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Preface

relating to the employment of women in the Republic of Ireland. The

survey was conducted between March and May 1971. The costs of the
fieldwork and data processing were met by a grant from the Department of Labour.
The project was carried out under the general guidance of a committee which
included members of the Departments of Labour and Finance. As emphasised,
however, in the Acknowledgements, responsibility for the views expressed rests
solely with the authors of the Report.

The present Report is largely descriptive, being confined mainly to a presentation
of the survey’s findings, and a brief commentary on their more obvious implications,
It is hoped at a later date to extend the analysis of some of the topics discussed in
the present study by utilising an econometric approach to the question of the
“determinants’” of female labour force participation.

The.information collected in the survey was of immediate interest to the Com-
mission on the Status of Women, and has been made available to it. In order to
minimise overlap between the coverage of the present Report and the Com-
mission’s investigations the emphasis in the following pages is mainly on the economic
and demographic aspects of female employment. Wider issues regarding the status
of women have been regarded as outside our terms of reference.

T His Report makes available the results of a national survey on several topics




SEQTION 1 Economic Background

available (from Census of Population and other sources) on women in
the Irish economy.

In Table 1.1 some general measures are presented which indicate the importance
of female employment in the national economy. Women comprised almost exactly
one quarter of the labour force in both 1961 and 1966 (the latest date for which
Census data are available at the time of writing). Married women comprised less
than g per cent of the total labour force at each date. There was some growth in
the importance of single and married women in the labour force between 1961
and 1966, but the stability of the proportions in Table 1.1 is very striking. A more
detailed analysis [25] has shown that over this period there was an important
increase in the labour force participation rate among single women aged 25-64.
The decline in agricultural occupations has led to a contraction of employment
among older women, and in particular among widows aged 65 and over.

Two aspects of the data in Table 1.1 must be stressed. In the first place, unpaid
housework is not included in the concept of National Product and hence women
who work only in the household are generally excluded from the labour force.
In following this convention, the Irish data do not differ from those of other countries.
Economists are, however, increasingly conscious of the value judgment implicit
in this convention, and of the distortions that it introduces into our measures of
economic welfare, especially during a period of rapid social change in regard to
the division of labour between “market” and “non-market” activities. There is,
however, no readily available technique for adjusting national product or labour
force statistics to remove the effects of this treatment of housework.

The second aspect of the labour force data of Table 1.1 that calls for comment
is the treatment of part-time women workers. The Irish Census of Population
requires the head of the household to state the “principal occupation” of all the
members of the household aged 14 and over. It is likely that many women who
work part-time are returned as ‘“housewives’ or “in home duties”, and consequently
that the data of Table 1.1 understate the labour force contribution of women in
Ireland, even if attention is confined to “market” activities. Some evidence on this
topic has been considered in [25].

Since international conventions regarding the definitions of “gainfully occupied”
or “economically active” differ, especially in respect of married women, the data
of Table 1.2 must be treated with caution. Despite this caveat, it is unlikely that
Ireland’s very low rank in column (4) (married women’s labour force participation)
is due to any serious extent to definitional considerations. The married female
labour force participation rate is low in Ireland. Table 1.2 shows, however, that
the “femininity” of the Irish labour is not unduly low as a consequence of this fact.

THE aim of this Section is to summarise some of the statistical material already

II
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In columns (1) and (2) Ireland occupxm a middle rank, despite the very low rank
in columns (3), (4.) and (5). The demand for- female labour has, it seems reasonable
. to conclude, been met by the relative abundance of single women available for .
‘cmploymcnt and hencé the industrial structure. has not been distorted towards
“male-intensive” sectors nor has the female proportion in each sector’s employment
become unusually low.? In fact, the avallablhty of single women for work in Ireland

- may be among the factors that have contributed to the low part1c1pat10n rate among .
married women.

If married' women are defined as not bcmg (actually or potcntlally) part of the‘
labour. force, it can be shown that males increasingly predominate in the Irish
labour supply. The data of Table 1.3 illustrate this point. It is evident ‘that since

1961, the pool of people (other than married women) from which the non-agricultural
labour force is recruited “has become increasingly male. A’ rising marriage rate,
falling age at marriage, and increased participation in post-primary education,
have contributed to this' development, and these factors have probably gained-
momentum since 1966 [26, pp. 25 1-275]. Itis obvious, therefore, that the adjustment
of the labour market will set in train forces that tend to increase the opportumtlcs
and the attractiveness for married women of working outsxde the home.2 It is

- worth stressing ‘that the changcs being -experienced ‘in Ireland  at the moment,
and the reduction in the supply. of unmarried women workers they imply, were
experienced in the United States and Britain (among other countries)‘after the
second world war, and are generally mentioned among the factors that led to the
rapid increase in these countries’ married female participation rate.[16, Ch. 5].
‘The comparison with ‘Britain, in particular, should not be pushed too far, however,

- because . that country’s demographic structure. generated a situation during the
1960s in' which the female labour force grew by 8 per cent while the male labour
force declined by 4 per. cent cf. [17, Table 4]. The high level of male unemployment
and the high natural growth rate of the Irish labour force must be borne in mmd

_as part of the ovcrall economic- background to thc present study.3

‘

1 These 'points are dlscussed at greater length in [25]. : ’

* This assertion however, says nothing. about the division ot‘ the adjustmem between higher-
fémale wages and reduced female employment. The issues raised by these considerations lxe outstde
the scope of the present dlscussnon, but some of them have been considered in [8].:

? The entry or re-entry of married women to the labour force may be materially affected by factors
such as the existence of a marriage bar or the absence of equal pay legislation. At the time of the
Survcy, the public service and some pnvate employers in Ireland operated a marriage bar, and

*‘equal pay for equal work” was the exception rather than the rule. The Interim Report of the Com-
mission on the Status of Women (August 1971) documented the situation in these matters, and
recommended the n:moval of the mamage bar and an equa] pay pohcy .




TABLE 1.1: Women in the Irish labour force classified by marital status, 1961 and 1966 ( Census of Population data)

1961 1966
‘Single Married Widowed Total Single Married Widowed Total
Gainfully occupied women ("000)

(aged 15 and over) 2243 24.3 33.1 2817 231.6 25.8 279 285.3
Labour force participation rate* 59.2 52 262 28.9 61.0 53 222 28.7
Gainfully occupied women as percentage .
of total labour force (aged 15 and over)**  20.5 2.2 30 25.7 20.9 23 2.5 25.7

*Gainfully occupied females as percentage of total female population in each marital status.
**Gainfully occupied females in each marital status as a percentage of the total (male plus female) labour force.
Data sources: [3, Table 3] [4, Table 3].
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TABLE 1.2: Women in the labour force: some international comparisons*

Country and yéar

Ireland 1966 :
England and Wales 1966
Scotland 1966 - . .
Northern Ireland 1966
Belgium 1961 .
Fed. Rep. Germany 1961
France 1968

Austria 1961

" ‘Netherlands 1960
Switzerland 1960

Dem. Rep. Germany 1964

Czechoslovakia 1961 .
Denmark 1960 ..
" Finland 1960
- Norway 1960

. Sweden 1965
USA 1960
Canada 1961

30.6

‘Non-agricultural o } . i -
" ‘salaried employees Married women - Labour force Marriedasa
Women . and wage earners: ' as proportion of - participation rate proportion of total
. as proportion of .~ women as propor- - total labour force among married economically active
.. total labour force ~  tion of total ‘ " women " . women

¢)) @ - )] @ &)
256 350 .. 23 53. . ‘8.9
- 35.6 36:2 20.6 © 380 : 579
359 371 177 340 493
© 320 . 34.7 . 112 224 -35.1
266 - 300 13.7 204 - 515
370 - . 337 16.9 343 45.7;
. 334 327 178 37.8. 53.2
404 - - 36.2. 19.0 39.8 47.1
223 244 - .41 . 6.7 - 18.6
30.1 334 7.6 16.0 25.3
463 “na.’ -39.1 61.0 843
410 - - 380 279 .54.0 67.9
. 309 S 371 117 224 38.0
394 - 425 20.2 450 51.2
229 289 ‘5.6 9.5 247
33.6 36.1 18.0 332 534
321 34.6 19.5 317 60.7
27.4 136 S 221 49.6'

Sources [23, Tables 7 and 9] [12, Table 2A] 24, Table 24).
‘Latest available data.

¥
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WOMEN AND EMPLOYMENT IN IRELAND

TABLE 1.3: Changes in sex ratio of labour ‘‘supply,” 1961-1966

15

Numbers ("000)
Females per 1,000
Females Males Males
1961 1966 1961 1966 1961 1966
(1) Total population :
aged 14 and over 1,001.1 1,021.0 997.5 1,017.9 1,004 1,003
(2) Total aged 15-64 807.6 820.9 818.5 839.7 987 978
(3)=(2) excluding
married women 385.4 381.2 818.5 839.7 471 454
(4)=(3) excluding those
in agricultural
occupations 360.2 361.2 524.6 579.4 687 623
(5)=(4) excluding those
“&t school etc. 321.8 312.5 483.3 526.3 666 594

Census of Population data.
Reproduced from [25].



SECTION 2 The Sample

of the realised sample, is given in the Appendix.

The present Section summarises some of the main points of this Appendix.
The target population was all women aged over 14 but under 65 (excluding
full-time-school-girls) living in the Republic at the time of the survey. The sample
size was 5,000 completed interviews and the sampling frame was (of necessity)
the latest available Electoral Register. A two-stage sampling procedure was used
which followed the basic methodology of the Household Budget Inquiry 1965/66 [5].
The total non-response (due to removal, non-contact, refusals etc.) was 28 per cent
of the eligible sample, with refusals amounting to 8.2 per cent. This was considered
satisfactory. Interviewers generally reported great interest in the questionnaire,
especially among married women. Interviews were obtained with women aged
under 21 who lived in the same households as the women drawn from the Electoral
Register. This was an attempt to overcome the disparity between the lower limit
of 21 years for inclusion on the Electoral Register, and of 15 years for the target
population. Just over 10 per cent of the interviews were obtained in this manner.
Detailed comparisons of the realised sample with benchmark data from the 1966
Census of Population are generally encouraging and suggest that the sampling
procedure ensured a representative sample. The age group 20-24 was somewhat
under-represented in the sample, perhaps due to the deficiencies of the Electoral
Register for this age group. The sample also included a lower proportion of single
women than that revealed by the 1966 Census (28.2 per cent compared with 37.6
per cent), and this under-representation of the single is evident at all ages 25 and over.
The problem of non-contact with younger and single respondents is commonly
encountered in survey work, and does not seem to have been unduly pronounced
in the present survey, cf. [10]. Nonetheless, those tabulations in the present study
where age and marital status are not introduced as classifying variables need to
be read subject to the reservations that arise from these discrepancies between
the target population and the realised results. A few girls who were still full-time

students were included in the completed sample.

ﬁ. detailed account of the sampling methodology, and the representativeness

Reliability of the Siatistical Results

The majority of the tables published in this study present the percentage dis~
tribution of the answers to questions in the survey. This distribution is subject to
error due, above all, to the fact that only one of all the samples that could have been
drawn from the same population has been interviewed. This error increases in
importance when the results are cross-classified in detail. Table 1 of the Appendix
provides a summary measure of the importance of this error for various percentages
and sample sizes. Continued reference to this table is advisable when the results

17




18 THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

subsequently discussed are considered. To illustrate the importance of the estimated
sampling errors the proportion of the married rcspondentsv who were. “‘economically
active” may . be considered. According to-the definitions used in the survey, 15.3

per cent of the married sample were found to be economically active. Use of the table
- of standard errors. shows that a g5. per cent confidence interval about this estimate

is 15.3 4+ 1.86. Thus the “true”’ or “population” proportion may reasonably be

expected not to exceed 17.2 or to fall below 13. 4. Similar confidence intervals can

readily be constructed for the other proportions reported, and all the findings

should be interpreted in this llght ‘More specific tests of statistical significance are -
pcrformcd on individual tables in the course of the paper.




SECTION 3

Participation in the Labour Force, Work History, Reasons for. not
Working, and Plans for Returning to Work

labour force status of the respondents. By collecting detailed information

on all work (other than unpaid housework)carried out by the respondents it was
hoped that participation rates! could be calculated for a large number of population
groups. For this purpose, “work” was defined as a “yes’ answer to the question,
in the non-farm schedule,

r I Y HE central theme of the survey questionnaire was the past, present, and future

Do you have a job at present? That is, are you working (full-or part-time)
for pay, profit, or in your own business?

In the farm schedule the question asked was:

Are you doing any work at present, other than general helping on the farm,
that brings in income?

The interviewers were instructed as follows:

We want a record of any activity that generates income for the respondent.
‘Work’ therefore refers to ‘gainfully occupied’ and does not include one’s
own housework or child-care, for example, but does include housework done
for someone else for which one is paid. Women who take in piece-work of some
sort are also ‘working’ as far as we are concerned. And, of course, women who
‘go out to work’ are ‘working’. It is very important to get accurate answers
to all questions concerning work: it may be necessary to stress that answers
could NOT result in untaxed earnings bemg disclosed to the Revenue
Commissioners, ®

In the farm situation, the problems of classification chiefly revolved about single
women who helped in a general way on the farm but did not consider this a full-
time job. The interviewers were instructed, as a general rule, to treat as “working”
only those women who had non-farm employment or who were head of a farm
household. Of course, non-farm work includes piece-work or farm-house holidays.
Inevitably, there was a borderline area where the classification between in or
out of the labour force was rather arbitrary, but in general the interviewers reported
that the respondents had a clear notion as to whether they were or were not
“working”. The fact that the respondents’ own housework was not considered
“work” in the sense in which the phrase is used in this study is, of course, an arbitrary

! That is, the proportion of a specified group that is “working” “‘economically active”.

21t was intended that those on sick leave or otherwise temporanly absent from work should be
included in our measure of the labour force. The unemployed would, however, be excluded, due to
difficulties of measuring their numbers precisely.

9
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decision that implies no. inferiority for this type of work, but maintains consistency
with - the international conventlons on national mcome accountmg and labour
force statistics.: : 2 o : :

In Table 3.1 part1c1pat10n rates for the female populatlon clas51ﬁed by age,
‘marital and farm/non-farm status are presented based on the responses to the
question on economic activity. The overall rate of 34 per cent reflects a very wide
variety of rates in the separate sub-groups. Married women have generally the
lowest, and smgle women living off-farm the highest, rates. For the purposes of
comparison, thé 1966 Census rates have been - mcluded in the Table. The survey
data yielded hlgher rates for almost all groups ‘Part of this contrast may be due:
to an upward trend in the, proportxons gamfully occupled” since 1966, but the
main source of difference is no doubt the very inclusive definition of ¢ “working”
used ‘in the survey. The largest contrast is evident for marrled women and widows
of all ages, and for single‘Womeh in the 'youngest.age groups. The Census emphasis
on “principal occupation” may be expected to lead to the exclusion of many of
those working only part-time, especially in the case of married women whose main
role is that of “housewife”. On the other hand, the survey’s emphasis on “non-farm”
‘work results in a lower participation rate among single women on farm schedules,
~since those in the Census ‘occupation ° “farmers’ daughters”” would tend to be
‘excluded from the labour force under the definitions used in the present study.

In view of the mclusmn of part-time workers in the labour force as defined in
Table 3.1, itis important to present data on hours worked (“in a normal work week”")
by ‘the various population groups: This information is summarised in Table 3.2.
Single women work the longest on average, married women the shortest, with a
difference of 10 hours between their average work weeks. Eighty-eight per cent
of the single working women worked full-time (35 or more hours a week),® compared
with only 37.5 per cent of the married working women: The high propertion of
the widowed women in the farm sample who were working full-time reflects the
importance of “head’ of the farm household” as an occupation in-this’ group.?
If the data in Table 3.1 are adjusted to represent “full-time ‘participation rates”
(by multiplying, the entries in Table 3.1 by the correspondmg percentage full-time
from Table 3.2) the contrast between ‘the survey results and the Census data is
greatly reduced For’ example, thxs procedure yields a full-time partxclpatlon rate
of 5.6 peér cent for' marmcd women aged 15-64, compared with the Census ﬁgure
of 6. per cent. In view of the sampling errors attached to the survey figure, it is -
possible to conclude that the “full-time ‘participation rate” derived from the survey
does not dlffer s1gmﬁcantly from “the partlclpatlon rate calculated. from Census
‘data. An important aspect, of married women’s part1c1pat1on in the labour force
 that is’ revealed by the survey. data and not evident in Census data is the tendency
for the rate to fall to a minimum at age 25-29, and to increase over the 30-54 range.

The fact that more married ‘women are workmg part-time than full-time high-

3 Since in some jObS (e g, teachmg) afull’ workmg week may be less than 35 hours, this deﬁmtnon
perhaps exaggerates the prevalance of part-time working.
4 Details of occupatlons, and other aspects of the work, wﬂl be eonsxdered below
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lights -the need to collect full details of hours worked in any attempt to measure
the labour force. In Britain, the Census of Population data reveal that the proportion
of women workers who are working part-time® has risen from 13 per cent in 1951
to 32 per cent in 1966. Just over 17 per cent of the “full-time equivalent” British
female labour force is now contributed by women who are working part-time.
This, however, only amounts to 6.4 per cent of the total (“full-time male equivalent’)
labour force, cf. [17, Table g].

Details of participation by marital status classified by the level of (full-time)
education last attended are presented in Table 3.3. In the non-farm sample, the
tendency for participation rates to rise with increasing educational attainment is
very pronounced among all marital status, and there is a very marked contrast
between the low rates of the “primary, incomplete group and those with business/
commercial, university, or other professional training. Table 3.4 complements
Table 3.3 by providing data on hours worked by married women classified by
education. It is clear that not only are those with higher educational attainment
more likely to be in the labour force, they are also more likely to be working full-
time. There is a five hours’ difference between the average work week of those with
primary as compared with those with “other professional” (nurses, school-teachers,
etc.) education. The full-time participation rate among married women with
“other professional’ training is 14 per cent. The bimodal distribution of hours
worked by those with primary and vocational education (one peak at 15—24 hours,
the other at 35 and over) reflects the importance of part-time service and factory
work for these categories (see Section 5 below).

The married population was assigned to social groups on the basis of husbands’
occupations. In the non-farm sample, nine groups were used, based on the Hall-
Jones system as modified for the Irish occupational structure by Hutchinson [10].
Agricultural occupations appearing on non-farm schedules were rather specialised
categories (foresters, gardeners, farm managers). Participation rates for married
women (non-farm) by social group are set out in Table g.5. The pattern revealed
in this Table is complex, with the lowest rates found at either end of the social
spectrum, and the highest rates in the intermediate range. The rise in participation
rates in the lower inspectoral and routine non-manual social groups may reflect
a combination of high income aspirations, modest husband’s income, and reasonably
high (or career-oriented) wife’s education that is especially likely to result in re-entry
into the labour force. These groups also include shopkeepers and several other
occupations in which the wife may find it easy to work in cooperation with her
husband. The number of hours worked per week in this group was, however, above
the average for married women.

Care of young children is a major topic in connection with married women’s
entry or re-entry to the labour force. Participation rates have therefore been calculated
by presence of children (Table 3.6) for the main population groups.® In the non-

. % Part-time is defined as less than the normal working week in the relevent occupation, which is less
inclusive than the definition used in the present survey.

¢ The small number of farm widows in the various categories ruled out the calculation for this group.
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farm sample of married women,the association between presence of children and

'labour force participation is very clear-cut: the highest rate is found among married
women with no children under 19 years, and the rate falls as the number of children
present increases up to three, after which it fluctuates. The greatest contrast is between
those without and with children aged under 2 years: the participation rate among
the former is twice that among the latter group. Women with children aged 2—
under 4 years were also noticeably less’ llkely to be working than those with older,
or no, children. The net effect of the presence of children aged 4~ under 19 on
mothers’ labour force status appcars to be slight.” The association between working
and presence of young children is much less close in the farm sample.

For non-farm widows the data in Table 3.6 show that there was generally a higher
participation rate among those with, than among those without, school-aged children.

"The participation rate for widows with children aged 4— under 14, in particular,
is notably higher than that for married women in the same situation. This may be
taken as evidence of greater economic pressure on widows, and the 1mportance
of such pressure in the decision to go out to work. \

In Table 3.7 the hours worked per week by married women classified by presence
of children are presented. The length of the work week was closely related to the
participation rate, being longest among those groups with the highest rate. At one
extreme, 50 per cent of working women with no children under 19 were working
full-time, compared with only 26 per cent of those with children under 2 years. -
Thus, the full-time participation rate for married women with children aged under
2 was about 2 per cent, compared . with a full-time rate of 8 per cent for those without
children under 2, or a full-time rate slightly over 10 per cent for those with no
children under 1g. o ' :

When participation rates by prcsence of chlldren are cla551ﬁcd by socxal group
(Table 3.8) the same general pattern as that found in the table of rates by social
groups persists. The presence of young children appears to have its greatest influence
on the participation rate in' the higher professional and in the manual groups:
this suggests that if the rate is high in the absence of children, the presence of children
has a less noticeable effect on the rate than is otherwise the case. A consistent pattern
emerges for participation rates by’ education by presence of children (Table 3.9).
The tendency: for partxcxpatxon to increase with rising educational standards noted
above (Table 3.3) is now seen to persist when family size is allowed for: the higher
the educational attainment, the higher the parucxpatlon rate for ~women both
with and without young children.

A question was asked about working- “scasonally” or “as work becomes available”.
Just over 5 per cent of the non-farm sample not currently working said they worked
on this basis. Among single women this proportlon rises to 16 per cent, but it falls
to 4 per cent among married women. :

7 Table 3.6 dm not, however, allow us to examine the effect of presence of chlldren in more than
one of the age groups at the same time. . . ,

v
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Work History
A question was asked of all about their “work history”:

I'd like to get some idea of your working life since you finished your full-time
education: which of the following is the best description of your experience?

The list of pre-coded statements which was then read to the interviewee has been
used as the categories making up the tables of this section. In the farm questionnaire,
the stress was placed on “non-farm work experience”. In Table g.10 the results
are presented, classified by marital status, for those not currently working. A
substantial proportion (14 per cent) of the non-farm sample not currently working
had never worked. Forty four per cent of the single, non-working population had
never worked. Almost three-quarters (74 per cent) of the non-working married
sample had worked until marriage or the arrival of a child, but not since. Well over
half the farm sample not currently working had never worked in non-farm jobs.
The contrast between single and married women on the farm is striking: a high
proportion of married women had worked in non-farm employment before getting
married, but not since, whereas almost 8o per cent of the single women had never
worked in non-farm jobs.

Table 3.11 presents the answers to this question in detail, classified by age.
In contrast with table .10, in this table the base that has been used is the total
number (working and not working) in the relevant group. This corrects for dis-
tortions that arise if attention is confined to the non-working population only,
since this population represents a special sub-group of the total, especially among
single women and in certain age groups a more accurate picture may be obtained
by considering “currently working” as a special category of work history. For
non-farm women, the proportions who have “never worked” may be seen to rise
steadily with age; 23 per cent of the single women or 18 per cent of married women
aged 55-64 were in this category. Categories such as retirement to care for relatives,
etc., remain minor at all ages. Among married women, the interruption of work
on marriage or the arrival of a baby is, of course, the most common work history,
with younger women showing a much stronger tendency to continue working after
marriage until the baby is due. It is interesting that widows displayed the lowest
proportion who had never worked in each age group (although their overall pro-
portion in this category is high due to their advanced average age). There is a
strong rise in the proportion of widows who had returned to work by age 55-64.

In the farm sample is was found that the older population had very limited
non-farm work experience, especially among single women. Even when age is
allowed for, the single farm population displayed a low level of contact with the
non-farm economy by comparison with the married sample. This is partly due to
-the fact that sizeable proportions of the married sample, especially in the younger
age groups, had worked in non-farm jobs before marriage. The unmarried female
population living on farms at an advanced age is obviously a selective sub-sample
of the cohort from which it originated.

It is possible to derive some important statistics from the responses to this question
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on work history. . In Table 3.12 the age distribution of those who have never worked
is presented Well over 50 per cent of them are aged 45 or over. There is a significant
group of young single women who have never worked, presumably school leavers
who have yet to take their first job. But it is clear that. life-long non-participation
in the labour force is above all a characteristic of the older women in our sample,
and a pattern that is becoming mcreasmgly rare, This has important implications
for the readmcss of married women to re-enter the labour force, as will be discussed
below. a ~ S : 4
The answers to the questlon on .work history empha51se the need to modify the
picture suggested by the low current. participation rate in the light of the fact that
a significant proportlon of married women have at some time returned to work
after marriage, in addition to those who are currently workmg The proportion
who are not now workmg and have never worked since marriage (or arrival of baby)
is fairly stable at about 70 per cent in all ‘age groups, so that about 30 per cent of
married women have experience of working as married' women.® .

The work hlstory of married women who are currently worklng is of interest
since it sheds some light on the pattern of re-entry to the labour force.: Table 3.13
presents the survey ﬁndmgs “Contmuous working” and contlnuous ‘working
except for babies” are 1mportant among younger- women, and ¢ riever worked
before marriage, started later” is more 1mportant among the older respondents
The 1mportance of “continuous working” or “started after marriage” is somewhat
surprising, since it means that what might have been thought of as the more normal
_pattern. (worked till marriage or baby, returned later) is relevant to only forty
‘per cent of the working married sample. The summary of the widowed sample’s
experience shows that a higher proportion of this group are women whose first
work experience occurs after marriage (8 per cent, as opposed to 5. 4 among the
married). On the other hand, continuous working is a good deal less common
among the widowed. This points to- the conclusion that the widowed: working
population is a good deal less career-orlented”, and more impelled by necessity
and circumstance, than its married counterpart (even when. account is. taken of
the differences in age between the two groups). Detailed tabulations of work history
by social group .and educational attainment have been prepared, but are not
presented here, The falling off in the proportions who had never worked in the
~ higher educational levels was noticeable. In general, married women with high
educational attainment show a high degree of involvement in the labour force,
“either by-currently workmg or by having worked at some time since marriage.
" Working married women in the non-farm sample were asked about the age

of their youngest child at the time they returned to work. The answers are shown -

in Table 3.14.- Almost g per cent had no children. Amongst those' with children
there was a large rangé of answers. indicating' that considerable. differences exist

in regard to this aspect of returning to work. Nonetheless, the most frequent pattern .

8 Not countmg those who worked only in the mterval between marriage and the arrival of the first
baby. .
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was to return when the youngest child was aged 1~ under 5 years, possibly at
school-going age. )

Reasons for Not Working

The non-farm sample of women who were not currently working were asked
“What is the main reason you are not now working”? The reply to this question
was not prompted, but a list of pre-coded possibilities was printed on the question-
naire, and the interviewers were instructed to keep a record of any unforeseen
replies. Obviously the attempt to single out one main reason implies that this topic
was investigated in a relatively simple manner. Table g.15 summarises the responses.
Not surprisingly, the presence of young children in families was by far the most
important single reason given for not working. When young children were mentioned,
an effort was made (by a probe question) to distinguish between those who would
not work as long as children were present, and those who were influenced primarily
by the absence of child-care facilities rather than the presence of children in itself.

When these results were studied by the respondents’ age, concern with child-care
was, as expected, most urgent among those aged under 55. Almost half as many
gave the reason ‘“‘no suitable facilities” as ‘“‘should not work if there are young
children’ in the age group 25-34, but this ratio declined to one-sixth among
women aged 45-54. No doubt this contrast reflects differences in the personal
situations of the respondents at different ages, and the greater relevance of child-care
facilities to those who have young children. Absence of suitable jobs increased
sharply as a reason for not working with advancing age, and this reason was also
of above average importance to those in the manual social groups, and with lower
levels of educational-attainment. Other variations between social groups in reasons
for not working follow expectations and can be briefly summarised. “Don’t need
extra income” was mentioned by 17 per cent of those in the professional group,
but this proportion fell in the lower social groups, and was only 2 per cent among
the routine manual group. Taxes and the marriage bar figured most prominently
in the middle range of social groups. Husband’s disapproval was mentioned more
frequently at the lower end of the social scale. More detail on those answering
“no jobs available” is given in connection with the discussion of excess labour supply,
below.

Likelihood of Return
A discussion of the reasons for not working is naturally supplemented by con-
sidering the response to the question:

Do you think you are likely to go back to work (or start working) anytime
in the future?

The farm sample was questioned about non-farm work. Table 3.16 shows the
results tabulated by marital status. The single respondents expressed the greatest
interest in returning, the widows the least. The non-farm sample expressed more
interest than the farm. The farm sample was more definite about not intending to
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return, Perhaps the most striking result is that 11 per cent of the non-farm married
sample answered “‘definitely ycs” to this question. In all, 34 per cent of the non-~
farm marrjed samplc gave a “‘yes’” answer. (definitely or probably) compared with
45 saying “no”. In Table 3.17 these results are broken down by ‘age for married
respondents. The likelihood ' of returnmg (or entering) falls off with increasing
age, and is hlghest for married women in the age group 25-34, where over one-half
gave a ‘“‘yes” answer, and only 26 per cent gave a “no” answer. In contrast, at age
55-64 only 8 per cent said ‘‘yes” and 70 per cent “no”. If only those who said
“dcﬁnitcly yes”. in response to this question actually worked at some future date,

in addition to those already at work, there. would be a substantial rise in partxclpanon
rates as the women now .in their twenties pass through' the age groups in which
return to work (after marriage) is'most common. The’ possibility exists, however,

that the changed personal circumstances of the young women by the time they have
children would lead them to act dlfferently than they foresaw themselves domg
when they answered the. question in the survey. :

For married women, likelihood of return is classified by cducatlon in Table 3.18.-
The expressed likelihood .of return increased with increasing educational attainment,
especially in the non-farm sample. : _

Previous work history is also relevant to- future work plans, as may be seen from
Table 3.1g9. Those whose previous work experience was the most continuous believed
they were most likely to return to work: those who had never worked were least
likely to join the labour force.® This finding, when considered. along with the fact
that earlier tables have documented a fall in. the proportions of successive cohorts
of married women who have never worked, points to the prospect of a continuing V
rise in married women’s participation rate.

For the non-farm married population, likelihood of return was class1ﬁed by main .
reason for not working (Table 3.20). The groups least likely to return to work
were those who disapproved (or whose husband disapproved) of working, who had
retired due to age or ill health, and who answered ‘‘don’t need extra income”.
At the other extreme, those who were not working because. there' were “‘no jobs
available”; “hours not flexible”, “no suitable facilities for children”, and “taxes
too high’> were the most likely to return to work. It is interesting to confirm that
women who gave “unavailability of jobs’ as their reason for not working expressed
the greatest interest in ‘returning to work: their pessimism about the condition
of the job market did not deter the majority of them (64 per cent) from saying ‘
that it was likely that they would return to work- at some time in the future. On the .
other hand, 13 per cent of this group sald they deﬁmtely would not be going back -
to work. ‘

Further information on the meaning of a posmve rcsponse to the question on
likelihood of return. is provided by the answers to the question “When do you
think you will go back to work?”’ which was ‘asked of all thosé giving a “yes”
(definitely ‘or probably) answer to the first question. Table ‘3.21 sets out ‘these

* Except for those y\lho had retired for reasons of age or health." -
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answers. Among the single respondents, the most important answer was ‘“‘now,
if jobs were available,” but ‘“later, when children are older etc.” dominated the
married and widowed responses.

In addition to questioning women not currently working about the likelihood
of their returning to work, working women who worked less than 25 hours per week
were asked why they were not working “full-time”. The answers are set out in
Table g.22, from which it is clear that the main factor among married women
(who form the majority of those working a short work week) was a desire to be
with their children. Next in importance was a lack of interest in working longer
hours, presumably because a short work week either brought in enough extra
income or provided sufficient outside interest. However, 15 per cent of married
women working less than 25 hours per week claimed that they could not get extra
work. These part-time workers were asked about their intentions for working longer
hours in the future. Over two-thirds of the married women did not intend to work
longer hours in the future, but 11 per cent said they would work a full working
week if they could get the work. Another 13 per cent hoped to work longer hours
when their children were older. The general impression conveyed by these answers
is that to work part-time rather than full-time is very important to married women,
since it allows them to work without feeling that they are neglecting their other
responsibilities.

