
home duties, ill/disabled or in education.’ However, where the head

* The variables for households with children could not be added since this
would have resulted in multicollinearity in the model. The effect of having

children in the household is already captured by the “lone parent” variable
and the measure of the number of children in the household.

* Another model (not shown) tested whether the risk of poverty for heads

e:lagtaged i'r11‘h homekd;xties differed from the risk for those in other economic
statuses. The risk for heads engaged in home duties di ; ionifi-
cantly from the risk of those w ies did not differ signi

¢ ho were unempl i i
ey st Fpiesbined] mployed with the other variables
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is working for pay or retired the risk of poverty is considerably
lower. Notice also in this model that when we control for economic
status, the coefficient for female head becomes negative: if it were
not for the differences in economic status between male- and fe-
male-headed households, female-headed households would actually
face a lower risk of poverty. The coefficient for age of head remains
negative, indicating that it is not just whether the head is retired
that accounts for the tendency for poverty risk to decline with age.

Model 7 adds the social class of the household head. There is a
general tendency for poverty risk to increase as we move from the
professional/managerial social classes (the omitted comparison
category) to the unskilled social class. However, the difference in
risk between the other non-manual category (social class 3) and
the higher and lower professional/managerial social classes is not
statistically significant.

In Model 8 we add variables reflecting the economic status of
other household members. (Remember that we are dealing with
non-couple households here, so that none of the other household
members is a spouse or partner of the head). The poverty risk
decreases with the number of other household members who are
working for pay, but the number unemployed does not have a
significant impact.

The final model, Model 9, is arrived at by an iterative proce-
dure where the non-significant variables are removed from the
model one by one, the remaining coefficients are carefully exam-
ined to determine how the pattern is changing, and alternative
summary variables are added where appropriate. For instanc.e,
the pattern of coefficients for social class suggested that the main
distinction in poverty risk was between the manual and non-
manual social classes. Similarly, the coefficients for household
type suggested that the important contrast was between those
living alone and other household types. Consequently, the non-
significant coefficients were removed and these two variables.were
added. The main factors contributing to a reduction in the risk of
poverty are the age of the head, the number of ?dults in the
household, being at the pre-family life-cycle stage, widowhood, the
head working in paid employment or being retired, the number‘ of
other adults in the household working for pay. The factors in-
creasing risk, on the other hand, are being in a manual social
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class, or living alone. When one controls for these factors, female-
headed households actually have a small but statistically signifi-
cant reduced risk of poverty compared to male-headed (non-
couple) households.

The final column of the table shows the expected effect on
poverty risk of each factor at the average poverty rate for non-
couple households (which we saw is 22 per cent). One feature of
logit models is that the effect of any variable depends on the
values of all the other variables in the model. In other words, the
amount by which a change in one variable would increase or
decrease the poverty risk depends on whether the poverty risk is
already high or low. If a group of households already has a high
risk of poverty, an additional risk factor (such as the main bread-
winner being unemployed) will have a smaller impact on the
poverty rate than it would if the households had a low risk of
poverty. This means that we cannot give a single, easily inter-
pretable figure for the “effect” of a given variable. Since the esti-
mated effect of factors such as unemployment and number of
children depend on other aspects of the household, we need to find
Some way to “standardise” the estimates. The final column in
Table A3.1 does this by estimating the effect of each factor on the
Poverty rate of a group of households with the average level of
poverty for all non-couple households.” This allows us to assess
the relative importance of the different factors.

We can see from the final column that the factors which make
the biggest difference are whether the household head is at work
or retired rather than in some other economic status, or is at the
pre-family life-cycle stage. All three of these
with a substantial reduction in poverty risk.
tant factor is whether the individual lives
ated with a substantial increase in poverty risk. Comparing the

sizes of the effects of living alone and of being at the pre-family
stage, we can see that pre-family individual

factors are associated
The next most impor-
alone, which is associ-

s living alone would

* If we chose to standard; . 1 :
per cent), the eff ardise on a group with a higher risk of poverty (say 70

erty risk would be greater.
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not tend to be poorer than average (the effects would cancel out),
but that those over 45 living alone do tend to be poorer, all other
things being equal.

Where the head is in one of the three manual social classes
(skilled manual, semi-skilled manual and unskilled manual), the
risk of poverty is increased. Comparing the size of this coefficient
in the final model with that for the head working for pay, we can
see that being in a non-manual social class would reduce poverty
by about half as much as working for pay, all other things being
equal. The effect of having one additional household member at
work is about the same magnitude as the social class effect,
reducing poverty risk by about half the amount of having the head
at work. However, if we are comparing households with no other
adult to those with an additional adult who is at work, we need to
take account of two effects in the model. We would need to take
account of the reduced risk associated with the mere presence of
this other adult (nine percentage points in the example) as well as
the effect of having one additional adult at work (12 percentage
points). When we add these, the reduction in poverty risk for the
example case would be 21 percentage points, about the same size
as the reduction in poverty risk if the head works for pay.

The final group of variables have smaller but significant effects
on poverty risk. The gap between male and female households
(which works in favour of female-headed households with these
other factors controlled) is about the same size as the gap we
would expect between households where the head differs in age by
ten years; or where the household has one additional adult, or
where the head is widowed. Note that the presence of additional
adults is associated with a reduced risk of poverty even when we
control for whether the additional adults are working. This proba-
bly reflects the fact that other adults may have income from social
welfare or pension schemes, even when they do not work for pay.

Table 3.2 provides an alternative presentation of the results
from the logit model by predicting the risk of poverty for hquse-
holds in specified circumstances, and varying one factor at a time.
For instance, the first row of the table uses the coefficients from
the logit model to predict the risk of poverty for a household
consisting of a 25-year-old woman who lives alon.e, h.as‘never
married, is unemployed and whose usual occupation is in the
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unskilled manual social class. The predicted poverty rate for this
type of case is 52 per cent. Note that since there is no significant
difference between those who are unemployed and those engaged
in home duties when other factors are controlled, the predicted
poverty rate would be about the same for a woman engaged in
home duties.

The second row of the table indicates that if the household
head was male instead of female, the predicted poverty rate would
be 65 per cent rather than 52 per cent. Essentially this means
that there are other unmeasured factors, not in the model, which
work to increase the risk of poverty for male-headed households.
The next row shows that if the woman in our example were
widowed rather than unemployed her risk of poverty would be
expected to drop to 40 per cent. Next we see that if she was age 67
and retired, or if her age was the same but she worked for pay we

would expect a very substantial drop in her risk of poverty to
three to four per cent.

TABLE 3.2: PREDICTED RISK OF POVERTY FOR NON -COUPLE
HOUSEHOLDS IN SPECIFIED CIRCUMSTAN CESIN 1994

Predicted
Poverty Rate (%)
A |Never-married woman, age 25, living alone, 52.4
unemployed, social class 5

B |As A, male 64.8

C |As A, widowed 40.2
| D |As A, age 67, and retired 3.0

E |As A, at work for pay 4.1

F |Female lone parent, age 25, one child, home 80.0 .
. |duties, social class 5
oy ﬁFLT@e‘ 2o dd b s sbdn i ko) rergery s
| H |AsF,atworkforpay s

I |AsF, age 40 69.5

J |AsF, age 40 and widowed 58.2
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Case F, in the next row of the table, shows the predicted poverty
rate for a female lone parent age 25 with one child, engaged in
home duties and whose usual occupation would place her in the
semi-skilled manual social class (social class 5). The rest of the
table shows, for that lone parent case, that the poverty rate would
be very much reduced if she was at work for pay, and somewhat
lower though still relatively high if she was older.
In summary, the table illustrates a number of points:

* The effect of any given factor (such as economic status of head)
depends on the level of risk faced by the household as a result
of other factors;

¢ The risk of poverty is substantially reduced where the house-
hold head is in paid employment;

e The poverty risk is lower where the head is retired, than
where the head is unemployed or engaged on home duties; and

e  When one controls for other factors, female-headed households
have a lower risk of poverty than non-couple households
headed by males.

Expected Poverty Rate in 1994 if Certain Factors had not Changed

At this stage we turn to an examination of the importance of each
of these factors in accounting for the change in poverty risk for
female-headed households between 1987 and 1994. We use the
coefficients from the final model in Table 3.2 to ask what the
poverty rate in 1994 for female-headed households would be if
factors such as household composition, marital status, and
economic status had remained the same as in 1987.

The actual poverty rate for female-headed households in 1987
was nine per cent, and by 1994 this had increased to 25 per cent.
The rows in Table 3.3 show the predicted poverty risk if each of
the factors identified in the final model were changed one at a
time from their 1994 level to their 1987 level. For instance, if the
average age of heads in female-headed households remained at 60
rather than falling to the actual 1994 level of 58 (but all othgr
factors remained the same), we would expect the poverty ra'te‘ in
1994 to be 23.4 per cent. If the proportion of female heads living
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alone had remained at 51 per cent rather than falling to 48 per
cent, we would expect a slightly higher poverty rate (25.4 per
cent) in 1994.

The change in the predicted poverty level attributable to each
factor is a function of the amount by which the factor changed and
the size of the effect of the factor from the final model. Thus,
although employment status of the household head was identified
as the major factor accounting for differences in poverty risk
among non-couple households in 1994, it contributes relatively
little to the change in poverty risk for female-headed households
between the two time periods because it changed very little.

TABLE 3.3: EXPECTED POVERTY RATE OF FEMALE-HEADED
HOUSEHOLDS IN 1994 1F HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION AND ECONOMIC
STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS HAD REMAINED AT 1987 LEVELS.

Mean Predicted Poverty | Observed
1 " if Mean Remained | Minus
994 | at1987 Level (%) |Predicted
Age of head 60.3 58.0 23.4 -1.6
Number of children | 0.4 0.6 24.4 -0.6
Number of adults 1.7 15 23.7 -1.3
Pre-family 0.1 0.1
§ 2 26. .
household i i
Head is widowed 0.6 0.5 23.7 -1.3
Head at work 0.2 0.2 24.8 0.2
Head retired 0.1 0.2 25.5 0.5
Number of others at| 0.4 0.2 22.0 -3.0
h__work : ;
Head is in manual " .-(Tg ~———-6~;-~~—~~ ............ 1
social class . Ty o
Living alone 0.5 0.5 25.4 04
All variables at .
1987 level jik hl

We see t.hat the single change which contributed most to the
dmrzrea.se Ln poverty risk for female-headed households was the
P In the number of other adults in the household who were
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working for pay. Between 1987 and 1994 the average number of
other adults in female-headed households who worked for pay
dropped from 0.42 to 0.24. If the average had remained at the
1987 level, we would expect a poverty rate in 1994 of 22 per cent,
3 percentage points lower than the rate actually observed.

The final row of Table 3.3 shows the impact on poverty risk if
all of the factors had remained at their 1987 levels. If all of the
variables in the table remained at their 1987 level, we see that the
predicted poverty rate in 1994 would be 19.5 per cent rather than
the actual 25 per cent. Overall, then, changes in the profile of
female-headed households in terms of age of head, numbers of
children, adults and other household members at work, per cent of
households at the pre-family stage, whether the head lives alone,
is widowed, is at work or retired, or is in a manual social class,
account for about one third of the increased risk faced by female-
headed households between 1987 and 1994. This means that the
remainder of the increase in risk (more than 10 percentage points)
cannot be accounted for by changes in the factors which were seen
to be the important determinants of poverty risk for these house-
holds in 1994.

The bulk of the change between 1987 and 1994, then, is not
due to changes in household composition or the economic status of
members of female-headed households. In other analyses we
explored whether the effects of these variables had changed sub-
stantially between the two time periods: in other words, were
things like earnings less effective in 1994 than in 1987 in
protecting from poverty risk? Was there a greater risk associated
with the number of children in the household in 1994 than in
1987? It emerged, however, that changes in the impact of th(‘ase
factors on poverty could also account for only a small propprtwn
(about one eighth) of the change.” Much of the increased risk for

* The main changes in effects of variables were absence of an age-of-head effegt
in 1987; larger impacts of numbers of children and m.xmbers of adults in
household; pre-family households were more advantaged; in terms of economic
status of the head, there was no gap between those at work ax_ld those in home
duties, while those who were unemployed had an increased risk and those.re-'
tired a reduced risk of poverty. Others at work had no effect on poverty risk;
head’s class had no effect; those living alone were less likely to be poor.
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fe?nale-headed households between 1987 and 1994 was thus at-
tributable to factors not captured in our models.

{\ kfay factor contributing to that observed increase in risk
which is not attributable to changes in the profile of the house-
holds 'themselves is in fact straightforward: the trends in the level
of social welfare Support provided to different types of household
over the period. As spelt out in detail elsewhere (notably Callan
et al, 1996 and Callan, Nolan and Whelan, 1996), the policy with
regard to social welfare rates followed over the 15’)87—1994 period
was to give substantially greater increases to the schemes which,

at 'the start of the period, provided the lowest level of support.
This was consistent with the recommendations of the
on Social Welfare (1986) that
these lowest rates.

As a result, the support paid to an adult on long-term Unem-
ployment Assistance increased by as much as 66 per cent between
1?87 and 1994, whereas the old age or widow’s pension rate for a
smg:le person rose by less than half that figure, as did the support
?lvallable. to lone parents. With average disposable household
;E::ntlﬁ rising by about 42 per cent over the period, this meant
bl -e rates of support payable for the schemes on which many

emale-headed households rely lagged behind average incomes. As
a result, .by 1994 they were at or about the 50 per cent relative
g:i‘:r:y(:ll:e’t:he-r eas in 1987 they had been above that level. This
Welfir 1 sltlx r(:: llmplortance of the. relationship between social
trends ovell') It)f eveds iy Incomes in explaining poverty
ool itton me, an of the ra-tes paid for certain schemes in par-
uencing poverty risks for female-headed households.

Commission
priority be given to bringing up

Modelling Risk for Couple-Headed Households

We now use the logi 3
; git modelling approach t, i
which characteris pPp 0 examine the extent to

: tic.s of the female partner are important in ana-
K:l:f t::eepolwrerty risk of what we have called couple households.
sobiakitii 1:) 1eli, c'ou.pl.e households are those where a married or
MR thg reup e 1§ Jointly resPonsible for the accommodation, or
e e be:POnmble person is living with a spouse or partner.
to ignore the ;a tende.nc.y In research on a range of social issues
household arfmten“lcs of the female partner and to classify

§ according to the economic status, social class, age and
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so on of the husband. This has been justified on the grounds that
one can predict important things about households without taking
the corresponding characteristics of the female partner into ac-
count. In the following section we assess the extent to which this
is true of poverty risk.

As in the previous section, our strategy is to run a series of
logit models, now for couple households, that examine the impact
of a similar set of factors on poverty risk. In doing so we explicitly
include characteristics of the male and female partner, such as
age, economic status and social class. Table A3.4° shows the set of
logit models for couple households. The base model (Model 1)
shows the coefficient predicting the poverty risk for the average
couple household, which corresponds to a poverty risk of 17 per
cent. In Model 2, the age of the male partner and the numbers of
children and adults in the household are added. Unlike the non-
couple households where age was associated with reduced poverty
risk in the corresponding model, the age of the male in couple
households has no significant association with poverty risk. How-
ever, the number of children and the number of adults in the
household follow the same pattern as in non-couple households:
poverty risk increases as the number of children rises and risk
falls as the number of adults rises.

Model 3 adds the life-cycle stage variables, with post-family
couple households being the omitted category. All of the life-cycle
stages shown have a lower risk of poverty than post-family house-
holds. Notice that the coefficient for age of the male partner is
now significant and negative. What seems to be happening is that
the risk of poverty for couple households is higher at the post-
family stage than at other life-cycle stages, but that it drops as
the male partner grows older. We will see in later models that it is
at retirement age that this drop takes place. This means that, on
average and controlling for household composition, post-family
households up to retirement age have a higher risk of poverty.

In Model 4, we add three variables for the economic status of
the male partner. The comparison group includes cases where he
is in education, ill or disabled. Households where the male partner

‘ See Appendix, p. 137
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1s unemployed have a significantly higher risk of poverty, while
those where he is working for pay or retired have a signif;cantly
lower risk than the comparison group.

In the next model (Model 5) we add the age of the female part-
ner anq the three variables measuring her economic status. The
comparison group here includes cases where she is engaged in
home duties, ill or disabled or in education. Households where the
female partner is unemployed do not differ significantly from the
comparison group, but as we saw earlier there are actually very
few sucb households in the sample. Where the wife/female partner
18 working for pay, the poverty risk of households is substantially
reduced. The coefficient for where she is retired does not quite
reach.statistical significance at conventional levels, but the sign is
negative, the same direction as the corresponding coefficient for
the man. Households where the female partner is older have a
reduced risk of poverty: and when that variable is taken into
aFc0}1nt the male partner’s age does not have a statistically
significant effect.

In Model 6, the social class of the man is added. As expected,
there is an increasing risk of poverty as we move from higher
profe_ssmnal and managerial social class (the omitted group) to the
uns‘kllled m.anual social class. The risk is also high where the
'sl‘(;lmal class is unknown — typically because he has never worked.

e social class of the female partner is introduced in Model 7.
When we have controlled for her partner’s social class, the social
class of the woman does not have a statistically significant impact

on povc?rty risk. An additional model (not shown here) revealed
that this remained true even in

. the ca i ¥
side the home. se of women working out

hox::::dsm:zise the measures of the economic status of other
husband and wife) who. aos o Otber adults (apart from the
ik wife) who a?re at work is associated with a reduced
poverty, as we might expect. The number of other adults
unemployed is. also associated with a reduced risk of poverty,
g:;l:ps r;ﬂectlng the income they are likely to be receiving from
amongv(v):h::; payments. However, the effect of unemployment
of thei Ariishald members is much smaller than the effect
eir participation in paid employment, and proved not to be

Regression Analysis of Poverty Risks 53

statistically significant as we dropped other variables to arrive at
the final model.