A special question was put to young single women regarding their plans for work-
ing after marriage. Table 3.23 sets out the answers received. In view of the
hypothetical nature of the question (some of the respondents may never marry!)
the results must be interpreted with caution. The most striking feature of this table
is the high proportion (36 per cent) who believed they would either continue
working all their married life or return to work sometime after marriage. This figure
is higher than the proportion that at present go back to work and if taken at face
value it would suggest that a rise in the participation rate among married women
may be anticipated in the future. Perhaps even more revealing is the fact that not
much more than a quarter (27 per cent) expressed the belief that they would
definitely not work as married women. Of course, these same respondents might
answer differently when they are wives and mothers and more aware of the issues
involved.

Belief about Fob Availability
Two general questions were asked about the respondent’s perception of the local
job market for women:

Do you think there are jobs available in this neighbourhood for women who want
to work?

and
Do you think there are easily reached jobs available outside this neighbourhood
for women who want to work?

The answers to these questions are summarised in Tables 3.24 and 3.25. Only
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a minority of respondents believed that jobs were (definitely or probably) available.
“in the neighbourhood”: 28 per -cent, as opposed to 63 .per cent believed.
~they were not. However, just over 50 per cent believed jobs were available “within
easy reach”, and only 36 per cent believed they were not. The most striking contrast -

revealed -in - these tables is the very much.lower proportion of positive answers
among farm. respondents for example, 62 per cent-of non-working married farm

" respondents answered “no’’ to the question about availability of jobs within easy

reach, compared with only g2 per cent in the non-farm sample. The proportions
of women expressing a belief that jobs were available in the neighbourhood were
very low indeed in the farm sample. There is also a consistent contrast between those
working and those not working—in:almost all instances working women expressed
a higher degree of optimism about the availability of jobs than their non-working
counterparts. It is -worth drawing attention to the general consistency between
the views of the married, single and widowed women. The proportion of each
marital status answering ‘“‘yes” or. “no” to-each of the questions is approximately
equal, especially between the married and single groups (the widows expressed
greater ignorance of the job situation than' either of the other groups). This supports
the conclusion that womeén make a consistent assessment of the avallablhty of _]obs.

Belief - about the. job situation may -be influenced by. interest in, or contact with,
the job market. In Table 3.26 the married non-farm sample is analysed in relation
to work hlstory It is clear that recent contact with the job market seems to

veduce pessimism: the highest proportion of “no” and “don’t know” answers was

received from those who had never worked, the lowest proportion from those who

had worked occasxonally since. marriage. This may be because those who have

not worked recently beeome convinced- that work is not available, and presumably,
eventually cease to look, or -alternatively, because where work is unavailable a
history of non-participation is likely. In addition, those who “never worked” may

‘by other criteria (e g age, education) be less likely to obtain whatever employment

is available. A vicious circle of lack of employment opportunities leading to lower
eligibility for employment may thus be formed. L

Table 3.27 shows.the answers to the question on job. avallablhty classified by
reasons for not workmg 'The most pessimistic about job availability were those
who had glven no jobs available” as their reason for not working, of whom 60 per
cent replied “no” to the present question. Presumably, those who answered “yes”

to the questlon on job availability, desplte giving “no jobs available” as a reason
for not working, were not interested in'the type of jobs that they believed were

available, or they had obJectlons to them on grounds of hours, etc. This finding is
useful in connection thh the discussion below, where the reason for not working

is used as a measure of excess labour supply. The most stnkmg general feature

of the table is, howcver, the relatively uniform distribution of behef about job

availability between ‘those’ with different reasons for not. workmg ‘Other than

the rather high proportlon of those who felt they lacked qualifications for work,

“who expressed ignorance of the job market, there is little contrast between the
- various groups in their answers to this question. o
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Those who said they thought there were jobs available, either in the neighbourhood
or within easy reach, were asked to list the type of work they felt was available.
In Table 3.28 the answers to this question are summarised. ‘““Domestic work” and
“factory work” were by far the most frequently mentioned. “Hotel/catering”
was much more important in the farm responses than in the non-farm. These
responses were classified by the respondent’s education. It is very striking how
closely the type of work mentioned seems to reflect the respondent’s background:
for example, only 15 per cent of those with primary education mentioned clerical
work, compared with 54 per cent of those with business/commercial training. This
suggests that the question on job availability was answered mainly in the light
of the type of jobs that the respondent herself was familiar with and interested in.
When the responses of the working respondents were classified by their occupations
a very similar pattern emerged but the numbers involved in the majority of the
cells were too small to allow much significance to be attached to this finding.

In Table 3.29 belief about job availability (“within easy reach”) is considered
from the viewpoint of the area of the country in which the respondents lived. Dublin
stands out as unique because of the very optimistic answers given to this question,
with almost 70 per cent of the respondents answering “yes”. In the smaller towns
and in the countryside there was a fairly pessimistic appraisal of the job market,
with, in general, somewhat less than 50 per cent answering “yes”. A similar pattern
is revealed when the answers are classified by the type of area in which the respond-
ents lived; those in the central city areas or in the suburbs were far more optimistic
about job prospects than those living outside the cities or towns or in the open
countryside. In fact over 8o per cent of the total non-farm sample living in the
“open countryside” answered “no” to the question on jobs available “within easy
reach”, with just over 70 per cent saying ‘“definitely no”. Thus, proximity to an
economic centre of some size appears to be very important in determining the
availability of jobs to women. This finding is readily understood in the light of
how few women have a car at their disposal or can afford to travel long distances
to obtain what may be part-time work.1?

Obviously, geographical variations in belief about job availability may arise
in part due to the different socio-economic structures of the populations living in
communities of different sizes, as well as due to actual differences in the demand
for labour between regions and types of communities. More detailed tabulations,
which might illuminate this issue, are not presented here. It is worth mentioning,
however, that certain types of employment (e.g. hotel work) figured prominently
among the work believed available in country areas. In addition, the contrast
in the belief about job availability between urban and rural residents (in the non-
farm sample) remained very pronounced even where the answers were classified
by the respondents’ labour force status.

*® The non-farm sample living in the “open countryside” are those who, aithough living outside
towns, are not dependent on agriculture. The Census of Population (1966) reveals that the total
population living outside towns and villages was 1.2 million but there were only 876 thousand in the
agricultural socio-economic groups.
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~Indications of Excess Labour Supp{y , :

" Unemployment is basically a measure of the excess of labour supply over demand
at prevailing wage rates in a given labour market. The question of whether this
phenomenon arises only ‘due to_the downward rigidity of wage rates or to'a more
complex inadequacy of the market economy has been central to the theoretical

"debate provoked by Keynes’ General Theory and need not .detain us here,
cf. [9 pp. 26-30]. The general pubhc, and governmental experts, have come to
" rely very heavily on official series of unemployment statistics as the operatlonal
measure of excess labour supply. Major differences exist between countries in the
way in which such data are collected, with Irish and British practice relying on the
" number of workers registering for certain benefits, whereas. American unemployment
rates are based on sample data on the numbers not at work who are actively seeking
work. The American approach obviously leads to a more inclusive measure of
unemployment, and hence a much higher proportlon of the US labour force is
classified as unemploycd even where the economy is believed to be close to “full
employment”. However, in periods of relatively high unemployment it is recognised
that even the approach used’in the US understates the extent of unemployment:

. the unemployment statistic is not an exhaustive count of those with time
and incentive. to search (for work). An additional § per cent of the labour
-force are involuntarily confined to part-tlme work, and ariother { of 1 per cent
are out of the labour force because they ‘could not find job’ or ‘think no work
is available’ —dlscouraged by market conditions rather than by personal
incapacities [22, P 8]: . .

A short-coming of the’ wxdely quoted unemployment rates is thelr tendency to
treat all labour as homogeneous, so that an additional labourer out of work raises
the unemployment rate by the same amount as an additional skilled worker or
manager, despite the fact that the loss of potent1al output represented by those
types of uncmployment is not the same [18, pp. 1-7].

This discussion is relevant to the survey findings because, as is evident from the
material already presented, information: was collected about job availability,
reasons for not working, and plans for returning to work. Information of this type
is obviously relevant to the measurement of unemployment, even if it is not included
- in official indicators of unemployment. It is, however, very important to bear in '
mind at this stage the comment made above about the fallacy of treating all un-
employed workers as equal: from either a humanitarian or a strictly economic
viewpoint, there is no justification for treating the head of a household who' suddcnly
becomes redundant as equivalent in unemployment statistics to a housewife who is
not working due to difficulty in finding a “suitable” job. But it is equally-unjustified
to ignore the fact that both are elements in the aggregate excess labour supply.

The existence of excess supply of several categories of labour is not, of course,
inconsistent ‘with shortages of other types of workers. Divergences between the
types of labour demanded and supplied may persist due to rigidities in the labour
rnarkct especxally in the case of marrled women whosc “job search moblhty .
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low and for whom considerations such as flexibility of hours worked are very
important. The statement that ‘“‘suitable’ jobs are not available may reflect a high
degree of selectivity among housewives as to what is suitable, but this does not entitle
us to exclude completely such job-seekers from our measures of excess labour
supply.1?

The first indicator of excess labour supply provided by the survey data derives
from the answers to the questions on main reason for not working. It may be claimed
that women who answered this (open-ended) question by saying “no (suitable)
jobs available’ are part of the excess labour supply. The second measure available
from the survey data is the number who replied that they would go to work “now,
if (suitable) jobs were available” in response to the question “When do you think
you will go (back) to work?”: (asked only of those who answered “yes” to question
on whether they were likely to go (back) to work). Finally, a third source of informa-
tion was obtained by asking those not currently working to classify “themselves
as in “household duties”, ‘“student”, “retired” or ‘“unemployed”. These three
measures are listed here in descending order of inclusiveness: the first is very wide
and may include many who are not very actively seeking employment, whereas
the last measure is very narrow and should correspond closely to the official
unemployment data.

All of these measures may be converted to rates either by dividing by the total
number (working and not working) in the relevant group, or by the total labour
force (those working plus the excess labour supply) in the group. Table 3.30 presents
the three measures, converted to a rate in the two alternative ways, for all marital
status. It may readily be seen. that the first two measures differ dramatically
from the third among married women, but relatively little among single women.
This is, of course, merely a reflection of the difficulty of measuring “excess labour
supply”’ among a group such as married women. Nonetheless, when all the obvious
reservations that attach to these statistics have been made, the evidence suggests
that inadequacy of aggregate demand for women workers is a serious aspect of the
present labour market situation in Ireland, despite possible shortages of individual
categories of female workers,12

Further light on the meaning of these measures of excess labour supply is obtained
by a brief consideration of their variation between different sample sub-groups
(Table 3.31). A regional breakdown - reveals that there is an enormous contrast
between Dublin and other major cities, on the one hand, and the rest of the country,

11 Just as, when a plumber can find work only as a builder’s labourer, is he rightly regarded as
unemployed.

12 Apart from the Live Register statistics on female unemployment, the only available measure of
shortages of female labour is contained in the returns of the CII-ESRI quarterly industrial survey
(published in the ESRI’s Quarterly Economic Commentary). A study of these returns reveals that
between December 1969 and December 1972 the only industry whose overall expansion appears to
have been constrained by the unavailability of female labour was the “Clothing and footwear™ group,
and this only between fourth quarter 1969 and fourth quarter 1970. In other industries (especially
Textiles) several respondents reported shortages of female labour from time to time but this shortage
was not widespread throughout the industry and did not constitute an obstacle to expansion. It is
reasonable to infer from this evidence that a generalised scarcity of female labour has not existed in
recent years in Ireland. .
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on the other. Progressively higher rates of excess labour supply are found in the
smaller or more rural areas. The pattern of the rates by age and. education is a -
coherent one, 1nd1catmg that older women, and those with less education, experience
greater difficulty in obtaining suitable employment than the rest of the sample.
It was also found that an above average proportion’ of those who reported “‘no
jobs available”. had either never worked or had interrupted their employment
by a long period of absence from the labour force. It is important to bear in mind
in connection with these results that attention has been confined to the non-farm
sample. ‘However, the general pattern of farm/non-farm differentials established
in connection with belief about job availability suggests that the farm respondents
and non-farm respondents living in the countryside experience similar problems
in obtaining suitable employment if they are interested in going out to work.
The discussion” has been confined to evidence concerning women. not currently -
at work who are, to'a greater or lesser extent, interested in working. There is, of
course, additional evidence of excess supply based on the women who are working
a shorter work week than they would like to work. This type of “underemployment”
has been mentioned in connection with Table 3.22, above, where it was seen that a
relatively small minority of those working part—txme expressed - a desire to work
. a longer weck ~

Summary and Conclusions T :

The first objective of the survey was to measure participation in the labour force
using a very inclusive definition. The results suggest a higher rate than is shown
in the Census returns, which concentrates on full-time participation. The contrast
is greatest for married and widowed women and for young single women in non-
farm households. When the- survey results are adjusted to a full-time basis, a very
close concordance with the Census data is found. Some of the activity that has been
included in the survey data on labour force participation may seem rather slight
when viewed in relation to the total work effort. of the ‘national economy, but
nonetheless it may be very xmportant from the.viewpoint of the individual women
(and households) concerned. It is also likely that work supphed on a part-time
basis will become increasingly important in certain sectors of the economy. Some
of these topics are explored further, later in this report.

The overall partlclpatxon rate for the married population estimated on the basis
of the Survey was 15 per cent, with a full-time rate of 6 per cent. Part1c1patxon
was seen to be most common among those whose full-time education had been
prolonged beyond *the 'pi'iinariy level, especially those who had career-oriented
(business/commercial or “other, professional”) training. The pattern by social class
(as measured by husband’s occupatlon) was less clear-cut, but there was a- tendency
~ for those in the middle range of the social continuum to have higher than average
participation rates. Previous work history made a considerable difference to the
likelihood that a women would have returned to work since marriage, those who
had not worked before marriage being less likely to have a job. Women who had
young children to care for were: far less likely to be at work than those without
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children and, when presence of children was controlled for, younger women were
more likely than older women to work. Thus the married women least likely to be
working were older women, those with young children, those who had no work
experience prior to marriage, and those with low educational attainment. All of
these differentials operated within an overall farm/non-farm differential which
showed a consistently higher participation by married women living in non-farm
households. '

The full extent of labour force involvement by married women is not conveyed
by considering only the participation rate at the time of the survey (17 per cent
for non-farm married women). In addition, account should be taken of those who
had worked at some time since their marriage, even if not currently at work. The
survey findings show that 30 per cent of married women in the non-farm sample
had worked since their marriage (including those working at the time of the survey).
Thus although non-participation in the labour force after marriage is the most
common pattern for Irish women, almost a third of the married women interviewed
had worked at some time after their marriage. Moreover, an important proportion
of those not currently working expressed the belief that it was likely that they would
work at some future date.l® The following summarises the situation among the
married respondents: (Percentages)

Currently  Not Currently Working Sub-total  Not working Total

working  ‘“Definitely’”’ “Probably’ not likely
likely to likely to to return
return return

Married (1) (2) (3) (4) = (s) (6) =
women: (1)+(2)+(3) (4)+(5)
Non-farm - 17.4 8.9 19.1 454 54.6 100
Farm 9.2 1.6 6.7 17.5 82.5 100
Total 15.3 7.1 15.9 383 61.8 100

The survey results provide many grounds for believing that married women’s
participation rate will grow. In the first place, return to work is more likely among
those who worked prior to marriage, than is entry for the first time subsequent to
marriage, and the proportion of women who have never worked is contracting
sharply in each successive age cohort: secondly, participation is more likely among
women with post-primary education, and the proportion of women who finish
their education at the primary level is steadily falling and of those with advanced
training and education is growing; the presence of young children reduces the
likelihood that a married woman will be working, and the trend is towards both
carlier marriage and smaller families, which will increase the proportion of the

!* We have no evidence relevant to the present context of the reliability of statements about future
plans to actual behaviour. This issue is discussed in a different economic context in [15].
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married life-span that women spend. without young children to care for.# Further-
more, the frequency with which married women cited.“no suitable jobs available”
as the main reason for not working, suggests that if the overall- unemployment rate
were lower, a hlgher proportion of married women would be in employment.
Since some of the developments just mentioned (especially the rising marriage rate)
imply a’ contraction in the relative availability of unmarried- women workers, it is
« likely that an expansion in the demand for married women workers may be expected
in future years. Even if this source of growth in demand is not rapld enough to

absorb all married women interested in working into the labour force, it is nonetheless -

very likely to be sufficient to ensure an increase in the participation rate. It must,
however, be borne in mind that a majority of married women who return to work
wish only to work. part-time, and many of those who return have been outside
the labour force during the years when they had to care for young children. Moreover,
even allowmg for the growth of partlclpatlon in the labour force, it is hkely ‘that
for some years to come. the most common pattern: among married women 1n Ireland
will be not to return to work after marriage. : :

- The prommence of concern about child-care as a reason for not workmg among

marncd women is a predictable ﬁndmg, but the proportion of those not working
who cited unavallablhty of jobs as the reason for not working is less expected. The

proportion giving this answer was lowest among those with relatively advanced -

educational qualifications and younger women. By far the greatest contrast, however,
was between the urban and rural areas (even when attention is confined to the
non-farm sample): the proportion citing unavailability of jobs as the main reason
for not workmg was low in Dublin, and in or near urban centres generally, and
very high in small towns and villages and in the open countryside. Whilst it has
not been suggested that these calculations be taken in any way as a measure of
unemployment in the sense, for example, that Live Register data measure this
phenomenon, the view is advanced that they should be taken into account in any
consideration of the flexibility of the: Irlsh labour, supply.

It has already been seen that there was substantial interest in rcturmng to work
- among the married women who.were not currently in the labour force: almost
one third expressed the belief that they would in fact go back to work, usually
“When the children are older” or “If suitable jobs' were available”. Generé.lly,
the degree of mtercst in returning to work varied by education and socio-economic
group very much as the actual participation rate varied. Even among those interested
in going to work, there was considerable uncertainty as to the availability of employ-
ment opportunities, and in all one-third of the non-farm respondents did not believe
work was available. (within easy reach) for married women. There were very
pronounced rcgnonal variations in the way this question was answered, however,
with increasing pcssxmlsm expr&ssed the further from Dublm or other urban centres,

14 Between 1949 and 1969, the median age of Irish brides fell from 27 years to 24 [27]. It has been
-estimated that, at 1963 fertxhty rates, out of every 1,000 families with one child, 400 would eventually
have a sixth, but that at 1970 rates this had fallen to 234 out of every. 1,000 [26].
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the respondent lived. When jobs were believed available, service and factory work
was most frequently mentioned.

The pessimism about job availability expressed by many women, particularly
those living outside the main urban centres, does suggest the existence of a pool
of potential entrants to the labour market, This finding must, however, be tempered
by the consideration that many of the women interested in returning to work live
in areas of low population density and are primarily interested in part-time work.
Thus, there is not necessarily an abundant supply of female labour within the
catchment areas relevant to many employers, even though a high proportion of
married women are interested in getting an opportunity to work. These points
will have to be borne in mind in evaluating the question of policy towards married
women who work.




. TABLE 3.1 Women's Pparticipation in the labour force classified by age and marital status (percentage of each group working)

98

‘Present Samplet . :
- : Census 1966

o Non-Farm . R Farm‘ N S Total R i A (“Gamﬁdly Occupred“)
Age - - - ' ) -
IS Single . Married Widowed - Single Marned deowed Smgle Mamed Widawed Total .-Singleu Mamed Wzd‘owed ‘Tatal
15-19 - 865  (18.2) — .. (56.5) — (100) = 838 - (16.7) (100) 7822 - 81-.'8“‘““« 9.2 (14 3) 80.1**
. 20-24 933. 229 —_ (522 (2L)) C— 85.8 225 67.7 - 8.4 . - 87. 379 66.8
1 25-29 88.5 111 — @411 89 (100) 823 107 -- (100) . 304 838 62 - 45 8- 356
30-34 81.2 16.1 ¢1.1) (11 - 19 (100) 78.9 142 (62.5) 1253 759 48 440 222 .
35-39 - (79.6) 16.5 (55.6) (12.5) 73 — .702- 143 (5000 -. 210 '70.1 44 495 19.0 -
40-44 © 745 18.3 62.5) (22.2) 74 (100) 61.6 154 (679) . 241 655 . 47 492 - 179

45-54° 66.9 193 494 - - (24.1) 1.1 (100 - . 59.1: 168 585. - 257 602 - 58 : 439 202
55-64 52.7 159 329 (13.2) 7.0 (87.8) 42.6 13.6 453 251 - 493 59 326 - 21.8 -
No answer (81 5) 29.2 417 — (11.5) (66.7) (62.9) 245 (46.7 358 — — T

Total ; : e
aged 15-64 814 17.4 42.0 364 92 89.9 74.5 15.3 51.8 343 751 55 . 316 337

'Workmg defined as either “head of household” or “domg non-farm work. »
**Excluding those at school (primary, secondary, vocation:
Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of mspondents was 50 or fewer. S
{Note that we have based our “participation rate” only on those who were “working,” whereas the economic concept of * ‘economically actlve
refers both to those working and to the unemployed For a discussion of the measurement of unemployment in the present context, see text.
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TABLE 3.2: Working women: hours worked classified by marital status

Non-farm A Farm Total

Hours worked per week Single Married Widowed Single Married Widowed Single -Married Widowed

Average hours worked:* 38.5 28.0 293 379 28.1 38.7 38.5 28.0 32.7
Percentage working :—

354 hours per week 88.3 39.4 48.7 81.0 269 93.5 87.7 37.5 64.6

25-34 hours per week 8.4 174 159 10.1 20.5 32 8.5 17.9 11.4

15-24 hours per week 20 230 14.2 5.1 14.1 0.0 23 216 9.2
Under 15 hours per week 0.7 17.1 19.5 —_ 12.8 32 0.7 16.5 13.7
No answer 0.6 31 1.8 3.8 25.6 . —_ 0.9 6.5 1.1
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 979 426 113 79 78 62 1058 504 175

ANVTIII NI INTFWAOTANA ANV NIWNOM

*Based on those answering. Assuming an average of 40 hours per week for those working 35 hours and more.

LS



. TaBLE 3.3: Participation rate classified by education and by marital status (percentage of each group \wo'rking)

‘ . .Non-farm ‘ Farm - * Total
Education (viz: last level attended full time) ~ Single ~ Married Widowed  Single  Married - Widowed . Single ~ Married Widowed
Primary: incomplete " - s 12 (25 (200 47  (100) 550 93 (386
Prima.ry: complete . ) 71.6 - '14.8 385 @ 212 73 . (87.0). 652 - 125 50.8
Vocational/technical: complete or incomplete - 85.3 161 46.7) (56.1). 37 (1000) 792 12.8 (60.0)
Secondary: no exam or Inter 85.1 17.0 “48.1) . (19.0 39 (100.0) 78.1 139 (60.0)
Seco;_ldary: leaving or Matric S 89.5 . 151 (38.1) (60.0) -(204) (833 870 16.2 (48.1)
Business/commercial ] o ©920. 190 ° (60.0) (69.2) (18.9) — 7 896 '19.0 (60.0)
“University: complete or incomplete . - - 919 500 . (100.0) (50.0) (20.0) — . (86.0) 47.5 (100.0)
Other professional/techniqal qualification T (882 40.2 (71.9) (66.7) 0.0) © . — (86.5) 423 ; (71.4)
No answer, refused, etc. . (100.0) — - — —_ . = - (100.0) — —
‘Total ., o . 814 —174 420 364 153

92, - 899 . 745

518

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups where the tofal number of fespondents was 50 o; fewer.

gt
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TABLE 3.4:

Non-farm married working women: hours worked classified by education (percentages)

Average hours Less than 15- 25~ 35 and No Total
Education worked 15 under 25 under 35 over answer % N

Primary: complete or incomplete 26.5 20.9 27.7 10.7 . 384 2.3 100 177
Vocational/technical:

complete or incomplete (25.8) 25.7) (25.7) (6N)) (37.1) [eN)) 100 35
Secondary: no exam or Inter 292 15.8 211 10.5 474 53 100 57
Secondary: Leaving or Matric 21.2) 179 25.0) 214 (35.7) — 100 28
Business/commercial 29.1 13.8 224 15.5 41.4 6.9 100 58
University: complete or incomplete 29.7) (14.3) a.n (42.9) (5.7 — 100 28
Other professional/technical qualification 319 23 - (14.0) (46.5) 3712 — 100 - 43
No answer, refused — —_— _— — — — — —
Total 28.0 17.1 23.0 174 39.4 3.0 100 426

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups where the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.

ANVTHYI NI' INTFWAOTINET ANV NHNOM
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TABLB 3 5: Non—farm married women: pamcxpanon rate classified by sacml group
(percentage of each group workmg)

Social group (derived from o — ) Percentage = Average hours worked
husband's occupation) - . g - - working - per week
Higher professional ! ' ’ _ 170 ) 31.8
Executive/managerial : ) .- 176 - 215 .
Inspectoral/supervisory I = - Lo o 16.9 - 301
Inspectoral/supervisory II -~ ‘ ‘ 29.2 - 30.5
Routine non-manual L o ‘ 20.8 28.7
Skilled manual . : ‘ "15.2 28.2
Semi-skilled manual o T123 ) . 24.6
-Routine manual R g o 164 24.1
Agricultural occupations o o 9.7 - 317
Social benefits = . o o ' ) C@3.0) —
No answer/not known A : . (43 —
Total o o S 174 , 28.0

) E}ntnes in parentheses relate to sample groups in whlch the total number of respondents was 50
or fewer. . .




TABLE 3.6: Married and widowed women: participation rate classified by presence of children

WOMEN AND EMPLOYMENT IN IRELAND

(percentage of each group working)

41

Married Women
Children present in age groups: Non-farm Farm Total
O-under 19
None 21.3 1.7 17.6
1 20.7 104 18.3
2 16.6 8.7 149
3 13.0 12.0 12.8
4 17.0 9.1 14.7
5 15.8 53 12.7
6 11.0 (14.6) 12.3
7 or more 13.2 7.5 11.5
O-under 2
None 19.5 9.4 16.9
One or more 8.3 8.2 8.3
2-under 4
None 19.5 9.6 16.9
One or more 11.2 8.0 10.3
4—under 14
None 19.9 8.6 17.1
One or more 15.4 9.5 139
14-under 19
None 16.3 8.0 14.2
_One or more . 19.6 11.5 17.5
All married women 174 9.2 153
. Widowed Women
Non-farm
O-under 19
None 38.8
One or more 411
O-under 2
None 42.1
One or more (37.5)
2-under 4
None 424
One or more (33.3)
4-under 14
None 39.6
One or more 50.0
14-under 19
None 41.3
One or more 444
All widows 420

Entries in parentheses

relate to groups where the total number of responses was 50 or fewer,




TABLE 3.7: Non-farm married working women: hours worked per week AcIasxij'ied by presence of children (, wfmnt@es) -

- Children present in age groups:

. O-under 19:
. None =~
One or more _

O-under 2 _
" None. . -
One or more -

2-under 4
None
One or more

4-under 14
. None
One or more

" 14-under 19
None
One or more

. Total o

Average hours  Less than

35 and

VNo‘

15— 25— / Total »
worked 15 under 25 . under 35 - - “over - answer % N
306 - 113 . 174 183 - 496 3.5 100 s
269 193 251 170 . 357 29 100 31
2811 170 .- 232 157 40,7 34 100 - 388
(26.8) (184 - @LD (342) . (26.3) — 100 38
282 162 238 16.0 40.9 31 .. 100 357
© 266 217 18.8: 246 . 319 29 100 69 -
26 . 136 21:5 159 463 28 100 214
26.3 20.8 24.5 18.9 32.5 33 100 . 212
2713 188 . .221 19.1 364 37 100 . 272
29.0 - 143 247 143 44.8 19 100 154
28.0 171 174 a1 100 426.

23.0

394

L Er;tries in pérerithesés relate to sample gfoups where the tota_l number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TaBLE 3.8: Non-farm married women: participation rate classified by social group and presence of children (percentage of each group working)

Other,
Higher Inspectoral[supervisory  Routine . Semi- Agri- including
profes-  Executive| non- Skilled skilled Routine cultural  no answer|
sional  managerial I I manual manual manual manual  occupations not known
Children present in
age groups:
O-under 19:
None 29.2) (23.1) 21.8 429 21.3 19.8 16.7 16.4 (16.1) ©.1)
One or more 134 17.0 15.8 26.3 20.6 13.8 11.3 16.2 4.9 (15.4)
O—under 2:
None 20.0 184 17.9 319 214 18.5 14.1 182 10.8 (16.1)
One or more “4.8) (13.6) 12.7 (15.6) (18.2) 2.7 6.1 6.3 —_ —
2-under 4: :
None 22.1 15.3 18.2 31.7 23.8 179 13.9 18.4 10.0 (16.1)
One or more (3.4 (22.5) 14.1 22.7 8.9 73 8.2 7.4 (8.3) —
4-under 14:
None 22.0) 20.0 24.4 31.9 23.8 174 14.9 174 (12.5) 1.7
One or more 13.8 15.7 11.6 274 18.2 13.5 10.5 154 (6.3) (27.3)
14-under 19:
None 14.7 20.0 15.1 29.8 19.0 13.5 12,6 14.6 13.5 (12.0)
One or more (22.6) (12.5) 229 284 259 18.8 11.6 18.9 — 16.7)

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups where the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TaBLE 3.9: Married women: participation rates classified by education and presence of children (percentage of each group working)

Children presént in
age groups

O-under 19 -
None

One or more

O-under 2 -
None
"~ One or more
2-under 4 '
None
" One or more
4-under 14
~ None
" One or more
14-under 19
None
One or more

O-under 19
’ None -
* One or more
O-under 2 -
None

One or more

2-under 4 .
None

One or more . -

4-under 14
None
One or more
14—under 19
None
One. or more

Vocational| . Other
‘Primary: technical: Secondary : Secondary : University : professional/
complete complete or no exam Leaving or Business| complete technical
or incomplete incomplete or Inter Matric commercial or incomplete qualification
Non-farm
169 @) 143 (26.5) 31.1 - (53.8) - (526).
134 . 149 17.6 12.6 159 48.3) - 3715
166 194 185 174 204~ 490 ey
3.3 .58, - 109 . N X)) 13.1 (571.1) " (28.0)
17.0° 177 180 154 204 (523 82
45 119 . 146 ' 145 13.2 . @17 - (33.3)
16.5 183 © 196 176 23.7 (519 43.2)
124 14.8 ) 15.1 ‘ 13.5 15.2 ) ‘(48_.3) 38.1"
12.7 13.8 145 S153 19.2 - (48.6) . 41.5
17.2 21.5 222 14.8 18.1 (52.6) (36.0)
Total | :
13.3 - (17.1) 12,5 ' 26.8) 29.7 l (53.3) - (50.0) ‘
11.6 - 121 14.2 o140 16.5 .. @s5.7n 40.5
137 157 13 119 207. 412 443
3.8 4.0 88 . 109 12.5 (50.0) (34.9)
141 146 ©153 15.8 21.9 (522) 447
4.7 8.1 10.8 S 171 127 (33.3) © (312
135 140 . 16.1 183 2.5 (50.0) 448
109 12.0 ©123 149 16.1 @5.2) 40.5
104 104 114 165 18.8 (46.3) 43.1
150 18.6 19.1 156 193 (50.0) . (39.3)

" Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondenté’was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 3.10: Farm and non-farm women not working : work history classified by marital status

(percentages)
Farm (non-farm work history) Single Married Widowed Total
Never worked off farm 79.0 55.4 42.9) 59.1
Worked off farm before marriage not since — 323 (28.6) 27.5
Worked off farm before and after marriage —_ 8.8 (28.6) 7.7
Occasionally worked off farm 4.3 — — 0.7
Other 5.1 0.6 — 0.9
No answer 11.6 2.8 — 4.2
Total percent 100 100 100 100
N 138 774 7 919
Non-farm
Still at school, student © 138 — — 1.3
Never worked since leaving school 44.2 10.8 17.3 14.3
Worked till marriage, not since — 58.2 449 51.9
Worked till had child, not since 0.4 154 1.9 13.1
Worked before and after marriage — 59 154 5.9
Worked till retirement (age, health) 18.3 1.2 2.6 2.9
Occasionally worked 9.4 8.0 13.5 8.5
Worked till retired to care for relative 7.6 — —_ 0.7
Other, including no answer 6.2 0.5 4.5 1.2
Total percent 100 100 100 100
N 224 2,025 156 2,405

5OEntxt'.ies in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was
or fewer. .