The final model, Model 9, was reached by an iterative process
of sequentially dropping non-significant coefficients, and examin-
ing changes in the remaining coefficients for patterns which could
be captured more parsimoniously by collapsing categories of the
variables. For instance, a check on the impact of the female part-
ner’s age revealed that it was households where the wife is over
age 65 that had the reduced poverty risk. This is plausible in that
women in low-income households become entitled to a non-
contributory old age pension in their own right on reaching age
66. Also, it emerged as the other social class categories for the fe-
male partner were dropped that where the female partner is in
the routine non-manual social class, the poverty risk of the
household is reduced. This might have to do with the relationship
between the class of the partners. If it is the case that women in
the two professional and managerial classes almost always have
partners in these classes, then membership of these social classes
will not have an independently discernible effect. On the other
hand, if a substantial proportion of women in routine non-manual
occupations have partners in manual occupations, then the two
social class measures may be sufficiently independent for them to
have distinct effects. This issue deserves further exploration.

The final column in Table A3.4 shows the impact of each factor
on the poverty risk of a set of households that would otherwise
experience the average poverty rate for all couple households
(which was 17 per cent). Again, as noted in the discussion of the
models for non-couple households, the actual impact of each factor
will depend on whether the risk for a set of households would
otherwise be high or relatively low. Where the risk of poverty
would otherwise be high, the impact of factors tending to increase
poverty risk would be reduced, while the impact of factors tending
to reduce poverty risk would be increased. The main purpose of
the estimates in the final column is to allow a comparison of the
relative importance of the different factors when taken separately.

Among the factors tending to reduce poverty risk, the most
important are the economic statuses of the two partners. Where
either works the risk of poverty is substantially reduced. The
impact of the woman working for pay is roughly of the same mag-
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n'itude as the man working for pay: each would reduce the poverty
risk by about 15 percentage points on average. We know from
research on women’s pay that women’s earnings are likely to be
lower than men’s, but the earnings of the female partner may still
be sufficient to pull the household out of poverty. There may,
hf)wever, be a selection effect operating here, in that women with
higher earning capacity are more likely to be drawn into the paid
workforce. This means that if other women who are not working
for p.ay at the moment were to begin working, the impact of their
earnings on poverty might not be as great.”

Another point to note is that in households where the female
partner is age 65 or over the poverty risk is reduced by at least as
much as in households where the male partner is retired, while
her “retirement” has no significant effect. This suggests that age
of the female partner is capturing the income flow associated with
entitlement to old age or retirement pensions more accurately
t}.lan the economic status “retired”. We will return in the conclu-
sion to the issue of the different meaning attached by men and
women to the economic status categories.

. Other factors tending to reduce poverty risk are, in order of
s-lze of the effect, the presence of one other adult at work, and the
life-cycle stage where there are grown children still living in the
household. In addition, households where the youngest child is
under age four have a slightly lower risk of poverty than we would
otherwise expect based on household composition and the labour
force status of household members. Each additional child in the
household adds a small amount to the household’s poverty risk.

Qf the factors tending to increase poverty risk, male partner’s
social class has the largest effect. The female partner’s social class
then has little effect. This may reflect the fact that differences
between the classes of the partners were limited, or that the social
class categories are less useful in capturing the variations in life-
chances associated with the kinds of jobs in which most women

" There is some evidence of this
for pay in 1987 and 1994: the
In 1987, there were fewer wi

if we ‘compare the impact of the wife working

coemm;?; for wife’s work in 1987 was higher.

[ ves working for pay. Those wives who were in

?:mpﬁdul);zom: t.f}?m were probably an even more select group than they
, with higher expected earnings than wives in general.
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work or their pattern of labour force participation throughout the
life-cycle.

Table 3.5 provides an alternative view of the results of the logit
model by looking at the predicted poverty rate for couple house-
holds in specified circumstances. The “baseline” household in the
first row of the table consists of a couple with two children, where
the woman is aged 35, the youngest child is under age five, the
man is working for pay and the woman is engaged on home duties
and not working for pay. The model predicts a poverty rate of 11.3
per cent for households in this situation. If the woman were in-
stead working for pay, the poverty risk would be virtually elimi-
nated. If the male partner in the baseline household was
unemployed (and the woman was engaged on home duties) the
poverty risk would rise dramatically to about 60 per cent. How-
ever, with the male unemployed if the wife were to begin working
in paid employment the risk of poverty would again be reduced to
15 per cent, only slightly above the rate for households where only
the male partner works for pay.

TABLE 3.5: PREDICTED POVERTY RATE FOR COUPLE HOUSEHOLDS
IN SPECIFIED CIRCUMSTANCES, 1994

Type of Case Predicted
Poverty Rate (%)
A [Couple, woman age 35; 2 children, youngest 11.3
under 5; man works for pay; woman engaged in
home duties, not working for pay
B |As A, + woman works for pay 15
C |As A, + man unemployed 59.9
D |As A, + man unemployed, woman works for pay 15.0
E |As A, 5 children aged from 3 to 15 30.0
F  |Young couple, no children; man works for pay; 7.7
| |woman works at home
G  |Elderly couple, both retired; Social Class 4, 3; live 0.6
_________ with one daughter age 25, who Wor_lff‘_ﬁ?ﬂ’ﬂ-_w,_,_, gyl
_H |AsG, daughtermovesouwt | 57
All couple households 16.8
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If there were five children instead of two in the baseline house-
hold, the poverty risk would increase from 11 to 30 per cent, while
a household similar to the baseline case in all respects but with no
children would have a poverty risk of about eight per cent. This
again illustrates the point that the lower the expected poverty
rate, the less the impact of factors which tend to reduce poverty,
and the greater the impact of factors which tend to increase
poverty risk.

Case “G” is a household consisting of an elderly couple, where
both partners are retired. The male partner’s former job placed
him in the skilled manual social class while the female partner
formerly worked in a routine non-manual occupation, and an
adult daughter who is working for pay lives with the couple. The
poverty risk for households in this situation is less than 1 per
cent. If the daughter moves out, the poverty risk increases mark-
edly to almost six per cent, but remains well below the average for
all couple households.

A final statistic which we might use in order to assess the
Importance of women’s paid work in keeping households out of
poverty is to ask what the poverty rate for couple households
would be if none of the female partners worked for pay. As with
the figures in Table A3.4 we make the estimation assuming that
all of the other characteristics of households remain at their pres-
ent.level. The first column (where the mean of the independent
variables are shown) shows that the female partner works for pay
in 30 per cent of couple households. If this was reduced to 0 while
all other factors remained the same, the estimates suggest that
the poverty rate of couple households would be 28 per cent rather
than the actual rate of 17 per cent. This would bring the poverty

rate of couple households close to the 32 per cent faced by female
lone parent households in 1994.

Conclusions and Implications

In this chapter we looke

d first at the iti Seadad
households (i.e., househo position of female-heade

accommodation l.ds when? the person responsible for the

Was a single, widowed, divorced or separated
Woman rather than a man or a couple). We found that in 1994,
household composition and the economic status of household
members were critical determinants of poverty risk. Indeed, when
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these factors are fully taken into account, female-headed house-
holds would otherwise have had a slightly lower risk of poverty
than households headed by a single, widowed, divorced or
separated man.

Changes in these characteristics accounted for some of the
sharp increase in the risk of poverty for female-headed households
between 1987 and 1994. The important contributory factors were
the reduction in the number of adults, particularly those working
for pay, in these households, and the increase in the proportion of
female heads who were younger, never-married or separated and
with children under age 18, rather than older, widowed with no
dependent children. However, these changes in the profile of
female-headed households still only accounted for about one third
of the increase in risk experienced by this group between 1987
and 1994.

The key factor accounting for much of the remaining increase
in risk is in fact straightforward: the trends in the level of social
welfare support provided to different types of household over the
period. Consistent with the recommendations of the Commission
on Social Welfare (1986), over the 1987-1994 period substantially
greater increases were given for the schemes which, at the start of
the period, provided the lowest level of support. As a resglt, the
support paid to an adult on long-term unemployment assistance
increased by as much as 66 per cent between 1987 and 1994,
whereas the old age or widow’s pension rate for a single person
rose by less than half that figure, as did the support avai.la.ble to
lone parents. With average disposable household income rising by
about 42 per cent over the period, this meant that by 1994 the
rates of support payable for the schemes on which many fema.le-
headed households rely were at or about the 50 per cent relatnfe
poverty line, whereas in 1987 they had been above that level. Tl-ns
brings out the importance of the relationship be‘tvgeen social
welfare support levels and average incomes in expl?mmg poverFy
trends over time, and of the rates paid for certain schemes in
particular in influencing poverty risks for female-headed house-
holds. It is worth noting in this context that since 1994 old age
pensions have risen faster than unemployment paymen?s, and
that an explicit commitment has been given that the contributory
old age pension will reach £100 per week by the year 2002.
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As far as households headed by a couple are concerned, the
results showed the main determinants of poverty risk to be the
economic status of both partners and of others in the household,
social class of the male partner, and household composition (num-
ber of children and number of adults). Women’s paid work was
seen to reduce poverty by about the same amount as men’s paid
work. The female partner being aged over 65 and the male
partner being retired were found to have similar effects. Addi-
tional children in the household increased poverty risk, while the
presence of additional adults slightly reduced it, even if these
adults were not working for pay

The interpretation one places upon these findings and their
implications depend crucially on the kind of causal ordering we
see as applying to the different factors. It also has implications for
the most satisfactory classifications of households to employ in
analysing poverty risk. For instance, we have seen that house-
holds with grown children have a substantially reduced risk of
poverty. The logit analysis revealed that this was mainly because
these households were likely to have more adults at work. Does
this mean that we should abandon the classification of households
in terms of life-cycle stage, and instead use a classification system
based simply on the numbers of children and adults in the house-
hold? One reason why we might not want to adopt this approach
is that the life-cycle stage classification system summarises a
number of interrelated factors: presence of children, presence of
other adults and probable economic status of these adults.

Of more direct relevance to this study is whether we abandon
the concept of “female-headed households”, because much of the
contrast between households headed by women and those headed
by men is captured by factors such as household composition and
the economic status of household members. A strong argument for
retaining the concept is related to the causal assumptions that
underlie much feminist analysis. If we believe that broader causal
factors are operating to disadvantage women both in terms of
their greater, uncompensated responsibility for children and in
terms of their situation in the labour market, then the gender of
the household head is causally prior to factors such as household
composition and economic status. In other words, female-headed
households are poorer because they are likely to contain fewer
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adults and more children, and because the head is less likely to be
working for pay. But the fact that these households contain fewer
adults and more children and the head is less likely to be working
for pay are themselves related to the fact that the head is a
woman and the broader socio-economic status of women. The
concept of the female-headed household may thus be a crucial one
from the perspective of concerns with equality more generally.

An important caveat is in order, however. The meaning of
“female-headed” household and “male-headed” households needs
to be clearly defined. In much of the existing research on poverty
and disadvantage “male-headed” households are defined to
include couple households. This leads to a number of conceptual
problems. First, when comparing “male-headed” households thus
defined to female-headed households we are not comparing like
with like, since couple households have at least two adults,
whereas many female-headed households comprise single women
living alone or a woman living with dependent children. The com-
parison thus runs the risk of confounding household composition
effects with the effects of disadvantage experienced by women be-
cause of their general socio-economic position.

A second danger is that in focusing on the sex of the househo.ld
head, we will lose sight of the fact that most adult women live in
couple households. This could have the effect of overlooking Fhe
important contribution that their paid work makes to k.eepmg
couple households out of poverty. These are issues to which we
return in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4

THE POVERTY RISK OF INDIVIDUALS AND
CATEGORISING HOUSEHOLDS

Introduction

As we have argued in the previous chapter, focusing exclusively
on female-headed households is problematic. It can confound the
impact on poverty risk of living arrangements with those of gen-
der-differentiated life-chances, and miss the situation of women in
households headed by a couple. In order to explore in more depth
the significance of changes in living arrangements between 1987
and 1994, we shift the focus in the first part of this chapter from
households to individuals. In other words, we take the individual
rather than the household as the unit of analysis, and examine
the risk faced by women versus men of being in a poor household.

In doing so, we retain the assumption that living standards are
equalised within the household due to sharing of resources: the
issue of possible differences in poverty risks between individuals
within the household is considered in Chapter 6. We examine the
way in which the poverty risk of individual adult men and women
changed between 1987 and 1994, still basing the identification of
those who are poor/non-poor on the (equivalised) income of the
household of which they are members. We pay particular atten-
tion to young unattached adults and to lone parents, since it is the
increased poverty risk among women living alone and among lone
parents that is driving the increased risk faced by female-headed
households between 1987 and 1994.

In the second part of the chapter we bring together these
findings with those of Chapters 2 and 3 on poverty risk for house-
holds. We use them to inform a discussion of how best to develop a




3
g
i
&
!
i
§

bt AT

62 Women and Poverty in Ireland

system of classifying households that goes beyond characteristics
of the household head and captures the main factors responsible
for household level variation in poverty risk.

The Poverty Risk of Individuals

The definition of poverty we employ continues to be based on the
total income of the household, but we are now exploring the risk
faced by adult men and women of being in a household whose
total income is below relative income poverty lines. It is useful to
begin with an overview of the poverty risk of all adult men and
women in 1987 and 1994. Table 4.1 compares the situation of all

men and women at these two points in time, using three different
relative income lines.

TABLE 4.1: RISKS OF POVERTY FOR MEN AND WOMEN IN 1987 AND
1994

1987 — Per cent below Poverty Line

Male Female Total
40% line 6.4 5.5 5.9
50% line 16.0 14.6 15.3
60% line 25.5 25.7 25.6
Total in population 1,112,482 1,131,483 2,243,965

1994 — Per cent below Poverty Line

Male Female Total
40% line 5.3 5.7 5.5
50% line 15.5 18.1 16.8
60% line 28.1 33.0 30.6
Total in population 1,266,777 1,313,622 2,580,399

In 1987 men and women faced very similar risks of being in a poor
household, at all three income poverty line cut-offs. If anything,
men had a marginally higher risk of being in households below
the 50 per cent income line. By 1994, a gap had begun to emerge
in the opposite direction, particularly at the 50 per cent and 60
per cent poverty lines, with the magnitude of the difference
increasing as we move from the 50 per cent to the 60 per cent pov-
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erty line. The fact that the poverty gender gap for individuals is
much less than for female-headed versus other household types
reflects the fact that, as we shall see in the next table, most adult
women live in couple households.

We have already seen in Chapter 2 that between 1987 and
1994 there was an increase in the proportion of individuals living
alone, a decline in the proportion of households consisting of
couples and children, and a decline in the number of adults in
couple and children households. All of these trends suggest that
young adults may be likely to set up a household in their own
right at an earlier stage. Our analysis at this stage is designed to
explore the impact on the poverty risk of individuals of different
kinds of living arrangements.

Living arrangements, as understood here, refer mainly to
whether the individual is a household head (or partner) in their
own right, or is living as a member of a household in which some-
one else is the head. In the majority of cases, younger household
members who are not heads are the grown-up children of the
household head. In such situations, the individual will be living in
a “couple and children” household if both parents are present, or
in a “lone parent” household if only one parent is present. In the
context of the overall focus on women and poverty, we are
particularly concerned to establish whether young adult women
who are single or are lone parents are at a higher risk of poverty if
they become household heads than if they lived in the family
home. ‘

In subsequent tables, we further distinguish between adults in
four different situations:

e “Unattached” adults — those who are not living in a marital
or cohabiting relationship and either have no children or
whose children are grown and have left home. This group is
further divided into two groups based on the broad life-cycle
stage categories used earlier: those under 45 and those aged

45 and over.

e Lone parents — those with children (of any age) still livir}g. in
the household and not living in a marital or cohabiting
relationship. This group is also subdivided into those aged

under 45 and those aged 45 or over.
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* Married/cohabiting individuals — those living in a marital or

cohabiting relationship with or without children living in the
household.

Table 4.2 and Table 4.3 show the living arrangements of male and
female individuals in each of these categories in 1987 and 1994,
respectively.

We see that in 1987, 62 per cent of men and 61 per cent of
women lived in couple households in which they were the joint
heads. This had fallen to 55 per cent of men and 52 per cent of
women by 1994, mainly because of an increase in the proportion
who were “unattached” and under 45. The proportion of all adult
women who were lone parents under the age of 45 had also
increased in this period, from two per cent in 1987 to six per cent
in 1994.

Most younger unattached individuals, both male and female,
live in households in which they are not the household head. This
is usually a couple and children household, and less frequently a
lone parent household. Younger unattached women are slightly
less likely than their male counterparts to be household heads.
This reflects the fact that women tend to marry a few years
earlier than men and move to joint headship of couple households.
For both men and women the proportion of younger unattached
individuals who are household heads increased slightly between
1987 and 1994.

By contrast, most lone parents and older unattached individu-
als are household heads. The proportion of older unattached indi-
viduals who were household heads had increased for both males
and females between 1987 and 1994. Virtually all married or co-
habiting couples have set up a household in their own right rather
than living with their parents as non-heads of households.

To what extent are young lone parents or young unattached
individuals at a reduced risk of poverty if they continue to live in
the family home rather than setting up households in their own
right? Table 4.4 shows how the risk of poverty is affected by the
living arrangements of adult individuals. Generally speaking,
those who are household heads face a greater risk of poverty than
similarly attached individuals who are not household heads.

The Poverty Risk of Individuals and Categorising Households

TABLE 4.2: PER CENT OF ALL ADULT MEN AND ALL ADULT WOMEN IN EACH ATTACHMENT STATUS, AND LIVING

ARRANGEMENT IN 1987

Attachment Status
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TABLE 4.3: PER CENT OF ALL ADULT MEN AND ALL ADULT WOMEN IN EACH A

ARRANGEMENT IN 1994
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This probably reflects the overall lower risk of poverty experi-
enced by households with a larger number of adults. An exception
to this general pattern is found for younger unattached individu-
als, where the risk of poverty tends to be greater when they are
living as non-heads, usually in the family home. This suggests
that young unattached individuals tend to defer setting up a
household in their own right until they can afford to do so without
facing poverty. However, the extent to which this is true declined
between 1987 and 1994: the poverty rate for both male and female
young unattached household heads had increased over this period.

In both years, the poverty risk for young unattached male
heads was greater than for their female counterparts. However,
the reverse is true for non-heads: by 1994 the risk of poverty was
considerably higher for young unattached women who were not
household heads than for their male counterparts, particularly in
a lone parent household. It does not appear, then, that remaining
in the family home would have the effect of “protecting” young
adults from poverty overall. However, when one controls for the
economic status of the individual (whether at work, unemployed
etc.), this picture may change, as we explore shortly.

There is some indication that, particularly by 1994, lone
mothers who continue to live in the family home rather than
moving out to form an independent household in their own right
experience a reduced risk of being in a poor household. For lone
mothers, the poverty rate was 11 per cent if living with both her
own parents and six per cent if living with one parent (usually a
widowed mother), compared with 32 per cent for lone parents who
are household heads in their own right. About 18 per cent of
female lone parents live in a household headed by a couple with
children. Later we will check whether this pattern still holds
when one controls for the labour force status of the individual.
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STAGE AND SEX, 1987 AND 1994

ARRANGEMEN TS, LIFE-CYCLE

Unattached, Lone Unattached,| Married/
under 45 Parent 45 or over Cohabiting
Per cent poor iy
Male 1987
Household head 6.8 16.6 26.4 17.6
Not head / partner, lives with ...
Couple & children 11-2 2.1 3.6
Lone parent 9.8 19.3 11.6
Other 0.0 13.0 16.3
Female 1987
Household head 0.0 16.6 44 17.6
Not head /partner, lives with ...
Couple & children 10.7 104 25.2 3.6
Lone parent 4.7 12.8 5.5 11.6
Other 1.5 12.2 18.1 16.3
Unattached, Lone Unattached,| Married/
under 45 Parent 45 or over | Cohabiting
Per cent poor
Male 1994
Household head 12.2 11.9 21.1 17.0
Not head / partner, lives with ...
Couple & children 12.2 0.0 6.0 0.0
Lone parent 15.7 0.0 0.0 4.6
Other 1.2 0.0 11.5 0.0
Female 1994
Household head 9.8 32.7 22.5 17.1
Not head /partner, lives with ...
Couple & children 16.5 10.6 20.4 0.0
Lone parent 23.5 5.9 15.1 4.0
Other 3.6 7 3.5 0.0
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Young Unattached Individuals

Table 4.5 shows the poverty risk for young unattached individuals
categorised by their living arrangements and whether they are
working for pay. We saw earlier that households headed by un-
employed males or by females engaged in home duties were at an
increased risk of poverty (62 per cent and 37 per cent, respectively
in 1994). The figures here illustrate the way in which living ar-
rangements can “insulate” adult individuals from some of the ef-
fects of not earning. In 1994, the poverty rate for men who were
not earning was 44 per cent if they were the household head, but
dropped below 24 per cent if they were not the household head.
The pattern was very similar in 1987, but with a higher poverty
rate for household heads.

TABLE 4.5: POVERTY RISK OF YOUNG (UNDER 45) UNATTACHED
ADULTS BY ECONOMIC STATUS AND LIVING ARRANGEMENTS IN 1987
AND 1994 (%)

1987 1994
Working Other Eco- Working Other Eco-
for Pay | nomic Status | for Pay | nomic Status
Male
Household head 2.6 51.0 1.6 43.6
With couple & 3.3 21.9 3.7 20.1
children
With lone parent 4.1 16.0 6.0 23.8
With other 0.0 0.0 0.0 34
Female
Household head 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.2
With couple & 5.2 26.3 3.8 27.0
children
With lone parent 2.9 10.4 5.3 33.4
With other 0.0 39.1 0.0 17.7

The “insulating” effect of living arrangements for younger unat-
tached women is also apparent. In 1994, 64 per cent of this group
who were not earning and who were household heads were poor,
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compared to less than one third of women in the same economic
situation who were not household heads. Being the household
head exposes the individual to the risk of poverty associated with
labour force status to a greater extent than occupying some other
position in the household. The pattern was somewhat different for
women in 1987, in that young unattached women who headed
households had an extremely low poverty risk.

The other major point to be drawn from the table is the very
low risk of poverty faced by young men and women who are at
work for pay. The figures indicate clearly that for younger unat-
tached men and women, and irrespective of whether they are
household heads or living with their families, the poverty risk is
very low where the individual is working for pay.

Younger (under 45) Lone Mothers

Table 4.6 shows the poverty risk of lone mothers under age 45 by
their own economic status and living arrangements in 1987 and
1994. In 1987, the poverty risk for a younger lone mother who was
a household head was reduced to about half (17 per cent compared
to 39 per cent) if she worked for pay. The insulating effect of living
as a member of a larger household is also evident for this group,
particularly if the lone mother lived with both her parents (the
couple and children household type).

By 1994, the importance of the lone mother’s own earnings in
reducing poverty risk had increased dramatically. If a lone mother
who was a household head did not earn, her risk of poverty had
increased from 39 per cent in 1987 to 67 per cent in 1994. If she
worked, however, her risk of poverty in 1994 had dropped to three
per cent (compared to 17 per cent in 1987). In 1994, the insulating
effect of living in a larger household is still apparent for younger
lone mothers, but only where they do not earn. The poverty risk
for younger lone mothers who earn is actually higher if she lives
in a household headed by a couple and children. However, the de-

crease in risk for those not earning who live in larger households
is very marked indeed.
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TABLE 4.6: POVERTY RISK OF YOUNGER (UNDER 45) LONE MOTHERS
BY LIVING ARRANGEMENTS, ECONOMIC STATUS AND SEX, 1987 AND
1994+

Per cent in Poverty

1987 1994

Working Other Eco- Working Other Eco-

for Pay | nomic Status | for Pay | nomic Status
Household head 16.9 38.7 25 66.7
With couple and 7.3 12.5 5.4 17.5
children
With lone parent ----* 30.7 30.4 2.7

el

With other - ¥ ¥

* Broken lines (----) indicate that there were too few cases in the sample to

provide a reliable estimate.

Alternatives to Household Head as way of Classifying
Households
The analysis up to this point clearly points to the n.eed to go bfayor;d
simply the characteristics of the household head in attempting Io
understand the way poverty risk varies across houseﬁolds. n
particular, as well as considering household cqmpomtmn, the
economic status of other household members (espeqally the spzulse
or partner in couple households) needs to be taken into accoun(i n
this section we draw on the range of results we haV(‘e present;a1 : (sio
far to discuss the implications for how best to categorise households
in analysing poverty, and in particul‘tir pove.rt‘y among v;;omzn. T
In couple households, the head is traditionally de lne a e
male partner. Our analysis of couﬁle hzsg};?cl;isofcl’f:: I); :;;giart_
that even when one controls for characteristi et
ner (age, whether unemployed, whether a.t work, social class),
povei'tfr risk is significantly rﬁduce‘:‘f(‘i ’if the lv(mlf: Zv:r:spf:: ?vz:z,h ’It‘::
i e effect of the wife’s wor '
::gnnitﬁgz :ﬁ" ?}lle effect of the husband’s work, sugge.stllr:get}i'l:t
women’s work is particularly important at the margin in keeping
f poverty. '
hoﬁsoif:s(;f;c(;tin sc}):eme for households in pove;tydaﬁa;l;r:;
would certainly need to take account of the number of adu
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the number of children in the household. One-person households
and households with dependent children, particularly lone-parent
households, emerged from our results as at higher risk of poverty
in 1994. The life-cycle stage of the household is also important as
we have seen. Pre-family households and households with “grown
children” are at a relatively low risk of poverty; while the risk is
higher where there are young children in the household. In addi-
tion, there is a tendency for poverty risk to drop as the household
head (or joint heads in a couple household) reach retirement. We
have also seen that whether the wife is at work in a couple house-
hold has an impact on the poverty risk of the household as a
whole, even when the husband’s labour force status is taken into
account. In addition, a household with other members working for
pay also faced a reduced risk of poverty.

The problem one faces in seeking to take account of such a
range of factors is that a classification system must also be trac-
table. Suppose, for example, that one starts with a labour force
status measure with ten categories: for any individual in the
household this is entirely manageable. Suppose though that we
try to capture the labour force status of both partners in a couple:
we now have one hundred possible combinations (many with only
very small numbers in them). Nor is there any reason to believe
that one particular way of categorising households will be best for
all purposes. Depending on the objective of the analysis, different
ways of looking at the data will be more satisfactory. However, it
is worth illustrating some possible approaches to the problem
which go beyond the characteristics of the “household head”.

One approach is to continue to focus on the characteristics of
one individual in the household, but redefine the basis on which
that individual is selected. Most obviously, one can measure
directly who is currently contributing most to the income of the
household, and concentrate on that individual as what the Central
Statistics Office, for example, term the principal economic
supporter. An alternative which has been developed by sociolo-
gists in the context of classification by social class is called the
dominance approach (see Erikson, 1984; Breen and Whelan,
1996). This involves classifying all married persons according to
the class position of whichever partner is considered “dominant”,
where two criteria of dominance apply. The first is that employ-
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ment dominates non-employment and full-time employment
dominates part-time employment. The second is that higher; level
employment in terms of position in a class schema dominates
lower level employment. . .
Without going into the precise details of how this is dSne in
practice, it is worth applying this approach to selecting the (?oml-
nant” partner in couple households in our 1994 samplt?, and illus-
trating the extent to which this affects key resu}ts in terms of
poverty. Table 4.7 first shows the poverty rate (still using .the 50
per cent poverty line) for households in that sample categorised by
the labour force status of the household head or, in the case of
couple households, the male partner. It then shows“the .corre;
sponding results when the labour force status of the dommar}t
partner, in the sense just outlined, is used instead to categorise
households. We see that there is very little difference between tl‘1e
two, reflecting the fact that the dominance approach. does not in
fact lead to recategorisation of many households in terms of

labour force status.'

TABLE 4.7: POVERTY RATE FOR HOUSEHOLDS CATEGORISED BY
LABOUR FORCE STATUS OF “HOUSEHOLD HEAD” VERSUS
“DOMINANT PARTNER”, 1994

Labour Force Status | “Household Head” | “Dominant Partner”
Per cent in Poverty
8.7
Employee 6.6
6.9
Self-employed 6.9 —
8.7 |
Farmer 8.7 .
29.9 |
Unemployed 32.0 - 1
8.6 ‘
Mdindblea?! 1 vathlifec 1 Tge vl
Retired (514 10.2 Hisdeian 08 (o
In home duties | 27.1 AN SN G )p

' We are very grateful to our colleague Chris Whelan for providing these re-
sults from the dominance approach.
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Concentrating on the characteristics of one individual is in any
case going to provide only limited information about the house-
hold, and may miss features which are particularly important for
some types of household no matter which individual is selected. It
is thus worth exploring alternative approaches to categorising
households which seek to capture more about, for example, the
labour force status of both partners in couple households. Drawing
on Davies and Joshi (1998), Table 4.8, for example, shows a classi-
fication system which incorporates more of the factors which were
identified earlier as relevant to the poverty risk of households,
whilst keeping to a manageable number of categories.” House-
holds are divided into three broad groups based on the age and
attachment status of the household head or joint heads:

* Non-elderly couple households: These are households where
the head is married or cohabiting, and neither partner is aged
65 or older. These households are further subdivided on the
basis of whether neither, one or both partners earn (as em-
ployees or as self-employed or farmer), and on the basis of the
number of children under 18 in the household (none, one to
two, three or more). Since the proportion of households where
the wife earns but the husband does not earn is relatively

small, these are not subdivided on the basis of the number of
children under 18.

® Other non-elderly households: These are divided into lone
parent households (where the lone parent has at least one
child under 18) and households where the head is “un-
attached” (no spouse or partner and no dependent children).
These households are further subdivided on the basis of
whether there is someone in the household who is earning.

Elderly households: the head (or spouse if it is a couple house-
hold) is aged 65 or over. These are further subdivided on the
basis of whether someone in the househ

old (not necessarily
the household head) is earning.

* Note that Davies and Joshi b.

ase their categories on families rather than
households.
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We now illustrate the usefulness of such a classification by usi.ng
it to examine changes in the composition of the population
between 1987 and 1994 and changes in poverty risk.

TABLE 4.8: HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND POVERTY RISK IN 1987 AND 1994

1987 1994

% % of All % % of All
Poor | Households | Poor | Households

Non-Elderly Couple Households

Both earning, no children 0.0 3.7 1.1 4.7
Both earning 1-2 children 14 4.1 2.5 7.6
Both earning, 3+ children 6.4 2:3 1.2 3.0
Husband only earns, no 9.8 6.1 4.4 4.8
children

Husband only earns, 1-2 8.4 15.2 9.6 11.5
children

Husband only earns, 3+ 15.5 127 21.3 8.3
children

Wife only earns 8.3 2.4 19.0 24
Neither earns 56.3 12.0 55.8 10.2
Other Non-Elderly Households

Lone parent, 1+ earning 10.2 3.5 8.9 3.6
Lone parent, nobody earning | 36.8 2.5 60.2 4.7
Unattached, 1+ earning 11.1 7.8 2.6 9.4
Unattached, nobody earning | 34.3 3.7 62.0 4.8
Elderly Households

Elderly, 1+ earner 119 8.0 6.7 6.3
Elderly, no earner 5.6 15.8 13.3 18.8
All 16.3 100.0 18.8 100.0

Table 4.8 shows first that the main changes in the profile 'of t:lle
two ESRI samples between 1987 and 1994 were a drf)p in :hz
overall proportion of non-elderly couple households, a 11';s'e :::ease
proportion of other non-elderly households, and a 511na. in e
in the proportion of elderly households. There were also impo
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changes associated with the increase over the period in the pro-
portion of married women at work for pay. The proportion of
households where both partners worked for pay increased from 10
to 15 per cent of all households, while the proportion where only
the husband worked fell from 34 to 25 per cent. Households where
only the wife worked remained relatively stable at only two per
cent of all households, while the proportion of households where
neither partner worked fell slightly from 12 to 10 per cent. By
1994, the wife was working for pay in roughly one third of all cou-
ple households.

The figures in the table then show clearly the importance of the
wife’s earnings in keeping households out of poverty. The poverty
risk for households where both partners work is very low in both
years, and in 1994 there was no tendency for the very low risk of
poverty in these households to increase with the number of chil-
dren. In contrast, the risk of poverty for households where only
the husband works is higher and increases sharply as the number
of children in the household increases. In 1987, the risk of poverty
for households where only the wife earns was comparable
(at about eight per cent) to the risk for households with two or
fewer children where only the husband earns. By 1994, however,
the risk has more than doubled for households where only the
wife earns: from eight to 19 per cent — bringing the level close to
that of households with three or more children where only the
husband earns. This suggests that, particularly by 1994, the level
of women’s earnings are less adequate than men’s in keeping a
household that relies on a single income source out of poverty.

In general, earnings have become more important in keeping
non-couple households out of poverty. Between 1987 and 1994 the
poverty gap between households where someone earns and those
where nobody earns has increased. The poverty risk has fallen for
the other non-elderly households where at least one person works
for pay, but has increased sharply for households where no-one
earns. In 1987 elderly households with no earner had a lower risk
of poverty than those with at least one earner, but this had re-
versed by 1994. The overall level of poverty for elderly households
in 1994 is not high, however, being on a par with the rate for
couple households with children where only the husband works.
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This classification system thus allows one to assess the impact
of having at least one earner in the household, the importance of
differing numbers of children for couple households, and the
importance of women’s earnings in couple households. (?f the
characteristics it does not incorporate, perhaps the most impor-
tant is the number of earners other than the household head or
couple. It does however capture the main elements of household
composition, life-cycle stage and the economic status of household
members that account for variations in poverty risk.

Many alternative categorisations aiming at the same general
objective could be adopted. For example, Table .4.9 shows a
slightly more parsimonious classification schema with 11 catego-
ries, which does not distinguish elderly versus non-elderly, and
has also been used elsewhere. The choice of a particular schema
will depend on the precise purpose of the analysis at. hand, and
that will determine whether for example one wants to incorporate
labour force status of other household members at the cost of
dropping aspects of household composition such as ‘number f’f
children. The general conclusion we would emphasise at t:,hlS
point, however, is that it is valuable to move beyox?d categorisa-
tions of, for example, labour force status based simply on th‘e
characteristics of one individual in the household, and. the%t this
can be done in a way that still provides tractable categorisations.