TABLE 3.11: Farm married women:
non-farm work history classified by age (percentages)

Not currently working

Worked off farm Other,

Age Currently Never worked  before or after including Total
working off farm marriage no answer % N
15-24 (20.0) (10.0) (65.0) (5.0) 100 20
25-34 8.3 40.0 50.3 1.4 100 145
3544 74 459 420 4.8 100 231
45-54 11.1 56.6 28.8 3.5 100 288
55-64 70 . 63.4 27.5 2.1 100 142
No answer (11.5) (38.5) (50.0) — 100 26
Total 9.2 : 50.4 37.3 3.2 100 - 852

Efntries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50
or fewer.




' TABLE 3.11 A. ‘Non-farm single women: work history classified by age ( percenta_ées )

Not currentl) working

Worked till

. ) Never worked Worked till - retired to Other Total
o Currently  Still at school, since leaving  retirement  Occasionally  care for including
Age working - Student - school (age, health) worked ' relative  no answer Percent N
15-24 - 88.6 4.5 .39 0.3 2.5 0.1 — . 100 | - 667
25-34 -85.5 — o 13 30 3.0 1.2 _ 100 - 165
35-44 . 76.9 — 125 - 10 3.8 . 38 - 1.9 100 104
45-54 66.9 — 162 - - 8.5 i 3.8 46 C— T 100 130 -
55-64 - 527 - — 2227 18.2 36 27 - — 100 110
No answer 815~ —_ (1.4) 7.9 — 3.1 = 100 - 27
‘Total 814 - 25 82 - 34 . 29 7 14 02 - 100 1,203

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the tot_a;l number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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Taste 3.11 B. Non-farm married and widowed women: work history classified by age (percentages)

Not currently working

Worked till Other Total

Never worked  Worked till
Currently since leaving marriage, had child, Occasionally including
working school not since not since worked no answer percent N
Age Married
15-24 223 2.1 404 24.5 9.6 1.1 100 94
25-34 139 3.5 449 26.5 10.9 04 100 548
35-44 174 -6.9 50.7 129 11.7 0.4 100 684
45-54 ° 19.3 11.2 49.0 59 14.3 0.3 100 649
55-64 159 17.9 4389 3.0 139 0.5 100 403
No answer 28.8 8.2 43.8 8.2 8.2 2.7 100 73
Total 174 8.9 48.1 12.7 124 0.5 100 2,451
Widowed
24-34 (57.1) (14.3) — — (28.6) — 100 7
35-44 (60.6) (3.0) (24.2) (3.0) (CAY) — 100 33
45-54 494 104 22.1 2.6 14.3 1.3 100 77
55-64 329 10.0 30.7 — 25.0 1.4 100 140
No answer “1.7 (25.0) (16.7) — 16.7 — 100 12
Total 420 10.0 26.0 1.1 100 269

1.1 19.7

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 3.12: Age distribution of those who have never worked (percentages)

" Non-farm
Age , . Single - 4 ’ Md}rigd Widoh{éd ‘ Total
1524 ‘ L2630 09 -~ 8.1
25-34 o 12y . 87 (37D - .93
35-44 ' 131 o 215 ’ (3.7 177
45-54 - N S 21.2 333 - (29.6) . 29.6
55-64 ] ' C 253 329 - (51.9) T 322
No answer ‘ St20 . L 2T (111 g 3.2
Total percent S 100 100 100 100
N | % c219 - 21 345
" - Farm (never worked in non-farm jobs) -
Age R Single: " Married Widowed = .v . Total
15-24 ; s 04 - 59
2534 X DT & X T — 124
544 156 27— 2238
4554 174 - 380 - 336
55-64 S 26.6 . : “21.0° (66.7) ) 224
No answer © 46 ' 23 (333 - 3.0
Total percent o 100 100 . . 100 100

N K . 109 © 429 - S 3 ©o541

lti.ntries in parentheses'rela;te to'saml‘ale gfoups in which the :total‘m‘lmber of respondents was 50
* or fewer. S : :

. TABLE 3.14: Non-farm }narried women who returned to work after marriage:- _
age of youngest child when returned to work (percentages)

. " Ageofchild %
Under 1 year 711
. 1-under 5 . 1306
5-under 10 . 21.4
" 10~under 15 © 128
. 15-under 20 A
" 20 or over ' .5
No children - . 8.7
.~ No answer - . 107 ' ,
" Total percent : 100 )

SN 196




TaBLE 3.13: Non-farm married and widowed working women: work history classified by age (percentages)

Continuous Worked till  Worked till Never worked Occasionally

working marriage had baby,  before mar- worked No
Continuous except for returned returned  riage, started (since answer

working babies later later later marriage )} etc. Percent N

Age Married
1524 47.6) (4.8) (14.3) (14.3) — .5 9.5) 100 21
25-34 23.7 25.0 21.1 9.2 2.6 15.8 2.6 100 76
3544 252 16.0 31.1 6.7 5.0 15.1 0.8 100 119
45-54 20.0 4.0 43.0 72 72 11.2 24 100 125
55-64 438 — 29.7 31 94 94 4.7 100 64
No answer (42.9) (14.3) (14.3) — — (28.6) — 100 21
Total 15-64 28.2 11.0 324 6.8 54 13.6 2.6 100 426

Widowed
Total 15-64 212 35 531 2.7 8.0 — 11.5 100 113

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 3.15: Non-farm women not workmg main reason Jor not workmg cIasstﬁed by mamal status

156 -

( percentages)
Main reason for not working Single Married Widowed . ‘Total
Pay too low "~ 04 1.1. 1.3 1.1
Jobs unattractive 3.1 0.7 13 1.0
. Transport problems 1.3 0.5 1.3 0.6
Hours not flexible 0.4 27 1.3 24
Lack of qualifications 3.6 2.5 4.5 2.7
No jobs available/unemployed - 139 8.3 64 8.7
Disapproves of married women working 04 45 3.8 4.1
Husband dlsapproves . : — 5.1 — 43
Too old/ill health . 21.9 719 359 11.0
Don’t need extra income 22 4.9 .26 4.5
Mother should not work if there . B

are young children . — 351 ©14.7 30.5
No suitable facilities for children 0.4 104 1.3 8.9
Has to look after old/ill relative 19.2 2.2 3.2 3.9
- Marriage bar — 0.7 - 1.9 0.7
Taxes too high : — 3.8 1.3 3.3
Enough to do/not interested 0.8 3.0. © 32 2.9
Expecting baby — 0.7 — .06
At school, student 13.8 = — 1.3
Other 58" 14 45 .- 20
No answer 12,5 . .44 S1LSs 5.6

Total percent 100 100 - 100 100

N . .224° 2,025

TABLE 3.17: Nan-farm mamed wormen not workmg likelihood of return (or entry) to work classtﬁed
by age (percentages)

. 35-64 Noanswer All ages

Likelihood of return - 15-24  25-34 3544 45-54
Definitely yes - 96 205 11.2 7.8 1.8 98 108
_ Probably yes - 315 323 . 269 208 - . 65 15.7 23.1
Don’t know, not sure '23.3 c21.1 22,5 2200 -0 0221 - 235 21.5
Probablyno 164 - - 116 17.9 16.2° 124 . 235 152
Definitely no 192 144 21.7 35.1 57.2 275 294
Total percent .~ 100 ° 100 100 100 100 100 100 -
473 339 2,025

N 73"

565

524

51




TABLE 3.16: Women not working : likelihood of return (or entry) to (non-farm) work classified by marital status (percentages)

Non-farm
Single
Married
Widowed

Farm
Single
Married
Widowed

Farm and non-farm
Single

Married

Widowed

Total

Definitely Probably Don’t know, Probably Definitely
yes yes not sure no no Percent N
16.5 7.6 39.3 13.8 22.8 100 224
10.8 23.1 21.5 15.2 29.4 100 2,025
77 12.8 24.3 13.5 41.7 100 156
14.5 11.6 11.6 18.8 43.5 100 138
31 14.5 14.0 20.7 478 100 774
— (14.3) (14.3) (14.3) (57.1) 100 7
15.7 9.1 28.7 15.7 30.7 100 362
8.7 20.7 19.5 16.7 345 100 2,799
74 129 24.0 13.5 423 100 163
9.4 19.0 20.7 16.4 34.5 100 3,324

ANVIZEI NI INHNAOTINE ANV NFNOM

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in %vhich the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.

16



TABLE 3.18: Married women not working : Iikelihood of return (or entry) t0 work classified by education (percentages)

Definitely P(dbably " Don’t know, ° Probably Definitely Total
yes - - yes not sure . - " ‘no no Percent N
. Education Non-farm
Primary: complete or incomplete 95 199 29 - 157 320 100 1,061
" Vocational/technical : complete or: . - o
" incomplete 14.3 28.6 14.8 17.0- . 253 - 100 182
_ Secondary: no éxam. or Inter 8.3 1248 20.5 15.5 - 309 . - 100 278
Secondary: Leaving or Matrlc ) 12.1 23.6 19.1 ‘153 299 -100 157
Business/commercial 133 ©218 250 105 234 - 100 248
University: complete or incomplete S Q19) (32.1) (14.3) - Q0.7 - 25.0) - 100 - 28
Other, professional/technical qualification  17.2 31.3 14.1 172 - 20.3 100 64
No answer, refused etc. (14.3) — (571.1) - (28.6) - — 100 T
Total 108 - 23.1 215 152 294 100 2,025
- Farm
Primary: comiplete or incomplete 26 128 - 16:6 . 197 . .483 100 507
Vocational/technical: complete or . . .
incomplete —_— 19.2 10.3 21.8 48.7 100 78
Secondary: complete or mcomplete 43 174 - 94 - 18.1 50.7 - 100 138
Business/commercial - . (10. 0) (10.0) 6.7 (33.3) (40.0) 100 . 30 .
University: complete or mcomplete — C— 25.0) 25.0 (50.0) 100 4
All others (11.8) (29.9) —_ (41.2) 17.6) 100 17
"Total 3.1 14.5 140 207 418 100 774

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TaBLE 3.19: Married women not working : likelihood of return (or entry) to work classified by (non-farm) work history (percentages)

Definitely Probably Don’t know, Probably Definitely Total

yes yes not sure no no Percent N

- Work history Non-farm
Never worked since leaving school 5.0 12.7 224 12.3 47.5 100 219
Worked till marriage, not since 8.1 21.1 21.5 17.2 32.1 100 1,178
Worked till baby, not since 16.3 35.6 19.6 12.8 15.7 100 312
Worked before and after marriage 19.3 26.9 221 13.5 18.3 100 104
Occasionally worked 20.6 25.2 23.9 9.7 20.6 100 155
Worked till retired (age, health) (12.5) (20.8) (12.5) (8.3) (45.8) 100 24
Other, including no answer (18.2) (24.2) (36.4) (12.1) ©.n 100 33
Total 10.8 23.1 21.5 15.2 29.4 100 2,025

Farm

Never worked off farm 14 9.8 12.8 214 54.5 100 429
Worked off farm before marriage only 2.8 21.2 12.8 24.0 39.2 100 250
Worked off farm before and after marriage 13.2 19.1 20.6 8.8 38.2 100 68
Other (20.0) (20.0) (20.0) — (40.0) 100 5
No answer 4.5) (13.6) 271.3) 9.1 (45.5) 100 22
Total 3.1 14.5 14.0 20.7 47.8 100 774

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 3.20: Naﬁ-farm married women not working : likelihood of return (or entry) to work classified by main reason for not working (| pgrcentdges )

" Main reason for not working -

* Pay, transport, jobs unattractive

_ Hours-not flexible

Lack of qualifications : .

No jobs available/unemployed

Disapproves/not interested

Husband disapproves

Too old/ill health

Don’t need extra income

Mother should not work if there are
-~ young children

No suitable facilities for children

" .- Has'to look after old/ill relative

Marriage bar
Taxes too high
Expecting baby
"Other - - o
No answer, don’t know

* Total

Probably

Definitely Don’t know, Probably Definitely Total
- yes. yes not sure no no - Percent ‘N
12.8) (255 - . (29.8) (8.5 ‘(23.4) © 100 . 47
22 35.2 20.4 13.0 .93 - 100 54
(4.0 18.0) 20.0) (24.0) - (3400 . 100 50
27.8 36.1 124 10.7- 130 100- 169
0.8 3.3 13.9 18.9 63.1 100 122
338 9.6 9.6 212 - 558 100 . 104
.57 113 13.2 11.2 58.5 100 159
1.0 10.1 17.2 242 41.5 100 99
10.4 27.8 17.7 176 . . 264 100 .oom
18.1 37.6 29 100 114 100 210
8.9 15.6). - (17.8) - (20.0) (37.8) 100 45
6.7 (33.3) 26.7) (13.3) (20.0) - 100 ‘15
16.9 247 - 247 11.7 22.1 100 77
(28.6) . (50.0) (14.3) an — 100 14
R | 62 70.1 62 144 100 97
— 5.8 769 13.5 3.8 100 52
10.8 23.1 21.5 15.2 294 . 2025

© 100

4 Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of xespondénts was 50 or fewgg,
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TABLE 3.21: Non-farm women not working: when likely to return classified by likelihood of return (percentages)

Now, Later when Now, If tax
if jobs children  if facilities “If I If health  laws were Other, No Total
available are older for child-care had to” improves changed not sure answer Percent N
Likelihood of returt; Single
Definitely yes (64.9) — — — (10.8) — (21.6) Q7 100 37
Probably yes 41.2) — — _— (29.4) — (17.6) (11.8) 100 17
Total yes 574 — — — 16.7 — 20.4 5.6 100 54
Married
Definitely yes 29.2 4.7 78 0.9 4.6 59 6.4 0.5 100 219
Probably yes 15.8 63.8 43 6.6 3.0 3.0 2.6 0.9 100 467
Total yes 20.1 57.7 5.4 4.8 3.5 39 38 0.7 100 686
Widowed
Definitely yes @“L7 (25.0) — —_ (25.0) — 8.3) _— 100 12
Probably yes (25.0) (35.0) (5.0 — (30.0) — (5.0) —_ 100 20
Total yes (31L.3) (31.3) 3.1 — (28.1) —_ ©6.3) — 100 32

ANVTIAI NI LNIRAOTANT ANV NANOM

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TAB_ui 3.22: vNon-farr'n working women: reasons for working short week (less thah 25 hours) and
T pIan.g Jor working ful[-tim’e classiﬁed by marital status (percentages)

Reasons for work;'ng .yhoit week’ . : : Single : Mam'ed L Wz"dow‘ed '
Extrd work not available -~ .- (11.8) 14.9 ' (14.3)
Want to be with children o o 41,0 (34.3)
Healthjage .~ - ' @8 6.2 VAL
Not interested - Lo E : .(17.6) ©o211 (20.0)

. Other S T(294) 155 . ©(14.3)

- No answer B ‘ o - N ¢ Y X)) 12 ’ ‘ .
Total percent =~ - . S0 - 100 100
Number answering ~ * . - 17 161 35

Plans'for working full-time:

None ' L (66 T899 (143)

Yes: if work available . - (5.6) 106 (8.6)
Yes: when children older ~ - - o — " 13.0 ) 8.6)
Yes: if more income needed : T ¢ X )|
.Yes: other . : - : " (5.6) 25 —
Yes: no reason . o R — 06 g oo—
Don’t know, not sure =~ C (22.2) . 19 (CN))]
Total percent - o ©o100 100 100

Number answering ; 18 161 .35

Entries in parénthém relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50
or fewer. ) o . . . : B :
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TABLE 3.23: Attitude of single women aged under 26 years to working after marriage (percentages)

Plans on working immediately after marriage :

Non-farm Farm Total
Would stop immediately 19.2 19.2 19.2
Stop when baby is due 58.7 423 56.6
Continue uninterrupted 119 11.5 119
Not sure 10.2 26.9 123
Total percent 100 100 100
Number answering 714 104 818
Whether respondent would resume work *‘later in married life® (percentages)

Non-farm Farm Total
Yes (incl. continuous working) 36.1 36.5 36.2
No 27.2 25.0 26.9
Not sure, etc. 36.7 38.5 36.9
Total percent . 100 100 100
Number answering 714 104 818

TABLE 3.28: Type of jobs believed available (in the neighbourhood or within easy reach)

given by those answering “YES” to questions on job availability

(percentage of times mentioned by those answering)

Type of job Non-farm Farm Total
Domestic/service work 56.1 549 56.0
Hotel/catering work 21.2 48.0 29.9
Skilled, semi-skilled factory work 59.0 54.9 58.4
Clerical/office work 32.2 29.6 31.8
Teaching 11.2 124 114
Professional/technical work 17.2 26.1 184
Serving in pubs, shops 33.7 - 336 33.7
Other 6.5 55 6.4
2,602

Number answering 2,254 348




TABLE ‘Bel_ief 3.24: about (non-farm) job availability in the neighbourhood classified by marital status and labour Jorce status (percentages)

Non-farm

Working
Not working

Working ~
Not working

Working
Not working

Farm

R Working

Not working -

Working
Not working

Working )
Not working

" Total

N kDeﬁnitel)v: Probably Don’t know, Probably Defl:niteiy Total
: yes yes " not sure no no Percent. N
Single -

184 194 104" 19.5 22 100 979 -
103 129 134 S 138 496 100 224
" Married
258 162 85 19.7 2938 - 100 426
152 149 - 10.0 175 424 100 2,025
Widowed
159 124 159 168 389 100 113
11.1 174 16.8 14.8 400 100 156 -
Single
16 190 — 89 64.6 100 19
1.5 - 8.8 66 13.9 69.3 100 138

; ‘ Mérried
— 9.7 8.1 117 64.5 100 78
1.8 74 44 11.6 74.8 100 774
-Widowed
26 115 . 38 231 - £ 590 100 62
— — Co43 — @®5.7) +100 7
134 144 92 16.8 462 100 5,051

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 3.25:

Non-farm

Working
Not working

Working
Not working

Working
Not working

Farm

Working
Not working

Working
Not working

Working
Not working

Total

Belief about (non-farm) job availability within easy reach classified by marital status and labour force status (percentages)
Definitely Probably Don’t know, Probably Definitely Total
yes yes not sure no no Percent N
Single

329 294 13.2 9.9 14.6 100 979

20.5 23.7 183 9.8 27.7 100 224
Married

293 30.1 14.1 113 153 100 426

22.8 315 14.1 12.0 19.7 100 2,025
Widowed

40.7 21.2 11.5 11.5 15.0 100 113

19.9 30.1 244 277 179 100 156

Single

17.7 . 304 1.6 12.7 31.6 100 79

72 23.9 203 10.9 37.7 100 138
Married

7.7 244 12.8 12.8 423 100 78

1.5 20.2 10.6 10.9 50.9 100 774
Widowed

3.2 242 16.1 12.9 43.5 100 62

— (14.3) (28.6) “42.9) (14.3) 100 7

2.1 282 139 11.1 24.6 100 5,061

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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. TABLE 3.26: Non-farm married women: belief about job'aﬁdilability ( withinl easy réach) classified by work history (percentages)

‘ o : Definitely ~ * Probably  Don’t know, Probably Definitely .. - Total - -

Work history ' yes ‘yes not sure - . no - no ) " Percent N

" Never worked since leaving school 14.6 . 283 169 - 12.8 . 274 7100 219
Worked till marriage, not since 214 -31.5 T 135 . 125 211 100. -~ 1,178
Worked till baby, not since 2 249 ’ 353 154 122 . 125 ) 100 - 312
Worked occasionally after marriage 322 299 132 - 82 164 . 100 ) 304* -
Other, including no answer C 16.7) . (25.0) @L7n . 8.3 8.3) 100 oL 12
Total not working -~ 22.8 315 143 118 - 19.7 . 100 . 2,025
Total working - - 258 162 . 85 19.7,. S 29.8 100 : 426

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of mspondents was 50 or fewer.
*These categories are not strictly comparable with Table 3.19.
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TABLE 3.27: Non-farm married women not working: main reason for not working classified by belief about job availability (within easy reach)

(percentages)

Definitely Probably Don’t know, Probably Definitely .
Main reason for not working yes yes not sure no no Percent N
Pay, transport, jobs unattractive (19.1) (21.3) (12.8) (8.5) (38.3) 100 47
Hours not flexible 18.5 37.0 5.6 14.8 241 100 54
Lack of qualifications (10.0) (20.0) (34.0) (18.0) (18.0) 100 50
No jobs availablefunemployed 71 26.0 7.1 154 444 100 169
Disapproves/not interested 22.1 32.8 18.0 10.7 16.4 100 122
Husband disapproves 26.0 31.7 11.5 16.3 144 100 104
Too old/ill health 25.8 32.7 18.9 5.0 17.6 100 159
Don’t need extra income 313 29.3 16.2 9.1 14.1 100 99

Mother should not work if there are
young children 257 325 13.5 11.5 16.7 100 711
No suitable facilities for children 252 343 15.2 124 12.9 100 210
Has to look after old/ill relative (20.0) (37.8) (11.1) (15.6) (15.6) 100 45
Marriage bar (13.3) (33.3) 26.7) (13.3) (13.3) 100 15
Taxes too high 29.9 29.9 16.9 13.0 104 100 77
Expecting baby (50.0) (28.6) —_ — (21.4) 100 14
Other 15.5 371 134 144 19.6 100 97
No answer, don’t know 13.5 21.2 9.6 13.5 423 100 52
Total 22.8 315 14.1 12.0 19.7 100 2,025

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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. TABLE 3.29: Total non-farm saniple:
belief about job qvkzilability within easy reach clqssij‘ied by residence

Don't

- Def-

" on present status )

- 1.8

Def- Prob- " Prob- Total
- initely - - ably - - know, . initely ably '

. yes U oyes “not sure ' . no " no % N
Residence - - A - ' :
Dublin, city and county 403 - 28.6 . 149 8.7 7.4 100 1 544
Other county boroughs 234 419 . 133 10.1 .. 112 . 100 465
Cities of 5,000+ : ‘ C : o .

population - . 181 229 20.3 16.3 224 100 459
Townsof1500—5000 : AR . ’ . .
population 9.7 212 18.8 ~16.7. 27.8 100 320
DEDS with towns S : o . o .
500-1,500 population - 13.5 313 114 132 30.6 - 100 281
DEDS with towns R . ’ :
under 500 population 104 .« 29.1. 152 © 111 342 - 100 316
DEDS with no towns . 162~ . 29.4 8.7 10.8 349 - 100 538
Total 25.5 29.8 146 . -11.2 18.9 100 . 3,923
“TABLE 3.30: Measures of excess labour supply
Percentage of non-farm labour force
(viz. at work + *‘unemployed”) giving— i i -
: S R Single - Married ~Widowed ~ Total
“no jobs available” as answer to
“main reason for not working” 3.1 284 8.1 12.2
“now, if jobs available” in reply to o . . )
“when do you think you might go (back) to work"” 31 23.2 8.1 104
- “unemployed” in response to question
on prmcnt status 22, 0.2 — 1.5
Percentage of totaI non-farm sample gtvmg——— Single Married  Widowed Total
“no JObS available” as answer to : .
“main reason for not working” 26 - - 69 3.7 54
“now, if jobs available” in reply to o
“when do you think you might go (back) to work?” 2.6 - 5.6. 3.7 4.6
“unemployed” in response to quesuon i :
. — — © 0.6
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TaABLE 3.31: Non-farm married women: those giving ‘‘no jobs available” as main reason

Jor not working expressed as proportion of (a) the total (working and not working) in each group,
(b) the labour force (those working plus the excess labour supply) in each group

Age a. b. Social group a. b.
15-24 21 8.7 Higher professional 28 (14.3)
25-34 4.9 26.2 Executive/managerial 48 (214
35-44 6.0 25.6 Inspectoral/supervisory I 5.1 23.1
45-54 9.4 32.8 Inspectoral/supervisory 1I 3.6 11.0
55-64 8.2 34.0 Routine non-manual . 53 20.3
No answer 69 (192 Skilled manual 5.0 24.8

Semi-skilled manual 9.6 43.8
Total 69 284 | Routine manual 94 363
Agricultural occupations 264 (73.D
Social benefits 77  (25.0)
No answer/not known 13.0  (75.0)
Education Total 6.9 28.4
Primary:
complete or incomplete 8.9 38.3 Residence
Vocational/technical: Dublin, city and county 2.7 13.8
complete or incomplete 6.5 (28.6) Other county boroughs 3.3 214
Secondary: Cities of 5,0004- population 5.0 19.4
complete or incomplete 4.4 21.3 Towns with 1,500-5,000
Business/commercial 52 21.6 population 5.4 17.6
University: DEDS with towns of
complete or incomplete 1.8 GB4 500-1,500 population 14.8 474
Other professional/technical DEDS with towns under
qualification 3.7 8.5) 500 population 16.7 57.6
No answer, refused, etc. 143 (100.0) . | DEDS with no towns 13.8 42.0
Total 6.9 Total 6.9 28.4

284

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50

or fewer,




secmion & Attitudes Towards Marvied Women Working

establish the respondents’ attitudes towards married women working. All

respondents were asked to rank the advantages and disadvantages associated
with married women working. A general approve/disapprove question was also
asked, and those who approved subject to conditions were asked to give their
conditions, while those who disapproved were asked to rank four reasons for dis-
approving. Finally, two brief questions were asked about the attitudes of the
respondents’ husbands and friends, as perceived by the respondents. For married
women whose husbands could be contacted without an extra visit, husbands were
asked separately about their own attitudes.

The exact questions asked were:

THE survey questionnaire contained a number of questions designed to

(a) Married women go back to work or ¢continue working for various reasons.
Which of the following do you think is the most important, the least
important, the second most important etc.?

A. When the mother has a job, the children are more independent
B. A job gives the wife money to help meet family and household
EXPEIISES 1envvivnininatiteinssiesttnetsseierieenereenerstrrnenaanenernns
C. A job gives the wife her own source of income for her own
4Lt o O TP
D. A job gives the wife a chance to put her education and training

E. A job gives the wife an interest outside the home, and helps
her meet people.......cccoviviiiiiiiiiiiii e, Cerrieieeaes
! No opinions on subject, €t. .....vceiveriiiiiiiiiiieeiirreiiiiaenenen,

(b) Here are some drawbacks and problems that may arise when married
women go out to work. Could you say which of these you think is the most
important, then the least important etc.?

A. It is hard to run the house (cooking, shopping, cleaning)

and go out to WOrK.....cocoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s
B. The husband may not want the wife to work, and this causes
Problems......oiiiiiiii e e
There is generally a bad effect on the children if the mother

o 0

Good jobs are not open to married women... ......ccccvevrnnnnnnn.

It is hard to make satisfactory arrangements for care of the
children........coooiiiiiiiiiii e
No Opinions €tC. «..vvviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiini e e,
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(c) () How do you feel about whether marned women should or should
) not go out to work'-’ :

DO NOT- PROMPT
Approve (unconditionally)
Approve conditionally..........coessieniierieniireneensiiinniinii,
No strong feelings on topic.
_Ingeneral, disapprove.............o... i .
Strongly disapprove.......... J U S SOOI S R
No'énswcr, etc e '

..............................................................

) (c) (n) ‘What conditions must be met for you to approve? (1f apprové
conditionally”)

.DO NOT PROMPT :
Provided she has no (young) children. (hvmg at home)
'Provided she (really) needs the (extra) income.....................

- Provided she can arrange flexible work hours (bc homc when
children are home, EEC.) ettt p e e
Provided she can get (suitable) help with chxldren/house
Provided she is not depriving sonieoné else (man) of a _]Ob

- ‘Provided she getsa good job—uses her cducatxon etc

.............

........................................................................

(1f “dlsapprovc”)
(c) (m) Here are some reasons why pcople somctlmes disapprove of marncd
women ‘working. Which do you thmk is the most. 1mportant the
- least important etc.? . ‘
- A. A wife’s place is in the home. .................. DUV SRR AT
B. A husband should be able to support the whole famlly ..........
. C. " When the mother is working there is gcnerally a bad effect .
~ on the children.......ccouvviiieereiisie el eeeiiiiere st brieereens
D. Married women take jobs that would otherw1se be avallable _
to men w1th farmhcs to support....‘y.‘,; ....... eererenedinedd erenerneins

(d) Do’ you think your fnends and nexghbours approve or dlsapprovc of
married women working? . o T ‘
. They approve ::...... eesiaid et TR S
"They disapprove................. SR Heeer i
Some doy some: don’ t/don t know/no opmlon ‘

: ,(IF MARRIED) -
(e) Does- this mﬂucncc you about whcther you should ‘work or not?
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(f) IF WORKING: How does your husband feel about you working?

" IF NOT WORKING: How would your husband feel about your working?
ADPPIOVES. ..uiiviitiiiiiii i s e a e e
Disapproves ......... N
Don’t know, NO OPInion. .......ocviviiviininiiviininiiiieneiienannes

(g) Does his opinion have any influence on you in deciding whether or not
to work? '

Strong influence.......... [ R ST
Don’t know, No opinion, No answer

The main emphasis of the present study is on the economic and demographic
aspects of labour force participation. The sociological dimensions of the subject
have not been explored in depth or ‘with any great sophistication of technique.
The foregoing attitudinal questions were included in the questionnaire in the hope
that some useful material on the more subjective aspects of the topic could be
obtained without excessively raising the cost of the study. It is realised that important
reservations must be entered about the accuracy with which these questions measure
attitudes and the extent to which they may merely reflect the respondents’ ideas
of “socially acceptable” or ‘“correct” answers. If they measured only this, they
would nevertheless provide a useful point of departure for a more thorough investiga-
tion of this aspect of the subject.! ‘

General Attitudes )

Table 4.1 presents the answers to the very general question on married women
working, classified by marital and labour force status. As might have been anticipated,
conditional approval was by far the most common answer, but over one-third
of the sample expressed more definite views (roughly equally divided between
strong approval and strong disapproval). Nine per cent of the entire sample expressed
strong disapproval of married women working, compared with 15 per cent who
expressed strong approval. For the majority of the respondents return to work
by married women was a matter of secondary urgency, to be approved only
if some important conditions were met.

The general similarity of views between farm and non-farm respondents is very
striking. Apart from a larger proportion of “no strong feelings”” among the farm
sample, views were virtually identical to the two sub-groups. There was, however,
a fairly marked contrast between the views of those who were working and those
who were not, with in general much higher proportions of the working women
expressing approval. Single women on balance were more likely to disapprove than

1 Many of the topics raised in this'Section have also ‘been discussed in connection with a survey of
housewives in the Galway area in [13]. Although the results of the Galway survey are not directly
comparable with those of the present survey, the general conclusions that can be based on each are

very similar.
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* their married countcrparts and falrly large proportions - of them gave “no strong
rfeelmgs as their reply. Thus, approval was most common among non-farm married

- women who were working (21.5 per cent “approve uncondmonally s 4.5 per.cent - .

“strongly disapprove’’), and least common among farm single women who were
not working (11.7 per cent “approve uncondmonally , 167 per cent ‘“‘strongly
disapprove”). : .

In order to- understand the approve conditionally” answer to this question,
the answers to the probé question asked of those giving this response must be
analysed (Tablé 4.2). The ovcrwhelming importance of child-care among the -
conditions is evident, and does not vary too greatly betwecn ‘the sub-categories.
Of those citing conditions relatmg to child—care as a condition, about two-thirds
felt that a married woman should only work if shé did not have young children,
the other third specified only that “suitable, child care facilities” should be provided.

- (Interest. in suitable facilities for' child-care was greatest among married, working

women.) In as much as the ‘“flexible hours” condition is also related to child-care,
it is even more strlkmg that the majority of those “approving conditionally” were
concerned about the care of children when a married worman works, and seemed
to be expressing the view that combining work outside the home with marrxage
‘was acceptable provided the children were not advcrsely affected.

Combining the data from: Tables 4.1 and 4.2 it is possible to show the proportlons

who either disapprove (“in.general’” .or: “strongly”’) of married women working
. or who approve subject to the condition that there are no (young) children present.
This percentage is an index of the proportion who would ot approve of marmed '
women with children workmg :

. Single - R Married - L ‘Wido'wedv‘»»

Working Not-Warkmg Workmg Not-Workmg Workmg Not—Workmg " Total ‘

) e . Non-Farm : o e .

493 ... 500 ,.42.3 .. 511 460 . 506 = 495
, - o Farm : ’ . -
43.0 , 536 41..02 50.0 548 ~ . (429) . 502

: . i Total T E o '

48.9 o514 4 o 511 9.1 503 49.6

This percentage is falrly stable at about one-half of the respondents varymg from
41 per cent of farm, married ‘working women to 55 per cent of the farm working
widows.. Thus, while about 20 per cent of the sample disapproved of married
- women working (“in general” or “‘strongly’’), another 30 pcr cent made approval
conditional on the absence of young children. -

The data of Table 4.1 may also be used to calculate partxcxpatxon rates for marrxed ’
women according to attitude, or thé proportion of those cxprcssmg each. attitude
that was in the labour force Thc results are: . " :
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Approve Approve No strong ' In general Strongly
unconditionally conditionally feelings, etc. disapprove disapprove
Non-Farm 26.3 17.7 5.1 14.3 5.1
Farm 104 9.7 4.2 11.7 - 54

. In the case of the non-farm responses, the stronger the approval expressed, the
more likely the respondent was to be working (with those who had ‘“no strong
feelings” being similar to those who ‘“disapproved strongly’’). Results from a
tabulation of attitudes of non-working women against likelihood of return to work
show that approval of married women working was also more frequently expressed
by those who were interested in returning to work than by those not interested.
These patterns were not evident in the farm sample.

In Table 4.3 married women’s attitudes are tabulated by age. There is a falling-off
in approval with advancing age. This pattern is more pronounced in the non-
farm sample. There is a rise in the proportions expressing strong views (at the
expense of the proportion answering “approve conditionally””) with increasing age.
Nonetheless, conditional approval was the answer given by at least half the respond-
ents at all ages, and there was also a fairly wide diversity of more pronounced
views among the remainder of the respondents at every age.

These answers have been considered from the viewpoint of the respondents’
education and social group.? Among non-farm respondents not currently working,
unconditional approval was most common among those with the least and with
the most education, and least common among those with secondary or business/
commercial education. Strong disapproval was also most frequent among those
with primary education, and respondents in this category were the most likely
to give strong opinions on the subject. Among non-working women there was a
steady rise in the proportion approving unconditionally as one moves from the
higher professional to the routine manual social group. The decrease in the pro-
portions “approving conditionally” in the routine manual and agricultural groups
was very striking, but may reflect a cultural factor (less caution in verbal expression)
rather than a genuine polarisation of opinion. The tabulation of working women’s
attitudes by social group and education brings out more clearly than ever the
contrast in attitudes between those working and not working, since within a given
social or educational group approval was far more likely to be expressed by the
working than by the non-working respondents. When the answers to the attitudinal
question were tabulated by work history, it was apparent that, among the non-
working respondents, disapproval was most common among women who had
never worked, and approval most likely among those who had worked after their

* These tabulations are not presented in the interests of reducing the number of tables in the report.
They are, however, available on request. This dpplies to several of the results summarised in this
section. :
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marriage. This confirms the idea that the greater her involvement in the labour
market, .the more likely a respondent was to approve of married women working.
‘A final cross-tabulation on the answers to the general attitudes question is provided
in Table 4.4, where tlie' association with presence of children is considered. The
pattern that emerges is quite complex. Among women not currently working,
those with children (especially children under 14) were more likely to “approve
conditionally”, than those without children. On the other hand, strong disapproval
was generally more common among those without children, who thus displayed
more polarised attitudes than their counterparts with' children. This contrast in
the proportions “‘approving conditionally” between non-working women with and
without children was greater in the farm than-in the non-farm sample. Among .
women who were currently workmg, the picture was almost exactly reversed:
those with children were more likely to express approval. Although the numbers
involved were small, it is striking that over a third of working women with children
" aged under 2 “approved unconditionally” of married women working. This is
perhaps a natural reflection. of the fact that only women who are very strongly in
favour of married women working, or who have strong economic.inducements, are
willing to assume the :cspons1b1ht1es of a _]ob in addmon to those of carmg for
an infant. : : ~ ,

Conditional Approval . S :

The respondents who approvcd condmonally were further questioned as to
the condition(s) they felt should be met before a married woman goes out to work.
The overall results of this probe have been prcsented in Table4.2. When these
answers were cross-tabulated by education the similarities in the replies were found
to be more striking than the contrasts. “Has help with children’ gained in importance
with increasing educational attainment, at the expense of ‘provided ‘there are.no
children”, indicating. a greater willingness to approve of work even if children. are
present. The condition ¢ proVided she gets a good .job> assumed greater importance
among those with higher educational attainmerit, but nowhere reached any -pro-
minence among the answers. For all educational levels, it was obvious that the main
concern was child-care, with relatively small contrasts bétween groups as to whether
this could be delegated or constituted an absolute barrier to labour force participation.
The combined proportion of those who disapproved, “in general or strongly’” and
approved, “provided ‘there are no’children” varied little among the’ non-farm,
non-working rcspondcnts—rangmg from - 49 per cent of  those thh secondary
(Leaving) to 54 per cent of those wnth busmess/commerc1a1 and other professmnal
education. . oo S .

- When thc “condmonal approval” answers were analysed by socxal group, concern
about “needs income” was found to be least frequent in the two highest groups,
and “provided she gets a good job” was scarcely mentioned in the manual social
groups. “Provided she can get help with children” tended to be more frequently
mentioned in the higher. social groups. But, once again, these contrasts were minor
comparcd with the 'overall mmn]armes between soc1al groups. "The combined pro- -
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portion of “disapproval”’ and “approve, provided there are no children” varied
from 5g per cent in the executive, managerial group to 43 per cent in the agricultural
group, and the variations between social groups were somewhat wider than was the
case with educational categories. Further light on this attitude is provided by the
finding that those who had never worked, or. who had worked only before marriage,
tended to stipulate that a mother should not work if she had young children more
frequently than did those with more extensive work experience (who placed greater
emphasis on the need for suitable arrangements for the care of young children).
Among non-farm married women who had worked without interruption, the attitudes
question was answered “approve, provided she can get suitable help with children”
by 22 per cent of respondents, compared with only 7 per cent of those who had
never worked. This is part of the .consistent pattern that has emerged from the
analysis of the “approve conditionally” responses, which shows that those who
are disposed by education and work history to enter the labour force are also not
inclined to regard the presence of young children as an absolute barrier to labour
force entry.

It is natural to analyse the response “approve, provided there are no children”
by whether or not the respondent had any children. The findings are presented
in Table 4.5. Among women not currently working, the presence of children tended
to raise the proportion stipulating “provided there are no children” in all cases,
although by surprisingly small percentages, especially in the non-farm sample
(the difference between the proportions is not statistically significant for women
with and without children under 2 years). Among the working respondents this
condition was given much less frequently by those with, than by those without,
children. This may reflect, the fact that many working women who have children
may have made satisfactory arrangements for their care and hence no longer regard
this as an issue. Nonetheless, 18 per cent of working women who had children
aged under two years indicated that they did not approve of mothers working when
they had young children. There is a contrast between the answers of working and
non-working respondents. Non-working women with children gave “provided
there are no children’ as a condition far more frequently than their working counter-
parts. Once again a consistent picture emerges, with women who were working
when they had young children more flexible in their expression of concern about
child-care than women who were not working.

Reasons for D,isaj)proving

The respondents who disapproved (“in general” -or ‘‘strongly”) of married
women working were asked to rank four possible reasons for disapproval in order
of importance. In Table 4.6 the average rank of these reasons is tabulated. (Average
rank has been employed in all cases where ranking was used, as a method. of sum-
marising the responses. The results showed that this measure was generally very
consistent with the results obtained from measuring the proportion giving each
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item first rank). The lower the average rank, the more important the item.® The
most ‘important group. among those disapproving was the non-farm women not
currently working, and"they gave ‘“‘wife’s place is in the home” and “generally
bad effect on children” equal importance on average, placing them at the top of
the list. In the farm sample, and among single women, “wife’s place is in the home”
came clearly at the top of the list, “Takes jobs away from men’’ was in all categories
ranked on average as least. important, ‘with “husband. should be able to support
‘family” generally the second last. It is clear, then, that those who disapproved of
married women working did so above all ‘because of their views of the wife’s role in -
'a marriage and. especially of the possible consequences of a mother’s working
for her chlldrcn The idea that working women take jobs away from  men or that
a husband should be able to support the entire famxly figured much less prommcntly ’
among the reasons for disapproval. : :
The numbers disapproving were relatively small ‘and hence detailed cross-
- classification of the results in Table 4.6 was not feasible. However, “a wife’s place
is in the home” seemed to decline rapidly in average rank with rlsmg educational
levels, whereas “‘generally bad effect on children” increased in importance. The
pattem by social group was less pronounced, although the lower average rank of
“generally bad. effect on children” in'the manual worker groups was noticeable,
and conversely “husband should support entire family” had more prominence
among these rmpondcnts .Thus the respondents who dlsapproved .of married
- women working appcarcd more hkcly to-be influenced by a particular view of
women’s role in marriage, if they were in the lower educational groups, and by
concern for the effects on the children, 1f they were in the hlgher groups .

Reasons. for Workmgvand Drawbacks as a Resz;lt qf Wor_king _
All respondents were asked two very broad questions on the reasons why married
women work, and the drawbacks attached to married women working. Once
agam, items were presented to the respondents and they were asked to rank them
in order of importance. The tabulations present thc average rank of each item.
The general findings are _presented in Table 4. 7. There was a striking consensus
of opinion regarding the relative importance of the various reasons for working:
“gives a wife money to meet family and household expenses” was ranked most
“important (on average) by all categories of respondents except the numerically
" very small group of farm w1dows not currently working. The least important item
was clearly “children are more independent”. There was also a high degree of
uniformity in awardmg ‘gives a wife an interest outside the home” the second .
highest average rank. Thus it seems _that married women’s entry to the labour force
is sccn:above all as a source of extra hblisehold income, than as a means for the

* The average rank has been calculated by takmg the sum of the products of the number giving each .
rank times the rank, divided by the total nuinber ranking the item in question. Thus the denominator
varied slightly . from item to item, since some items were not ranked by some respondents. If 100
respondents ranked an item as follows: 40 gave lt first rank 30 second 20 third and 10 fourth the
- average rank would be 200 =~ 100 = 2 : . . )
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wife to get out of her daily routine, and only to a limited extent as a source of her
own income, as a chance to use her education or, least of all, as a positive factor
in the rearing of children. Whether the respondent was single or married, working
or not, in farm or non-farm residence, made comparatively little difference to ranking
of the items proposed as reasons for married women working.

Drawbacks associated with married women working were ranked by the respond-
ents, and the general tesults are also summarised in Table 4.7. It may be seen
that there is less contrast between the highest and lowest average rank for the
drawbacks than there was for the reasons for working, but there is also far less
uniformity in answering this question between the several categories of the sample.
Opverall, the idea that “it is hard to run a house” came out the most important
drawback, closely followed by ‘“‘generally a bad effect on the children” or “hard
to make satisfactory arrangements for the children”. Among the largest single
category of respondents (non-farm married women not currently working) these
three drawbacks were on average rated equally important. Thus, each of them
was considered very important by numerous respondents. Among other categories
of respondents, “hard to run house’” was more prominent, especially for married
working women, who are also noticeable for the reduced emphasis they placed on
“generally bad effect on children”. The contrast between those working and not
working may be seen as a greater awareness of the problems of running a household
when the wife has a job, among the former, and a correspondingly increased pro-
minence for concern about the effect of a' mother’s working on the children, among
the latter. Compared with these drawbacks, the notion that a married woman could
not get a good job or that her husband might disapprove of her working appeared
relatively unimportant among all respondents. Thus the answers reveal a very
practical attitude towards the subject: concern about income, child-care, household
management, rather than with personal development, ideological considerations,
or the opportunities available to women, predominate among the reasons given
for married women working and the drawbacks attendant on the decision to work.
Even if these findings merely reflected the respondents’ beliefs about a socially
acceptable answer to the questions posed, they would still reflect some important
aspects of the social climate in Ireland as it impinges on whether married women
should work. The contrast that emerges in the answers to these questions between
married women who were working and those who are not, especially in regard
to beliefs about possible adverse effects on children, must reflect important factors
in the individual decision on whether or not to enter the labour force.

More detail on these responses was obtained by tabulating the average rank
of the reasons and drawbacks by education. Among the working respondents ‘“helps
meet family and household expenses” had the highest average rank in all groups,
but among those not working it was displaced from this position in the five highest
educational groups by ‘“provides interest outside the house’. The “chance to put
education and training to use” increased in importance with higher educational
attainment, and moved from the lowest to the highest average rank when working




74 THE EGONOMI(}»AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

women with prxmary cducatxon are compared with. umversxty-educated respondents ‘

in the non-farm sample. . :
Educational attainment -also appeared to exert an - 1mportant 1nﬂuence on the
respondents rankmg of the.various possible drawbacks to. married women working.
Difficulties in running a household and keeping a job. were stressed most by those
with primary and vocational education, whereas other groups placed somewhat
less emphasis on this problem and more on the effects on chilgren or on the difficulties

in making suitable arrangements for children. Thxs shift in emphasis was espec1ally ,

clear among the working respondents In general “‘good jobs not open to marned
women” was rated least 1mportant by the respondents not currently workmg,
_but among the workmg women it was placed shghtly higher, “with “husband may

~ not want wife to work’ generally in last place It is interesting that for workmg _

, women with busmess/commercxal educatlon ‘“‘good- jobs not open to marr1ed
women was actually given the hlghmt average rank. :
Among non-workmg women, ‘a sharp. contrast was found between the most
important reason as expressed by the first: three social groups (who gave glves
wife interest outside home”) and all others (who gave “helps meet family and house-
hold cxpenses”) However, in most cases where one of these motives was given
the highest average rank, the other was given the next highest. In all groups ‘‘makes
the children more mdependent was awarded the lowest average rank. In the
workmg sample, it is interesting to note that the first two social groups awarded
“chance to. put educatxon and training to use” ’ the hlghest average rank. (although
tthe numbers involved were very small), All other social groups agreed with the
non- workmg sample in giving “helps meet famxly and household expenscs” first
average rank. ‘ .
Concern about the possxble eﬂ'ects on chlldren predommated among non-w orkmg
women, especxally in the upper and middle social groups. In‘the lower social groups
this concern was expressed in the form of fears about difficulties in running the house-
hold, or in making. arrangements for child-care. In the case of working women,
the inter-group differences were slight and a general consensus on the problems
“of running a household and making suitable arrangements for the chlldren was

‘evident, and all groups placed least stress on the poss1ble disapproval of the husband _

There was some variation in -the -average importance of “good jobs not open to
married women”, but this item was in either last or second last average rank for
all social groups. :

Finally, in Table 4. 8 the reasons and drawbacks are tabulated by presence of
children under 1g9. Most surpnsmgly, there are in general no important differences
‘between: those with and' those without children in each sub-sample.' In all cases
the presence or absence of children under 19 did not affect the position of the iterns
in terms of average rank. In fact no significant difference emerges across the rows
of this table.* Thus, whether or not the respondent had children did not of itself

4 The diffetence between the average rank of “difficult to run household” for non-farm married
women not currently working, with.and without children,’ comes closest. to being significant, but
the +—value (for a test of the dlﬁerence between two means) is 1.57, not srgmﬁcant at the 10 per
cent level.

3
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appear to influence the motives ascribed to married working women or the draw-
backs feared if a wife enters the labour force. The differences between respondents
on these variables seemed to arise mainly from educational attainment or social’
background, but the general similarity of the answers between all the categories
of the sample is the most striking finding of this section of the survey.

Beliefs about Husbands’ and Friends® Attitudes

Married respondents were asked what they believed their husbands’ and friends’
attitudes towards married women working were. The responses about husbands’
attitudes have been tabulated by the respondents’ own attitudes in Table 4.9.
It is immediately striking that non-working women believed that their husbands
disapproved in 49 per cent of cases, whereas they themselves disapproved in only
19 per cent of cases (the corresponding farm percentages are 52 per cent and 20
per cent). . :

The answers of the working respondents on the other hand, reveal that the
percentage of husbands believed to disapprove (13 per cent in the non-farm, 19
per cent in the farm sample) coincides almost exactly with the proportions of wives
disapproving. Thus, non-working women believed their husbands were much more
likely to disapprove than they themselves were, but this was not the case among women
who were currently working. If these answers are considered from.the viewpoint of
the respondent’s own attitude, it is clear that wives in general tended to believe
that their husbands’ attitudes coincided with their own, especially when they
themselves were working. At one extreme, 73 per cent of the non-working wives
who ‘‘strongly disapproved’ of married women working believed that their husbands
also disapproved, whilst at the other extreme only g per cent of working women
who “unconditionally approved” believed that their husband disapproved (non-farm
sample). The picture therefore seems to be that working women believe they and
their husbands generally agree on whether or not married women should work.
Non-working women however tended to believe that they and their husbands had
differing views, with as many as 31 per cent of those who “approved unconditionally”
believing that their husbands disapproved. This outcome is consistent with the
increased importance that we saw was given to the possibility of the husband dis-
approving (as a drawback to working) by non-working women.

It is necessary to ask, in the case of non-working women; whether this revealed
difference in beliefs about husbands’ attitudes reflects an actual divergence of opinion
or whether the working women were simply more successful at persuading themselves
that their husbands agreed with them. This topic can only be tested superficially
in the present study, since it would have been a major undertaking to study husband-
wife interaction on these variables. However, a question was posed to those husbands
that could be contacted without a special visit. The findings are presented in Table
4.10. The first point to be noted is that the husbands contacted did not in general
differ greatly from those not contacted: the wife’s attitude towards working seems
the most relevant variable by which to compare the minority of husbands who
were contacted with the majority who were not, and as far as this evidence goes,
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the contacted group did not differ greatly from the full sample of husbands. The only
important contrast between contacted and non-contacted husbands appears in the
higher proportion of wives of non-contacted husbands who “didn’t know” their
husbands’ attitudes. This contrast between the two groups of husbands is important
- only in the non-farm non-working sample and in the farm sample, but-it does
indicate that the data on husbands’ attitudes must be used with some caution.
Table 4.10 shows an overall tendency for the wife’s belief about her husband’s
~ attitude to be in line with the husband’s attitude as he himself expressed it. This is
not surprising, and may have been mﬁuenced by the interview situation. What is
" more significant is' that working women appeared to have a much more accurate
picture of their husbands’ attitudes than is the case among non-working women
(the. number of husbands with workmg wives who disapproved was, however, so
small that this cross-tabulation - is - subject to large sampling errors). The large ,
percentage of cases where the husband of a non-working wife actually approved of
married women working, but the wife believed he disapproved, is striking. Among
the husbands with non-workmg wives (non-farm sample) contacted, it may be seen
that in 219 out of 432 cases the wives believed that their husbands ‘“‘disapproved”.
of married women working, but the husbands’ own responses showed that 8o of
these 219 (or:37 per.cent) actually “approved”. On the other hand, in 169 casés

the wives believed that their husbands: ““approved” but in only 27 of those cases - ‘

(or 16 per cent) did the husband actually express disapproval. In the case of married
women who were working, the proportion of wives whose views of their husbands’
beliefs differed from those actually expressed by their husbands, was much smaller.
-It seems reasonable to conclude that there was a noticeable tendency for. some
non-working -wives ‘to ‘believe .that their husbands were less' likely to -approve .of
married women working than was the case. ‘A reverse tendency existed, but. only
to a much smaller extent, for some wives to believe their husbands approved, whereas,
in fact, the husbands expressed disapproval. : ‘
Further hght may be shed on these points by the data in Tablc 4.11, where wife’s
attitude is cross-tabulated by husband’s attitude. There is.a tendency for husbands
and wives to express broadly similar attitudes, but for all categories of the sample
_ there is-a minority of casés where the husband and wife expressed opposite views.
In the non-farm sample of non-workmg women; 60 per cent of thé wives of husbands
who ¢ strongly disapproved” of married women working said. they “approved”
(of whom 14 per cent said they approvcd unconditionally”). This type of disagree-
ment was more likely when ‘the husband disapproved of married. women working
~ and it may be seen that there are relatively few cases where the husband approved
and the wife disapproved. These: tables illustrate a complex pattcm of attitudes,
‘and beliefs about attitudes. In the non-farm sample, when the wife was not working,
- there was a marked tendency for wives to believe that their husbands were less
likely to approve than the husbands revealed to be the case to the interviewers;
but on the other hand when the husband’s attitude was cross-classified by the wife’s,
husbands were shown to be less likely to approve than wives.’ It is always' possible
‘that husbands were unw1lhng to rcveal the full extent of their disapproval of married
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women working to the inverviewers, so that the wives’ beliefs about the husbands’
views may be accurate, and the husbands’ responses to the interviewers may have
understated the extent of their disapproval. But this hypothesis would not account
for the fact that the husbands of working women were both believed (by their wives)
to be, and actually revealed themselves to be, more approving of married women
working than was the case for the husbands of non-working women. The discrepancy
between the wife’s beliefs about the husband and his revealed attitude was not
very marked when the wife was working. Thus, it is possible that some non-working
wives ascribed their own feelings of disapproval to their husbands, rather than
expressing them in their own names.

Wives were asked whether their husbands’ views had much influence on their
own decisions about working. The four possible answers and the distribution of
responses were:

per cent
No influence 16.7
Some influence 34.1
Strong influence 42.1
Other including no answer 7.0

As expected, “strong influence” is the most popular answer, but a sizeable proportion
of the respondents seemed to believe that they acted independently of their husbands’
views. These answers were classified by the wife’s belief about the husband’s attitude.
Regardless of husband’s attitude, non-farm working women expressed themselves
more independent than either farm women or non-farm women who were not
working. There was also a very interesting contrast between working and non-
working non-farm women when they believed their husbands disapproved of
married women working: the working wornen expressed much greater independence
from their husbands’ views in this situation—perhaps a logical reflection of the fact
they had decided to work despite his disapproval, but perhaps even more significant
as a possible indication that among the working women is a group who are very
independent in their desicion-making. Within each category in the non-farm
sample it was noticeable that women who believed that their husbands’ views
were consistent with their present course of action were more likely to claim that
their husbands’ views had a ‘strong influence” on their decisions than was the
case when they believed there was a conflict between their views. It was striking
that 53 per cent of the women who were not working and who believed their husbands
disapproved claimed their husbands’ views carried ‘“‘strong influence”, whereas
only 35 per cent of working women who believed their husbands approved claimed
this “strong influence” for their husbands’ views. Eighteen per cent of the working
women were acting against their husbands’ presumed disapproval, despite the
claim that their husbands’ views had a *‘strong influence” on them; at the other end
of the distribution, 34 per cent of the non-working women who believed that their
husbands approved of married women working also claimed their husbands’ views
had a “strong influence” on them. It is relevant, of course, that a husband’s
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“approval” is merely permissive and may not imply any attempt to encourage his
own spouse to look for work or indeed the existence of employment opportumtles
for - her. ‘

Respondents’ beliefs about thexr friends’ attltudcs are presumably less 1mportant
(and less precisely defined) than are beliefs about husbands’ attitudes. From Table
4.12 it may be seen that almost half the sample:said they “didn’t know” how their
friends felt on the: suchct of married women working (in contrast with less' than
10 per cent giving this answer for beliefs about their husbands’ attitudes). Of those

"who believed they knew how their friends felt on the subject, about twice as many
believed they approved as believed they disapproved. There is a clear tendency
for women who approve to believe that: their friends also approve, and a less pro-
nounced tendency-for women'who disapprove to believe that-their friends dlsapprovc
~ (although those who disapprove were by far the most agnostic concerning their
friends’ attitudes). It is interesting to note that there is less of a contrast in Table
4.12 between working and non-workmg women than was the case in connection
with husbands’ attitudes. Working women appear less concerned about their
friends’ attitudes (and less hkely to believe that they coincide with their own views)
than they are about their husbands’. In fact, 92 per cent answered a question on
the influence of friends’ opinions with ““does not influence”. The most important
feature of the responses to this question was the fact that women who claimed that
their friends’ attitudes did influence their ‘behaviour also claimed to have more

knowledge of their fmcnds views (and to believe that they were likely to approvc) :

than women who claimed not to be influenced by their friends’ views. These findings
suggest a relatively independent-minded stance, and a willingness to decide about
going out to work without too much concern for their friends’ attitudes. No doubt
-this apparent- independent-mindedness is facilitated by the fact that a majority

* of those respondents who claimed a knowledge of their friends’ views behevcd them

to be favourable to married women working. :

When husbands’ reasons for. approving and. dlsapprovmg of married -women
working were analysed,. a similar pattern to. that found among wives emerged.
Of husbands who disapproved, : the. most important reason for disapproval . was
“wife’s place is in the home”, the least important was S‘taking a man’s job”,
which is the same ordering aswas found among the women respondents. The average
rank of the reasons for working and the drawbacks when a woman works also
reflect the same: attitudes as those of the women respondents, with income for
household the most important reason and difficulty in running a household the most
serious drawback. Those ‘approving conditionally were most likely to mention

' “pnovxded there are no children” as a condition, and the proportion of responding.

husbands who either disapproved or approved only if there are no chlldrcn amounted
to 56 pcr cent (somewha.t higher than among womcn)

Summagy and Concluuons
This Section has been- conccmcd with cxarmnmg thc rcspondcnts’ attitudes
to whether married ‘women should work. The questions included in the survey
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on this topic were relatively simple and designed to permit broad generalisations
to be drawn, rather than to form the basis for an in-depth investigation of the
motivations underlying the responses.

At the most general level, the responses indicate that most women are in principle
neither strongly in favour nor strongly opposed to married women working. The most
common attitude is one of conditional approval, the view being that it is acceptable
for married women to work if certain conditions are met. The condition most fre-
quently stipulated was that there should be no (young). children in the household.
However, about half the respondents indicated that they disapproved of married
women working either in all circumstances or when they had children. It was
striking how little these attitudes varied when the sample was analysed in detail:
the broad picture was the same in the farm and non-farm sample and for married,
single or widowed women. However, some contrasts were evident. Perhaps the most
important was that those who were working, or thought they would go back to
work, were more likely to approve than were other respondents. It was also true
that younger respondents were more likely to approve than were older women.
Previous work history also influenced attitudes so that the more extensive or con-
tinuous the respondent’s work experience, the greater the likelihood of her approval.
Conditional approval tended to be more frequent among respondents with high
levels of formal education, in contrast with those who had less formal education,
who tended to express less qualified views (both approval and disapproval). It should,
however, be stressed that no matter how detailed the tabulations, the findings
always revealed a diversity of opinion in each sub-group, with generally about
10 per cent of each group expressing unconditional approval and another 10 per
cent strong disapproval. The presence of children tended to raise the proportion
expressing conditional approval at the expense of unconditional approval, although
working women with young children gave the highest proportion of strong approval
answers of any group examined.

In connection with those answering ‘“‘approve conditionally” it was noticeable
that in the higher social groups, and among those with post-primary education,
there appeared to be a greater willingness to delegate responsibility for child-care,
in comparison with the view, more prevalent in other groups, that the presence
of children was an absolute barrier to working. This, of course, may merely reflect
greater ability to afford, or more experience of, hired help. This difference was also
apparent between those who had never worked compared with those who had,
and in general between groups with high labour force participation rates as compared
with those with low. It was striking, too, how frequently women who were not
working and who had young children cited the presence of young children as dh
absolute barrier to working,

Among respondents who disapproved of married women working, the most
important reason appeared to be a particular view of,the wife’s role (“wife’s place is
in the home”), followed closely by concern about the effect on children. Other
possibilities, such as taking jobs away from men or not being able to get good jobs,
seemed to have far less importance for the respondents.
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The reasons given for married women going out to work were above all ﬁnancial
(“gives a wife money to help meet family expenses’), and then relief from household
routine (“gives a wife interest outside home, helps her meet people”). Factors
such as using one’s education or making the children .more independent were far
less important. Only in the highest educational groups did the use of one’s education
become an important factor (and the need to earn extra income declined correspond-
ingly). The various categories studied differed very little in their exprcsscd beliefs
about the reasons for married women going to work. '

Among the possible drawbacks to working, several items were considered important
by most respondents, especially the possibility- that “it is hard to run'the household
and a job” and that “there is generally a bad effect on the children”. The working
-women seemed to be more aware of the problems of running a household and a job,
and less worried about the possibility of an adverse effect on the children. This,
no doubt, reflects their own experiences, and their relative ‘success in solving the
problem of child-care while working.® Compared with these two' drawbacks, the
notions that married women could not get good jobs or that husbands might dis-
approve were not considered major problems. Concern about the effects on children
seemed to be more important among non-working women, especially in the middle
and upper social groups, but once again the similarities between the groups were
more striking than the contrasts.

Married women were questioned about their behcfs about their husbands’ attltudcs
Not surprisingly, there was a strong tendency for women to express the belief that
their husbands’ views were fairly similar to their own, and in fact the results from
the sample of husbands contacted confirms that this did tend .to be the case. None-
theless, there were some important variations. Some non-working women said their
husbands opposed married women’s employment, whereas the husbands.themselves
expressed approval. There was in general greater concordance of views between
husband and wife when the wife was working than when she was not, perhaps a
reflection of the fact that the issue was more likely to have been discussed by couples
when the wife was working. It was also striking that there were relatively few casés
where the husband approved, and the wife disapproved, but the reverse (wife approve,
husband dlsapprovc) was not uncommon. In general husbands were less likely
to approve than wives, but wives believed that husbands were even less likely to
approve than was the case, ' : :

Most women claimed their husbands views camed weight with them, but workmg
women expressed greater independence than. those not working, especially in the
case where their (husbands disapproved. When the wife believed her husband’s
attitude coincided w1th hers she was most likely to believe that his views had a strong
influence on her.

The respondents’ views about thc1r friends’ attitudes were much vaguer than they -
were about their husbands’, and they also claimed that friends’ views carried less
weight with them. Noncthclcss, it is clear that the general impression among the

§ See Section 5, however, for a discussion of the arrangements actually made.
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respondents was that the public is not strongly opposed to married women working,
so that if a wife works she is not seen as running a serious risk of incurring
censure from her friends. '

What conclusions may be drawn from this, admittedly rather simplified, summary
of attitudes towards married women working? In the first place, it seems possible
to state that Irish women are not rigidly opposed to the idea that married women
may combine some paid employment with their duties as mother and housewife.
The prevailing climate seems to be a pragmatic one in which responsibilities to the
children and the household come first, but the benefits, especially the financial
benefits, from working are both appreciated and estimated in general to compensate
for the effort and trouble entailed in going out to work. Secondly, paid employment

"is generally regarded as a potential threat to the correct discharge of the duties of
mother and wife, and concern about this issue was very evident in the answers
to the questionnaire. Apart from a small minority, with high educational attainment
and extensive previous work experience, the urgency of working (even to supplement
family income) was not considered great enough to risk any serious curtailment
of existing roles in marriage. Among those who had a strong attachment to the
labour force, the belief was evident that many household duties, including child-
care, could be delegated, whereas those who were not so committed to working
tended to regard the presence of young children as an absolute barrier to taking
up a job outside the home. However, this apparent contrast in willingness to delegate
child-care may in part stem from the differences in social and educational group

~adherence between those women with strong attachment to the labour force and
those without: the high participation groups were those in which ability to afford
hired help, and hence presumably experience of delegation of child-care and house-
hold work, was greatest.