TABLE 4.9: ALTERNATIVE CATEGORISATION BY HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Household Type

Single Persons

Single Parents

Couple, No Children, No Earner
Couple, No Children, 1 Earner
Couple, No Children, 2 Earners |
Couple, Children, No Earner
Couple, Children, 1 Earner
Couple, Children, 2 Earners
Singles with Relatives o ]
Couples with Relatives |

Other N

s s
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Summary and Conclusions

This chapter began with a shift in focus from the household to the
individual as the unit of analysis. This involved looking at the
poverty risk for individual women and men rather than house-
holds headed by females versus males or couples, while retaining
for the present the assumption that each member of a given
household has the same living standard. An overview of the risks
of poverty faced by adult men and women in 1987 and 1994 was
provided. This showed that the gender gap in poverty risk at the
individual level is much smaller than the gap between male-
headed, female-headed and couple households. This is because the
majority of adult men and women live in couple households, and
so face similar risks of being in a poor household. It also showed
that there was some increase in the poverty risk faced by adult
women compared to that faced by adult men between 1987 and
1994, this being most apparent at the 60 per cent poverty line.
About one third of all women, compared with 28 per cent of all
men were in households below that line in 1994

We then turned to a closer examination of the way in which the
poverty risk of two groups, namely young unattached individuals
and young lone mothers, were affected by their economic status
and living arrangements. These two groups are particularly rele-
vant here because it is the gender gap among those living alone
and among lone parents that is driving the increased risk of
poverty we observed for female-headed households between 1987
and 1994. The results showed that living in a larger household —
for example continuing to live in the family home rather than
setting up a household in their own right — can insulate young
unattached adults and young lone mothers from the poverty risk
associated with not earning an income. By 1994, however, where a
lone mother works for pay, living in a larger household did not
further reduce poverty risk.

These results clearly pointed to the “insulating” effect of
sharing accommodation where the individual or lone parent is not
earning. Before policy implications are drawn, however, we would
need to know more about the potential disadvantages of having a
larger number of people sharing accommodation. This is particu-
larly true in the context of the general trend towards smaller
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household sizes, which would seem to be indicative of a preference
for the autonomy associated with establishing a home of one’s
own. The measure of poverty used here does not take account of
the potential disadvantages of sharing accommodation. Apart
from the autonomy implications, households with a largfal: number
of adults may be more likely to live in overcrowded conditions.

We then went on to consider how the categorisation of house-
holds for the purpose of poverty analysis might go beyond the po-
sition of the “household head” to incorporate more of the factors
which were identified as relevant to poverty risk of households.
One classification system was illustrated, which allowed us to as-
sess the positive impact of having at least one.eamer in the
household, the importance of the presence of differing numbers (’)f
children for couple households, and the importance ofj women’s
earnings in couple households. A wide range of altgrnatl\'zes .couk:‘
be adopted, with the choice depending on the precise objective od
the analysis in question. However, it is clearly both valuablefan
possible to employ categorisations of, for example, lat-)our force
status which are not based on the situation of only one individual
in the household but remain tractable.




Chapter 5

WOMEN’S EMPLOYMENT, LOW PAY
AND HOUSEHOLD POVERTY

Introduction

Participation by women in the paid labour force has been
increasing particularly rapidly in Ireland in recent years, but
women are much more likely than men to be working for low
levels of pay. In this chapter we first briefly outline overall trends
in women’s participation in the paid labour force and then focus
on the position of women who are working as employees. We ana-
lyse the extent to which women’s earnings fall below commonly
used low pay benchmarks. We look at how many of the women
who are low paid also live in poor households, and the contribu-
tion which low-paid women’s earnings make to keeping house-
holds out of poverty. We then examine the impact of
unemployment versus employment on psychological distress
levels for men versus women. Finally, we examine policy issues
around the obstacles facing women who want to take up paid em-
ployment.

Our focus here continues to be on women and poverty, rather
than on, for example, the differential between male and female
earnings throughout the distribution, which can also be studied
using the survey data employed here (see Callan and Wren, 1994).
That data is once again from the 1987 and 1994 ESRI household
surveys, which have been described briefly in Chapter 1 and in
more depth in Callan et al (1989, 1996).

e i s
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Women and Employment

The overall rate of participation by Irish women in the paid labour
force was stable between 1960 and the early 1980s, while the
participation rate of married women was rising slowly. More re-
cently, both the overall participation rate and more particularly
that for married women has been rising rapidly. Table 5.1 shows
female participation rates in both 1987 and 1994 for Ireland and
most other OECD countries. In 1987 the female labour force
participation in Ireland was 38 per cent, while many of the other
developed countries had female participation rates of over 50 per
cent and only Spain had a lower rate than Ireland. By 1994 the
participation rate in Ireland had increased to 47 per cent. Very
few of the OECD countries for which data are available experi-
enced larger increases.

The increase in the number of Irish women in the paid labour
force between 1991 and 1997 exceeded the combined employment
increases over the previous 20 years. While there has been a
significant increase in the numbers of women in self-employment
— more rapid than for men — the bulk of the increase in numbers
at work represents employees. However, particularly for women
the share of part-time workers among employees has also risen
rapidly, from around 11 per cent in the mid-1980s to over 20 per
cent. Almost half these part-time women are employed in service
occupations, with clerical and professional and technical occupa-
tions accounting for most of the remainder.

Focusing now on women at work as employees, household
survey data allows the relationship between participation and the
position of other household members to be analysed. Callan and
Wren (1994) have carried out such an analysis with the ESRI
survey for 1987, and a similar exercise based on data from the
1994 survey is currently under way. It is worth noting that the
ESRI surveys show the percentage of married women working as
employees increasing from 22 per cent in 1987 to 34 per cent in
1994. This is reflected in a rise in the share of gross household
income accounted for by female earnings, from 12 per cent in 1987
to 15 per cent in 1994. The impact such changes have had on
household inequality are among the issues being addressed in a
forthcoming study for the Combat Poverty Agency by Callan,
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Nolan, O’Neill and Sweetman (forthcoming 1999). Here we can
simply note from Table 5.2 that the increase in employment ra.tes
for married women over the period varied considerably dep‘end{ng
on the position of the husband in the male earnings distribution
— or whether he was employed in the first place.

TABLE 5.1: FEMALE LABOUR FORCE PARTICIPATION RATES (AGE 15—
64) IN IRELAND AND OTHER OECD COUNTRIES, 1987 AND 1994

Country Female Female Proportior.nal
Participation | Participation Change 1.n
Rate 1987 (%) | Rate 1994 (%) | Participation
Rate
Australia 56.7 63.4 +12%
Austria 53.0 62.1 +17%
Belgium 49.9 55.1 +10%
Canada 65.5 67.8 +4%
Denmark 76.8 73.8 —4%
Finland 72.9 69.9 —4%
France 55.5 59.6 +7%
méermany 54.5 61.8 +13%
Greece 41.7 44.6 +7%
Ireland 38.5 47.2 +23%
Italy 434 42.9 -1%
Japan 57.8 62.1 +7%
Luxembourg 45.7 56.5 +24%
Netherlands 48.8 57.4 +18%
New Zealand 63.4 65.0 +2%
Norway 723 ] . 1)

-i;;rtugal 58.2 62.0 ATRAA A bt MRS
Spain 37.7 44.1 +17%
Sweden 79.4 74.4 6%
Switzerland 57.3 67.5 +18%
UK 62.4 66.2 +6%
USA 66.2 70.5 +6%

ot e
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TABLE 5.2: FEMALE EMPLOYMENT RATE BY MALE EARNINGS

DECILE GROUPS
Husband’s Employment | Employment Proportional
Position in the Rate of Wives | Rate of Wives Change in
Earnings 1987 (%) 1994 (%) Employment
Distribution Rate of Wives
1987-1994
First Decile 24.6 30.8 +25%
Second Decile 16.6 45.7 +175%
Third Decile 18.6 45.0 +141%
Fourth Decile 20.8 43.7 +110%
Fifth Decile 17.8 43.2 +143%
Sixth Decile 26.7 475 +78%
Seventh Decile 19.0 42.0 +121%
Eighth Decile 28.3 42.9 +52%
Ninth Decile 31.7 38.1 +20%
Tenth Decile 23.4 28.5 +22%
Husband 20.1 16.7 -17%
unemployed

Source: Callan, Nolan, O’Neill and Sweetman (1999, forthcoming).

We see that in 1987 employment rates were higher for women
married to husbands with above average earnings. In 1987 about
19 per cent of women married to men with below average income
were employees, compared with 25 per cent for women married to
men with above average earnings. While female employment
rates increased between 1987 and 1994 throughout the male
earnings distribution, the bulk of the change in employment rates
Wwas concentrated among women married to men with below aver-
age earnings. By 1994, the relative female employment rates by
husbands earnings had reversed: the employment rates were now
42 per cent where the husband had below average earnings and
40 per cent where he had above average earnings. The only group
not to experience an increase in employment rates were women

married to unemployed men, for whom the employment rate fell
from 20 per cent to 17 per cent.
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Women and Low Pay

A variety of approaches can be used to define and measure 1<?w
pay (for example, CERC, 1991, OECD, 1996; Nolan, 1993 dis-
cusses approaches previously applied to Irish data). The r.nethod
which is most widely used, and which we follow, is to derive the
low pay threshold as half or two-thirds of median earnings. It can
then make a considerable difference whether one focuses on all
workers or on full-time employees only, and on hourly or weekly
earnings. The OECD in its recent study for example defined l.ow-
paid workers as full-time workers who earn less than tVi{O-thll‘dS
of the median weekly earnings for full-time workers. Slnc.e our
interest is in female employees and a significant proportion of
these are part-timers, it is important to include all empIO).'ees
here, and we use as low pay benchmarks both half and two—t}‘nrds
the median weekly earnings for all employees. The National
Minimum Wage Commission in its recent report (19?8) recom-
mended a national hourly minimum wage set at two-thirds of the
median. We draw in this section on Nolan’s report for that Com-
mission, published as Volume 2 of its Report (1998b).. :

As background, Table 5.3 first shows the composition of all em-
ployees in the 1994 ESRI survey by gender and age.

TABLE 5.3: SEX COMPOSITION OF EMPLOYEES BY AGE GROUP, 1994

e T

Males Females All
% of All | % of Total | % of All | % of Total | % of Total
Males Sample | Females | Sample Sample
Under 18 1.2 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.7
18 under 21 6.0 35 5.8 2.4 5.9
21 under 25 11.0 6.5 17.1 7.0 135
h25 under 35 v iy 16.4 32.2 W 1_3}_ E3 S AA296
~35 under 45 271 16.1 22_§ W8 ikdtel 9.2 25 2
45_1_1_nder 55 19.0 11.3 i ,,M-_.lyi'_‘,‘__., i il “6.3 17.5
5-5;nd0ver 8.0 4.é i 6.8 | 2.8 | 4_____71? B
A 100.0 59.3 100.0 40.7 1000 |

i
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We see that 59 per cent of employees were men and 41 per cent

women. Female employees are more heavily concentrated in the
younger age groups, with 23 per cent aged under 25 and 55 per
cent under 35 compared with 18 per cent and 46 per cent respec-
tively for men.

Table 5.4 now shows the percentage of employees with earn-
ings below the hourly low pay thresholds in 1994 and in 1987. We
see first that the percentage of all employees below half the me-
dian was virtually unchanged between 1987 and 1994, at 11 per
cent, while the percentage below two-thirds of the hourly median
rose from 20 per cent to 23 per cent. A comparison with other
countries for whom the OECD has produced results, covering full-
time employees only, shows that Ireland has one of the highest

levels of low pay of any OECD country (see Barrett, Callan and
Nolan, 1998).

TABLE 5.4: PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES BELOW LOW PAY
THRESHOLDS, 1987 AND 1994

1987 1994

% Below Threshold
50% of median hourly earnings 11.0 114
| 66% of median hourly earnings 19.8 23.0

Against this background, Table 5.5 shows the risk and incidence
of low pay by gender in 1994, We see that women face a substan-
tially higher risk of being low paid than men — 30 per cent of
women compared with 18 per cent of men are below the higher
cut-off. The second half of the table shows that women therefore
account for 52-54 per cent of those experiencing low pay, although
as we saw earlier only 41 per cent of all employees are women.
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TABLE 5.5: LOW PAY BY GENDER, 1994

Hourly Earnings Cut-off
Half median ; Two-thirds median
% Below Cut-off

Male 9.2 17.8
Female 14.6 30.5
All 114 23.0

% of All Those Below Cut-off
Male 479 45.9
Female 52.1 54.1
All 100.0 100.0

Table 5.6 looks at the risk of low pay by age and sex together. This
shows that under the age of 25, there is little or no dlﬁ'ere.nce be':-
tween men and women in the probability of being low paid. It is
women aged 25 or over, and particularly those aged 35 or ?v;r,
who face a much higher risk of being in low pay than men od Le e
same age. For example, 25 per cent of women employees age -
tween 35 and 44 compared with only seven per cent of men are
below two-thirds of the median. For both men and women, lt;hci
risk of being low paid is highest for the younger age grou{)ls, f\;r
the gap between young workers and the rest is much smaller :
women than men. As a result, women aged 25 or over accouflt oxf:
about one-third of all employees, and about the same proportion ;)
the low paid. Men aged 25 or over, by contrast, acc0}1nt forl ox;s):
15-20 per cent of the low paid, although they constitute alm
half of all employees. ‘

Low-paid fvor)r,len are also more likely to be married thar; lo:/(;
paid men. With the two-thirds median threshold, for ex;ulnp e,aid
per cent of low-paid women compared with 24 per cent o ow-i) g
men are married. This comes about primarily because n}o:e (; i
paid women are in the older age groups, altho'ugh even V\tr;ta :,nmfn
groups a slightly higher proportion of low-paid women
are married.
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TABLE 5.6: PERCENTAGE LOW PAID BY GENDER AND AGE

% Below Hourly Earnings Cut-off
I
Half median | Two-thirds median
Under 18
Men 93.8 100.0
Women 574 100.0
18 under 21
Men 46.2 75.0
Women 53.7 78.0
21 under 25
Men 22.6 45.7
Women 194 46.5
25 under 35
Men 4.8 12.0
Women 8.2 18.6
35 under 45
Men 2.9 7.2
_V!omen 11.8 24.8
_45 Ender 55
' Men 2.4 6.3
Women 15.0 29.7
55 and over
Men 45 8.8
Women 6.1 24.8
The part-time/full-time distinction is of major importance in the

context of low pay, particularly for women. There are different
ways of categorising employees as full-time versus part-time: in-
ternationally a cut-off of 30 hours is widely used, while in the
Irish context an 18 hour threshold is used for some purposes
within the social insurance system. In 1994, seven per cent of em-
ployees in the ESRI sample worked fewer than 18 hours per week,
and 16 per cent worked fewer than 30 hours. The percentage
working part-time is much higher for women than men, with 30
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per cent of female employees working fewer than 30 hours com-
pared with six per cent for men. This differential is predominantly
in the older age groups, with more than 40 per cent of all female
employees aged over 35 working fewer than 30 hours compared
with under six per cent of men in that age group. ;

The risk of being low paid is considerably higher for part-time
than full-time employees: 49 per cent of those working under 18
hours, and 36 per cent of those working under 30 hours, are below
two-thirds of the median compared with 20 per cent of those
working 30 hours or more. The fact that women ar:e much.m<.>re
likely than men to be working part-time thus contributes signifi-
cantly to their higher overall risk of being low paid.

It is also the case however that both among part-time e@ploy-
ees and among full-time employees, women face a higher risk of
being low paid in hourly terms than men. Table 5.7 shows, for ex-
ample, that 38 per cent of women working under 30 hours, c?m-
pared with 30 per cent of men fall below two-thirds of the m.edlan.
For those working 30 hours or more the extent of ?ow pay is less
but the gap between men and women is as wide, W}th 27 per cent
of women compared with 17 per cent of men falling below that
cut-off. :

While most low-paid part-time workers are indeed women,
part-timers do not dominate among low-paid women. Table 5.7
also shows that women working 30 hours or more acgount for one-
third of all employees below two-thirds of the median, whereas
women working fewer than 30 hours account for one-fifth.
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TABLE 5.7: LOW PAY FOR F ULL-TIME AND PART-TIME WOMEN
VERSUS MEN, 1994

Women and Poverty in Ireland

% Below Hourly Earnings Cut-off

Half median Two-thirds median

Male Female Male Female
Under 18 hours 19.0 244 39.2 51.3
Under 30 hours 16.5 18.3 30.0 38.3
30 or more hours 8.7 13.0 17.0 27.2

% of All Below Cut-off

Male Female Male Female
_ Under 18 hours 2.1 12.2 2.2 12.7
Under 30 hours 51 19.6 4.5 20.3
30 or more hours 428 32.6 41.3 33.8

Low Pay among Women and Household Poverty

Low pay affects individual earners and is of concern in itself from
that perspective. It may or may not produce poverty for families or
households depending on the nature of the households in which
the low-paid earners live and the extent to which there are other
sources of income for those households,
tent to which low pay among women and household poverty over-
lap: the extent to which lov -paid women are in poor households.
Resources may not actually be shared within the household/family
S0 as to equalise living standards, and low pay may affect the living
standards of the individual earner, irrespective of the situation of
the household in which he or she lives. The intra-household distri-
bution of resources and living standards is explored in the next
chapter, but here our interest is in the overall situation of the
households in which low-paid women live.

For this purpose, as in previous work we measure household
poverty by first comparing total disposable household income with
relative income poverty lines constructed as 50 per cent and 60
per cent of average household income in the sample. Current in-
come alone may not however accurately reflect a household’
ing standards, which will be influenced by resources over a
longer period. Measures combining information on incom

We now analyse the ex-

s liv-
much
e and
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indicators of deprivation have therefore been developed fron.l the
1987 and 1994 surveys. A set of eight items or activities was 1df=,n-
tified from a more extensive list as representing basic deprivafslon
and suitable to serve as an indicator of underlying generalised
deprivation. (For example, being able to afford new rather than
second-hand clothes or a warm overcoat.) In measuring povtf,rty we
thus also look at households below the 60 per cent relative income
lines and experiencing such basic forms of deprivation (set.a Callan et
al, 1996; Nolan and Whelan, 1996; the full range of deprivation in-
dicators in the surveys is discussed in more detail i.n phapter 6).