The balance of priorities revealed by these responses must be borne in mind
in connection with any attempt to evaluate policy towards married women in the
labour force.




TABLE 4.1:

Attitude to married women working classified by marital and labour force status (percentages)

Attitude -

Approve unconditionally

_ Approve conditionally .

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove .
Strongly disapprove

. Total percent
N

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

" No strong feelings, no answer

- In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove

‘Total percent
N .

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer

In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove

Total percent
N

Married .

Widowed

- Single Total* .
Working Not working Working Not working Working Not working Working Not working  Total

* Nomfarm

18.3 147 215 127. 7 212 122 194 129 - 154

50.2 53.1 646 - 634 58.4 596 548 622 593

62 7.6 12 4.6 44 . 58 41 49 48

136 9.8 82 - 103 80 - 135 117 10.5 109 -
117 14.7 45 90 80 90 94 " 95 95
T 100 100100 0100 100, 100 100 1000 1007
979 247 426 2025 113 156 1,518 2405 - 3923

"Farm'_ "

177 17 167 1450 113 @6 - 155 141 144
608 486 603 568  S8.1  © (429) . . 598 55.5 56.3
38 13.0 38 . 89 65 . . — . 64 95 89

1.4 100 141 107 129 =123 106 - 109

6.3 16.7 5.1 90 -“113.°. (86 - 59 . 103 95
100 100 100 100 100~ 1000 100 . 100 100

79 138 78 774 62 7 219 . - 919 1,138

Total

18.2 135 208 132 117 129 189 132 - 152
509 514 639 61.6 's83 589 554  -603 . 586

60 . 97 . 16 58 74 5.5 49 62 5.7

13.4 99 9.1 10.4 9.1 129 117 105 109

113 15.5 4.6 90. 74 . 98 90 97T .95
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 - 100
1,058 362 S04 2,799 163 1,737 3324 . 5061
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Entries in parentheses relate to sample group‘s'* in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TaBLE 4.2: Conditions for married women working : proportions of total answering who mentioned each condition (base equals totals (N) in Table 4.1)

Single Married Widowed Total
Working Not working Working Not working Working Not working Working Not working  Total
Conditions Non-farm
No children 24.0 254 29.6 318 30.1 28.2 26.0 30.9 29.0
Need income 14.6 18.3 12.0 12.8 23.0 18.6 14.5 13.7 14.0
Flexible hours . 78 8.0 164 13.5 8.0 14.7 10.2 13.1 12.0
Has help with children 8.5 14.3 19.0 13.8 7.1 8.3 113 13.5 12.6
Not taking man’s job 2.7 1.3 0.9 1.6 0.9 0.6 2.0 1.5 1.7
Gets a good job : 1.8 2.2 2.1 1.5 1.8 1.3 1.9 1.6 1.7 >
Other . . 16 04 2.6 13 1.8 2.6 1.9 13 1.5 g
Proportion “approving conditionally”*  50.2 53.1 64.6 63.4 58.4 59.6 54.8 62.2 59.3 %
’ >
Farm g
- - ]
No children (25.3) 26.8 (21.8) 31.1 (30.6) (14.3) 25.6 304 294 %
Need income (22.8) 6.5 (16.7) 11.9 (129 (14.3) 17.8 11.1 . 124 5
Flexible hours (8.9) 43 (12.8) 8.9 8.1 — 100 . 8.2 8.5 'é
Has help with children (13.9) 174 (249 -12.7 .7 (14.3) 16.4 134 14.0 %
Not taking man’s job — — 1.3) 14 (1.6) (14.3) 09 1.3 1.2 =i
Gets a good job 5.0) 22 (3.8) 2.7 (3.2 — 4.1 2.6 29 =
Other — — — 0.6 (1.6) — 0.5 0.5 0.5 =
Proportion “approving conditionally”*  60.8 48.6 60.3 56.8 58.1 42.9 (59.8) 555 - 563 g
- - >
Total g
No children 24.1 - 260 . 284 31.6 30.3 216 26.0 30.8 29.1
Need income ) 152 13.8 12.7 12,6 19.4 184 149 13.0 13.7
Flexible hours 78 6.6 159 123 8.0 14.1 10.2 11.7 11.2
Has help with children ' 89 15.5 19.8 13.5 8.0 8.6 12.0 13.4 129
Not taking man’s job 2.5 0.8 1.0 1.5 1.1 1.2 1.9 14 1.6
Gets a good job 2.1 22 24 19 23 1.2 22 19 20
Other 15 0.3 22 1.1 1.7 2.5 1.7 1.1 1.3
Proportion “approving conditionally”*  50.9 51.4 63.9 61.6 58.3 58.9 554 60.3 58.6

&g

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
*Totals of percentages referring to specific “conditions” may exceed the general totals of those “approving conditionally” because informants
mentioned more than one “condition”




"TABLE 4.3: Married women: attitude to married women working classified by age (percentages)

-Attitude .

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove

Total percent

N

1524

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

No answer

Non-fami

234
'55.3
6.4
9.6
5.3
100
94

11.7

42
109
13.2

403

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove

Total percent

N ...

(15.0)
(70.0)

0
(10.0)

100
20

10.3
66.2
8.2
9.7
55
100
145

13.9
524
11.3
14.3
8.2
100
231

17.6
52.1
92
9.2
120
100
142

.
38

92)

192 -

100
26

147

572

11.0

8.7

100
852

 Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.

¥g

ALALILSNI HOWVASTY TVIOOS ANV DINONOOE THL




TABLE 4.4: Attitude to married women working classified by presence of children (percentages)

Children present in
age groups:

Attitude

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally
No strong feelings,

no answer -
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Total percent
N

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally
No strong feelings,

no answer
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Total percent
N

O-under 19 O~under 2 2-under 4 4-under 14 14-under 19
None Oneormore None Oneormore None Oneormore None Oneormore None One or more
Non-farm married not working
14.6 12.3 13.2 11.2 13.3 11.1 13.4 122 12.8 12.6
56.8 65.1 62.7 66.0 624 65.9 60.7 65.3 63.6 62.9
5.6 43 4.6 45 . 46 . 44 5:1 4.1 43 5.0
10.1 104 104 10.0 104 10.0 10.6 10.1 104 10.3
12.9 8.0 9.2 83 9.2 8.6 10.2 8.2 9.0 9.1
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
426 1599 1604 421 1477 548 857 1168 1391 634
Non-farm married working
17.4 232 204 (342 21.8 20.3 18.8 244 224 20.1
68.7 63.0 65.7 (52.6) 63.6 69.6 66.7 _624 65.1 63.6
2.6 0.6 1.0 (2.6) 1.1 14 1.9, 0.5 15 0.6
7.0 8.7 8.5 (5.3) 9.0 43 8.5 8.0 7.0 104
4.3 4.5 44 (5.3) 4.5 4.3 4.2 4.7 40 52
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
115 311 388 38 357 69 213 213 272 154
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TABLE 4.4: Attitude to married women working classified by presence of children (percentages)—continued

Childrm present. in ) ' O-under 19. : . O-under 2  2-under 4 " 4-under 14 14-under 19 .
‘-, age groups: - : None Oneormore None Oneormore None Oneormore . None Oneormore None - One or more

.- Farm married not working

Approve unconditionally 188 132 167 . 58 157 11 161 132 133 172

Approve conditionally 415 59.7 545. . 66.0.. . 549 62.0 . 524 "; 60.2 . 568 R 56.9

No strong feelings, - : , o » S » : o .
Nno answer 149 . 71 . 94 . 11 9.5 72 110 . 73 105 . 54

In general disapprove 9.9 11.0 10.2 12.8 ~99 - ‘13.0 113 - 103 11.8 - 84

Strongly disapprove 88 - . .91 192 .83 9.9 6.7 9.2 .89 17 12.1

Total percent . 100 100 100 100 100 100 - 100 100 100 100

N - 181 593 . 618 156 566‘ 208 -336 - 438 . 535 . 239.

Farm married working

Approve unconditionally  (20.0) 15.9 18.8 1.1): 167 . . ~(16.D (15.6) (17.49) _(19.1) (12.9)
Approve conditionally: . (73.3) . . 571 .. 594 (643). 633 - (50.0) . (56.3) (63.0) (63.8). . (54.8)
No strong feclings, N *

no answer s — 438 1.6 14.3) 33 - (5.6) — (65 . .21 6.S5)
In general disapprove — 175 . 14.1 (143 . 117 . @222 (25.0) - 6.5) (8.5) 226 -
Strongly disapprove ©n . 48 6.3 — 5.0 (5.6) 3.1) (6.5) 6.4 (3.2
Total percent . 100 - 100 - 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 - 100 . 100

N 15 63 64 T 14 60 18 32 46 47 31

-Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 4.5: Proportions of married women, classified by presence of children and by labour force status, mentioning “'no children’ as condition for approval
: of married women working

Children present in O~under 19 O-under 2 2-under 4 4-under 14 I14-under 19

age groups: None Oneornmore None Oneormore None Oneormore None Oneormore None Oneor more
Non-farm, not working 28.2 32.7 31.7 319 31.2 33.3 29.2 33.6 30.7 34.0
Non-farm, working 34.8 21.7 30.7 (18.49) 30.3 26.1 33.6 25.5 28.3 31.8
Farm, not working 282 320 309 32.1 29.5 35.6 28.9 329 30.7 322
Farm, working (33.3) 15.0 219 (21.4) 23.3 (16.7) (21.9) 21.7) (25.5) (16.1)

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 4.6: Those disapproving of married women Working : average rank of the reasons for disapproval

Single T Married S Widowed
_ Not o Not ~ Not
Working = working  Working  working - ‘Working  working
Reasons o R ‘ ) Non-farm
Wife's place is in the home . = 2.1 9. 20 20 20 @2
Husband should be able to ' PR S o .
support family 24 S22 2T, 2.7 25 - (29
Generally bad effecton ' o : 7
children : 24 25 2.0 20 . 2.1 2.1
Takes jobs from men ~ 3.0 32 . "3 3.2 34 3.1
‘Number answering - - 253 51 e 133 20 35
; Farm
Wife’s place is in the home . - '(2.0) an (l'.8) 1.8 a9
Husband should be able to o s o
- support family . @3 - 29 @28 .. 25 2.2)
Generally bad effect on - . o .
children : RNV N)Y (22 .1 Co22 (eX:))
_ Takes jobs from men - @D 36y . (GO .. 32 (33 .
Number answering 17 43 26 f 190 19 - 1)

(1) ‘Numbers too small to have %my signiﬁcancé. A
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TABLE 4.7: Reasons for, and drawbacks of, married women working classified by marital status and labour force status (average rank)

Reasons

When a mother has a job children are more independent

Gives wife money to meet family and household expenses

Gives wife own source of income

Gives wife a chance to put education and training to use

Gives wife interest outside the home and helps her to meet people
Number answering ’

When a mother has a job children are more independent

Gives wife money to meet family and household expenses

Gives wife own source of income

Gives wife a chance to put education and training to use

Gives wife interest outside the home and helps her to meet people
Number answering

Drawbacks

Hard to run a house .

Husband may not want wife to work

Generally bad effect on children

Good jobs not open to married women

Hard to make satisfactory arrangements for children
Number answering

Hard to run a house

Husband may not want wife to work

Generally bad effect on children

Good jobs not open to married women

Hard to make satisfactory arrangements for children
Number answering

Single Married Widowed
Working Not working Working Not working Working Not working
Non-farm
3.9 3.9 4.0 3.9 39 3.9
20 1.9 2.0 20 1.7 20
3.2 3.0 3.1 3.1 29 3.0
3.1 31 32 32 35 34
2.5 2.6 24 24 2.7 2.6
874 195 395 1882 105 141
Farm
4.0 4.0 40 4.0 4.2 (3.3)
23 1.9 1.8 1.8 1.7 2.6
2.5 2.6 2.8 2.8 2.7 .2
32 ‘3.1 3.1 3.0 29 3.5
2.8 2.8 29 2.7 3.0 2.8)
69 114 72 657 53 6
Non-farm
2.5 24 24 2.6 24 2.5
3.0 33 35 33 3.8 35
2.6 2.7 3.0 2.6 25 25
3.8 3.6 32 3.7 35 3.6
29 217 2.6 2.6 25 2.5
854 192 364 1831 101 139
Farm
22 2.6 24 23 26 (.6)
3.1 34 34 33 35 (3.5)
2.7 2.7 33 28 25 3.0)
3.7 33 29 35 34 2.2)
2.8 24 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.2
63 109 71 634 52 6

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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‘TA‘BLE‘4.8;' Reasons for, and drawbacks of, married women warki'ng classified by presence bf children under 19 ( averége‘mnk) )

o6

Non-farm married - . V Farm married
. Not working . . Working - " Not working

. Chlldreﬁ ﬁre&ent in age grdu}) O-under-19: - ' C " None " One ormore . Nome Oneormore None Oneormore
Reasons ’ - — - ",
When a mother has a job children are more mdependent : 4.0 40 = 41 - - 38 4.0 4.0 .
Gives wife money to meet family and household expenses - ' 19. - 2.1 21 © 20 18 . 19
"Gives wife own source of income . ’ : 3.1 - 32 30 32 27 .28
Gives wife chance to put education and training to use 33 - 32 ©32. 327 32 .30
Gives wife interest outsxde the house and helps her to meet people 25 23 23 25 28 - 27

) Numbcr a.nswermg . o . ‘ 390 -1492 - . 108 287 . 153 © 506
Drawbacks . , S S _ | , R _ o
Hard to run a house ‘ ' : 24 27 . 23 25 . 22 23
Husband may not want wife to work o .34 33 35 35 32 33.
Generally bad effect on children o ) 2.6 26 - 30 29 29 2.7
Good jobs not open to married women -3 3.7 32 .32 35 3.5
Hard to make satisfactory arrangements for children . ’ 27 . 26 - - 2.7 2.5 . 26 24
Number answermg . 381 ,1450 102 - 262 147 487
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TABLE 4.9: Wife’s belief about husband’s attitude classified by her own attitude (percentages)

Belief about husband’s attitude

Approves
Disapproves

Don’t know etc.

Total percent
N

Row percent

Approves
Disapproves

Don’t know etc.

Total percent
N

Row percent

Approve Approve No strong feelings,  In general Strongly
unconditionally  conditionally no answer disapprove disapprove Total
Non-farm married not working

58.5 434 27.1 16.3 13.1 39.1

30.6 455 435 72.3 72.7 48.7

109 11.1 29.3 115 142 122
100 100 100 . 100 100 100
258 1283 92 209 183 2,025
12.7 63.4 4.5 103 9.0 100

Non-farm married working

90.2 85.5 (80.0) (54.3). 47.4) 82.2

8.7 10.2 (20.0) 37.1) (26.3) 129

1.1 44 — (8.6) (26.3) 4.9
100 100 100 100 100 100
) 275 5 35 19 426
215 64.6 1.2 8.2 4.5 100

ANVETII NI LNFWAQTANE ANV NAWOM
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TaBLE 4.9: Wife's belief about husband’s attitude classified by her own attitqde (i percenmges)—cominue&

z6

- Approve Apprbve No strong feelings,  In general Strongly
unconditionally ~ conditionally =~ no answer - disapprove disapprove

- Approves

- Disapproves

Don’t know etc.
Total percent

N,
Row percent

Approves
. Disapproves
Don’t know etc.

Total beroen't
N

Row pefoent -

Farm married not working

53.6 38.4 215 . 84 /
384 480 435 . 159 711 518
8.0 13.6 29.0 157 171 147
100 £100 100 . - . 100 - 100 100
12 440 -6 - 83 70 774
145 56.8 89 107 9.0 100
Farm married working
(84.6) (80.9) (66.7) @55 — 71.8
a.n (12.8) — (45.5) (75.0) 192
a.n (6.4) @3 . 0D @25.0) - 9.0 .
100 100 100 . 100 100 100
13 47 3 1 4 78
16.7- 3.8 141 - - 100

60.3

51

. Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TaBLE 4.10: Husband's attitude classified by wife’s belief about husband’s attitude (percentages)

Husband’s attitude

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Husbands contacted
Husbands not contacted

Total

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Husbands contacted
Husbands not contacted

Total

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove
Husbands contacted
Husbands not contacted

Total

Dis- Don'’t know, Total
Approves approves etc. N Percent
. Non-farm married not working
(65.5) (31.0) 3.4 29 100
544 36.8 8.8 193 100
(40.9) (18.2) (40.9) 44 100
20.9 73.1 6.0 67 100
13.1 82.8 4.0 99 . 100
39.1 50.7 10.2 432 100
39.0 48.2 12.7 1,593 100
39.1 48.7 12.2 2,025 100
Non-farm married working
(85.0) (10.0) .0 20 100
96.4 36 —_ 55 100
(60.0) (40.0) — 5 100
(37.5) (62.5) —_ 8 100
(33.3) (55.6) (111 9 100
814 16.5 2.1 97 100
824 11.9 5.8 329 100
822 12.9 4.9 ‘426 100
Farm married working and not working
(75.8) (15.2) ©.n 33 100
62.8 28.3 " 8.8 113 100
31.4) 45.7) (22.9) 35 100
(12.8) (79.5) () 39 100
15.1 79.2 5.7 53 100
44.0 46.2 9.9 273 100
337 50.1 16.2 579 100
37.0 48.8 14.2 852 100

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50

or fewer.




TasBLE 4.11: Wife‘;v attitude classified by husband's attitude (percentages)

Wife’s attitude

Approve ﬁnconditionally
.. Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer .

" In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove

~ Total percent

N ‘ s
Row percent

Approve unconditionally
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer
In general disapprove .
Strongly disapprove

Total percent

N

" Row percent

- Approve unconditionally -
Approve conditionally

No strong feelings, no answer .

-In general disapprove
Strongly disapprove

Total percent
N .
Row percent

) No strong o Total - Total
Approve un- - Approve Jeelings, In general Strongly husbands husbands
conditionally conditionally no answer  disapprove  disapprove contacted  not contacted Total
Non-farhx married not working
(31.0) 8.8 3 . 90 141 109 13.3 127 -
(69.0) 73.6 (70.5) 61.2 45.5 | 646 - 63.0 634 -
— 3.6 -(20.5) . 3.0 30 49 45 45
— 6.7 - 179 22 109 S 102 . . 103
,- 13 (6.8) 90 - - 152 88 91 90
100 © 100 100 100 . 100 0100 100 100
29 193 44 671 99 432 . 1593 2025 .
6.7 4.7 10.2 155 229 100 s '
- vNon;)"ar-(rz marriéd u;drking
(25.0) 21.8 - (20.0) azs. = —. 19.6 222 216
(70.0) 7.7 (60.0)- (62.5) - (55.6) 69.1 - '63.2 64.6
— C - - = e — 1.5 12
5.0) 3.6 (20.0) (250 -+ (33.3) 9.3 7.9 8.2
= 18 - - Ly 21 52 45
100 100 © 100 100 100 100 10 100
20 55 5 8 9 97 329 426
20.6 56.7 52 8.2 93 - 100 ‘
‘ Farm married working and not working
- @85) 16.8 X)) 179 15.1 . 19.0 12.6 147
(39.9) 66.4 @s7n . 487 453 53.8 58.7 57.2
©.1) 10.6° 14.3). - 26 - . 94 9.5 19 8.5
(3.0) 53 (20.0) (128 132 9.5 11.7 11.0
J— 0.9 (14.3) ~(17.9) 17.0 8.1 9.0 8.7
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
"33 113 35 39 53 273 579 852
12.1 414 12.8 143 194 100 :

Entries in ‘parentheses relate to samplé groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 4.12: Belief about friends’ attitude to married women working classified by own attitude (percentages)

Belief about friends’ attitude

Approves
Disapproves

Don’t know, etc.

Total percent
N

Approves
Disapproves

Don’t know, etc.

Total percent
N

Approves
Disapproves

Don’t know, etc.

Total percent
N

Approves
Disapproves

Don’t know, etc.

Total percent
N

Approve Approve No strong feelings,  In general Strongly
unconditionally  conditionally no answer disapprove disapprove Total
Non-farm married not working
56.6 422 19.6 15.8 11.5 375
8.9 9.4 10.9 22.5 219 124
34.5 483 69.6 61.7 60.7 50.0
100 100 100 100 100 100
258 1283 92 209 183 2,025
Non-farm married working
50.0 46.6 —_— . (22.9) (21.1) 43.7
6.5 7.6 — 17.1) (26.3) 89
435 458 (100) (60.0) (52.6) 474
100 100 100 100 100
92 275 5 35 - 19 426
Farm married not working
31.3 243 13.0 7.2 29 20.5
16.1 17.3 18.8 33.7 414 212
527 584 68.1 59.0 55.7 58.3
100 100 100 100 100 100
112 440 69 83 70 774
Farm married working
(30.8) (31.9) (66.7) (18.2) (25.0) 30.8
(23.1) (19.2) = 3649 —_ 20.5
(46.2) 48.9 (33.3) (45.5) (75.0) 48.7
100 100 100 100 100 100
13 47 3 11 4 78

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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seemon 52 The Present Job: Arvangements for Child-Care

several aspects of their present job. Details were collected concerning

occupation, number of hours worked per week, transport arrangements
used, and arrangements (if any) made for the care of children. This Section presents
the main findings of this part of the questionnaire.

RESPONDENTS who were currently in employment were questioned about

Occupational Distribution

In Table 5.1 the occupational distribution of the working women is presented,
using the most detailed level of coding of the job descriptions. The categories were
based on the groupings in the 1966 Census of Population (Vol. 1V). However,
as seen in Section 3, the emphasis on part-time as well as full-time occupations
in the present study implies certain differences between the occupational distribution
shown in Table 5.1 and a comparable table derived from Census data. In addition
to the inclusiveness of the definitions of “‘economic activity” used in the survey,
certain occupations have been treated differently from the Census convention.®

The material in Table 5.1 is self-explanatory. It may be noted that single women
are relatively heavily concentrated in production and clerical work, whereas
married women are relatively heavily conceatrated in “shop-owners, assistants, etc.”,
service work, professional/technical work and piece work etc. Eighty-seven per cent
of the widowed women living on farms who were classified as economically active
were “head of farm households”. The fact that over 3o per cent of married working
women were assigned to “service work’ suggests that a more detailed classification
of these occupations might have been useful, although the occupations? included
in this group appear to have enough in common to serve as a well-defined unit
without further sub-categories. The concentration of working women in ‘““female”
occupations has often been noted; it is also worth stressing the existence of a group
of ““married female” occupations.

Table 5.2 tabulates the number of hours worked (“in a normal work week’)
by occupation and marital status. The greater importance of part-time work among
the married sample has already been discussed. The present table makes it clear
that in all occupations married respondents were far more likely to work less than
35 hours per week than their single counterparts. It is, however, also noticeable

1 The most important points of contrast are: the category of *“piece, craft workers” does not
exist as a separate category in the Census; “head of farm household’’ has been applied in the present
study to women who could probably be classified as “farmers” in the Census; farmers’ wives doing
specific jobs on or off the farm have been dssigned to the relevant occupatlon in the present study,
whereas the Census convention in general is not to classify farmers’ wives as “gainfully occupied”.

2 Namely, waitresses, cooks, kitchen hands, maids, charwomen, hairdressers, laundry workers,
dry cleaners and pressers, caretakers, hospital and ward orderlies. Thus, hotel workers were assigned
to this category, but hotel owners or guesthouse keepers were in a separate category. The relatively
small‘l:1 Igzmbgr oct; working women in the sample limited the extent to which occupational cla551ﬁcat10ns
cou refine
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that married women were more hxghly concentratcd in occupatxons (such as service
or profcssxonal/techmcal work) where even single women were likely to work part-
time.?
The time of day’ normally worked by marrled women is tabulated by occupation
in Table 5.3. The great variety of arrangements found in some occupations among
- married women is striking: in service work,. for cxample, working mornings only,
or a full day, or some of the morning and some of the afternoon, were about equally
prevalent. Nonetheless, “full working day” -was the most common arrangement
_for all occupations and marital status. The flexibility of women working as shop
owners, assistants, etc. was reflected in the importance of “irregular” hours for married
women in this category It is interesting to see that “‘afternoons only” or “evening
shift”’ do not figure-at all prominently in-the table: apart from the relatlvely small
proportxon of married women doing productlon work on an evening shift, this type
of working schedule seemed rare, and even among marrxcd service workers accounted
for less than one fifth of the total.
‘For married women, occupations are classified by socxal group in Table 5.4
Much of the clustering by social group evident in"this table would be expected
on the basis of the educational background of the women in the various social
groups. But the association between wife’s occupation and her social group (as
determined by her husband’s occupation) is by no means very. close. For example,
clerks and typists are drawn from a wide range of social groups; as are toa lesser extent -
shop-owners, assistants, etc., and hotel, guesthouse keepers. But techmcal/professxonal
workers are drawn predominantly from the upper and upper-middle social groups,
and production and service workers from the lower middle and manual social
groups. If a broad dichotomy between manual and non-manual workers is made,
it is evident that in the overwhelmmg majority of cases women performing manual
- work? are themselves married to manual workers. The most important exception
~ to this generalisation is the fact that significant proportions of women doing clerical

~work and of shop-owners, assistants, etc. were married to skilled manual workers.
An important aspect of Table 5.4 is the high concentration of shop-owners, assistants
etc. in the inspectoral/supervisory I social group: this social group includes many
shop-owners etc. whose wives presumably work in the family business, thus helping
to explain the high participation rate found among married women in this group.

In order to shed further light on the factors influencing occupational choice
among married -women, the type of work believed available by the respondents
was tabulated by. (present) occupation. It was seen that those who were employed
in a particular occupation believed this type of work to be more likely to be available
(“‘to married women who want to work”) than any other type of work. This might
be expected, in view of the fact that they themselves had succeeded. in obtaining
a job. of this type. Nonctheless, it was cvxdcnt ‘that when certain broadly sumlar

3 The importance of a work week of 25-34 hours' among techmcal/professxonal workers no doubt
reflects the inclusion of teachers in this category.. -

- 4 The manual/non-manual dichotomy is arbitrary and not readily deﬁned in ‘the case of women
workers, but for- preeent purposes production and service workers could be deﬁned as “manual”.’
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categories are considered, belief about job availability was not the only factor
determining job choice: in the case of married women doing service work, for
example, a substantial proportion believed that factory work was available, and
in the case of those doing factory work, a substantial proportion believed service
work available. Obviously factors other than employment opportunities influence
the choice between these types of employment (which may require fairly similar
educational qualifications). As mentioned earlier, the higher proportion of non-
production jobs that are part-time may be a factor in job choice among married
women.

Another factor that may be relevant is the respondent’s previous work history.
The main dichotomy in work history among married women is between those
who have worked more or less continuously and those who interrupted their careers
on marriage (or first started to work after marriage). It was confirmed that
occupations such as shop-owners, assistants, etc., technical/professional workers,
and hotel, guesthouse keepers, were characterised by high proportions (about one-
half) who had worked more or less continuously, whereas among production and
service workers this proportion fell to about one-fourth. There may be two forces
at work here: on the one hand, certain occupations (especially those in which
hours and conditions of work are flexible) lend themselves to the sort of arrange-
ments which permit women to remain in the labour force almost without interruption,
even when they have young children:® on the other hand, other occupations,
especially unskilled and routine jobs which require little training and where the
penalties for discontinuity in one’s working career are slight, may tend to attract
women who are returning to work after interruptions for family formation.

The geographical distribution of the occupations was studied. A greater dispersion
of such categories as service work, shop-owners, assistants, etc., and hotel, guest-
house keepers was found, reflecting the narrower range of industrial and com-
mercial employment available to women outside Dublin, especially those in the
open country. It is interesting that among married women there was a higher
concentration of workers in service-and technical/professional occupations in Dublin
than was the case among single women. The possibility exists that the variety
and relative abundance of service-type employment opportunities in the Dublin
area attracts married women into the labour force. This conclusion is consistent
with the inferences drawn from econometric work on this topic [25].

Stability of Employment

A question was asked concerning the working respondents’ situation ‘“this time
last year” in order to collect information on the recent labour force history of those
who were working at the time of the survey. This type of question might be expected
to yield answers of a lower degree of reliability than the remainder of the survey.
However, there is no reason to suspect that the present responses were less accurate

¢ The importance of this factor is illustrated by the data in Table 5.15 below. Over 50 per cent
of those with children under 4, who had made “‘no special arrangement” for their care, were working
at home. This is a higher proportion than in the working sample as a whole.
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than is normal in questions of this type and the contrary may even be true in view :
of the fairly important nature of the decision to change jobs. Those who answered

~ that they were working for the same employer this time last year were coded ¢ -
change of employer”, those’ who said they were working this time last year, but
fora different employer, were coded “one or more changes of employer”, and those
‘who were not working this time last year were coded “entéred employment-during
the year”. Further details were obtained from those who had changed employer
during the year (number of changes, reasons for change) and those who entered
‘employment (situation at this time last year). The results are presented in Table
5.5.8 The most striking feature of the table is the contrast between married and
single respondents-with respect to employment change: almost three: times as high
-a proportion of the single respondents said they had changed employer in the
previous twelve months as was the case among the married respondents, and the
widowed reported the lowest rate of change of all. There was not much difference
between the single and married -in regard to the proportion which had entered
employment during the year. If attention is confined to the respondents who were
employed this time last year, 12.4 per cent of the smgle, compared with 4.0 per.cent
of the married had changed employer dunng the year.” Thus there can be little
doubt about the greater mobility of single women between employers, and it is
very unlikely ‘that the retirement of married women (due to maternity etc.) would
be sufficiently greater than the retirement of single women (due to marriage etc.)
to offset this differential. This table also illustrates the importance -of the inflow
of single women from school and of married women from: “home duties” to the
labour force. It is also interesting to note that 1.8 per cent of currently employed
married women statcd they were unemployed” or- ““looking for work” this. time
. last year.- o :

It is evident from Table 5:5 that the farm sample exhlblted lower rates of employ-
ment change than the non-farm-sample in each marital status. Table 5.6 presents
a detailed’ picture of employment change by occupation (at the time of the survey).
The highest rates of change among single women were in production, clerical and
service work, the lowest among shop-owners, sistants' etc., and those in technical/
professionial work, v

Within each- occupation, the smgle reSpondents had a hlgher rate of change
than their married counterparts. The rates of employment change were also studied
by respondents’ age. The inflow of married- women from “home duties” and
“unemployment” was concentrated in the ages 25-44. Among both married and
single respondents the rate of change ‘was highest among the youngest age groups,
with a very high rate evident for single women aged under 25.

The ﬁndmgs on frequency of employment change are presented in Table 5.7

*In one aspect this tabulanon is mcomplete no mformatlon was collected about those who had
been in the labour force this time last year but had since left. Whilst it would have been desirable
to try to estimate the rate at which single women retire on marriage, and married women retire on
maternity, etc., the sample would not have contacted those who emlgrated retired on reaching
age 65, or dled : .

s 7 The x test for these dlﬂ‘erenccs is slgmﬁcant at the .001 evel.
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Over -one-half of all those who had changed employer had changed more than once,
over ten per cent had changed more than twice. There is little contrast between
the marital status in regard to frequency of change. The responses to the question
on reason for changing employer are presented in Table 5.8 (the questionnaire
stressed the main reason, and only this was coded). “Higher wages” was the most
frequently cited factor, with “firm closed or redundancy” the next most important.
Taken together, these two economic factors account for almost one-half the total
number of employer changes. This result is very interesting in view of the scepticism
that is sometimes expressed about the relevance of ‘net advantage’ as an hypothe31s
explaining inter-job mobility, cf. [20].

All working respondents were asked whether, in addition to normal holidays
and leave, there were days “when you do not go to work”. The usual caveats
associated with accuracy of response to the questions relying on memory obviously
apply in connection with this question. A further difficulty arises with respect
to the “not applicable” answer, since this may have been used in varying degrees
by the self-employed etc. Nonetheless, there is a striking consistency between the
marital status in Table 5.9 as far as the frequency with which “when I don’t
feel like working” or for “other reasons’” were cited. The higher overall rate of
absenteeism among the married is due to the 6 per cent of married respondents
who mentioned remaining away from work “when husband/children are sick”,
and in fact this is the most important reason for absenteeism given by any marital
status. Those who mentioned any reason for absenteeism were further asked whether
this had tended to create a problem for them (‘“‘has it made it hard for you to hold
down your job?”). Of those to whom this question was relevant, 11 per cent of the
single women replied “‘yes” compared with only 4 per cent of the married (and
none of the widowed). Thus, although absenteeism was relatively more frequent
among the married respondents, it seemed more likely to create problems for the
single. No doubt this reflects both the concentration of married women in occupations
that are chosen at least partly for their flexibility on issues such as this, and the
high proportion of absenteeism among the single that was attributable to personal,
as opposed to family considerations.

How They Heard About Their Fobs

In Table 5.10 the answers to the question on how respondents “first heard there
was a job available” where they were working at the time of the survey are presented.
This question is not relevant to the self~employed, who form an important proportion
of the married and farm sample. For the entire sample, the single most important
response was “heard from friends”, with ‘“ads. in the paper” and “contacted
employer” also very important. Methods such as employment agencies (State or
private), direct employer recruitment, or job counsellor, were of minor importance.
It is interesting to note that single respondents seemed somewhat less likely to be
recruited, and more likely to contact the employer or to go to an agency, than
was the case for married women. When tabulated by the respondent’s occupation,
the answers to this question pinpointed the occupations where self-employment is
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the rule (notably shop-owncrs, asmstants etc., service: work agncultural occupatlons,

“other””). It is interesting to note that ¢ ads in the paper’” accounted. for, a high'
proportion of the clerical and professxonal jobs, but’ leammg from friends or con- .
tacting employers’ predominated in production and service occupations.

Travel to Work

The aim of the questions relatmg to transport arrangements was to collcct data
on the normal journey to and from work, its cost, and the time spent travelling.
In Table 5.11 the mode of transport used is tabulated by marital status. As was
expected from previous findings, the married working sample was relatlvely highly
concentrated (over 25 per cent) in work that did not involve any travel outside the
home. Of those working away from home, the dominance of walking and public
transport as a means of reaching the job is clear, but it is of interest that a higher
proportion of married women used their. own cars to'get to work than was the case
with single women. Very few of the respondents relied on firms’ transport. A
tabulation of the married women who were working at home by occupation revealed
“that 34 per cent of them were shop-owners, assistants etc., a further 21 per cent’
were in agncultural occupations, and the only other important categories were

“other (including piece workers)”, service workers, and hotel, guest house keepers.
Details of the cost of travel and time spent on the journey were collected and have
been tabulated, but these results are not presented here. -

The effect of area of residence on mode of transport is considered in. Tablc 5.12,
It may be seen that those living in-an urban area (“business district’) were most
likely to walk to work or to work.at home, whereas the suburban residents relied
heavily on walking, public transport, and cars. Those living in the open country
‘were the least likely to use public transport (even after allowance is made for the -
high proportion that worked at home), and depended on a wide variety of arrange-
‘ments for getting to work (the 13 per cent that mentioned. “get a lift” was almost
three times the corresponding proportion in any other area). It seems fair to conclude
that those living in the central city areas had the least problem, and .those in the
country areas the greatest, in gettmg to work. The. hlghest average cost of travel,
however, was found to be among those who lived “near towns”, followed closely
by those in ‘“‘open country” —the latter’s average costs being kept down by the
high proportxons working at home or gettmg a lift to work

Arrangements Sor Chzld-Care ‘ ',

- This important topic was explored by the quesnon whether ‘““as a result of going
to-work, any special arrangements were made for looking after the children”?
Table 5.13 presents some of the responses to this question. The question was concerned
with ‘“‘special arrangements” and did not collect data on how the children were
actually cared for when the mother was at work, (In retrospect, it would have been
preferable to have collected both types of information.) The strong impression is
conveyed that the majority of working women make no special arrangement for
the care of thexr chlldren while they are working. When the answers were classified
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by presence of children it was found that the proportion making no special arrange-
ment as a result of going to work was lowest among those with children under
4 years old (just over 50 per cent) and rose to almost all of those with children aged
14~ under 19. The data also show that the proportions making no special arrangement
were higher in the farm than in the non-farm sample. Of those that made some
special arrangements, “paid help” was the most common, followed closely by relatives
living with the family, and then by taking children to relatives or neighbours.
Taking the children to the place of employment or to day-care centres was mentioned
very infrequently.

It may seem puzzling that so small a proportion of the working respondents
with young children made special arrangements for the care of their children as
a result of going to work. It is possible that the wording of the question may have
resulted in some information being lost on women who for example, already had
paid help before they decided to go to work, but on the whole the picture conveyed
is probably accurate: in the first place, older children and the respondent’s husband
may look after younger children when the mother works part-time (the most
common work arrangement among women with young children). Secondly, many
of those with young children are working at home. This point is illustrated by the
data of Table 5.14, which shows that the presence of childrea is significantly
associated with the occupational distribution of the respondents: those with children,
especially young children, are far more likely to be in the professional/technical,
shop-owners, assistants, etc., and hotel, guesthouse keepers categories, than those
without children.® No doubt this association in part reflects the greater eagerness
of those with certain qualifications and opportunities o return to work after marriage,
but it is also reasonable to assume that the greater flexibility of hours and conditions

- of work typical of the occupations in which women with young children are over-
represented attract wives who wish to work into these occupations.

The findings on the proportions who worked at home are revealing: whereas
29 per cent of all married working women worked at home, among those with children
under 4 this proportion rises to 42 per cent, and as Table 5.15 shows, it reaches
almost 60 per cent among working women with, children under 4 who said they
had made no special arrangements for child-care. It is clear that the ability to work
in her own home, thereby largely obviating the need for special child-care arrange-
ments, greatly facilitates the return to work of a married woman with young children.
Furthermore, the fairly small proportion of women with young children who work
outside home are presumably heavily dependent on other members of their family,
and on flexible hours etc. in their employment, in making arrangements for child-
care. It is important to stress that these findings are very similar to those reported
in Britain [11, Section E. part iv], and in general found to be the case in the
European Economic Community. In the case of the British survey, it was found that:

8 The differences in occupational structures between each of the three relevant pairs of columns
in Table 5.14 are highly significant statistically (X?* test, amalgamating the first two rows).
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. the ma_)onty of mothers of prc-school chlldren were able to have their
children cared for at little or no direct cost to themselves. The ability to obtain
‘free care for. children depends for the most part on the existence of relatives
able and willing to undertake the care . . . [r1, p. 94]. '

Mme. Sullerot summarlsed the(srtuatxon in the EEG as follows:_

. the majority of mothers who work find themselves unable 1o choose a
~ satisfactory solution :to the problem of child-care due to the dearth of social
facilities. They therefore have to fall back on an ad hoc solution: they have their
children boarded-out ‘(thus heavily burdening their budget and depriving
themselves of the child’s presence in the evening) or.they have a relative
look after them, or a neighbour, according ‘to the opportunities available,
~ always in agony that somethmg could occur to upset the fraglle solutlon they .
have found [21, p. 97]. : :

An attempt was made to collect 1nformat10n on the cost of chlld-care arrangements
to the woman who had made special arrangements. This question posed. difficulties,
since in many cases (e.g. with live-in help) the cost of caring for children’ could
not be dlsentangled from that of doing housework, etc. Eighty (out of 115 eligible)
- answered in a manner that allowed separate data for the care of children to be
tabulated, as follows:

Cost per B ) ’ . ‘
- week; '~ Nothing _ Less than £1 £1-under £2 £2-under £3 £3-under £4 £4-under£5 ' Total

percent ' 200 - 313 . 215 1.3 138 63 . 1000

Even allowing for the limited reliability of answers to a question of this nature,
it seems. that the average expense incurred explicitly for childcare was low, with
only 21 per cent of those who made special arrangements paying more than £2
per week. Of course, this low. average figure does notv detract from the very real
‘possibility that for many of those concerned these expenses are a serious incursion
into the after-tax income derived  from working. Moreover, as is evident from the
earlier evidence on how the majority of working women try to manage their child-
care arrangements, these’ figures on monetary costs represent. only one aspect of
" the problem: the heavxest .costs are most probably the strain of the overburdening
and the anxiety about the adequacy -of the ad hoc arrangements that are made,
- and the difficulties faced by. those -women who find it xmpossxble to make any
satisfactory arrangements. T - o

Summary and Corwluans
Much of the material in this Sectron is of a straightforward descrxptxve nature,
and requires httle commentary The data on the occupational dlstrlbutlon of working
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women, especially married women, are important both in their own right and in
conjunction with the material on labour force participation. The tendency for married
women to work shorter hours than their single counterparts in each occupation
has been documented, as has been the greater variety of arrangements they use
in relation to the timing of their work. All of these findings clarify the results presented
in Section 3 where the definition of ‘“economically active” adopted in the survey
was seen to give a relatively high participation rate among married women (compared
with the Census of Population figure). :

Our findings allow some evaluation of the continuity and stability of married,
as compared with single, women’s contribution to the labour force. It was seen,
for example, that married women were far more likely to work continuously (or
with only minor interruptions) throughout their marriage if they were employed
in technical/professional occupations or as “shop-owners, assistants, etc.”. The
answers to the question on work history “siace this time last year” showed greater
stability of employment among married than single women: if a married woman
had been economically active throughout the year, she was far more likely to have
remained in the same employment than was a single woman. To some extent this
may have been merely a reflection of the greater youth of the single respondents,
and their greater concentration in certain production jobs (and: possibly also in
first jobs). It must also be kept in mind that the results do not allow an assessment
of the rate of retirement from the labour force of the married and single respondents.
But despite these reservations, it is very likely that the separation rates from a
given employment are higher among single than among married women. It is
impressive that economic considerations (and especially “higher wages” and
“redundancy”’) dominate among the factors leading to changing employer, although
to a somewhat smaller degree among the married respondents. In contrast with
the apparently greater continuity of employment among married women was
their higher rate of absenteeism: some six per cent mentioned that they stayed
away from work when their husband and/or children were ill. Very few of those
who mentioned this type of absenteeism claimed it gave rise to a problem for them
in keeping their jobs, and no doubt this is partly a reflection of the concentration
of married women in jobs where flexible hours and working conditions are most
readily found.

The question about “hearing about the present job” revealed the importance
of informal networks in the labour market. “Heard from friends” was the most
important single way of learning about the present job, followed by “ads. in the
newspapers”. Use of formal employment agencies etc. or direct recruitment by
employers seemed to be very uncommon methods of obtaining jobs.

The series of questions on travel to and from work revealed that over a quarter
of married working women worked at home. Married women who worked away
from home, however, were dependent on a wide variety of travel arrangements,
with the private car assuming a much greater importance for them than was the
case among single respondents, In rural areas, also, both married and single respond-
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ents relied on a larger varlcty of transport arrangements, and the car was of greater -
importance, than was the case in the urban sample. :

- The responses to the question on child-care revealed that '_only of a minority
of those who had young children-made any special arrangements.for child-care
as a consequence of the decision to go to work: Those who had made no special
arrangements were concentrated in jobs that allowed them to work at home, or’
they worked flexible hours and relied on informal arrangements. It is readily concluded
from' the data that arrangements for child-care are difficult to make, and from
the answers to earlier questlons it was clear .that many married . women not now
working (about 10 per cent of the total) were unable to do so due to the unavail- -
ability of child-care facilities. It is thus very evident from this Section that whether
" a married woman who is responsible for young children works or not is strongly
influenced by the type of employment opportunities open to her: those who can
‘work at home or in employment where hours are ﬂexxblc are in a relatively prlvxlegcd
situation.. It seems likely that the favourable posntlon of these occupations may
influence the present occupatlonal distribution of the marrlcd female labour force.




TABLE 5.1: Occupational distribution of working respondents, classified by marital status (percentages)

|

Non-farm Farm

Single Married Widowed Single Married Widowed Total
Occupation{Industrial sector
Production workers: skilled, semi-skilled, textile, clothing 13.2 3.1 44 6.3 — _ 8.8
Production workers: skilled, semi-skilled, other 4.0 2.3 1.8 13 1.3 — 31
Production workers: unskilled 99 42 44 38 1.3 — 71
Transport, communications workers 2.6 0.7 1.8 2.5 13 1.6 2.0
Clerks/typists: industrial enterprises 6.7 1.2 1.8 25 —_ — 43
Clerks/typists: commercial enterprises 16.0 73 4.4 16.5 5.1 —_— 121
Clerks/typists: government enterprises 57 0.2 53 8.9 —_ — 4.0
Salaried employees/shop-keepers/shop assistants 16.6 23.5 15.0 16.5 16.7 3. 17.7
Service workers/maids/cleaners 10.9 30.8 47.8 89 5.1 4.8 17.6
Professional workers 8.6 16.0 6.2 7.6 21.8 — 10.5
Technical workers 22 0.5 — 38 — — 1.6
Hotel/guesthouse keepers 23 3.8 3.5 — 7.7 — 2.8
Head of farm household — — — 139 1.3 87.1 3.8
Piece workers, craft workers, etc. 0.6 5.4 1.8 5.1 359 1.6 3.7
Other occupations, including not stated 0.5 0.9 1.8 2.5 2.6 1.6 0.9
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 979 426 113 79 78 62 1,737
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" TABLE 5.2: Farm and non-farm: hours worked classified by occupation (percentages)

Salaried
Production employees| Service
.workers: - Production shop-keepers workers| Pro- Hotel| Agricul- Other,
skilled, and  workers: Clerks| shop maids] . fessional|  guesthouse tural . including no’
N . semi-skilled  unskilled typists assistants cleaners technical keepers - occupations - answer Total
“Hours worked © - Single
Under 5 hours — — — —_ 0.9 — — - _ 0.1
5 ~under 15 1.1 — 07 . — 1.8 — — - = 0.6
_ 15-under 25 - — —_ 1.7 7.0 87 —_ 9.0 - @45 23
25-under 35 0.6 — 7.0 . . 6.3 149 28.7 8.7 ©O.n 00 . 85 i
5+ ) 98.3 - 99.0' 92.0 90.3 75.4 62.6 91.3) @818 (713 817
No answer — 1.0 03 - 1.7 —_ P — — @D 09
Total percent - 100 100 100 <100 . 100 100 - 100 100 - 100 -© 100
N 174 100 301 ‘176 114 115 23 - 11 4 1058 -
Married
Under 5 hours — i —_ 24 09 44 — “4.5) — 49 T24
5- under-15 — (53 19.5) . 9.7. 21.5 - 57 ©.1) — - 24.6 14.1
15-under 25 - (25.0). (26.3) (19.5) 204 29.6 15.9 (CA)) — 18.0 21.6 -
25-under 35" (125) (105 - (1.3)° 11.5 - 119 48.9 (18.2) C— 9.8 179
354+ 625 (519 (48.8) 54.0 31.1 27.3 (54.5) (100.0) 49 375
No answer — — .4y .35 1.5 - 23 S (4.5) ~— 377 6.5
Total percent .100 - 100 100 100 '100 ) 100 100 100 100 - 100
N 24 A 41 - . 113 135 .88 22. 1 61 504
Widowed
Under 5 hours - — — = — 53 — — L1 " 23
.5 —under 15 (14.3)- —_ an = - 26.3 —_ - 250 .- —_ 222 114
15-under 25 — (20.0) amn — 19.3 14.3) R — 222) 9.1
‘25-under 35 — — (154 (10.5) 14.0 (28.6) (75.0) © 37 111 114
35+ (85.7) (80.0) (69.2) (89.5) '31.‘6 ¢1.1) — 96.3 (33.3) 64.6
No answer - — — — 35 — — — - 11
Total percent 100 - 100 100 100 100 _ 100 100 100 100 100
N 7 5 13 - 19 57 T 4 54 9 175

Entries in parentheses refer.to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 5.3: Farm and non-farm married working women: time of day worked classified by occupation (percentages) - -

Salaried
Production employees| Service
workers:  Production shop-keepers  workers| Pro- Hotel| Agricul- Other,

skilled, and  workers: Clerks| shop maids| fessional|  guesthouse tural including no

semi-skilled  unskilled typists assistants cleaners technical keepers  occupations  answer Total
Time of day
worked
Mornings only 4.2 2L.1) (19.5) 2.7 23.0 114 ©.1) — 33 12.1
Afternoonsonly  (4.2) (10.5) 1.3) 53 5.9 2.3 — — 8.2 54
Some of both (8.3) (10.5) (9.8) 11.5 21.5 14.8 9.1 — 6.6 13.7
Full day 45.8) 47.4) (48.8) 54.9 28.1 55.7 (59.1) (100.0) 9.8 41.5
Evening shift (33.3) (5.3 Q49 2.7 104 5.7 _— — 6.6 71
Irregular 4.2 (5.3) (9.8) 18.6 8.1 8.0 (13.6) — 262 12.7
No answer — —_ 2.4 4.4 3.0 23 - 9.D — 39.3 7.5
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 24 19 41 113 135 88 22 1 61 504

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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" TABLE 5.4: Non-farm married women: occupation classified by social group (percentages)

" Social group”

Higher professional : . -
Executive/managerial:
. Inspectoral/supervisory I
- Inspectoral/supervisory II
Routine non-manual - -
Skilled manual '
Semi-skilled manual
Routine manual . - -

Agricultural occupations

Other, including no

answer/not known
. Total percent )
N, .

23

100 131

D Salaried
" Production . employees|  Service , o
workers:  Production . shop-keepers| .workers| ) ~ "Hotell - Other,
skilled and ~ workers: “Clerks| shop maids|  Professional| guesthouse “including
semi-skilled - unskilled typists assistants cleaners ‘technical keepers not stated  Total
—_ —_ (8.1) " 20 C— - 169 L — . (33 42
S —_ —_ %)) ~5.0 L — 14.1 (18.8) 33) 52
8.7 To— . (139 16.0 0.8 254 (31.1) (10.0) 1.7
— (11.1) (18.9) 42.0 6.9 15.5 (18.8) 33 - 190
(174 (5.6) (18.9) 12.0 .6.1 16.9 (6.3) 6.7 .. 110
17.49) (389) - (16.2) '16.0 1267 - 99 — (23.3) - 19.2
" (13.0) (16.7) .49 40 - 153 C— 6:3) (10.0) 85
(39.1)" (27.8) (54 20 39.7 14 125) + (6.7 18.3
“.3) . — Q.7 10 . 15 S e— (6.3) (X)) 1.6
— —_ ) — 31 — — — 1.2
.-100° 100 100 - 100 - 100 100 100 - 100 100
.18 37 71 16 30

426

. Entries in patenthm relate to sampie grdups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 5.5: Farm and non-farm working women: work history since “this time last year” classified by marital status (percentages)

Single
Married
Widowed

Single
Married
Widowed

Single
Married
Widowed

Working this time last year

Entered employment during the year

Situation last year

No change  One or more At school Home respon- I No jobs, No Total
of employer changes of sibilities unemployed answer percent N
employer
Non-farm
76.9 12.8 73 04 04 0.3 1.9 100 979
84.5 4.5 — 52 0.9 1.6 33 100 426
85.0 44 —_— 53 — 27 2.7 100 113
Farm
84.8 7.6 5.1 — . 1.3 — 1.3 100 79
92.3 1.3 — 2.6 — 2.6 1.3 100 78
98.4 — — — — —_ 1.6 100 62
Total
715 124 7.1 04 0.5 0.3 1.9 100 1,058
85.7 4.0 — 438 0.8 1.8 3.0 100 504
89.7 29 — 34 — 1.7 23 100 175
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TABLE 5.6: Farm and non-farm: work histpry during past year classified by occupation (percentages)

Work hi.s;iory during - -

last year

No job. cha.ngé .
1 or.more change

Entered labour force. -

No answer _
Total percent
"N

No job change

1 or more change ..

. Entered labour force
No answer"

Total percent

N .

No job change
1 or.more change

. _ Entered labour force

_ No answer
Total percent
N 7

Production Salaried
workers: . employees|  Service i . Other,
skilled  Production shop-keep- <workers| Pro-- Hotel| - Agri- including
and semi-  workers: - Clerks/| ersishop = maids/| fessional| guesthouse . cultural not .
skilled - unskilled ~ typists _ assistants cleaners  technical " keepers ~occupations  stated Total -
Single
75.3 710 . 754 818 . 754 . 80.0 (82.6) - (100.0) - :(88.6)- 77.5.
15.5 15.0 133 9.7 123 - 96 en . . — 114 124
6.9 140 9.6 .63 .. 70 104 = - -43) — — .83
23 — 17 . 23 .53 = “4.3) L — — © 1.9
100 100 100 100 :100 100 100 100 100 . 100 .
174 100 301 176 114 - 115 23 11 44 1,058
- Married
(83.3) - (84.2) 70.7) ‘876 807 886 (100.0) (100.0) 95.1° 8.7 .
@2 . 53 . (33 . - 8.0 3.0 23 — —_ . —_ 40
(125 '(10.5) - 17.1) 2.7 11.1 - 8.0 = — — 7.3
C— —_ 4.9 1.8 52 RS T IO p— — 49 3.0
100 100 100 100 . 100 100 . 100 - 100 100 100
24 19 41 113 135 88 22 . . 61 504
" Widowed.
. (857 (80.0) ~ (100.0) 94.7) '84.2 (28.6) . (75.0) .100.0 (100.0) 89.7
(14.3) —. — — . 18 429 - — . — — 29
T 20.0)° — - 8.8 - (28.6) (25.0) — [ 51
— — = (53 - 58 . — — e — 23
100 100 100 . 100 100 100 100 100 100 . . 100
7 5. 13 .19 57 7 4 54 9 - © 175

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 5.7: Farm and non-farm:
frequency of change of employer over past year classified by marital status ( percentages)

Number of different employers Single Married Widowed Total
One 32.8 (30.0) (20.0) 32.1
; Two 45.8 (40.0) (20.0) 442
Three or more 13.7 (15.0) (20.0) 14.1
No answer 7.6 (15.0) (40.0) 9.6
Total percent who had changed employer 100 100 100 100
N 131 20 5 156

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50
or fewer.

TABLE 5.8: Farm and non-farm:
Reason for employer change classified by marital status (percentages)

Single Married Widowed Total

Reason

Higher wages . 29.0 (10.0) (33.3) 26.8
Better or more interesting job 17.6 (10.0) — 159
Less distance to travel 3.8 5.0 — 3.8
“Bored” with present job 9.2 o — . 1.6
Firm closed, redundancy . 17.6 (20.0) 16.7) 17.8
Convenience or social factors 11.5 (10.0) (33.3) 12.1
Other, including no answer 11.5 45.0) (16.7) 15.9
Total percent 100 100 100 100
Number answering 131 20 6 157

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50
or fewer.
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TABLE 5.9 Farm and non-farm working women: . .
absences from work during year, other than holidays and leave ( percentages)

Si’ngle - Married Widoived . Total -

Noné ‘ : 90.5 75.2 . 851 85.5
“When husband/chlldrena.resxck” : L= 6.3 2.9 21

““When I don’t feel.like workmg” ' _— 34 .34 1.7 3.2
For other reasons B A .24 1 25
" Not applicable ‘ o 2.1 S 8.5 6.3, 4.4
No answer B 13 42 2.9 2.3
Total percent S - 100- . 100 . 100 100

N 3 1088 504 175 1737

TABLE 5.13: Farm and non-'farm married and widowed workiné women with childl;en e
: arrangements for child care ( percentages) ‘

Children present in age groups: : . . O-under 2. 2-under 4 . 4-under 14
No special arrangement ‘ o 561 558 73.7
Paid help (live-in) : . ~7.0 ‘84 .53

_Paid help (not livingin) . v 53 . 10.5° 53

Unpaid help (relative living in) - : 140 . 10.5 6.0
Take children to neighbours, etc oL 123 - 42 4.7

- Paid day-care centre . T .35 42 - 1.0

Take children towork .~ o - 21 0 10
No answer - - 1.8 4.2 30
Total percent AR L A 100 100 100

N . N o S -1 .95 300

TABLE 5.15: Non-, farm workmg women with chlldren ‘mode of travel to and from work
of those making. * a special arrangements” for cthd-care (percentages)

Chxldren present in age groups o O-under 2 '_ ' 2-under 4 ~4—under 14
Mode of travel _ S o S \ '
Works at home g S ) : : 53.1) ~ 604 . 33.9.
All others o U T 469 . 39.6 .. 66.1
Total percent S : 100.0 100 = © 100

N S R 32 8 : 221

. Entncs in parentheses relate to sample groups in whlch the total number of respondents was 50 or
ewer, )




TABLE 5.10: How respondents heard about their jobs, classified by marital status (percentages)

Single
Married
Widowed

Single
Married
Widowed

Single
Married
Widowed
Total

Self-
employed| Employ-  Employ- Heard Other, Total
Jamily Ads in ment ment Contacted Counsellor]  from including
business  the paper exchanges agency  employer Recruited  priest friend  no answer  percent N
Non-farm
5.0 26.5 14 2.8 154 . 82 7.0 29.7 4.1 100 979
28.9 122 0.2 0.5 122 11.0 3.8 23.2 8.0 100 426
124 53 3.5 0.9 124 11.5 — 40.7 13.3 100 113
Farm
19.0 22.8 2.5 — 19.0 7.6 25 19.0 7.6 100 79
34.6 154 — — 13 9.0 1.3 103 28.2 100 78
95.2 — _ — — 1.6 1.6 1.6 — 100 62
Total
6.0 26.2 1.5 26 15.6 8.1 6.7 28.9 43 100 1,058
30.0 127 0.2 04 10.5 10.7 34 21.2 11.1 100 504
41.7 34 23 0.6 8.0 8.0 0.6 26.9 8.6 100 175
16.5 20.0 1.2 1.7 134 8.9 5.1 26.5 6.7 100 1,737
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TABLE 5.11: Mode of transport to and from work, classified by marital status (percentages)

Single
- Married

‘Widowed

-"Single -

Married -
Widowed

Single
Married
Widowed

Total

- Motor

Other,

. Works Public Private cycle] Gets Firm's including - -~ = Total
at home . ‘Walks . transport  Bicycle car - scooter alift  “transport 'no answer. _percent N
ANon-f'a}in
70 321 31 59 7.7 11 .81 - 15 . 35 100 919
270 284 -143 6.3 150 02 31 02 54 100 426
168 . 292 - 283 9.7 53 — 44— 62 .10 113
; Farm
19.0° 38 114 114 . 114 250 241 25 139 100 79
372 5.1 2.6 L3 . 218 — 3.8 2.6 25.7 ) 100 78
968 1.6 —_ 1.6. —_ — — —_ — - 100 L 62
: Tétal
7.9 30.0 315 63 7.9 12 93 16 43 100 1,058
. 28.6 24.8 12,5 . .56 16.1 0.2 32 0.6 -85 100 ~ 504
45.1 19.44 18.3 . 6.9 34 . — 29 — 4.0 : 100 . 175 A
117 214 2460 62 9.8 08 .69  12. 55 100 1,737

g1
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TABLE 5.12: Mode of travel to and from work, classified by area of residence (percentages)

Motor - Other
Works Public Private cycle| Gets Firm’s  including Total
at home  Walks transport Bicycle car scooter alift  transport no answer percent N

Area
Open country 29.1 94 11.1 9.8 139 1.5 13.0 1.7 10.5 100 468
Near town, outside .

speed limit 17.1 18.6 22.9 114 20.0 — 2.9 — 7.1 100 70
Residential, suburban,

inside speed limit 10.7 35.2 32.1 44 8.1 0.7 45 12 3.1 100 1,014
Business district,

city centre 279 33.9 18.0 44 55 — 49 — 55 100 183
No answer — — (50.0) —_ — — (50.0) — — 100 2

Total 17.7 274 24.6 6.2 9.8 0.8 6.9 12 5.5 100 1,737
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TABLE 5.14: Farmand non-farm married and widowed working women: occupational distribution classified by presence of children (. perceniages )

g1

Children present in age groups: . ) " O-under 2 . ‘ - 2-under4 . 4-under 4.

: R . o R " " None -Oneormore  None ~ °~ Oneormore None One or more
,Occupanon ‘ ' — —_— , — '
Production workers: skilled and semx-skllled : 438 012 ‘5.0 21 ‘4.7 43
Production workers: unskilled o -39 .. C— 3.8 21 34 3.7
Clerks/typists . 82 53 . .19 - 8.4 -84 73

~ Salaried employecs/shop—keepers/shop assxstants 19.1 . 228 © 193 ’ ©20.0 17.7 . - -21.3

. Service workers/maids/cleaners ‘ © 294 15.8 303 C 158 ) 300 : 25.3

 Professionalftechnical - . . 12.5 29.8 125 232 11.6 167

" Hotel/guesthouse keepers : 35 7.0 ' 3.7 42 37 4.0
Agricultural occupations . -85 35 - 8.7 ’ 42 - 119 33

~'Other, including not stated : ‘ B o100 . 140 - 87 20.0 ‘8.4 14.0
Total percent o o ) - 100 . 100 . 100 . 100 . 100 100

N ERR . 622 57 . 584~ 95 31 300
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seavion 6 Polictes Towards Married Women Working

HE questionnaire included a number of questions designed to find out how
the respondents viewed the State’s and employers’ policies towards married
women who are working or interested in working. All respondents were

asked:

What do you think is the most helpful thing that could be done (by employers
or the Government, for example) to help married women who are interested
in working? -
The respondents were not prompted in any way. It proved relatively easy to code
the answers obtained using a short list of policy options. Table 6.1 presents the
general findings.?

It may be seen that a number of policies figured prominently among the replies
received. “‘Flexible hours”, ‘“change tax laws” and ‘“‘provide day-care centres”
(either State or .privately run) were all important, each being mentioned by at
least 14 per cent of the respondents. “Better transport” and “equal pay” were
somewhat less important, and ‘“remove marriage bar”, “raise social security
benefits”, “other” were not mentioned very frequently. A considerable proportion
(over 25 per cent) had no opinion on this matter: they either disapproved of married
women working or felt they could not suggest a helpful policy. It may be seen from
the table that this “no opinion” response was most common among single women,
especially those who were not working and least common among married women,
especially those who were working.