Since a given income will provide a different living stax'ldard to
the individuals in a large versus a small household, equlvaler}ce
scales are widely used to adjust for differences in l.lousgh?ld size
and composition, with actual household income being d1v1d¢?d by
the number of equivalent adults in the household. Ther.e is no
consensus as to which method for estimating these scales is mo§t
satisfactory, and a variety of equivalence scale§ has been used in
research on Ireland and in cross-country studies. Here we again
employ an equivalence scale which attributes a value of .1 to the first
adult, 0.66 to each additional adult, and 0.33 to each. ch.11d (aget.i u;
der 14); using alternatives scales widely employed in mtematuzllts
comparisons such as 1/0.7/0.5 or 1/0.5/0.3 does not affect the res
we present.

Aps background to the relationship between low pay fo;g\zon:leln
and household poverty, it is important to nott.a that in 1 : , 0 _)_r
about 12-15 per cent of poor households contaln(?d an emp (zei'
whether male or female, low paid or not. The low income popula lf;n
in Ireland is currently dominated by households I:el)'rmg pxrtlgma;riln)j
on social security transfers, and to a much more limited e :ona]
come from self-employment (including farming) or OCL-‘uPta le i
pensions, rather than employee earnings. Tl}e san-le " T
households on low income and experiencing basic de;?nvatlon. .

Table 5.8 now shows the percentage of lf)w-pald wome‘t(li z;r:i-
low-paid men who are in poor households, with the'lattt.‘ex;1 i ot; .
fied using relative income poverty lin_es or a com.bma vl:ork i
come and deprivation criteria. (Drawing on pre-VIOl.lS b 5(; ha
latter could be in terms of the numbers be.low'elthe;'1 t t‘ev g
cent or 60 per cent income line and expenenClﬂng anvenience
termed “basic deprivation”; we concentrate here for co

e M S
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on the higher income cut-off.) We see first that the overall degree

of overlap between low pay and household poverty is quite limited.

Using the “half median” low pay threshold, 11 per cent of the low

paid are in households below half average income, 23 per cent are
in households below the 60 per cent line, and 10 per cent are in
households below that line and experiencing basic deprivation.
Using the higher two-thirds median earnings threshold, a smaller
proportion of the low paid are in poor households.

TABLE 5.8: PERCENTAGE OF LOW-PAID INDIVIDUALS IN POOR
HOUSEHOLDS BY GEN DER, 1994

Household Poverty % of Low-Paid Individuals in
Measure Poor Households
Below half median Below two-thirds
median

StHiLN 1 | Men | Women | All | Men | Women All

Below 50% line 114 10.6 | 11.0 7.5 6.0 6.7

Below 60% line 26.4 20.1 23.1 19.4 13.6 16.2

Below 60% line +

experiencing basic 11.9 9.2 10.5 9.9 5.7 7.6

deprivation

Focusing on gender, we then see that a
paid women than low-paid men are in poor households; the gap is
marginal for some of the low pay/poverty measure combinations,
but more pronounced for others. The overlap between low pay and
household poverty is itself highest with the 60 per cent income
line and the half median low pay threshold. This combination of
measures shows one in five low-paid women in a poor household,
and one in four low-paid men.

Looking at the overlap from a household perspective, at most
about 10 per cent of poor households contain a low-
and about half that number contain a low-
primarily because, as we have seen, most p

smaller proportion of low-

paid employee,
paid woman. This is
oor households do not
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contain an employee, whether low-paid or otherwise.' This reflects
first the fact that the low pay thresholds are substantially higher
than the relative poverty lines for a single adult or a coup'le, S0 a
household might not be below the lines even if rel.yi.ng entirely on
such earnings.” Secondly, many households contalnlr}g a lovnf-pald
individual are not depending entirely or even primanly. on his/her
earnings, they have other earners or recipients of social welfare
transfers. This is particularly likely to be the case where the low-
paid individual is a young adult living in the parental home or a
married woman. A limited overlap between low pay and poverty is
thus a common finding in UK and US studies such as Laya?d,
Piachaud and Stewart (1978), Bazen (1988), Burkhauser and Fin-
negan (1989), Sutherland (1995). The precise extent of the overlztlp
depends on the way in which low pay and poverty are measured,
ut the broad message is similar. ‘
: tI-If)lwever, low pa;g/ in general and low pay for women in par;‘
ticular still affects a substantial proportion of that }Illnontyfr‘ o
poor households which do contain an employ.ee, and :s ’It‘hge (;r;
highly relevant to the position of the “working poor™. a' e (.)r
shows that about 55 per cent of the employees wh_o are in l:)old
households have earnings below the two-thirds median thxies o n
Female employees living in poor households are generz;l ye:;u:n
more likely to be low paid: two-thirds of thfe female'emp oyth i
households below the 60 per cent relative income line are the
selves earning less than two-thirds of the median.

wer family/tax unit of single

' This pattern is not altered by using the narman the household as recipient

adult or couple with dependent children rather th
unit in measuring poverty.

! : hold cor-
* In 1994, for example, the two-thirds of medn?n hourly gar??ﬁzrtsgfswould be
responded to about £160 per week gross, which ﬁ;r:v:uilngoome line was only
about £124 net, whereas even the 60 per cent relati
about £80 for a single person.
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TABLE 5.9: PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOYEES IN POOR HOUSEHOLDS
WHO ARE LOW PAID BY GENDER, 1994

Household % of the Employees in Poor Households
Poverty Measure Who are Low Paid
Below half median Below two-thirds
median

Men Women | All Men | Women | All
Below 50% line 40.9 53.1 46.2 51.6 63.1 56.7
Below 60% line 31.9 473 374 45.3 66.9 53.1
Below 60% line +
experiencing basic 36.0 445 39.5 | 58.7 57.5 58.2
deprivation

Focusing on the low-paid women who are in poor households,
Table 5.10 shows that (based on two-thirds of the median) 55-60
per cent are married, and 30-40 per cent are aged under 25.
Compared with all low-paid women, this means a relatively high
proportion of the low-paid women in poor households are married
(or cohabiting), and if anything a relatively low proportion are in
th(? younger age groups. The most striking characteristic of low-
paid women who are in poor households is however the very high
proportion — up to three-quarters compared with 38 per cent of
all lov'v-paid women — working under 30 hours a week.

. It is also worth emphasising that even if many low-paid indi-
viduals are not in households below the poverty lines, their incomes
may be playing a crucial role in keeping the household out of pov-
erty. 'We have already seen in earlier chapters that the poverty risk
for different types of households is significantly influenced by the
number of members in paid employment. We can also illustrate
here the impact of the earnings of low-paid workers on the position
of thei.r households vis-a-vis the income poverty lines by a crude but
reveah'ng 'exercise. This involves simply deducting the net pay of the
low-paid individual from the disposable income of the household
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TABLE 5.10: CHARACTERISTICS OF LOW-PAID WOMEN EMPLOYEES
IN POOR HOUSEHOLDS

Women Employees Below Two-thirds
Median
% part-time % married/ | % under
(under 30 hours) | cohabiting 25
In household below 74.7 59.0 29.5
50% line
In household below 58.5 54.2 34.3
60% line
In household below 60% 60.7 54.6 415
line + experiencing basic
deprivation
All women below 37.5 405 416
two-thirds median

and then comparing that reduced income with the relative_ poverty
lines. Table 5.11 shows how often this would bnn.g e
households containing low-paid individuals (below two-i':hlrdas of
the median) below the 50 per cent or 60 per cent poverty lines.

TABLE 5.11: POVERTY RATES FOR HOUSEHOLDS OF LOW-PAID
EMPLOYEES IN THE ABSENCE OF THEIR EARNINGS

Household % of Low-paid Individuals in Househcflds flbov:
Poverty Poverty Line Which Would Be Below it Withou
Measure Earnings from Low-paid Employment
Men Women
sl All Married/ Widowed, Single
Cohabiting | Separated,
Diuorcefi_ ptih
w5 | 243
Below 50% line 378 | 222 | 136 | 505 |
Suasaidy o did 21 o
Below 60% line 36.0 | 24.3 119 | 47 siiid sl

rivation criteria would be

3 - . . e
Such an exercise for the combined income plus dep s

much more complex, since it would involve predicting the depriv
of households with reduced income.

* |
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We see that for both low-paid men and women, a substantial pro-
portion are in households above the poverty lines but which would
be below those lines if the “low pay” was not coming into the
household. This is the case for over one-third of all low-paid men,
and 22-24 per cent of all low-paid women, whether the 50 per cent
or 60 per cent poverty line is used. Analysing low-paid women by
marital status, the table also shows that about half the low-paid
women who are widowed, separated or divorced are in households
which would fall below the income lines without their earnings.
The corresponding figure for single women is 24-31 per cent,
while for married or cohabiting women it is about 13 per cent.

Women’s Employment and Psychological Distress

Seeking to participate in the paid labour force may have implica-
tions not just for the income of women and their households, it can
also have a whole range of effects on individual and familial well-
being. As a contribution towards opening up this enormously
complex area, we look here at a measure of psychological distress,
and how it differs between male and female employees and unem-
ployed. This is a topic already addressed using data from the 1987
ESRI survey in Whelan, Hannan and Creighton (1991); here we
present some new results from the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey,
drawing on the more extensive analysis in Whelan, Gallie, and
McGinnity (1998).

The measure of psychological distress used is the 12-item ver-
sion of Goldberg’s General Health Questionnaire (GHQ). The
items are designed to give information about the respondent’s cur-
rent mental state, and have been carefully chosen to discriminate
between respondent’s likelihood of being assessed as a non-
psychotic psychiatric case. The items are:

Been able to concentrate on whatever you are doing.

Lost much sleep over worry.

Felt that you are playing a useful part in things.
Felt constantly under strain.

Felt capable of making decisions.

7TEU0 oy

Felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties.
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Been able to enjoy your normal day-to-day activities.
Been feeling unhappy and distressed.

Been able to face up to your problems.

Been losing confidence in yourself.

Been feeling reasonably happy all things considered.

FRos T moe

Been thinking of yourself as a worthless person.

Generally, items involving positive feelings (e.g. A, C,”E“etc.) il}a;we
the response set: “more than usual”, “same as u.sual , “less ag
usual”’, “much less than usual”, and those replying less or muc
less th’an usual are scored as experiencing some degree of distress.
Items expressing negative feelings (e.g. B, D, F) have the responls::
set: “not at all”, “no more than usual”, “rather more than usual’,
“much more than usual”, and responses of rather or much more
taken as indicating distress.
tha’;lalllj: a51. il;eshows mean GHQ scores for male and .ferr11;18¢?7 e$e-
ployees and unemployed in the 1994 ESRI survey. As in : t,h i
see that, among employees, women have h1ghe1: GHQ score
men, whereas among the unemployed the opposite is true.

TABLE 5.12: MEAN GHQ SCORE BY GENDER AND EMPLOYMENT
STATUS, 1994

Women Men Anes |

1.20

Employees 1.40 1.08 B
I{_nemployed 2.12 S G B

Table 5.13 then takes marital status il?to s ’(I;hI-IISQrZ‘c,s:elz
that among employees, women have higher mea;x LA it
than men whether single or married, and among t i u1 or mar-
women have lower GHQ scores than men whether sxg%{z scores.
ried. Among employees, married people have 19wer is associated
For the unemployed, on the other hand, marr;ag;?ls o Lty
with higher levels of distress for men, but lower lev
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TABLE 5.13: GHQ SCORE BY GENDER, EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND
MARITAL STATUS, 1994

Women and Poverty in Ireland

Employees Unemployed
Men Women Men Women
Married 0.88 1.19 3.38 1.89
Single 1.40 1.60 2.90 2.17

Focusing on those who are married only, Table 5.14 now compares
GHQ scores for male and female employees and unemployed
cross-tabulated by whether their spouse is at work or unemployed.
We see that for men, GHQ scores are lower when the wife is at
work than when she is unemployed. This is also the case for
women employees, in fact the effect is more pronounced. However,
for unemployed women GHQ scores are actually lower when their
husband is unemployed than when he is at work.

TABLE 5.14: MEAN GHQ SCORE BY GENDER AND EMPLOYMENT
STATUS AND WHETHER PARTNER IS AT WORK

Partner at Work Partner Not at Work

_______________________________ Men | Women Men Women
oo JUEE SR HHG]HDR 171 E4 Lo
Unemployed 2.59 2"*75‘3 --------------------- 2.89 1.55

Another factor one might expect to influence GHQ scores is the
presence or absence of children. Table 5.15 shows that presence of
children is associated with increased GHQ scores for men. In par-
ticular, unemployed men with children have significantly higher
GHQ scores than those without children. For women, on the other
hand, it is those without children who have the higher GHQ
scores though the difference is much less pronounced than for
men, and for women employees is marginal.
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TABLE 5.15: MEAN GHQ SCORE BY GENDER, UNEMPLOYMENT
STATUS, AND HAVING CHILDREN (MARRIED RESPONDENTS ONLY)

Men Women

Employee | Unemployed | Employee Unemployed
.06
No Children 0.73 2.50 1.22 2 3
.8
Children 0.91 3.45 1.18 1

Barriers to Women’s Employment

Given the importance of women’s earnings in liﬁi.ng or }((felep:;llg
households out of poverty, it is necessary to also consider .bne Yl ‘f
range of barriers facing women seeking to take up paid hi;‘;i’a‘;z
ment. Key obstacles are in the area of' wage levels, c !
training and education and the tax and social welfare system. =aanl

The most obvious barrier to taking up employment may SltI:P(Z
be the unavailability of jobs at a wage level that v'vou_ld.;)e Ell’s r;r-
tive, given the tax and welfare system and the m(.h‘.n i age
cumstances. The introduction of a nationzfxl hourly mmému!;lli:;ifn
along the lines recommended by the Minimum W'(.lge orr!:t in this
would clearly be a radical change in the p(.)hcy e‘nv1rox:;me women.
respect, and it is worth considering its likely NP onf all low-
Because women, as we have seen, constitute 8 majont}f y ately by
paid employees, they would also be affected dlspropffl'tl(i’ll':l s
a minimum wage. This would be true of any 'negatl‘:we inzreased
employment prospects, but also of any gamns irom
earnings level. ; i

A mginjmum wage set at two-thirds of median houll‘}y Za::cl:is-
(with lower rates for those aged under 18), alon.g t'he il:tiets recent
mended by the National Minimum Wage Commlssilon loyees (see
report (1998), would affect about 22 per cent of al ?mp 2, by B.
National Minimum Wage Commission Report, Vo ulmeeer; would
Nolan 1998). Over half — 55 per cent — of these emi oy-oural re-
be women. The first-round effects, before anyteb‘ii;‘)“ would be
sponses by employers or employees (actual or po I:,f the low-paid
to increase the gross (hourly or weekly) ea‘rmngs would be very
by an average of 39 per cent: this average mcreasef ik s
much the same for men and women. Whl.le n.IOSt (;10 are could see
are not in poor households, some of the minority W

AN
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-their households lifted out of poverty by the minimum wage. The
Increase in gross earnings it would produce, if that were not taxed
a.nd other income of the household was unaffected, would be suffi-
cient to cut the numbers of low paid in households below the 60
per cent poverty line by half.

In practice, of course, some of that increase in gross income
?ould be taxed away, while social welfare transfers would also fall
m.some instances (notably where Family Income Supplement is
being received). A comprehensive simulation of the first-round
faﬁ'ects of a minimum wage taking these tax and benefit effects
11.1to account would have to be carried out using a tax/benefit
simulation model such as the SWITCH model developed at the
ESRI. Further, the crucial issue of the likely effects of a minimum
wage at the recommended level on employment needs to be care-
ful.ly ?ssessed. Women make up the majority of the potential bene-
ficiaries from the minimum wage, but it is also their jobs that
would be most at risk from a minimum wage set at too high a
level.

T.he availability and cost of childcare currently act as a major
barrier to participation by women in the paid labour force. This
has bc?en. repeatedly recognised, most recently by the Second
Commission on the Status of Women ( 1993) and the Commission
on the Family (1998). It is instructive to note, however, the
absenc.e (.)f consensus on how best to tackle the’ problem.’ The
Cor-nmlssx-on on the Family thus discussed several alternative
policy .optlons, while emphasizing the role of the state in providing
financial support for childcare in or outside the home in the early
Zs:rps;nThelifact. t}zt a range of objectives underlie child income
g ;;om ci' is ndame.ntal: the aim is not simply or solely to
it }f oyment' outside the home or financial independence

» lowever important that might be. The alleviation of
:verty among chll(.iren is also a central concern, as is the sharing
ross the community of some of the costs of raising children, and

the position of ;
account. women in the home must also be taken into

The discussion of alternative
Nolan (1993) and Fahe
child tax allowances in
for paid childcare, alt

policy options in, for example,
y (1?98) brings out the fact that either
the income tax system or tax allowances
hough superficially attractive, would be
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regressive and have little impact on poor families. Alternative
strategies, including direct provision of quality childcare (with
priority given to disadvantaged communities) and universal sup-
port for children through child benefit, are preferable from an
anti-poverty perspective.

Linked to childcare responsibilities, women seeking to re-enter
the labour force after a period working full-time in the home also
face a number of barriers, particularly with respect to training.
Married women and lone parents have been more successful in
obtaining access to active labour market programmes in recent
years than heretofore, but not for the most part those more closely
linked to the labour market. Research has shown that it is pro-
grammes of this sort — that is, training in specific employable
skills and temporary employment subsidies for “real jobs” —
which are most effective in promoting participants’ job prospects
(O’Connell and McGinnity, 1997). General training or direct
employment schemes are of themselves unlikely to significantly
improve the job prospects of participants. They must be followed
by progression to more advanced schemes with better linkages
with the open labour market (O’Connell, 1998). A recent report on
the impact of Community Employment (Murphy, Deloitte and
Touche, 1998) does suggest that job placement rates of partici-
pants have improved in recent years, but also that market
oriented training programmes such as Specific Skills and Job
Training are a great deal more effective in those terms.

Aspects of both the tax and social welfare systems may also act
as barriers to women taking up paid employment. As far as th‘e
tax system is concerned, the income tax treatment of couples is
particularly problematic. Because both personal allowances apd
tax bands are transferable from a non-working to a working
spouse, a non-working spouse in that situation is likely to effec-
tively face the top tax rate on prospective earnings. Th?t top tax
rate is currently 46 per cent, and employee social msurapce
contributions bring the effective marginal tax rate facing
non-working spouses of those in employment above 50 per cent.
Structural reform of the income tax system in this respect, to
restrict the transferability of bands and/or allowances, would ha.ve
a positive impact on incentives facing a non-working spouse while
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also potentially freeing up resources which could be directed more
effectively towards families with children.

. As far' as the social welfare system is concerned, a variety of
disincentives to taking up paid employment can face married
wom.en or lone parents. These are most pronounced for those in
receipt of means-tested social assistance payments. It is impor-
!:ant to note that there have been some significant improvements
in t}}is respect in recent years. The 1997 Budget saw the intro-
‘t‘lu;tllon of tapered withdrawal of the additional payments for
MM T A At o e cbepmt st

g Family Income Supple-
ment on a net basis should also help to limit the impact of with-
drav'v?.l of benefits as the earnings of either spouse increase. In
?ddatlon, the means test for lone parents was restructured with
integration of Lone Parent Allowance, Widower’s Pension, De-
§erted Wife’s Benefit, etc. into one payment, the One Parent ,F am-
ily Payment: from January. 1998. The new means test is
i'-',tructured with the explicit objective of providing incentives to
one 'parents to seek employment. Key elements are that all gross
earnings up to a ceiling (currently £6,000 per annum) are disre-

arded, . ;
fegarde ::nd half the earnings in excess of that figure are also dis-

Howgver, in the case of lone parents two important issues still
accf)e V:lth respect to tl?is new structure. The first is that no
unt is taken of childcare costs in assessing means. The
secand is that, t}"fe Supplementary Welfare Allowance Rent Allow-
:::i dfOff' those in private rented accommodation is withdrawn
Rl L A  earnings rise. McCashin (1997) states that
impinges on lar p om a labour market perspective, as it
issues impinge we Bumbers of lone parent families” (p. 51). Both
sricial welfarg m<:;-e generally on women in families depending on
- » a8 do the broader disincentive problems created by
i axl .soclal welfare system in combination, examined in
Ig:t,e asta:l in for examp‘]e the Report of the Expert Group on
strafer g Tax and Social Welfare (1996). The broad reform
€Y required to promote disincentives includes targeted tax

ari

4 U to . s
it a‘:a r sr)}.xx;topomt, no additional payment was payable if spouse earned more
» NOW, some payment retained ag earnings go from £60 to £90
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reductions for those on low pay, seeking to reduce rather than
increase the role of means testing in the social welfare system,
and providing more of the state’s support for children through
universal Child Benefit. Such a strategy could substantially ease
the barriers to participation in the paid labour force currently
facing women.

Conclusions

The extent and nature of women’s participation in the paid labour
force is of crucial importance for women and poverty. This chapter
began by documenting recent trends in women’s participation in
the paid labour force. Since the mid-1980s, the increase in the
overall participation rate for Irish women has outstripped that in
most OECD countries, though from a low base. The increase in
the numbers of Irish women at work outside the home in the
1990s exceeded that in the previous 20 years. Analysis of the
ESRI samples for 1987 and 1994 showed that the percentage of
married women working as employees rose from 22 per cent to 34
per cent over that period. This increase was particularly pro-
nounced for women married to men on below-average earnings,
but for women married to unemployed men the percentage in em-
ployment actually fell.

As in most other industrialised countries, women are much
more likely than men to be working for low levels of pay. (The dif-
ferentials between male and female earnings throughout the
distribution are being examined in a separate study using the
same data base.) We then looked in some detail at the positiorf of
women in the 1994 ESRI survey working as employees, analysing
the extent to which their earnings fall below commonly-used low
pay benchmarks. This showed that women comprised 41 per t':ent
of all employees but 54 per cent of those earning below two-thirds
of median hourly earnings. For those aged under 25, there was
little difference between men and women in the proportion of low
paid. Women aged 25 or over, and particularly those aged 35 or
over, face a much higher risk of being in low pay than men of the
same age. For example, 25 per cent of women employees betw'een
the ages of 35 and 44 earned less than two-thirds of the median,
compared with only seven per cent of men in that age range.
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Wt.);nen working part-time are also particularly likely to be low
paid.

We then looked at how many of the women who are low paid
also live in poor households, and the contribution which low paid
women’s earnings make to keeping households out of poverty. The
results showed first that the overall degree of overlap between low
pay and poverty, for men or women, was quite limited. At most
only about 16 per cent of low-paid individuals were members of
l?ouseholds below the highest, 60 per cent relative income poverty
line. Focusing on this minority of the low paid, a higher proportion
of low-paid men than women were seen to be in poor households.

However, low pay in general and low pay for women in
particular still affects a substantia] proportion of that minority of
pf)or households which do contain an employee, and is therefore
highly relevant to the position of the “working poor”. About 55 per
cent of the employees who are in poor households have earnings
below two-thirds of the median. Female employees living in poor
ho.useholds are generally even more likely to be low paid: two-
thirds of the female employees in households below the 60 per
cept relative income line are themselves earning less than two-
thirds of the median. The low-paid women who are living in poor
households are particularly likely to be working part-time. Again
for both. low-paid men and women, we also saw that a substantial
pr0port101.1 are .in non-poor households which would be below the
gzzzztg(ﬂi;nes if those low earnings were not coming into the

Women’s participation in the employed labour force has wide-
spread effects on themselves and their families beyond the income

measu‘re °f_ psychological distress used was the General Health
g;;sit;onnalre or GHQ, which was included in the 1987 and 1994
s urveys. Thfe results presented here for 1994, like Whelan,

annan and Creighton (1991) findings for 1987, showed that
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and married women had lower GHQ scores than their unmarried
counterparts. For the unemployed, on the other hand, marriage is
associated with higher levels of distress for men but with lower
levels for women. Further, GHQ scores for married persons are in
general lower when their partner is at work rather than unem-
ployed, but for unemployed women stress levels are actually lower
when their husband is unemployed than when he is at work.

Finally, the chapter looked at some of the obstacles facing
women who want to take up paid employment. These relate
particularly to the wages paid by the jobs on offer, childcare,
training and education and disincentives built into the tax and
social welfare systems. The introduction of a national hourly
minimum wage along the lines recommended by the National
Minimum Wage Commission would clearly be a radical change in
the labour market in this respect. Women make up the majority of
the potential beneficiaries from a minimum wage along the lines
recommended by the National Minimum Wage Commission, but it
is also their jobs that would be most at risk from a minimum wage
set at too high a level.

The availability and cost of childcare currently act as a major
barrier to participation by women in the paid labour force.
However, in addition to facilitating employment outside the home
and the financial independence of women, policy in this complex
area must also focus on the alleviation of poverty among children,
sharing across the community of some of the costs of raising chil-
dren, and the position of women in the home. Among the range of
alternative policy options, child tax allowances in the income tax
System or tax allowances for paid childcare would be regresglve
and have ljttle impact on poor families. Alternative strategles,
including direct provision of quality childcare (with priority given
t disadvantaged communities) and universal support for children
through child benefit, are preferable from an anti-poverty per-
Spective, .

Women seeking to re-enter the labour force after a period
Working full-time in the home also face barriers with respect to
training. Recent research has shown that programmes ]inl.(ed
closely to the labour market are the most effective in promoting
Participants’ job prospects: general training or direct emp‘loyment
Schemes are of themselves unlikely to do so. The crucial issue for

I ——
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women seeking to re-enter the labour market is thus not simply
participation in programmes but progression to more advanced
schemes with better linkages with the open labour market
(O’Connell, 1998).

Aspects of both the tax and social welfare systems also act as
barriers to women taking up paid employment. Full transferabil-
ity of personal allowances and tax bands from a non-working to a
working spouse means that the former faces a high tax rate on
prospective earnings. A variety of disincentives to taking up paid
employment can face married women or lone parents relying on
social welfare transfers, particularly means-tested social assis-
tance payments. There have been some significant improvements
in this respect in recent years, notably tapered withdrawal of ad-
ditional payments for “adult dependants” as the earnings of the
dependent spouse increase, the recent move to assessing Family
Income Supplement on a net basis, and the restructuring of the
means test for lone parents. However, particular problems still
arise in terms of the treatment of childcare costs in assessing
means, and the pound for pound withdrawal of rent allowance as
earnings rise. The broader disincentive problems created by the
tax and social welfare system in combination could be tackled by
targeting tax reductions on the low paid, reducing the role of
means testing in the social welfare system, and providing more of
the state’s support for children through universal child benefit.
Such a strategy could help to substantially ease the barriers to
participation in the paid labour force currently facing women.

Chapter 6

INTRA-HOUSEHOLD DISTRIBUTION
AND WOMEN’S POVERTY

Introduction

Conventional methods of analysis of poverty and income inequal-
ity take the household or the narrower family as the income
recipient unit, and assume resources are shared so that each
individual in a given household/family has the same standard of
living. Assuming equal living standards within the household in
measuring poverty means that either all members of a given
household will be counted as poor or all will be counted as non-
poor, and each member of a poor household will be assessed as
equally poor. Critics argue that the result is that women’s poverty
within households above the poverty line remains hidden, as does
the extent to which women within poor households disproportion-
ately suffer the consequences in terms of reduced consumption
(Millar and Glendinning, 1987). Ignoring the within-household
distribution in this way has also been criticised on the basis that
it obscures gender differences in the causes and experience of
Poverty, but these criticisms have as yet had little impact on
mainstream poverty measurement practice (Jenkins, 1991).
Rottman’s (1993) study for the Combat Poverty Agency of the
Way resources are distributed within Irish households sought to
Pen up the household “black box”. It focused on household
_management/allocation systems — for example where one person
'S responsible for all routine purchases from a “kitty”, or where
there is shareq management or independent management by the
tWo spouses. It also included an exploratory analysis of the conse-
uences that alternative allocation systems had for the standard
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of living enjoyed by different family members, but this was based
on the very limited set of “outcome” measures, such as access to
personal spending money, which were in the data. Here our aim is
to build on this work by employing richer data on non-monetary
indicators of deprivation to directly measure deprivation at the level
of the individual and explore differences in deprivation between
individuals in the same household. (Unfortunately, we do not have
the information on household allocation systems which was avail-
able to Rottman, and so cannot extend our analysis to the relation-
ships between intra-household inequalities and those systems.)

The items on which we have information were not chosen with
intra-household differences in living standards and deprivation
as the primary focus, nor was the way the data was collected
structured with that issue to the forefront. While the indicators
thus have limitations for present purposes, this is itself a neces-
sary first step to building bridges between measurement of
deprivation at household and at intra-household levels. Here we
first describe the indicators available. We then summarise
the findings from Cantillon and Nolan’s (1998) comparison of
deprivation among wives and their husbands based on these indi-
cators. Finally, we go on to adopt an alternative perspective on the
distribution of resources within the household, using the same set

of indicators but focusing on the determinants of deprivation at
individual level.

The Data

The data employed here are from the 1987 ESRI Survey because
this, unlike the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey, sought information
on non-monetary indicators of lifestyle and deprivation from each
adult in sample households. (The 1994 Survey sought this infor-
mation only from one adult in each household, whoever was
completing the household questionnaire.) While it would be
desirable to have more up-to-date information, it does not seem
likely that the broad scale of intra-household inequalities or their
%mplications for poverty would have changed radically in the
intervening years.

The 1987 survey obtained information on the set of indicators
of style of living described and analysed in detail in Callan, Nolan
and Whelan (1993) and extended in Nolan and Whelan (1996).
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The 20 items or activities to be considered as possible. indicat9rs of
deprivation are listed in Table 6.1. Some of these items will be
common to all members of a family or household — for example a
fridge or a bath/shower — but some do clearly rela?te to the 1f1<.11-
vidual, while others are more difficult to categorise as faI.mhaI
versus personal. Respondents were asked which of these items
they did not have or could not avail of, and also which ones they
would like to have but were doing without because of lack of
money.

TABLE 6.1: LIFESTYLE ITEMS/ACTIVITIES MEASURED IN 1987 ESRI
SURVEY

Item

Refrigerator

Washing machine

 Telephone

Car

Colour television

A week’s annual holiday away from home (not staying with relatives)

A dry, damp-free dwelling

Heating for the living rooms when it is cold

Central heating in the house

An indoor toilet in the dwelling (not shared with other households)

Bath or shower (not shared with other households)

A meal with meat, chicken or fish every second day

Two pairs of strong shoes

i I AR A BN S -

To be able to save some of one’s income regularly
\

A daily newspaper

A roast meat joint or its equivalent once a week

A hobby or leisure activity ‘

New, not second-hand, clothes

Presents for friends or family once a year
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Comparing Deprivation of Wives and their Husbands

Cantillon and Nolan (1998) present an in-depth comparison of the
responses of spouses in the 1987 survey to these questions, and
concentrate on quantifying and analysing any divergences be-
tween them. Here we will simply summarise the main findings of
that analysis, before moving on to an alternative approach using
the broader set of responses of all adults. Table 6.2 shows for each
of the 20 items the percentage of couples where both spouses say
they do not have the item, the percentage where both say that
they do, and the percentage where the spouses differ in their
responses about lack/possession of the item. We see that although
Spouses in most cases gave the same response, for a substantial
proportion of the items this was not the case in five per cent or
more of cases. Both these results, and the nature of the items
themselves, suggest that the items listed in the bottom half of the
table are unlikely to have much potential as indicators of individ-
ual rather than familial living standards, but the top half do seem
to have some such potential.

Concentrating on the ten items which may be considered as
potentially personal, summary deprivation indices can be con-
structed for each individual, with a score of one being added to the
index for each item which he or she lacks. Subtracting the
husband’s score on the ten-item index from that of his wife gives a
measure of the “gap” between them.' About 46 per cent of couples
were found to have a zero gap — husband and wife had identical
scores on their individual indices, About 29 per cent have gaps
greater than zero, so the wife has a higher deprivation index score
than the husband, and 25 per cent have a negative gap, the
husband has a higher index score than the wife. We also looked at
the more restricted set of the five items which appear most likely
to be strictly personal in nature — an overcoat, two pairs of shoes,
a hobby or leisure activity, new clothes, and a holiday — and
constructed similar indices. About 58 per cent of couples then

showed no gap, 17 per cent had a gap in favour of the wife, and 25
per cent had a gap in favour of the husband.

1 .
Note that here our analysis relates to married rather than cohabiting couples.
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TABLE 6.2: SPOUSES’ RESPONSES ON 20 STYLE OF LIVING ITEMS
Item %;i‘leither % Both Say % S;.)ouses
Say Lacking Lacking Differ
10.6
A week’s holiday away 27.2 62.2
from home o
A meal with meat, 87.9 7.2 .
chicken or fish every
second day e
A warm, waterproof 82.1 6.8 !
overcoat o
Two pairs of strong 17.3 9.5 .
shoes =
15.
To be able to save 34.8 49.6 e
| A daily newspaper 56.3 372 | 7 )
A roast meat joint or 80.7 11.5 :
equivalent once:a Week N e 8
........................... i
A hobby or leisure 55.6 21.6
activity : ESERkLeE
New 6.9
New, not second-hand, 88.5 4.5
clothes |
11.5
Presents for friends or T 11.5
family once a year
0.3
Refrigerator 97.8 1.9
1.2
Washing machine 89.7 9.2
1.2
Telephone 56.3 42.5
1
Car 4.5 23.5 2
2
Colour TV 85.2 13.6 1
2.8
A dry, damp-free 90.3 6.8
dweuing o s —————
Heating for 1.9
Heating for the living 97.1 1.0
! rooms IS SR
axs sy NN 3
Central heating in the 62 35
house il AR D |
0.3
An indoor tojlet 96.4 3.4
0.2
 Bath/shower 95.8 3.9
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Some of these differences between spouses could arise due to dif-
ferences in tastes rather than be enforced by resource
f:onstraints, so differences between spouses in whether absence of
ltems was attributed to be due to lack of money were also exam-
ined. A ten-item deprivation index was again constructed for each
individual, with a score of one now being added for each item that
the individual lacks and states this is because they cannot afford
it. Subtracting the husband’s from the wife’s score, about 54 per
cent of couples now had zero gap, 21 per cent had the husband
with a higher index score than the wife, and 26 per cent had wives
with higher scores than husbands. Compared with the gap meas-
ur:e for the simple lack indices, this meant slightly fewer spouses
“'nth diverging scores but again more wives than husbands rela-
.tlvgly disadvantaged. This remained true for the corresponding
indices for the five “unambiguously personal” items: in that case
the gap was zero for 65 per cent of couples, favoured the wife for
14 per cent, and favoured the husband for 21 per cent.

The way these gaps between the wife’s and the husband’s score
On'tht.a Yarious Summary deprivation indices varied with a range
of 1nd1-v1dual and family characteristics was also analysed. No sys-
tematic relationship with household income, social class or age
was found, al] being insignificant in regressions with the various
g'flp measures as dependent variable. Income (if any) received
directly by the wife was found to be statistically significant,

women Wit?l such an income having lower predicted gaps, but this
explained little of the variance in these gaps.

The Determinants of De

privation at Individual Level
The set of ten non-
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analyse which of the very wide range of individual, fam‘ily and
household characteristics on which we have information are
significant determinants of individual deprivation scores. We wi.ll
be particularly interested in the impact of income, and whether ‘1t
is the income accruing to the individual, the total accruing to his
or her family, or the total accruing to the wider household that
plays the more important role in influencing the individual’s
living standards. (The household, as we saw earlier, is conven-
tionally defined as a single person or group of people regularly
living in the same accommodation and sharing catering arrange-
ments; the family is then the narrower unit of single person or
couple with dependent children, if any.)