“Change tax laws” was far more frequently mentioned among non-farm respond-
ents, and “better transport” among farm respondents. Dissatisfaction with the tax
treatment of married women’s earnings was more common among working than
non-working respondents, and among the married than the single in the non-farm
sample. The lowest proportion mentioning this policy was 4.3 per cent among
farm single, non-working women, and the highest was g4 per cent among non-farm
married working women. This outcome shows that those who would be most
affected are also most anxious to have the tax laws changed. Provision of day-care
centres was more in demand in the non-farm, than in the farm, sample and among
non-working than among working respondents. There was some tendency for this
policy to increase in importance as “change tax laws” declined. Thus, those not
now working were more interested in a policy that would facilitate entry to the
labour force but those already at work placed more emphasis on a policy that would
raise their také-home pay. This presumably reflects the fact (already commented
on) that working women were likely to have solved the child-care problem to their

1 The material discussed in Section 4 showed that the items recewmg the highest average rank were
also those that were most frequently given first rank. The tables in the present Section giving per-
centage of times mentioned as the most important item may therefore be taken as an indication of
average rank.
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" own satxsfactxon, and hence it had lost urgency for them. Thc demand for “flexible
_hours” was falrly uniform amo.g the non-farm groups, but reached a high figure
~ (29 per cent) among farm working respondents. “Equal. pay” was mentioned as.
the most helpful policy by 8 per cent of the total sample and was actually the most
important item (along with “flexible hours”’), among single farm women not currently
working.
These responses were clasmﬁcd by the respondent’s attltude towards married
. women working. Within each sub-category -the contrasts between respondents
with different attitudes to married women working in what was considered the
most helpful policy were not very great. As might have been expected, “no opinion,
disapprove etc.” was most important among those who disapproved (reaching
49 per cent of non-working married women' who dlsapprovcd strongly, compared
with only g per cent of working married women who approved unconditionally).
“Change tax laws” ‘gained somewhat in importance among those who approved
of married women working: over 40 per cent of workmg married women (non-farm)
who approved uncondltlonally thought “change tax laws” would be the most
helpful policy. When allowance is. made for differences in attitudes, “fexible hours”
remained more important among" non-workmg, than among worklng women.
Those who disapproved of married women working were less likely to recommend ‘
any pohcy, but if they did suggest one it was likely to be “flexible hours” or “provide -
day-care centres”, prcsumably reflecting their “over-riding concern that when a mother
works this should not adversely affect the care of her ‘children. On the other hand,
those who strongly approved of married women working were more likely (especially
if they were working) to recommend some policy, and this policy was more likely
-to be “change. tax laws”. This contrast is consistent with earlier- findings on the
greater concern about child-care expressed by those who were not working, especially
when they disapproved of married women workmg
In Table 6.2 the most helpful policy is classified by reasons for not worklng
It is striking that a vanety of policies was mentioned by women giving each reason:
although certain ‘pairs of policies and reasons- were frequently matched, there was
no unanimity as to the most helpful policy according to the reason for not working.
For example, 41 per cent of those who said they were not working because “hours
were not flexible’” gave “flexible hours” as the most helpful policy, but 24 per cent
of these gave “provide’ day-care centres” and 11 per cent “change tax laws”. Of
_course, “‘the most helpful” policy may be only one of many policies that are almost
equally urgent to an individual respondent (just as “the main reason” for not working
may also be only one among many important reasons) and hence an exact fit
of policies and reasons for not working would not be-expected. Furthermore the
reason for not workmg may have been given strictly from the. viewpoint of the.
respondent’s personal situation, whereas the policy question may have been inter-
preted as having a more generahscd frame of reference (““married women in
general”).. This table illustrates the point, already :evident from. earlier results,.
that no one policy change would of itself solve the problems of even.the majority
. of the rcspondents nor is there nccessarlly even a unique policy capable of alleviating
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the problems faced by women giving the same reason for not working. The difficulties
posed by inflexibility in working hours, for example, could be overcome by a change
in the work schedule, but there are situations in which this might not be feasible
and women could go to work only by being able to arrange child-care (either in
day-care centres or through paid help in the home, which would be facilitated
by lower taxes). It is notable that each of these policies (flexible hours, day-care
centres, lower taxes) was considered desirable by a substantial proportion of the
respondents who said they were not working because of responsibilities for child-
care. Even among those who gave ‘“taxes too high” as the main reason for not
working, 14 per cent advocated day-care centres as the most helpful policy (although
of course “change tax laws” was the policy most frequently mentioned by this
group).

Table 6.3 shows the policies mentioned classified by prcsence of children. A
striking feature is the relatively constant frequency with which “change tax laws”
is mentioned, whereas “provide day-care centres” was much more frequently
mentioned by those with young children (about one-fourth of those in the non-farm
sample with children under 4 years advocated day-care centres, and this proportlon
was almost equal as between the working and non-working respondents) It is
also noticeable that those with children had more definite views on the policy
question and were less likely to give “no opinion” as an answer.

The policies advocated were considered from the viewpoint of the respondent’s
education. The higher the level of education, the lower the proportions giving
“no opinion”. It was also broadly the case that the higher the level of education
the greater the stress placed on ‘“‘change tax laws”. Advocacy of day-care centres
was least common among those whose education had ended at the primary level.
Once again, though, the relatively high frequency of the three main policies in all
the educational groups is striking. In fact, none of the more detailed classifications
considered exercises as much influence on the relative importance of the policies
mentioned as does the simple farm/non-farm dichotomy on the rank of ‘“better
transport” and ‘“‘change tax laws”. This point was illustrated once again when
policies were classified by social group. Many different policies remain important
in all groups, and the overall similarities are more striking than the differences.

The point was made earlier that women with opportunities to work at home
were more likely to enter the labour force (even when they had young children)
than were all others. In Table 6.4 the policies advocated by women working at
home are compared with those advocated by women who go out to work. Although
the difference between these two categories is not very dramatic, it is significant
statistically.2 Two contrasts are noticeable: those who work at home were far more
likely to answer “no opinion” or to mention establishment of day—care centres,
whereas those working away from home were more interested in scemg the tax
laws changed. This further illustrates the points made in Section 5 in the context
of the attraction of working at home for women with young children.

2 P(X?) <0.01
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Table 6. 5 illustrates: the 1mportance of geographlcal factors in the emphasxs
placed on various policies. Naturally, “better transport” received most-emphasis
from those living-in the “open country”. This group was-also least likely to mention

“change tax laws”, but most likely to answer “no opinion”. This pattern of résponses
suggests that the non-workmg women living in the open country (but not on farms)
were below average in interest in the problems of married women working, and,
to the extent they were interested, they placed more stress'on getting 'to jobs than
on other policy alternatives. This is consistent with the findings reported in Section 3,
where it was seen that women in the open country were by far the most pe551mlst1c
about the availability of employment opportumtles *

Those who gave high taxation as the main reason why they were not workmg4 ‘
‘were asked what changes they thought . should be . made in the tax treatment of
married women. The (106) answers received were generally of a qualitative nature,
and can be summarised as follows:

‘ , per cent

Tax as single woman - 26 -
Tax as man o 3
.- Do not tax at all e 8
-Raise tax free allowance =~ = 62
N=106 R 100

Only two policies were mentioned with any frequency: “‘tax as single woman”
and “raise tax free allowance”. Those who advocated a higher tax free allowance
in some cases spec1ﬁed the allowance they would like to see: the average figure was
£6.67 (the most common range was £4-£6) per week.
.~ At this point it is helpful to summarise some of the relevant features of the Irish
income tax code (Budget 1972). Three cases are used in Table 6.6 to illustrate
the incidence of ‘taxation on the working wife. In Case I, the husband’s and wife’s
combined income is less than £2,000 a year. In Case II, their combined income
cxceeds, but the husband’s income s less than, £2,000. In Case 111, the husband’s
income is £2,000. The tax code allows the workmg wife a maximum tax free allow-
ance of £74. In addition hér income may benefit from the 25 per cent earned income
relief that applies up to’ a maximum of £500 in respect of a combmed income of
£2,000. -

The followmg pomts are clear from Table 6 6

(I) The tax payable by the married couplc in all cases exceeds the sum of
the tax payable by two unmarried people. . S
This excess increases (both absolutely and -as a proportlon of mcome)
as the combined i income of the couple rises.
“The married couplc would also become liable to sur-tax much sooner
than would be the case if their incomes ‘were taxed separately
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2) The marginal tax rate (that is, the proportion of each extra pound payable
g > prop p pay
in income tax) on the wife’s earnings is g5 per cent, except in the case
where combined income is less than £2,000.

(3) The average tax rate (that is, the proportion of total income payable in
income tax) on the wife’s earnings rises, and rapidly approaches 35 per
cent, as combined income increases.

There is an element of discretion in the calculation of the wife’s tax rates, since
earned income relief is based on combined income, and if a “separate assessment”
is obtained this relief can be distributed between husband and wife in any way
they desire: up to a maximum of 25 per cent of her earned income, or £500, may
be deducted from her liability (but added to his), without altering their combined
tax lability. The suggestion “tax as single woman’ mentioned by some respondents
presumably implies going beyond the existing provision for “‘separate assessment”
and allowing husband and wife to file separate returns so that their combined
liabilities never exceeds the sum of those of a single man and woman. Provision
for this type of return exists under the income tax codes in the United Kingdom,
W. Germany, and the USA, but not in France or Italy, for example. The reduction
in revenue that would be caused by introducing such a provision in Ireland would
be less than that associated with the hypothetical changes discussed in detail below.
The policy most frequently advocated by those who gave high taxes as a reason
for not working was “raise tax free allowance”. About two-thirds of this group
(64 people) advocated this policy explicitly. This goal might be achieved by making
provision for separate returns, as discussed above, but it is likely that most of the
respondents who suggested this policy envisaged a more generous treatment of
the wife’s earned income within the framework of a joint return. A number of points
must be kept in mind in considering this proposal. The present tax-free allowance
to married women of £74 yearly is the only direct tax concession made to the
married woman who works, although if her husband’s income is below [2,000,
the couple’s combined take home pay will benefit from an increased earned income
relief (as in Cases I and II in Table 6.6). Expenses (on child-care, travel to work etc.)
are not normally deductable for tax purposes, and this obviously leans more heavily
on the wife’s income than on the husband’s. In some other EEC member countries,
the tax treatment of working wives is far more favourable than in Ireland. In the
United Kingdom, for example, a wife receives an allowance of up to £460 a year,
in addition to 22 per cent earned income relief (on combined income of up to
£4,500), allowing her to earn £592 a year tax-free. However, the economic and
demographic background of the British situation is very different from the Irish,
since (as mentioned in Section 1 above) the increased number of married women -
working was the only source of labour force growth in Britain in the 1g6os.
The subjective feelings of taxpayers regarding the fairness of the tax regime are
possibly more important in connection with the Irish' tax treatment of working
wives than are the other economic benefits and costs associated with a change in
the tax code. The most important benefit to be derived from a diﬁ’cren‘t tax regime
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, might be the increased sense of equity among women who -advocate this as the
most desirable policy (they amounted to 16 per cent. of our total sample, and 34
per cent of non-farm married ‘working women). Other benefits and costs exist,
however. A reduction in tax liability would, in the first instance, represent a transfer
.of part of the value of the worker’s total product from the government to the worker. *
In as much as the existing labour force was w1111ng to work at the pre-tax-reducuon,
net wage, it experiences an increase in its rent or producers’ surplus” asa result of
Uthe tax cut. However, a.lower level of taxation may induce more married- women
to enter the labour force, and the value of the additional workers’ producers’ surplust
must be added to the i increase in surplus received by those already in the labour
- force in evaluating the benefits of a tax cut. It would be necessary to have a numerical
estimate of the response (in term of new entrants to the labour force) to'a tax cut
in order to quantify these benefits. Our. survey does not provide such an estimate,
although the frequency with which this policy was recommended suggests that
there would: be a positive response.5 Furthermore if a reduction ‘in the tax rate
resulted in a more efficient allocatlon of the female labour force (by reducing the
incentive to work at home or in self — employment generally), the increased output
thereby facilitated would have to be counted among -the policy’s benefits.

Thus, the factors that make it likely that a favourable benefit/cost ratio’ would-
result from a policy of reduced taxation on working. wives may be listed as: :

(1) The increased sense of equlty among marned women that would follow
from this pohcy : '

(2) The probablhty tha.t the elast1c1ty of supply of marrled women ‘to the
labour force is relatively hlgh

(3) ‘The reduction in the social costs associated ‘with the effects on.the structure
of the female labour force of the desire to avoid income tax.

Although the‘ results of our survey do not lend themselves to use in'quantifying
these factors, it is clear from our discussion in this and previous Sections that ample |
evidence exists to show that all three effécts are- likely to be important.in Ireland
today However, these factors favourable to a tax reduction must be consxdered '
in conjunction with the evidence, discussed at length in Section g, that an excess
supply of married women available for work exists at current net wage rates. To
the extent that.deficient aggregate demand for labour constitutes the effective
constraint on the employment of married women, the second factor listed above
becomes less relevant to an analysxs of the tax cut pohcy

3 That is, the exoess of the wage bill over. the sum of the payments necessary to ennce the extstmg
number of workers into the labour force.

¢ The rest.of their earnings are not a benefit of the policy, since this amount is required to com-

nsate the entrants to the labour force for the sacrifice of lelsure and non-market work involved
in entering the labour force.

5 Against this ‘evidence of elasticity in the supply of married women to the labour force must
be set the evidence of excess supply at ex1stmg net wages examined in Section 3. If demand factors
are the constraint that prevent a growth in the mamed female labour force, policies desxgned to
increase supply are of far less. beneﬁt o
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Although it is not feasible to quantify the economic benefits that would follow
from a tax cut, it is a relatively simple matter to estimate the financial cost to the
Exchequer of such a policy. It must be stressed, however, that this financial cost
is in no way a measure of the economic costs entailed by the policy.®

The effects of a tax cut on the Exchequer can be illustrated by considering in
detail the implications of raising a married woman’s tax free allowance from its
aresent level of £74 a year to (a) £250 and (b) £500. The following assumptions
pre made. They are designed to overestimate the financial costs of the policies.

(1) Average income earned by working wives is £750 a year.

(2) Average tax liability at present rates is £23% a year (which would be the
case only if all husbands were earning at least £2,000: if a husband were
earning less than £1,250, wife’s liability at present rates would be £176).

(3) There are go,000 wives working in non-agricultural employment before
any change in taxes. (The 1966 Census of Population yields a figure of
twenty-three thousand, which has been raised to allow for under-reporting
and the growth of the non-agricultural female labour force.)

On these assumptions, the following is the initial outcome of the two hypothetical
tax cuts:

@ ®)

Hypothetical tax free allowance for married women,; £250 £500
a. Tax liability on income of £750: £175 £87.50
b. Initial loss in tax revenue (present liability of £237 less a): £62 £149.50
c. Total initial loss to Exchequer (b x 30,000): £1.9 £4.5m.
d. Lossas % of total receipts from income tax, 1972/3: 1.1 per cent 2.5 per cent
e. Lossas % of growth in receipts from income tax,

1971/2-1972/3: 6.2per cent 14,75 per cent

This initial loss of revenues could be offset, in part at least, by increased indirect
tax receipts when the extra income injected into the economy is spent. An analysil
of such repercussions of the tax cut is, however, dependent on the assumptions
made about the impact of the shortfall in government receipts on governmens
expenditure. In order not to underestimate the financial cost of the hypotheticat
tax cut, let us assume that government maintains its existing levels of expenditure
and finances the loss of revenue due to the tax cut by raising direct taxes by the small

¢ It is possible, for example, that the increase in producers’ surplus resulting from a tax cut could
exceed the initial amount of the reduction in tax receipts, making it feasible for the Exchequer
to recoup its lost revenue while still leaving some people better off than they were before the tax cut.
Whether or not the Exchequer actually recoups its losses is not relevant to this criterion for an
improvement. It is also evident that this criterion is not a necessary condition for the policy to
represent a potential improvement in the Pareto sense.
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amount required to recoup the lost revenue.” Thus the maximum loss of revenue
entailed by the tax cuts we have considered is in the range of £1.9 million to £4.5
million. The initroduction of the right to separate taxation for husband and wife
would, of course, cost. much less than the £r1.9 million assoc1atcd with a £250 a
.. year tax-free allowance for working wives. :

It may be calculated that each additional marrled woman attractcd into the
-labour force (at our assumed average income of £750 a year) would contribute
£175 a year in extra income tax if the tax-free allowance were £250; and £87 50
a year if the allowance were £500. Morcover, each additional woman receiving this
income would contribute £g2: or £ 106 yearly in md1rect taxes (depcndmg on the
tax-free allowance)®

Hence, - their total extra tax contmbutlon would be ,(,‘267 or £193°50 a year.
Thus, in the case of the introduction of a tax—free allowance of £250 a year, if this
elicited an increase of about 7,100 in the number of married women' working,
the Exchcquer'as a whole would suffer no net tax loss; if the allowance were raised

- to £500 a year, the increase in thc labour force required to restore the lost revenue
would be just over 23,000, »

It is one thing to demonstrate that a hypothetical tax cut would cost relatively
little, another to conclude that such a cut should be the. first priority among.all
possible policies. It should, for example, be borne in mind that' the existing tax
regime is progressive, and bears most heavily on working wives where family income

is in excess of £2,000 a year. Thus raising the wife’s tax-free allowance to £500 a -
year would improve the after-tax pay of a family where the husband earned £2,000
and the wife £500 by about £150 a year, but it would improve the position of the

couple where the husband earned £1,400 and the wife £500 by only about £105

‘a year. The famlly with the smaller joint income would experience a smaller pro- -

portional rise in its after-tax income. In fact, almost any reform of the tax treatment
of married -women would benefit the wealthier sectlons of thc populatlon pro-
portionately more. than the poorer.19 '

. Furthermore, reform in the tax treatment of working wives is herc considered
in isolation from the rest of the income tax system. The hypothetical changes
discussed above would undoubtedly create anomalies, since, for example, the tax
. liability of a married couple, béth of whom work, might become less than that of

two single people with the same combined income as the married couple (ignoring

the allowanccs given married couples in rcspcct of ch11dren) It would be undemrablc

7We thereby remove a.ny multlpher effects from the policy. For a dlscussmn of these effects
in an Irish context, cf. Bristow and Fell [1, p. 23].

s As%ur{x’gllng the ratio of taxes on expendlture (exclading rates) to expendlture on GNP is 16 per
cent, ¢

* The fact that substantlal reductions in the income taxatlon of married women oould be imple-

mented at a very small financial cost relative to total income tax receipts is perhaps so obvious
that these exercises are unnecessary.- It was seen in Table 1.1 that.only 2 per.cent of the labour force

consists of married women, and thls figure alone would allow one to conclude that they contribute
less than 2 per cent of the total income tax bill.
19 This does not preclude the possibility that the progressweness of the tax structure would

increase as a result of the change—which, in fact, would generally be the case when- tax-free allow- -

ances are mcreased
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that an unmarried woman head of household should pay more in taxes than a married
woman with the same income. However, the exact changes in married women’s
taxes that are desirable, and the alterations in other rates of taxation that such
changes would render inevitable, would have to be decided by tax experts if a
decision were taken in principle concerning the need for change. It must also be
borne in mind that the analysis presented above considers a change in the tax
treatment of married women only in relation to policies towards married women
in the labour force. It is recognised that other changes in the income tax code may
be more urgent than the one considered here, but obviously a complete evaluation
of the tax system lies outside the scope of the present study.

Changes in the tax laws would not satisfy all the proposals made in reply to the
question on the “most helpful policy”. In particular, they would not directly meet
‘the needs of those who proposed the provision of day-care centres. In order to assess
more fully the importance of this proposal, and hence its urgency compared with a
reduction in the taxation of married women, the following question was asked
of all married women:

What do you think about leaving young children in day-care centres (nurseries,
playgroups) while their mothers are working? Do you approve or disapprove?

The answers were coded into the following results:

per cent
Strong disapproval , 25.2
Disapproval (“‘only if necessary” etc.) 23.7
No opinion etc, 4.8
Approval (“no objection”) 31.2

. Strong approval (“it’s good for them etc.”) 14.9

N==3303 100.0

As was the case with the question on married women working, attitudes were quite
polarised, although definitely more inclined towards strong disapproval than strong
approval. Table 6.7 presents a breakdown of these replies by the respondents’
attitudes to married women working and by labour force status. In the first place,
it is clear that respondents in the farm sample were far less likely to approve than
those in the non-farm sample. It is also striking that within each sub-sample, the
working women in general differed little from the non-working in their attitudes
to day-care centres. When farm/non-farm residence and labour force status are
controlled, there is a very clear association between attitudes to day-care centres
and to married women working, with those that approve of one being much more
likely to approve of the other. Strong approval was expressed by g7 per cent of the
non-farm working women who approved unconditionally of married women working,
compared with, at the other extreme, only 7 per cent of the non-working women
who strongly disapproved of married women working. Thus the two sets of attitudes
are interrelated although they do not entirely coincide, as may be seen from the
proportions that approve on one question and disapprove on the other.
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When' the answers to this ‘question were classified by respondents’ : education,

strong disapproval was found to be most common among those - who ended their

- education at primary level, but the tendency was also apparent (as was. noticed -

in other situations earlier) for them to express more definite views (either strong
" approval or disapproval). The most striking feature, though, of this analysis was
the relative uniformity of views between women' with very different educational
backgrounds approval or disapproval of the notion of day-care centres was not
the monopoly of any one group. A similar conclusion could be drawn from the
analysis by social group..The importance of unqualified approval or disapproval

among the manual social groups was striking, but it was also clear that a varlety'

of opinions existed within each group.. » e

Finally, the answers to.the question on day-care centrcs have been analysed by
presence of children in Table 6.8. The rather surprising findings are, first, that
there is relatively little difference between the opinions of those with and those
without children. Secondly, those without young children tend to be somewhat
less likely to approve of day-care centres than those with.1! These- patterns are
consistent between the farm and non-farm samples. Tt is important to note, therefore,
that approval of day-care centres is, if anything, more common among those with
children. The 1dea of putting children into day-care centres seems at least as attractive
to women who are responsible for looking after children as to those who do not
have this responsibility.

Rcspondcnts who approved of day-care centres were askcd ‘who’ should run
these ¢entres?” The answers are set out in Table 6.9. A state-run system was by
far the most popular alternative, as was already revealed in the answers to the
question on “most helpful policy”. It may be seen that neither labour force status
nor attitude to centres has a significant influence on the answers to who should
run the centres (the differences between the two rows of each panel of Table 6.8
are not significant, P (X)?=.20). In ‘the farm sample there was a tendency for
respondents to favour “private” centres at the expense of "‘employcr” run centres,
but the general pattem of prcf'ercnces ‘were vcry similar in farm .and mnon-farm
answers. :

It Imght be suspccted that the prcfcrcncc for state-run day-care centres was .

merely a reflection of the belief that this would be the cheapest way of obtaining
the service. An extra question had been asked of those women who said that the
absence of day-care facilities was the main reason -why they were not workmg

concerning the amount they would be willing to pay for such facilities. The non- ° ‘
response rate to this question was high, 25 per cent of those asked replying that they -

“didn’t know”, A further 11 per cent thought it should depend on the income
of the person usmg them. ‘Of thosé g1v1ng a quantified estimate of the amount
that they thought ‘would be fair, the average was £1-76 per week, with a standard

deviation of £ 1'03 The averages given by those mentioning the dlﬁ‘crcnt types\

11 The dxﬁ‘erenm between those and without chlldren under 19 are stanstlcally s1gmﬁcant for
both working and non-working women in the non-farm sample a]though not at a very hlgh level
of sxgmﬁcanoe In both cases P(X H=.10. - . ;
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of arrangements possible ranged from £1-74 for those saying State to £1-83 for
those saying ‘“‘private”. These differences are not significant statistically (¢-test),
and hence it seems that the preference for state-run centres was not merely a
reflection of a desire to pay as little as possible for these facilities.

Those who said that the establishment of day-care centres would be the most
helpful policy were also questioned about the extent to which they would use these
facilities, if they were available. Seventy per cent of those answering said they were
interested in these facilities “‘all year round”, 11 per cent “during school holidays
only”, and 19 per cent said during some other fraction of the year. In terms of hours
per week the answers were:

per cent
under 10 11.3
10 — under 20 17.0
20 — under 25 35.3
25 — under 30 9.8
30 — under 35 6.3
35 and over 13.6
Don’t know, not sure - 6.6
N=317 100.0

When it is borne in mind that this policy (“establish day-care centres”) was
advocated as the most helpful policy by fewer respondents than advocated “change
tax laws” or “flexible hours”, and that married women were on average less than
enthusiastic about leaving children in centres of this type, it seems reasonable to
assign this policy a lower priority than should begiven toa tax change. This conclusion
is reinforced by considering that a radical revision of the tax treatment of married
women would have the effect of giving all working women now subject to taxation
greater purchasing power which could be allocated, if parents so wished, to paying
for suitable child-care arrangements. Allowing the working mother to arrive at
her own solution to the problem of child-care has the obvious advantage of avoiding
mis-allocation of resources, such as might be entailed in setting up a national network
of centres in advance of demand. Although our results show that such facilities
would be less in demand in rural areas than elsewhere, a policy of setting up such
centres in urban areas only would, nonetheless, entail a discrimination against
those women who live in country areas and are interested in using them. A change
in the tax law avoids this type of discrimination, since it would benefit all those
presently subject to tax. Removing a very substantial proportion of working married
women from the reach of income tax would have the additional advantage of
tending to equalise the burden of taxation between the self-employed and the rest
of the labour force.

However, the strong preference expressed by our respondents in favour of state
control of day-care facilities should be acknowledged at least to the extent that a
national system of registration and inspection of private facilities be established.
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As the number of married women entering the labour market increases, there is
likely to be an increase in the number of privately operated.child-care facilities:
In the long-run, the availability of members of the family (especially grandparents)
for child-care duties is likely to be reduced as average household size declines and
as more older women are themselves at work. It is likely. that the objectives behind
_the expressed preference for state-run facilities could -be satisfied if measures were
" taken to ensure that privately ‘operated facilities, (be they play groups, nursery
schools, or ‘day-care centres) do not violate certain minimum standards.

It should be kept in mind at this point that the relatlvely early age at which
children start school in Ireland somewhat mitigates the problem of child-care for
working mothers. here compared with many other European countries. A full evalua-
tion of the desirability of allocating state funds to the establishment of day-care
centres for the benefit of working mothers: could not avoid considering whether
the same money rmght not result in a high rate of social return if devoted, for
cxample, to improving existing school facilities for young children. No information
or attitudes towards broader issues of this type was. collected in the survey on which
the present report is based. .

A final question was, however, asked of thc 1nterv1ewces, concerning their views

~+ on the desirability of changing school hours with a'view to helping mothers who

want to work. Table 6.10 sets out the answers, classified by labour force status.
An overall feeling against change is evident. The only change that is viewed with
favour is the provision of school lunches. This policy was more frequently advocated
in the farm sample (the differences between the farm and combined non-farm
samples are statistically significant, P(X2) <.01). When these results were further
analysed by classifying them by attitudes towards day-care centres the one important
difference that emerged was that those who strongly disapproved of day-care centres
were very likely to answer “no change” in reply to the question on school hours.
- Obviously the question of changing school hours, and.in ‘particular of providing
school lunches, cannot be decided simply by reference to its effect on married
women who wish to work. But the survey does reveal a demand for change in this
direction among a significant minority of the respondents, especially those living
on farms. This finding should be considered in connectlon with any evaluation of
the feasibility of providing school lunches. : :
Policies such as “better transport” (which was strongly advocated in the rural
areas) and “flexible hours” (which was the most popular of all policies advocated
* by the respondents) fall mainly within the scope of employers. Such: policies may be
regarded as extra costs necessary to ensure an adequate supply of female labour.12
No doubt Irish employers, in view of the low proportion of the labour force accounted
for by married women, have riot been accustomed to the need to incur these costs.
It is evident, for example, from the answers obtained to the questions on recruit-
ment and transport to work, that employers only rarely explicitly recruit married
workers or provide special trahsport facilities. However, the pr‘ospcct is for continued

13 The greater emp]oyment stability and lower tum—over of mamcd (as opnosed to smgle) women
,oﬂ‘set some of these extra costs. :
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change on this front, as was argued in Section 1, where it was seen that in future
the supply of women workers will increasingly consist of married women. The
proportions of married women interested in working but unable to get “suitable”
work, especially outside the towns, indicates a considerable labour reserve. But
this reserve is not available on the same terms as, for example, a male labour force.
Many of the women indicated that child-care considerations restrict their ability
to work, and a pattern of part-time work (“flexible hours’) is obviously preferred
by a majority of married women with children. Ability to travel long distances or
to incur heavy costs in getting to work is also limited, in view of the substantial
inroads on take-home pay already made by taxation, social insurance and perhaps
child-care arrangements. Hence, employers experiencing a shortage of labour
in the traditionally female occupations can obtain extra women workers, but only
if an effort is made to accommodate the special problems faced by married women
who work.13

The task of employers in attracting married women to the labour force would,
of course, be made substantially easier by a radical reduction in the taxation of
working wives. From this viewpoint, a tax cut could be regarded as equivalent to
a subsidy to employers who hire married women, since the effect would be the same
as a grant designed to finance an increase in the pre-tax wages and salaries of
married women. A tax cut achieves its effect in a manner that is vastly simpler and
more attractive from an administrative point of view than such a grant system.
Employers could avail of the opportunity to develop day-care centres located at
the place of work for married workers wishing to use them. Working wives would
be in a better position to contribute to the maintenance of such facilities after
a tax cut. Thus the development of these facilities would begin at the locations
where they are in greatest demand.

All of the foregoing discussion, it may be pointed out, assumed the existing division
of labour within the family: responsibilities for child-care and household management
were assumed to rest primarily with the wife. The analysis started from the viewpoint
that the wife’s entry to the labour force was a secondary consideration compared
with her obligations to children and household. The husband, on the other hand,
was assumed normally to go out to work, implicitly leaving his wife to care for the
children as her first responsibility. No radical rearrangement of these traditional
roles and priorities has been explicitly considered in the present report, but it is
acknowledged that the foregoing analysis would be very different if the institutional
assumptions underlying it were altered.

A final issue needs to be stressed. In an economy characterised by substantial
unemployment (both in official Live Register statistics and in the ‘“hidden” sense
discussed in Section g), policies designed to increase the supply of any category
of labour cannot be considered very urgent. It is true that shortages of certain types
of labour can occur in the face of an overall surplus and this may from time to

13 This statement should perhaps be qualified to exclude certain lower paid occupations in the
past heavily dependent on younger female workers. Such occupations will in any event be affected
by the implementation of an equal pay policy. '
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time be true in Ireland of skilled workers or of ‘certain types of women workers.
When a shortage of female workers. develops'in an economy characterised by sub-
stantial male unemployment there is naturally a question as to whether it is desirable
to perpetuate the segregation of occupations implied by this imbalanced growth
in"the demand for male and female workers. Any policy designed to increase the
supply of women workers could in. this context be interpreted as reducing the
likelihood that employers would substitute male for female workers or hire addititnal
male workers. The urgency of all the policies discussed in' the present sectionowill
increase if the economy moves closer to the goal of general full employment. The
high proportions of non-working women (especially outside the main urban a eas)
who indicated that they were notw orking due to the absence of suitable employrment
opportunities serves to emphasise the magnitude of the task implied in reaching
this full cmploymcnt target. From the viewpoint of assisting married women who
are interested in working, as well as in view of the obvious need to relieve unemploy-
ment among heads. of households, an acceleration of the growth of employment
opportumtxcs is the most urgent goal of all,




TABLE 6.1: Most helpful policy classified by marital status and labour force status (percentages)

Non-farm Farm
Working Not working Working Not working
Mar- Wid- Mar- Wid- Mar- Wid- Mar- Wid-

Most helpful policy Single ried owed Single ried owed Single ried owed Single - ried owed Total
Flexible hours 19.2 14.6 159 15.6 19.2 19.2 21.5 29.5 14.5 174 19.5 (14.3) 187
Better transport 1.7 2.8 53 40 3.5 4.5 8.9 14.1 11.3 13.8 147 (28.5) 5.6
Change tax laws 155 34.3 2.1 85 18.5 11.5 139 6.4 6.5 4.3 53 — 15.8
Remove marriage bar 55 1.9 2.7 3.6 29 0.6 6.3 5.1 48 43 4.7 — 3.7
Equal pay 8.0 8.7 8.0 7.1 6.3 135 16.5 9.0 11.3 174 10.6 — 8.3
State should provide

day-care centres 10.2 10.8 9.7 12,5 13.8 12.2 13 3.8 4.3 29 4.3 — 104
Firms should provide

day-care centres 34 4.5 1.8 2.7 53 2.6 13 13 32 22 1.7 — 3.8
Raise social insurance benefits 1.5 1.9 8.0 4.9 29 4.5 1.3 6.4 4.8 3.6 21 — 2.7
Other 3.0 4.0 6.2 6.3 3.0 3.8 3.8 17 4.8 22 3.6 —_ 35
No opinion, disapprove, )

no answer 320 16.7 204 34.8 24.7 27.6 25.3 16.7 339 31.9 336 (57.1) 2715
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 979 426 113 224 2,025 156 79 78 62 138 774 7 5,061

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups where the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 6.3: Most helpful policy classified by presence of children (percentages)

'14—xmder 19

1,166 .