We therefore construct from the 1987 ESRI survey a dataset at
the level of the individual adult, which has for each adult the
following variables:

1. Deprivation as measured by the individual’s own responses on
the ten “personal” non-monetary indicators;

2. For the individual him or herself: age, sex, marital status, edu-
cational attainment, labour force status, career unemployment
experience, social class, whether his or her family had great dif-
ficulty making ends meet when he or she was growing up, and
his or her own income and level of financial savings;

3. Each of these variables for the head of the family to which t.he
individual belongs, together with the composition of the fan%ﬂy
in terms of number of children, and the total income accruing
to the family and its level of financial savings; and

4. Each of these variables for the head of the household to which
the individual belongs, together with the composition of the
household in terms of number of children, the total income
accruing to the household, household financial savings, the
value of the house as an asset and whether it is in an urban or
rural location.?

. s
The financia] variables — income, savings and the value of the housing as-
" are entered in logarithmic form.
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These variables, as measured by the responses of the household
head, have been shown in previous work to influence the level of
deprivation being experienced at household level (see especially
Nolan and Whelan, 1996). Here though we are measuring them at
each of the three levels, for the individual, the family and the
household, and analysing their impact on deprivation measured at
the level of the individual. (In order to be able to carry out this
test, for the variables relating to the “head” in couple-headed
households and families we take the characteristics of the male.)
Starting with the encompassing set of all these variables, regres-
sion analysis has been used to explore which have a significant
impact on individual deprivation scores on the ten-item indices
already described. Deleting insignificant variables step by step,
the variables that appear significant in explaining individual dep-
rivation scores in the results to date are in Table 6.3.

We see that almost all the variables that are significant in
explaining the deprivation scores of individuals are the ones
measured at the level of the household. The individuals
deprivation score is predicted to be higher where the head is un-
employed, away from work due to illness, or in home duties,
where he/she has no educational qualification beyond primary
level, is chronically ill, has substantial career unemployment
faxperience, and experienced financial difficulty growing up. The
individual’s deprivation score is predicted to be lower where the
head is in the professional/managerial social classes, where the
household is in an urban rather than rural area, and the higher
the level of household financial savings and the value of the
h(-)use. The income of the individual does appear as significant and
with the expected negative sign, but it has much less impact than
the total income of the household, which has a coefficient ten
times as great.

This is highly relevant to on-going debates about the most
‘satlsfacf‘.ory income recipient unit to use in measuring poverty and
Income inequality. In the UK, the nearest thing to regular official
POVef't‘y statistics for many years were those on “Low Income
Families”, using the tax/benefit unit and showing the numbers at
or below the level of social security safety-net support. In the late
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TABLE 6.3: FACTORS INFLUENCING INDIVIDUAL SCORES ON 10-ITEM
DEPRIVATION INDEX

Independent Variable Coefficient (t-value in
parentheses)
Individual’s own disposable income —0.04 (2.87)
Household equivalised disposable income —0.42 (8.57)
Household head’s age —0.006 (2.69)
Household head unemployed 0.66 (6.34)
Household head away from work due to illness 0.48 (4.14)
Spouse of head is at work —-0.10 (1.48)
 Household head in home duties 0.37 (3.24)
Household head chronically ill or disabled 0.14 (2.05)
Household head separated or divorced 0.92 (4.90)
Household head career unemployment 1.62 (5.46)
Household head in higher -0.46 (5.41)
professional/managerial class
Household head in lower professional/managerial —0.35 (4.49)
class
Household head has no educational 0.49 (7.88)
qualifications beyond primary
Household head’s family had financial difficulty 0.46 (7.82)
when he/she was growing up
Level of household financial savings -0.11 (14.71)
| Value of house net of outstanding mortgage —0.06 (8.38)
Urban location -0.18 (3.20)
Wﬁ‘,‘in_lff_gf children under 18 in household 0.15 (8.55)

1980s these were replaced by the “Households below Average In-
come Series”, which involved inter alia a switch to the household
as the income recipient unit. This in itself reduced the numbers
being counted as on low income, and as a consequence was the
Subject of considerable debate (see Nolan, 1989; Johnson and
Webb, 1989). Our analysis tends to support the argument made by
the official UK statisticians at the time (and supported by Nolan,
1989) that, given the choice between the family and the house-
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hold, using the latter as income recipient unit is likely to more
accurately reflect the living standards of household members.
Family income does not appear as a significant influence on indi-
vidual deprivation scores in our results, whereas household
income appears as an important influence. As in our previous
analyses at household level, however (notably Nolan and Whelan,
1996), current household income is only one of a wide range of
variables which affect deprivation, with long-term factors reflect-
ing the accumulation or erosion of resources clearly playing an
important part. The fact that individual income has been found
here to affect individual deprivation scores, albeit in a rather
marginal way, will be the subject of further investigation.

Conclusions

Conventional methods of analysis of poverty and income inequal-
ity take the household or the narrower family as the income
recipient unit, and assume resources are shared so that each indi-
vidual in a given household/family has the same standard of
living. The concern addressed in this chapter is women’s poverty
within households above the poverty line that could remain
hidden, as could the extent to which women within poor house-
holds disproportionately suffer the consequences in terms of
reduced consumption. We have sought to investigate the extent of
differences within the household by using data on non-monetary
indicators of deprivation, from the 1987 ESRI survey, to directly
measure deprivation at the level of the individual.

Some of the non-monetary indicators on which we have infor-
mation refer to items which will be common to all members of a
family or household — for example a fridge or a bath/shower.
However some do clearly relate to the individual — such as a
warm overcoat or a second pair of shoes — while others are more
difficult to categorise as familial versus personal. We focused on a
set of ten items which to a greater or lesser extent appear to
relate to the circumstances of the individual.

Our interest was first in whether wives experience greater
deprivation than their husbands, as small-scale studies have sug-
gested they might, because of an unequal distribution of resources
within the family where the husband is the sole or main income
earner. For a sample of 1,763 couples, differences between spouses
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in responses on individual items were examined, and divergences
in their scores on summary deprivation indices constructed using
these items were analysed (drawing on the more detailed presen-
tation in Cantillon and Nolan. 1998).

The results showed that husband and wife gave different
answers on whether they had a specific item in between five per
cent and 15 per cent of couples. In about 55 per cent of the cases
where differences did occur, the wife lacked the item and tl}e h}m-
band possessed it. Constructing summary indices of deprivation
using these ten items, a divergence in scores betwet?n husband
and wife was seen in about half the sample couples: in about ?6
per cent of these the wife had the higher deprivation sc?re, while
in 44 per cent the husband had the higher score. TI.ns general
pattern was also found using indices constructed .Wlth a more
restricted set of five items that were more unambiguously per-
sonal. The same was true when subjective assessments of respon-
dents as to whether they were doing without items because they
could not afford them were used, and when only enforf:ed .lack of
an item possessed by one’s spouse was counted as .depnvatu.)n. go
systematic relationship was found between the dlﬁ'erence‘m the
wife’s and the husband’s score on these summary deprivation
indices and either household income, social class, or age. Whell'e
the wife had an income of her own the predicted gag was Shfghti
lower, but this explained little of the actual variation we foun
across couples.

We then used the same set of non-monetary indicators for a
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1996), current household income is seen to be only one of a wide
range of variables which affect deprivation, with long-term factors
reflecting the accumulation or erosion of resources clearly also
playing an important part.

The deprivation indicators we had available were ones
employed in previous poverty studies based on large-scale survey
data, designed primarily to reflect the situation of the household.
The quite limited imbalance in favour of husbands we found using
these indicators does not suggest that conventional poverty meas-
urement practice “misses” substantial numbers of poor women in
non-poor households. This suggests in turn that policies directing
resources towards poor households are not failing to assist sub-
stantial numbers of women outside those households but experi-
encing a similar level of deprivation.

However, it is important to also bring out the limitations of the
measures of deprivation available to us for the analysis of intra-
household differences, reflecting the fact that this was not the
objective for which they were designed. The next stage in explor-
ing these issues will have to be the development of more sensitive
indicators of deprivation designed to measure individual living
standards and poverty status, which can fit within the framework
of traditional poverty research using large samples. This is some-
thing that has so far received little attention in the research
literature, though insights derived from small-scale qualitative
studies would be a valuable input. Availability of information for a
large sample on individual incomes and in-depth non-monetary
“outcomes” measures, together with the way the household
allocates resources (as studied by Rottman, 1993), would be
particularly valuable.

It is also important in conclusion to stress that a situation
where women do not experience much greater deprivation than
men would still be entirely consistent with pervasive sex inequali-
ties and with the concentration among husbands of the power to
make major financial decisions. Such a concentration, with conse-
quences for power relationships within the family, can of course
be of concern in its own right — apart altogether from its implica-
tions for poverty — in a framework which focuses on equity

between men and women in the division of roles, responsibilities
and power.

Chapter 7

CONCLUSIONS

The Aim of the Study

This study has been concerned with women and poverty in
Ireland. The importance of this topic is reflected by thet fa.ct th:.at
one of the National Anti-Poverty Strategy’s guiding prmc:lples is
“the reduction of inequalities and in particular addressing the
gender dimension of poverty” (p. 7). Since a single study cannot
hope to deal satisfactorily with all the issues .relevan't .to wo.rtx;:?n
and poverty, much less the broader gender inequalities wi 12
which they must be seen, we have concentrated on three cor
issues. These are:

poverty for households headed by

* How and why the risk of o e it of

women versus those headed by couples or n}nlen, i
poverty for women versus men, have been changing;

i t

* The extent and nature of low pay for women in employmen
and how it relates to household poverty; and, ,

n can tell us about

i . : 10!
* What non-monetary indicators of deprivati tent of “hidden

the distribution of resources and the ?1
poverty” among women within the household.

sively in both national t_md
on the causes and implica-
f the study has been to
building on the founda-

All three aspects have featured exten
international debates and discussions
tions of poverty for women. The aim 0
enhance understanding on these issu.eS, tribute both to
tions of previous research, and in doing so to con lopment of a
current policy formulation and to further ﬁzer‘;p

gender-focused poverty research agenda for the future.
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The Research Background

The feminisation of poverty is a term emanating originally from
the USA, used to describe an increase in the proportion of poor
households there that are headed by women. The term has also
been used more broadly to refer to an increasing proportion of
poor adults who are female, also a feature of US experience.
Research there has concentrated on factors leading to the rise in
the proportion of “female-headed” households (particularly
marital breakdown, non-marital births and widowhood), and on
the changing composition of those households (in terms of race,
marital status and age of the head). While the theme of feminisa-
tion of poverty has served as a very useful spur to research, the
notion that in households containing a couple the man is taken as
head — so “female-headed households” are those where the “head”
is a single, divorced, or widowed woman — has been criticised.

As far as the corresponding trends in Ireland are concerned,
results from the 1987 ESRI household survey showed the risk of
being below income poverty lines declining sharply for female-
headed households between 1973 and 1987, As a result, by 1987
female-headed households faced a below-average risk of falling
below half mean income and a marginally above-average risk of
falling below 60 per cent of that mean, whereas at the start of the
period they had a very much higher risk than other households at
both these lines. This reflected in particular the substantial
improvement over the period in the relative position of the elderly.
By contrast, results from the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey
showed that between 1987 and 1994 there was a substantial
increase in the risk of income poverty facing households headed
by a woman, whereas the risk for those headed by a man or a
couple was rather stable. Explaining why this occurred has been
an important element in the present study.

The gap between male and female wages has been a focus of
research internationally and in the Irish case with ESRI survey
data. From a poverty perspective, however, it is the concentration
of women in low-paid employment rather than the male—female
wage gap along the entire spectrum of pay rates that is of primary
importance. Nolan (1993) used the 1987 ESRI survey to examine
the extent and composition of low pay at that date, bringing out
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the much higher probability of low pay for women than men
employees and the concentration of low-paid women in certain
sectors. Nolan’s recent study for the National Minimum Wage
Commission (1998b) up-dated this picture using the 1994 ESRI
survey, and in this study our aim has been to develop this analy-
sis and bring out what it means for poverty among women and the
households in which they live.

Most research on poverty relies on income as the measure of
living standards or poverty status, and adopts the househok.i as
the income sharing unit. This means that either everyone'm a
given household will be counted as poor, or none of them' will be
counted as poor. While reliance on the household (and‘ on 1nco'n.1e)
has many advantages, it may mask significant inequalities
between household members, and the implications these may
have for poverty among women. Rottman’s (1993) study f(.)r t.he
Combat Poverty Agency looked at the way resources are distrib-
uted within households, using results from an ESRI survey
carried out in 1989, which contained questions on the way fafm]y
finances were managed. This allowed households to be claSS1ﬁeld
into different management/allocation systems — for example
where one person is responsible for all routine purchases from a
“kitty”, or there is shared management or independent manatg}::-
ment by the two spouses. The conclusions reached were that ‘t:
consequences of how household finances are managed afehQ:l
significant for the well-being of individual members, but‘t ath;
tentatively — the results did not lend credence to -the POtl‘“;:‘.dd f
substantial numbers of women and children live mf in uih
poverty” in non-poor households. Here we make use 0 :'On i
broader range of non-monetary indicators t?f fie'PﬂVla 5 b
explore differences in living standards between individuals w1
the same household.

The data employed in this stu
household surveys carried out by the ESR
Distribution, Poverty and Usage of State
1987; and the 1994 Living in Ireland Survey, bot
detail elsewhere.

dy come from two large-scale
I: the Survey of Income
Services carried out in
h described in
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Increasing Poverty Risk for Female-headed Households

The increasing risk observed between 1987 and 1994 for house-
holds headed by a woman rather than a man or couple was our
first point of departure. We began by looking at a range of factors
that might be expected to influence the risk of poverty for house-
holds, and at how the major ones evolved over the period. This
showed for example that by 1994, lone mother households
contained fewer adults and more children on average than in
1987, and there had been a sizeable drop in the proportion of lone
mothers who were widowed rather than never married or
divorced/separated. Women living alone were also more likely by
1994 to be single than widowed.

We then drew on these results to inform a more formal regres-
sion analysis, aimed at identifying with greater precision precisely
which aspects of household structure or characteristics of indi-
viduals most substantially influence risk of poverty. We looked
first at the position of female-headed households, that is, house-
holds where the person responsible for the accommodation was a
single, widowed, divorced or separated woman rather than a man
or a couple. We found that in 1994, household composition and the
economic status of household members were critical determinants
of poverty risk. Indeed, when these factors are fully taken into
account, female-headed households would otherwise have had a
slightly lower risk of poverty than households headed by a single,
widowed, divorced or separated man. '

Changes in these characteristics accounted for some of the
sharp increase in the risk of poverty for female-headed households
between 1987 and 1994. The important contributory factors were
the reduction in the number of adults, particularly those working
for pay, in these households, and the increase in the proportion of
female heads who were younger, never married or separated and
with children under age 18, rather than older, widowed with no
dependent children. However, these changes in the profile of
female-headed households still only accounted for about one third
of the increase in risk experienced by this group between 1987
and 1994,

The trends over the period in the level of social welfare support
provided to different types of household are a central factor in
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explaining that part of the increase in risk not attributable to the
profile of the households themselves. As spelt out in detail else-
where, the policy with regard to social welfare rates followed over
the 1987-1994 period was to give substantially greater increases
to the schemes which, at the start of the period, provided the low-
est level of support. This was consistent with the recommenda-
tions of the Commission on Social Welfare (1986) that priority be
given to bringing up these lowest rates. This meant that the rates
of support payable for the schemes on which many female-headed
households relied lagged behind average incomes, and by 19?4
were at or about the 50 per cent relative poverty line, when:eas in
1987 they had been above that level. This brings out the impor-
tance of the relationship between social welfare suppor't levels and
average incomes in explaining poverty trends over tllfle, and f)f
the rates paid for certain schemes in particular in
influencing poverty risks for female-headed householfls. It is
worth noting in this context that since 1994 old age pensions ha.w'e
risen faster than unemployment payments, and that an explicit
commitment has been given that the Contributory Old Age
Pension rate will reach £100 per week by the year 2002.

As far as households headed by a couple are co'ncemed, the
results showed the main determinants of poverty risk to be the
economic status of both partners and of others in the ‘h.ousehold,
social class of the male partner and household compo.smon (num-
ber of children and number of adults). Women’s paid wor,'k w{f‘:
seen to reduce poverty by about the same amount as men’s Ra:{
work. Additional children in the household increased pov‘erty s %
while the presence of additional adults slightly reduced it, even 1
these adults were not working for pay. : é

The interpretation one places upon these ﬁndmgj-dan’d ﬂ::::
implications depend crucially on the kind of f:ause'al or en:‘:)gr ol
sees applying to different factors. It also has implications st
most satisfactory classifications of households to lelm;;e }{olds
analysing poverty risk. For example, female-'headed (:11‘11 o
may be poorer because they are likely to contain flowez. & A
more children, and because the head is less likely tol b;:":o pi
for pay, but these characteristics are themselves re ad il
fact that the head is a woman. Comparing fem'ale-l?ea . b like
holds with all other households is not comparing like Wi 4
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of poverty risk. Indeed, when these factors are fully taken into
account, female-headed households would otherwise have had a
slightly lower risk of poverty than households headed by a single,
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Changes in these characteristics accounted for some of the
sharp increase in the risk of poverty for female-headed households
between 1987 and 1994. The important contributory factors were
the reduction in the number of adults, particularly those working
for pay, in these households, and the increase in the proportion of
female heads who were younger, never married or separated and
with children under age 18, rather than older, widowed with no
dependent children. However, these changes in the profile of
female-headed households still only accounted for about one third
of the increase in risk experienced by this group between 1987
and 1994,

The trends over the period in the level of social welfare support
provided to different types of household are a central factor in
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explaining that part of the increase in risk not attributable to the
profile of the households themselves. As spelt out in detail else-
where, the policy with regard to social welfare rates followed over
the 1987-1994 period was to give substantially greater increases
to the schemes which, at the start of the period, provided the low-
est level of support. This was consistent with the recommenda-
tions of the Commission on Social Welfare (1986) that priority be
given to bringing up these lowest rates. This meant that the rates
of support payable for the schemes on which many female-headed
households relied lagged behind average incomes, and by 19?4
were at or about the 50 per cent relative poverty line, when:eas in
1987 they had been above that level. This brings out the impor-
tance of the relationship between social welfare suppor't levels and
average incomes in explaining poverty trends over tllfle, and f)f
the rates paid for certain schemes in particular in
influencing poverty risks for female-headed householfls. It is
worth noting in this context that since 1994 old age pensions ha.w'e
risen faster than unemployment payments, and that an explicit
commitment has been given that the Contributory Old Age
Pension rate will reach £100 per week by the year 2002.

As far as households headed by a couple are co'ncemed, the
results showed the main determinants of poverty risk to be the
economic status of both partners and of others in the ‘h.ousehold,
social class of the male partner and household compo.smon (num-
ber of children and number of adults). Women’s paid wor,'k w{f‘:
seen to reduce poverty by about the same amount as men’s Ra:{
work. Additional children in the household increased pov‘erty s %
while the presence of additional adults slightly reduced it, even 1
these adults were not working for pay. : é
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most obviously since households headed by a couple have at least
two adults, whereas many female-headed households comprise
single women living alone or a woman living with dependent
children. The comparison thus runs the risk of confounding
household composition effects with the effects of disadvantage
experienced by women. Focusing on female-headed versus all
other households also runs the risk of losing sight of women living
in couples, and overlooking the important contribution their paid
work makes to keeping couple households out of poverty.

We then turned to a closer examination of the way in which the
poverty risk of two groups, namely young unattached individuals
and young lone mothers, were affected by their economic status
and living arrangements. These two groups are particularly rele-
vant here because it is the gender gap among those living alone
and among lone parents that is driving the increased risk of
poverty we observed for female-headed households between 1987
and 1994. The results showed that living in a larger household —
for faxample continuing to live in the family home rather than
setting up a separate household — can insulate young unattached
a(?ults and young lone mothers from the poverty risk associated
with not earning an income. However, by 1994, where a lone
mother works for pay living in a larger household did not further
feduce poverty risk. These results clearly pointed to the “insulat-
ing” eﬁ'ef:t of sharing accommodation where the individual or lone
parent is not earning. Before policy implications are drawn,
howev.er, we need to know more about the potential disadvantages
of having a larger number of people sharing accommodation.

The Risk of Poverty for Women versus Men

We then shifted focus for a time from the household to the indi-
V}dual as the unit of analysis. This involved looking at the poverty
risk for individual women and men rather than households
headed by females versus males or couples, while retaining at
that stage the assumption that each member of a given household
has the same living standard. An overview of the risks of poverty
faced by adult men and women in 1987 and 1994 showed that the
gender gap in poverty risk at the individual level is much smaller
than the gap between male-headed, female-headed and couple
households. This is because the majority of adult men and women

r_
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live in couple households, and so face similar risks of being in a
poor household. It also showed that there was some increase in
the poverty risk faced by adult women compared to that faced by
adult men between 1987 and 1994, this being most apparent at
the 60 per cent poverty line. About one third of all women, com-
pared with 28 per cent of all men, were in households below that
line in 1994.

Categorising Households in Analysing Poverty

We then went on to consider how the categorisation of households
for the purpose of poverty analysis might go beyond the position of
the “household head” or reference person to incorporate more of
the factors which were identified as relevant to poverty risk of
households. One classification system was illustrated, which al-
lowed us to assess the positive impact of having at least one
earner in the household, the importance of the presence of differ-
ing numbers of children for couple households, and the impor-
tance of women’s earnings in couple households. A wide range of
alternatives could be adopted, with the choice depem%in.g on the
precise objective of the analysis in question. However, it is clearly
both valuable and possible to employ categorisations of-for exam-
ple labour force status which are not based on the situation of only
one individual in the household but remain analytically tractable.

Women’s Employment, Low Pay and Poverty

The extent and nature of women’s participation in the paid labmfr
force is of crucial importance for women and poverty. Our analy 31;3
of women and low pay and its implications for p-oyert.y began . y
documenting how the increase in the overall partlcmatlon, ratet -
Irish women has outstripped that in most OECD countries smfce
the mid-1980s, though from a low base. The ESRI s‘amples or
1987 and 1994 showed that the percentage of married wome';
working as employees rose from 22 per cent to 34 per cent oven
that period. This increase was particularly pronounced NS
married to men on below-average earnings, i womeﬂtm‘;]f'
ried to unemployed men the percentage in employment actually
fell.
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As in most other industrialised countries, women are much
more likely than men to be working for low levels of pay, and the
1994 ESRI survey was then used to analyse the extent to which
the earnings of female employees fell below commonly used low
pay benchmarks. This showed that women comprised 41 per cent
of all employees but 54 per cent of those earning below two-thirds
of median hourly earnings. For those aged under 25, there was
little difference between men and women in the proportion low-
paid. It is women aged 25 or over, and particularly those aged 35
or over, who face a much higher risk of being in low pay than men
of the same age. For example, 25 per cent of women employees
between the ages of 35 and 44 earned less than two-thirds of the
median, compared with only seven per cent of men in that age
range. Women working part-time were also particularly likely to
be low paid.

We then looked at how many of the women who are low paid
we.re living in poor households, and the contribution which low-
paid women’s earnings make to keeping households out of pov-
erty. The results showed first that the overall degree of overlap
Petween low pay and poverty, for men or women, was quite lim-
ited. At most only about 16 per cent of low-paid individuals were
members of households below the highest, 60 per cent relative in-
come poverty line. Focusing on this minority of the low paid, a
higher proportion of low-paid men than women were seen to be in
poor households.

. However, low pay in general and low pay for women in par-
ticular still affects a substantial proportion of that minority of
poor households which do contain an employee, and is therefore
highly relevant to the position of the “working poor”. About 55 per
cent of the employees who are in poor households have earnings
below two-thirds of the median. Female employees living in poor
hopseholds are generally even more likely to be low paid: two-
thirds of the female employees in households below the 60 per
cept relative income line are themselves earning less than two-
thirds of the median. Low-paid women who are living in poor
households are particularly likely to be working part-time. Again
for both. low-paid men and women, we also saw that a substantial
proportion were in non-poor households which would be below the
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poverty lines if those low earnings were not coming into the
household.

Women'’s participation in the employed labour force has wide-
spread effects on themselves and their families beyond the income
earned. One aspect of this broader context that we were able to
examine here was the impact of unemployment versus employ-
ment on psychological distress levels for men versus women. The
measure of psychological distress we used was the General Health
Questionnaire or GHQ, which was included in the 1987 and 1994
ESRI surveys. The results presented here for 1994, like Whelan,
Hannan and Creighton (1991) findings for 1987, showed that
among employees women had higher GHQ scores — and thus
higher levels of “stress” — than men. Among the unemployed, on
the other hand, the opposite was true: women had lower stress
levels on average than men. Among employees, both married men
and married women had lower GHQ scores than their unmarried
counterparts. For the unemployed, on the other hand, marriage is
associated with higher levels of distress for men but with lowgr
levels for women. Further, GHQ scores for married persons are in
general lower when their partner is at work rather than unem-
ployed, but for unemployed women stress levels are actually lower
when their husband is unemployed than when he is at work.

Obstacles to Women’s Employment *
In the context of women’s position in the labour force we also
looked at some of the obstacles facing women who want to t.al'(e up
paid employment. These relate particularly to the wages pald by
the jobs on offer, childcare, training and education, and disincen-
tives built into the tax and social welfare systems. The introciiuc-
tion of a national hourly minimum wage along the lines
recommended by the Minimum Wage Commission would clearly
be a radical change in the labour market in this .respect. Woxr?e.rl
make up the majority of the potential beneficiaries fr?m a mini-
mum wage along the lines recommended by the National D:i]"}l)le
mum Wage Commission, but it is also their jobs that woul
most at risk from a minimum wage set at too high a level. |
The availability and cost of childcare currently act as a “I_‘I‘Uo'_'
barrier to participation by women in the paid labour force. owd
ever, in addition to facilitating employment outside the home an
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the financial independence of women, policy in this complex area
musi': also focus on the alleviation of poverty among children
sharing across the community of some of the costs of raising chilj
dren, and the position of women in the home. Among the range of
alternative policy options, child tax allowances in the income tax
system or tax allowances for paid childcare would be regressive
and .have little impact on poor families. Alternative strategies, in-
cl.udlng direct provision of quality childcare (with priority give;l to
:llllsadvantaged communities) and universal support for children
sz(;;li%}; child benefit, are preferable from an anti-poverty per-
Wf)men set'aking. to re-enter the labour force after a period
:vo::kfng full-time in the home also face barriers with respect to
raining. Recent research has shown that it is programmes linked
close.l)" to th:e 'labour market which are most effective in promoting
pa}ftlmpants Job prospects: general training or direct employment
schemes are.of themselves unlikely to do so. The crucial issue for
wom.efl se.ekm.g to re-enter the labour market is thus not simply
::l;:lmm::tlofl hm prograrTlmes but progression to more advanced
(O’Conneuv,&'lltggsl;fetter linkages with the open labour market
i ﬁeﬂzc:z ::‘ol:nogll ::;i tax and s:ocial welfare systems also act as
ittty ng up paid employment. Full transferabil-
st vl ances and tax bands from a non-working to a
il earnl.means that': the former faces a high tax rate on
i r;gs. A var.lety of disincentives to taking up paid
BRI ac? mamed. women or lone parents relying on
A ;nhs ers, particularly means-tested social assis-
Sl uerion i.n ere have been some significant improvements
BT A rz;cen:; years, notably tapered withdrawal of ad-
VU i s for adult dependants” as the earnings of the
i leme utlcrease, the recent move to assessing Family
R, f;; : loen on a net basis, and restructuring of the
R ne parents. However, particular problems still
rms of the treatment of childcare costs in assessing

means, and pound for pound withdrawal of Rent All Sirarice i

earnings rise. The broader disi i
: incentive
tax and social welfare s problems created by the

; ystem in combinati
tar; : on could be tackled by
geting tax reductions on the low paid, reducing the role of
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means testing in the social welfare system, and providing more of
the state’s support for children through universal Child Benefit.
Such a strategy could help to substantially ease the barriers to
participation in the paid labour force currently facing women.

The Intra-household Distribution of Resources and
Women’s Poverty

The study then focused on the distribution of resources and living
standards within the household, and the implications of any dis-
parities in living standards between household members for pov-
erty. Conventional methods of analysis of poverty and income
inequality take the household or the narrower family as the in-
come recipient unit, and assume resources are shared so that each
individual in a given household/family has the same standard of
living. Women’s poverty within households with incomes above
the poverty line could then be hidden, as could the extent to which
women within poor households disproportionately suffer the con-
sequences in terms of reduced consumption. In this study we
sought to explore the extent of such differences within the house-
hold, employing data on non-monetary indicators of deprivation to
directly measure deprivation at the level of the individual. As .well
as analysing differences between spouses (drawing on Cantillon
and Nolan, 1998), this allowed us to look at the role which hou'se-
hold, narrower family and individual incomes play in influencing
individual deprivation levels. .

We employed a set of ten non-monetary indicators which to a
greater or lesser extent appeared to relate to the circumstances of
the individual. For a sample of 1,763 couples, diﬁ'erer.lces betwee.n
Spouses in responses on individual items were examgled., and di-
vergences in their scores on summary deprivation indices con-
structed using these items were analysed. The results showed
that husband and wife gave different answers on whether they

had a specific item in between five per cent and 1.5 per centdf:;'
couples. In about 55 per cent of the cases where differences di
e husband possessed it.

occur, the wife lacked the item and th .

Constructing summary indices of deprivation using these ten
items, a divergence in scores between husband and wife was se;n
in about half the sample couples: in about 56 per cent of these :he
wife had the higher deprivation score, while in 44 per cent the
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husband had the higher score. This general pattern was also
found when subjective assessments of respondents as to whether
they were doing without items because they could not afford them
were used, and when only enforced lack of an item possessed by
one’s spouse was counted as deprivation. No systematic relation-
ship was found between the difference in the wife’s and the hus-
band’s scores on these summary deprivation indices and either
household income, social class, or age. Where the wife had an in-
come of her own the predicted gap was slightly lower, but this ex-
plained little of the actual variation we found across couples.

We then used the same set of non-monetary indicators for all
individuals in the sample (not just spouses) to analyse the deter-
minants of deprivation at individual level. In particular, we were
interested to see whether it was the income accruing to the indi-
vidual, the total accruing to his or her nuclear family, or the total
accruing to the wider household that plays the more important
role in influencing the individual’s living standards. The results
tend to support the argument that, given the choice between the
family and the household, using the latter as income recipient
unit is likely to more accurately reflect the living standards of
household members. Family income does not appear as a signifi-
cant influence on individual deprivation scores, whereas house-
hold income appears as a very important influence. As in previous
analyses at household level, however (notably Nolan and Whelan,
1996), current household income is seen to be only one of a wide
range of variables which affect deprivation, with long-term factors
reflecting the accumulation or erosion of resources clearly also
playing an important part.

The deprivation indicators available to us were ones employed
in previous poverty studies based on large-scale survey data, de-

signed primarily to reflect the situation of the household. The
quite limited imbalance in favour of husba

dicators does not suggest that conventiona
practice “misses” substantial numbers of
households, nor that policies directing
households miss substantial numbers o
outside those households but experiencing a similar level of depri-
vation. However, these measures were not designed with the
analysis of intra-household differences in mind, and the next

nds shown by these in-
| poverty measurement
poor women in non-poor
resources towards poor
f women who are living
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stage in exploring these issues will have to .be the develo;l)lr:;e?;dcf
more sensitive indicators of deprivation designed .to 1¥1l(.atas i
vidual living standards and poverty sjcatus. Ava%labl dl by ;iVidual-
mation for a large sample on such specifically designe 1:}1 o
level non-monetary “outcomes” measures, together with 1 s
ual incomes and the way the household allocates resources,

be particularly valuable.

Key Issues and Priorities : I
This study has focused on areas of central lnfponanczxf?:;}?: iesli(
standing and tackling poverty as it affects Irish wo;ll ir; employ-
of poverty for households headed by women, wtzim ppriae
ment and low pay, and differences in hvu?g s t of other ar-
household. It has not attempted to deal with the ho:o :IOmen and
eas and topics which would clearly be of .relevance. AR
poverty. It is worth reiterating in cqnclusmn tl%e p?:tionship with
icy highlighted by our results, bringing out their rei o drawing out
issues we have not addressed directly here, .and L t of poverty
implications for how one frames the underlying concep

itself. ics dealt with,
of topics dea
The results of the study, across the range ion in the paid

: i
highlight the importance of both women's par}:wlsp;ial welfare sys-
labour labour force and their treatment by the soC n first on poli-
tem as determinants of poverty. This focu§ed attent;;en taking up
cies aimed at reducing the various barriers todwit highlights the
paid employment which were discussed. .S_econ- ’ ed at tackling it,
role of low pay and the importance of policies aim
including a national minimum wage and g :uom the results demon-
of the tax and social welfare systems. Fin ly ’ Is of support pro-
strate the importance of ensuring that the e;ve.zn g on it — and in
vided by the social welfare system to those ;e )}r:ave been widowed,
this context particularly the elderly, those (viv r(:ot lag behind.
separated or divorced, and lone parents — do number of specific
We have not sought to directly address acial welfare system
policy issues relating to, for example_» .the Is;:arhaps the most im-
which have clear links to these pnofltlef- f social welfare pay-
portant one is the issue of individualisation 0 document from the
ments. As the recent Social Inclusion Strat;gy ily Affairs (1998)
Department of Social Community and Family

ated reconﬁgul' ation
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makes clear, this is a complex issue, and requires in-depth re-
search in its own right. However, as that document acknowledges,
the entire thrust of social welfare policy at EU level is towards the
provision of individual payments (p. 120). An examination of the
implications of moving in that direction for women and poverty
would be able to build on the results of this study.

The final point to be made relates to the underlying concept of
poverty itself. The concept of poverty adopted here and very
widely is of generalised deprivation, exclusion from ordinary liv-
ing conditions, due to lack of resources (see, for example, Ringen,
1987; Nolan and Whelan, 1996). This has been contrasted by some
with an emphasis on poverty as a violation of the right to a mini-
mum level of resources (Atkinson, 1987), and the relationship be-
tween these is discussed in, for example, Nolan and Whelan
(1996). However, as Jenkins (1991) brings out, the poverty concept
underlying the femininst critique of conventional practice appears
tf’ be rather different, relating instead to what he describes as an
“individual right to a minimum degree of potential economic inde-
pendence” (p. 464). As we have stressed, a situation where women
do not experience much greater deprivation than men would still
be entirely consistent with pervasive sex inequalities and with the
cf)ncentration among husbands of the power to make major finan-
cial decisions, with consequences for power relationships within
the .family and economic implications for women in the event of
fnantal breakdown. Bringing out the reality of such inequalities is
Tn.lportant in itself, and could serve as the basis for reconceptual-
1sing poverty to include those without direct control over re-
s01‘1rce.s, independent of their material living standards at a given
point in time. An alternative — which we would see as preferable
from a conceptual and analytical perspective — is to motivate that
concern in a framework which focuses on equity between men and

women in the division of roles, responsibilities and power rather
than on poverty per se.
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