Children present in age groups: O-under 19 - O-under 2 2-under 4 4—under 14
- - . One or One or One or One or One or
None more None = more  None  more None more None more.
Most helpful policy - . Non-farm married working
Flexible hours 13.0 15 1 - 147 - (13.2) . 157 . .87 12,6 165 129 17.5
Better transport ‘1.7 32 Ky (T — 31 14 . 37 19 - 1.5 52
- Change tax laws .. - 374 33.1 33.8 (39.5) 345 333 346 340 375 28.6
. Remove marriage bar 2.6 16 - 21 - RNE 29 19 19 22 13
" Equal pay S 78 .-.90 85 - (10.5) 9.0 72 .89 8.5 17 - 104
State should provnde day-care centr&e 9.6 113~ ~ 103 (15.8) . 9.2 18.8 8.9 127 7 121 - 84
Firms should provide day-care centres - 1.7 55 4.6 2.6) 39 7.2 5.6 33 29 7.1
~ Raise 'social i insurance beneﬁts 2.6 16 . 21 — 22 . — 1.9 1.9 2.6 0.6
" Other - 43 39 - 39 (53) 42 29 4.2 38 3.7 45
No opinion, dlsapprove no answer 19.1 15.8 17.0 (13.2) 165 174. 17.8 15.6 16.9 16.2
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N : 115 311 388 38 357 .69 214 - 212 S 272 - - 154
Non-farm married not. working
Flexible hours 18.1 19.5 . 204 © .48 19.0 - 199 - 177 2(')-3_,_ © 1841 21.6
Better transport.’ 4.0 ‘3.3 3.6 . 31 41 1.6 .43 2.8 29 4.6
Change tax laws 16.4 19.0 174 224 18.0 19.7 189 - 18.2 20.6 139
Remove -marriage bar 21 31 29 29 24 - 42 - 26 - - 31 29 2.8
‘Equal pay ’ - 6.6 6.3 6.2 6.7 6.6 " 55. 6.5 . 6.2 6.3 6.5 -
State should provide day-care centres . 8.0 154 127 J18.1. . 121 184 101 166 142 129
Firms should provide day-care centres 3.1 5.9 © 5.0 64 41 8.6 38 6.3 5.6 4.6
Raise social i insurance benefits - - 26 29 34 07 32 1.8 24 32 25 © 36
Other - 31 3.0 3.0 31 . 33 22 29’ 31 2.7 38
No opinion, dlsapprove no answer 36.2 21.6 254 219 27.1 18.1 30.7 202 242 _ 257 -
Total percent © 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 - 100 . -100
N - 426 1,599 1,605 420 1,477 548 859 1,391 634

$E1
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TABLE 6.2: Non-farm married women not working: most helpful policy classified by reasons for not working (percentages)

Mother No
should not suitable Has 1o Other
Pgy too Lack No jobs Disapproves| : Too old| Don't need  work if there  facilities look after including
low, jobs Transport Hours not of qualifi- available| not Husband ill health extra are young Jor oldfill Marriage Taxes no

Most helpful policy unattractive problems Sflexible cations unemployed interested disapproves income children children relative bar too high answer Total
Flexible hours (13.9) (10.0) 40.7 (22.0) 20.1 10.7 173 25.1 14.1 204 19.9 244 (33.3) 104 123 19.2
Better transport 2.8) (10.0) 5.6 6.0 10.1 2.5 — 57 — 30 14 — — 1.3 49 35
Change tax laws (30.6) — 111 (20.0) 13.6 6.6 19.2 15.1 212 179 24.6 (13.3) (13.3) 53.2 14.1 18.5
Remove marriage bar (5.6) {10.0) 19 “.0 1.8 1.6 19 19 20 28 33 22 (20.0) 1.3 49 29
Equal pay (11.1) (20.0) 5.6 2.0 8.9 4.1 1.7 5.7 7.1 6.6 2.4 2.2 (13.3) 7.8 8.0 6.3
State should provide

day-care centres (11.1) (20.0) 204 4.0) 10.7 8.2 14.4 8.8 14.1 13.2 28,9 8.9 (13.3) 11.7 123 138
Firms should provide

day-care centres 33 —_ 3.7 — 2.4 4.1 5.8 57 7.1 5.6 9.5 .2) —_— 2.6 49 53
Raise social insurance benefits 5.6 (10.0) o (8.0) 5.3 1.6 1.0 5.7 20 3.2 0.5 6.7 —_ 1.3 — 29
Other 8.3 — 3.7 (6.0) 47 25 — — 3.0 3.1 24 @4 6.7 — 55 3.0
No opinion, disapprove,

1o answer 2.8) (20.0) 74 (28.0) 225 58.2 32.7 26.4 293 242 7.1 (35.6) — 104 331 247
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 37 10 54 50 169 122 104 159 99 711 210 45 15 77 163 2025

Entries in paxenthes&s relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.



TABLE 6.3: Most helpful policy classified by presence of children (percentages)—continued

O-under 19

Children present in age groups: O-under 2 2-under 4 4-under 14 14~under 19
One or One or One or One or One or
None more None more None more None more None more
Farm married working
Flexible hours @6.7) 254 28.1 (35.7) 30.0 (27.8) (375 23.9) (7.7 (32.3)
Better transport —_ 17.5 17.2 —_ 16.7 (5.6) 6.3) (19.6) 8.5 (22.6)
Change tax laws (13.3) 4.8 78 — 6.7 5.6 6.3) 6.5) (10. —
Remove marriage bar — 6.3 31 14.3) 33 (11.1) —_ 8.7 6.9 (3.2
Equal pay ' ®6.7 9.5 7.8 (14.3) 6.7 16.7) (15.6) 4.3) (10.6) (6.5
State should provide day-care centres — 4.8 3.1 (1.2 33 (5.6) 3. @.3) @4.3) (3.2
Firms should provide day-care centres — 1.6 1.6 — 1.7 — —_ 2.2) 2.1 —
Raise social insurance benefits 6.7 6.3 47  (143) 6.7 (5.6) (€D)] @®.7 64 (6.5)
Other —_— 9.5 9.4 —_ 5.0 16.7) — (13.0) 8.5 6.5
No opinion, disapprove, no answer (26.7) 14.3 17.2 (14.3) 200 (5.6) (28.1) ®.7 (14.9) (19.49)
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 15 63 64 14 60 18 32 46 47 31
Farm married not working
Flexible hours 19.9 194 20.9 14.1 219 13.0 20.2 18.9 18.9 209
Better transport 11.6 15.7 159 103 159 11.5 12.8 16.2 125 19.7
Change tax laws 44 5.6 5.0 6.4 42 8.2 42 6.2 6.2 33
Remove marriage bar 6.6 40 42 6.4 46 4.8 54 4.1 5.6 25
Equal pay 144 9.4 100 12.8 10.6 10.6 13.7 8.2 125 6.3
State should provide day-care centres 22 49 37 6.4 2.8 8.2 33 50 43 42
Firms should provide day-care centres —_ 22 13 32 12 29 1.8 - 1.6 1.7 1.7
Raise social insurance benefits 33 1.7 1.9 2.6 19 24 30 14 1.9 2.5
Other 2.8 3.9 39 2.6 4.1 24 2.7 43 3.0 5.0
No opinion, disapprove, no answer 34.8 33.2 33.2 35.3 327 36.1 330 340 335 339
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 181 593 618 156 566 208 336 438 535 239

Entries in parentheses refer to sample groups where the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 6.4: Non-farm married working women:

most helpful pollcy class:ﬁed by whether working at home ( percentages)

Most helpful policy

Flexible hours

Better transport
. Change tax laws

Remove marriage bar

Equal pay )

State should provide day-care centres
Firms should prdvxde day-care centres
Raise social insurance benefits

Other .

No opinion, dlsapprove no answer :

Total pereent
N

Works at home = All others
15.7 141
2.6 29
226 386
17 1.9
7.0 9.3
13.9- 9.6
35 4.8
26 1.6
2.6 4.5
27.8 12.5
100. 100 .
115 311




TABLE 6.5: Non-farm married women: most helpful policy classified by area of residence (percentages)

Most helpful policy

Flexible hours

Better transport

Change tax laws

Remove marriage bar

Equal pay

State should provide
day-care centres

Firms should provide
day-care centres

Raise social insurance
benefits

Other

No opinion, disapprove,
no answer

Total percent

N

Near Residential,  Business Near Residential,  Business
town, suburban, district, town, suburban, district,
Open outside  inside speed city Open outside  inside speed city No
country  speed limit limit centre country  speed limit limit centre answer
Working Not working
15.3 3.7 14.8 145 13.0 23.1 20.7 219 —
35 “4.3) 23 3.6 9.5 2.6 1.7 2.5 —
271 (26.1) 373 34.5 9.7 23.1 20.5 21.9 (100.0)
1.2 8.7 1.5 1.8 32 5.1 2.6 3.1 —
11.8 8.7 8.0 73 8.1 1.7 5.8 5.0 —
11.8 (174 9.9 109 9.7 154 15.0 14.4 —
3.5 — 5.3 3.6 2.1 1.3 6.3 15 —
24 “.3) 1.5 1.8 7.0 —_— 20 0.6 —
47 — 42 3.6 3.0 — 32 2.5 —
18.8 L7 152 18.2 34.6 21.8 222 20.6 —
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
85 23 263 55 431 78 1,355 160 1

Entries in parentheses refer to sample groups where the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 6.6: Hlustration of eﬁ'ects of income tax code (Finance Act 1972) on male and female 'ean'xings‘ (£?sj'

After-tax income

L o . Tax payable* . ' Tax rates on

Assumed pre-tax earnings (annual) As single persons - As married couple’ married couple married woman’s
: o ‘ income

.+ Com- . Com- . Com-  Wife not ' Wife Aver- Mar-

Man  Woman  bined Man =~ Woman - bined Man = Woman  bined ~ working working  age® ginal*.

- Col. - (1) (2) (3) (4) (5). 6 (7 & (9 (10 (11) (12) (13)
- “1,500 400 1,900 289 0 289, 186 114 300 1,281 1,600 20% 26%
I . 1,500 700 2,200 289 ° 79 368 177. . 219 396 1,281 1,804 25% 35% -

I 2,000 700 2,700 420 19 499 352 219 571 1,650 2,129 - '32% 35%

() All income assumed earned, no account taken of national insurance
(b) Proportion of wife’s pre-tax earnings not retained in couple’s after-
() Proportion of each extra £1.00 of wife’s earnings not retained in couple’s after-tax

tax income: Col. 12

(d) National insurance contributions would lower the wife’s take-hor}nepay by about £50 a year.

\

, children, interest paid etc. Separate assessment niot availed of.
. 12=Col. 2~—(Col. 11 —Col. 10)=-Col. 2. .
income:

i
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TABLE 6.7: Attitude to day~care centres classified by attitude to married women working (percentages)

Approve  Approve  No strong In general Strongly

uncondi- condi- feelings, dis- dis-
tionally tionally  no answer  approve approve Total
Attitude to day-care centres Farm-married working and not working
Strong disapproval 30.4 29.0 27.8 42.6 52.7 32.6
“Only if necessary” 24.0 23.6 29.2 28.7 23.0 24.6
No opinion, not asked etc. 4.0 3.1 13.9 1.1 — 3.6
No objection, mild approval  20.8 31.8 20.8 234 23.0 27.6
Strong approval 20.8 12.5 8.3 4.3 i 14 11.5
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 125 487 72 94 74 852
Non-farm married working
Strong disapproval 15.2 229 — (28.6) (52.6) 22.8
“Only if necessary” 17.4 28.0 (60.0) (31.9) (21.1) 26.1
No opinion, not asked etc. 54 2.9 (20.0) ¢ —_— 3.8
No objection, mild approval 25.0 32.7 (20.0) (20.0) (10.5) 28.9
Strong approval 37.0 13.5 —_ (14.3) (15.8) 18.5
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100
N 92 275 5 35 19 426
" Non-farm married not working

Strong disapproval 14.3 19.7 18.5 22.5 56.0 22.6
“Only if necessary” 15.5 23.3 23.9 335 16.8 22.8
No opinion, not asked etc. 7.0 4.8 9.8 6.2 6.0 5.6
No objection, mild approval 36,4 36.0 33.7 31.1 14.1 33.5
Strong approval 26.7 16.1 14.1 6.7 71 15.6
Total percent 100 100 100 100 100 100

N 258 1,282 92 209 184 2,025

fEntries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or
ewer.




TABLE 6.8: Attitude to day-care centres classified by presence of children (percentages)

Children present in age group.§ :

. Attitude to day-care centres

Strong disapproval
. “Only if necessary” '

No opinion, not asked etc. -

No objection, mild approval
Strong approval -

" Total percent -

N

Strong disapproval

“Only if necessary” ‘
‘No opinion, not ‘asked etc.
No obJectlon mild approval
Strong approval

' Total percent

N

Strong disapproval
“‘Only if necessary”
No opinion, not asked etc.

No objection, mild approval

Strong approval -
Total percent
N

d-under 14

O-under 19 O-under 2 2-under 4 * 14-under 19
One or One or One or - One or One or
None more None more None more None more None more
- Non-farm married working
28.7 20.6 235 (15.8) 21 7 261 243 212 228 2.7 -
26.1 260 253 (34.2) 272" 203 229 292 . 261 260
6.1 2.9 39 26 - 42 14 56 19 . 33 45
278 . 29.3 29.1 (263) 280 3337 304 274 294 279
113 - 212 . 183 (2L.1) 185 188 . 168 203 184 18 8 -
- 100 100 .. 100 100 . 100 - 100. 100 ©100 | 100 - 100 -
- 1s 311 388 38 357 - 69 214~ "212 272 154
Non-farm married not working
. 261 21.6 229 . 214 234 203 240 215 226 224
223 23.0 228 . - 229 223 - 241 220 234 230 - 24 . .
- 8.0 49 - 57 - 50 6.1 42 6.5 49 5.8 . 50
289 = 348 335 " 333 326 - 358 311 35.2 334 -33.6
14.8 158 15.1 174 15.5 15.7. 164 149 -~ 15.1 16.6
100 . 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
426 - 1,599 1,605 420 1,477 548 859 - 1,166 1,391 . 634
Farm married working and not working ~ - -
352 31.9 323 34.1 - 321 34.1 © 349 - 309 '33.0 319
23.5 25.0 24.6 24.7 24.6 24.8 24.1 - 25.1 - 24.6 24.8 -
6.6 2.7 . 41 18~ 43 18 59 . - 1.9 4.0 3.0
255 - 282 28.0 . 259 289 239 254 | 293 263 304
92 - 122 11.0- 13.5 101 15.5 9.7 12.9 12.2 10.0
100 100 100 100 100 . 100 100 . 100 100 100 .
196 656 682 170 626 226 370 482 - 582 270

Entries in parentheses relate to sample groups in which the total number of respondents was 50 or fewer.
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TABLE 6.9: Attitude to day-care centres classified by who should run them ( percentage)
Other in~
cluding
Em- No State/ no Total
State Private  ployers opinion private answer % N
Attitude to
day-care centres Non-farm married not working
No objection,

mild approval 47.5 18.9 17.7 6.9 4.6 4.4 100 678

Strong approval 54.3 18.7 124 4.1 7.0 3.5 100 315
Non-farm married working
No objection,

mild approval 52.0 20.3 13.0 6.5 5.7 24 100 123

Strong approval 494 17.7 11.4 8.9 6.3 6.4 100 79
Farm working and not working
No objection,

mild approval 45.1 277 11.5 11.9 3.0 0.9 100 235

Strong approval 50.0 25.5 9.2 9.2 2.0 4.1 100 98
Total
No objection,

mild approval 47.5 21.0 15.7 8.0 4.3 34 100 1,036
Strong approval 52.6 19.9 11.6 59 59 4.1 100 492
Total (approving) 49.1 20.7 144 73 4.8 3.6 100 1,528

TABLE 6.10: Married women: desirability of change in school hours
Non-farm

Not working Working Farm Total
No change 51.2 56.6 48.4 51.2
Longer hours 4.9 3.3 5.0 4.8
School lunch 12.6 14.1 17.6 14.1
Other 3.1 2.3 0.8 24
No opinion, disapprove etc. 28.1 23.7 28.2 21.6
Total percent 100 100 100 100
N 2025 426 852 3,303




SecTION 7 Concluding Remarks

of the survey. The three longest Sections of the report conclude with a dis-

cussion of the main findings. At this stage it may, however, be worth trying
to draw the main themes together by looking at the chief implications of the study
as a whole.

The macro-economic background indicates the likelihood that Ireland’s tradition-
ally low married female participation rate will rise in coming years. The survey
established that about 15 per cent of married women are already in the labour
force when part-time work is included in the definition of the labour force. A
significant additional proportion indicated interest in returning to work “later on”,
usually when their children were older, or ““if suitable jobs were available’”. Only
a minority of those interviewed expressed strong opposition to the idea of married
women taking up paid employment, although a large proportion laid down important
conditions regarding child-care as a condition of their approving. The overall
impression conveyed by these findings is thus that the proportion of married women
entering the labour force would rise if full employment conditions created an overall
labour shortage. '

It is argued in the final section of this report that a substantial reduction in the tax
liability of working wives would be the most appropriate policy for the government
to pursue in this area at present. This policy would extend the effective freedom
of choice of married women regarding entry to the labour force, by allowing them
to retain a larger proportion of their gross pay. It is likely that some who are now
deterred from working by the burden of taxation at a high marginal rate, in addition
to child-care etc. expenses, would find it worthwhile to work if their tax liability
were substantially reduced. A policy of reduced taxation would operate uniformly
on a national level. It would tend to reduce any bias in favour of self-employment
that may exist in the present situation, and its cost in relation to existing fiscal flows
would be slight. It would also indirectly help to meet several other proposals for
policies to aid working wives (such as providing day-care centres or improved
transport facilities) by allowing them to spend more of their gross earnings in meeting
work-related expenses. The analysis in the report has, it should, however, be stressed,
been confined to attempting to rank various policies affecting working women.
The place of such policies in the overall national set of priorities cannot be evaluated
within the scope of a study of this type. In particular, the existence of a high general
unemployment rate must be recognised as reducing the urgency of any policy
which would tend to increase the supply of one category of workers,

Throughout the report, emphasis has been laid on the economic aspects of
the entry of married women to the labour force. It was not intended to convey
the impression that these are the only, or even the main, factors to be taken into
account in policy formulation on this issue. The ramifications of whether or not

IT is unnecessary at this stage to present a detailed summary of the findings
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a wife works are obv1ously far-reaching. Whilst the economist may abstract from
" such considerations in order to. 1solate some of the-economic issues at stake, it would
obviously be undesirable to ignore any ‘serious non-economic side-effects associated
with increased participation by married women in the labour force. The most
obvious possibility is, of course, adverse repercussions on -children in families where
mothers go out to work. The respondents in the survey were clearly concerned
about this possibility, and it was mentioned frequently among the list. of possible
drawbacks to married women working. If we believed that serious adverse reper-
cussions on child-care would follow from any policy that encouraged mothers to
work outside the home then obviously the evaluation of such a policy would have
to include this adverse side-effect as a major cost.

It is beyond our brief to evaluate all the available ev1dencc on the effects. on
- her children of a mother working. We shall restrict ourselves to mentioning the
conclusions of a recent study of social factors in child- development, a study that
appears to be one of the most authoritative in its field.

The net effect of a mother working (having controlled for social class, family
size and similar factors) was found (in a national sample of 16,000 British children)
to be: - ~

(1) Some loss of feading attainment if the mother worked before the child
started school, a smaller loss if she worked only after the child started
school. Both these effects were very small compared with the’ effect of
famlly size, social class or sex.’

(2) Some loss of arithmetic attamment, if mother worked before the. child
started school, no significant: effect  if she worked. only after. the child
started school. This effect was smaller than (1) above, and very small
compared with the social:class or family size effect.

(3) Some loss of “social ad_]ustment” if mother startcd work after the child

) started’ school no eﬁ'ect if mother worked before the child started school.

This effect was very small when compared with effect of social class,
famlly size, or sex.

The authors summarise thexr findings as follows: ““. . . it is clear that, in general,
the children of working mothers do not show any marked ill effects at the age of
seven in terms of attainment and adjustment in school. It may be that any important
ill effects will manifest themselves at later agcs, but this seems unlikely . . ..”
(7, pp. 42-47]. ~ o :

- These generally opnmxsuc conclusmns are reassurmg from the v1ewpomt of the
prcscnt study. However, it is clear. that research is-needed in.the Irish context,
and presumably if it becomes more usual for Irish mothers to take up paid employ-
ment, this subject will attract the attention of i 1nvcst1gators workmg in the appropriate
disciplines..




Appendix



Aveevorx 1 The Sample: Methodology and Ouicome

HE target population was all women aged over 14 but under 65 (excluding

I full-time school girls) living in Ireland at the time of the survey. The target
sample size was 5,000 completed interviews, and the sampling frame was

(of necessity) the latest available Electoral Register. A two-stage sampling procedure
was used, which followed the same basic procedures as the Household Budget

Inquiry [5].

Initially the country was divided into areas classified by population size, as
follows:

Area Description

“Urban” A Towns and cities with population 10,000 and over

B Towns with population 5,000 up to 10,000.

C Towns with population 3,000 up to 5,000.

D Towns with population 1,500 up to 3,000.

E DEDs with towns of 500 up to 1,500 population.
“Rural” F DEDs with towns of up to 500 population.

G DEDs with no towns,

The Census of Population 1966, provides data for the aggregate ‘“‘urban” and
“rural” areas. On the basis of these 1966 figures, extrapolated forward to 1971
on the basis of the 1961-66 growth rates by region, 45 per cent of the target popula-
tion lives in areas A-D, 55 per cent in areas E-G. On the basis of the Census data,
a sample of one name in go from the “urban” population would yield the names
of 3,500 women aged 15-64, and this would allow an adequate margin for removal,
non-response etc. to ensure 2,700 completed interviews. In the rural areas, one
name in 120 would yield 2,530 names of women aged 15-64 and this would allow
an adequate margin for non-response etc. to yield 2,300 completed interviews.
The need for economy in travel time, etc., dictated that only a sample of the units
in each class of areas B through G should be included in the survey, with the sampling
fraction within the area adjusted accordingly. Further economy in the urban areas
was gained by sampling in clusters of 4 adjacent names (the first, third, sixth and
ninth in a run of names forming the cluster). The final scheme that was followed
may be summarised:
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Area  Sampling fraction for units of area

Sampling fraction for names within area

A all ' Iingo*
B " 1in g .31in go*
C rin4 4 ingo*
D 1in 6 6 in go
E 1in 15 15 in 120
F I in go** .30 in 120 -
G 1 in 6o** 6o in 120

In the outcome these procedures yielded a “close approxxmatxon to the number of
completed questionnaires required for the urban areas, but duc to hlgher than
anticipated removal etc. rates in the rural areas, resamplmg was necessary in some
cases to reach the goal,

There is a discrepancy between the targct population (women aged 15-64, not
currently full-time school-girls) and the population used as the sampling frame,
which excludes all women aged under 21 (as well as those who fail to register to
vote). In order to compensate for this exclusion, the interviewers were instructed
to contact any women aged under 21 (other than school-girls) normally resident
in the households of the women whose names had been selected from the Electoral
Regxster This procedure still exéluded those women aged under 21 who are living
in households in which there is no woman on the Electoral Register (mainly young
women living in urban areas on their own, or those living with a widowed father),
and it should result in an over-representation of young women living in households
with above average numbers of such women. In view of the difficulty of overcoming
this sampling problem, it was necessary to use this procedure.

The outcome of the sampling procedﬁre was as follows:

Names issued and used 7,420
Contacted, but over 64 1,181
Eligible sample: 6,239 "
Distribution of eligible sample: \
" Non-response : o
Moved 848
Non-contact (three visits) 270
Refusals 198
Dead =~ | 185
In hospital, etc. . 123
Address unknown, etc. 36
~ On holiday, etc. Y
Total non-response 1,738

“* Since clusters of four adjacent names were plcked in these areas, only 1in 360 3i m 360, 4 in 360
respectively, were picked ‘at random.
** Since two adjacent DEDs were picked together in these areas, only I in 60 and lin 120 respectively
were picked at random. Also in these areas, some DEDs were ehmmated due to remoteness
from interviewers’ residences.
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Non-response as per cent of eligible sample=1,738/6,239=2%.9 per cent.
Refusals as per cent of eligible sample=198/6,239==3.2 per cent.

Completed Interviews :

Obtained from names issued to interviewers=+,420-1,181-1,738==4,501

Obtained from persons not named (i.e. from second women in
households, aged under 21) 560

Total 5,061

The refusal rate of 3.2 per cent (which excludes from the denominator those over
64 who were successfully contacted) is satisfactorily low, and reflects the general
impression of interest and cooperation reported by the interviewers, The only group
that showed little interest in the survey was, according to the interviewers, elderly
single women.

The total non-response rate of almost 28 per cent is in keeping with experience
in previous surveys undertaken in Ireland [10] or even below the expected pro-
portion, if account is taken of the over 64 population successfully contacted. On
the other hand, the wastage involved in this rate of non-contact, especially the high
number who had moved, points to the madequacy of the Electoral Register as a
sampling frame in Ireland.

Checks on the Representativeness of the Achieved Sample

The only data available at the time of writing against which the main features
of the completed returns could be checked were the 1966 Census of Population
returns. Because the survey was undertaken almost exactly five years after this
Census, the concordance between the two sets of data would not be expected to
be exact even if there were no deficiencies in the sampling procedure. The com-
parison of the age structure in the sample with that of the Census is given below:

Age Census 1966 Sample

per cent per cent

15-19 10.4. 10.3
20-24 : 117 7.0
25-29 9.6 8.2
30-34 9-4 9-4
35-39 10.0 10.4
4044 10.6 11.0
45754 21.1 23.5
55-64 S 17.2 17.3
No answer 0.0 2.9

Total 100.0 100.0
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The under-representation of the 20-24.age group 'in ‘the. sample is. the most
important difference. between the two distributions. This may be due to two factors,
the failure of women aged exactly 21 to be included on the Electoral Registers,
and the deficiency in the sampllng frame mentioned above whereby young women
aged 20 and under living in independent households would not have been con-
tacted. Taken. in relation to the overall sample, this defect is unlikely to bias the
results too seriously, but care must be taken in interpreting the responses of those
in the 20~24 age group, since the sample of these women may differ from the
underlying population in some (undetermined) manner.

The marital status distribution.was as follows:

’ Census :
, 1961 1966 Sample
Single . - ©39.4 37.6 . 28.2..
Married 54.6 56.7 65.2
Widowed 6.1 5.8 6.1
Other o o . 0.5

The low proportion of single women in the sample is disturbing, even when allowance
is made for the upward trend in the proportion of the population married. More
detail on the sample outcome by age and marital status shows that this problem
is present at all ages over 20 years:

Marital status with i in age groups . - percentage sfng)e

AgeGroup 15419 20-24 25-29 3034 35-39 40-44 45-54 55-64
Sample (71) 915 713 272 161 109 132 134 170
Census "66 o S 915 748 3718 241 212 195 208 244

Census’61 ) 984 782 451 296 235 220 23.1 250

Hutchinson found a similar distortion in his Dublin sample [10], where the sample
proportion single was 66 per cent of the Census proportion, compared with 75 per
cent in the present survey. It is not difficult to list reasons why the single population
is not easily contacted regardless of the sampling frame used: high mobility, low
probability of being at home, etc. Nonetheless, the problem remains that the overall
sample returns do not adequately reflect the views of the single population, and
the single people included in the returns may be somewhat unrepresentative of
the total single population. However, virtually all the tabulations in the ‘present
study are classified by marital status, so that the effect of this problem has been
isolated and confined to the single population.

Further comparisons. of the achieved sample with the Census show that 22.3
per cent of the sample returns were completed on farm schedules (to be used where
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the household lived on a farm), as compared with 24.9 per cent of females aged
20-64 in the agricultural socio-economic group in the 1966 Census. More detailed
comparison of the socio-economic groupings of the married respondents other than
those on farm schedules is possible when the results of the Hutchinson social mobility
study are used as a basis:

Present sample

(based on married Hutchinson’s
Social Group women's husbands’ adult male
occupations) non- sample, Dublin
farm
per cent per cent
Professional, etc. 4.6 4.9
Managerial, executive 5.1 52
Inspectional, higher non-manual 11.8 8.6
Inspectional, lower non-manual 12.0 18.6
Skilled manual, routine non-manual 33.0 i 33.1
Semi-skilled manual 12.7 13.0
Routine manual 20.9 16.6
Total 100 100

The Dublin sample displays a higher proportion of ‘“lower grade non-manual”
and a lower proportion of “routine manual”, but otherwise the distributions are
similar. It is to be expected that a Dublin sample would be somewhat more weighted
towards non-manual, clerical occupations than a national sample.

A comparison with the Census data on education is possible. The Census asked
respondents to indicate each level of education they had attended full-time, and
the tabulations refer to the ‘“‘highest” level (except for the combined “vocational
and secondary” category). Under ‘“‘vocational” the Census includes commercial
courses. The following is a comparison of the Census and sample returns, using
as far as possible comparable groupings:

Women aged 15-64

Census, 1966, Sample
per cent per cent
Primary 55.4 50.9
Secondary 20.9 20.8
Vocational/technical/business 9.5}1 6.5 22.5
Vocational and Secondary 7.0 ’
University and other Professional 3.4 5.7
No answer 38 0.2

Total 100 100
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The lower proportion with primary education in:the sample returns may be partly
due to the rising level of post-primary participation but also to the possibility that
the interviewers were- instructed to give-a liberal interpretation to the *“full-time”
aspect of the question, and especially to include -all those who had “business/
commercial” training of a more or less complete nature.under this code. A total -
of 12.2 per cent of the sample was assigned to this category and whilst a comparable
figure cannot be calculated from the Census tables (since business was coded in
with. vocational and'r' technical education), this probably accounts for the lower
proportion with “vocational education” in the Census, and the higher proportion -
with “primary” and ‘“no answer”.

Data on the occupations of the employed respondents have been compared with
the Census returns in the text of this report (cf. Section 2).

The married rcspondcnts were asked to state their husbands’ present labour
force status (that is, whether he was employed, retired, or out of work). Almost
six per cent (5.9) stated. “out of work, unemployed”, and this-compares with the
4.5 per cent of married males classified as out of work in the 1966 Census. In view,
however, of the rise in the general unemployment rate from 6.1 per cent in 1966
to 7.2 per cent in 1971, the sample figure seems consistent with the official data. _

These checks on the representativeness of the achieved sample are on the whole
reassuring, bearing in mind that comparisons with the Census are five years out
of date and that socio-economic change has been rapid over this period. It is also
important to bear in mind that the discrepancies evident between the Census and
sample returns for questions of occupations, education etc. may reflect differences
in definitions and coding between the two sources as well as discrepancies due to
sampling variability. The two- (interconnected) 'areas -where the sample appears
to be deficient are the under-representation of women aged 20-24 and’ of single
women. Although it is not at all likely that these problems seriously undermine any
of the main conclusions that are drawn from an analysis of the sample returns
a gcncral caveat attaches to any commentary referring to these population groups.

Rdzabtlzt_y of the Stattstu:al Results

The majority of the tables in the report present the perccntage distribution
on the respondents’ answers to the questions in the survey. This percentage dis-
tribution is always subject to a degree of error reflecting the fact that not the whole
population, but only one from the very large number of all possible samples, was
interviewed. The magnitude of this error rises as the degree of cross-classification
of the results is increased, and can very quickly reach the level where it is doubtful
whether the tabulation is reliable enough to be published. This is especially true
for the present study in' the case of some of the minor population groups (e.g.
widowed women, single women who are not working, etc.). Table Al displays
the standard error of a range of percentages for a number of sample sizes. These
standard errors have been calculated as 1.5vVp(1-p)/N where p is the sample
proportion.and N.the sample size.. This formula.is an.approximation to.the exact
error for a multi-stage random sample [11]." A g5 per cent confidence interval
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for a sample proportion is given approximately by twice the relevant entry in Table
A.1. For example, the results presented in Section 3 show that 15.3 per cent
of all married women interviewed were ‘“‘economically active”. From Table A.1
it may be seen that the standard error for 15 per cent, with a sample size the same
as that for the number of married women in the sample, is 0.93 per cent. Hence,
the width of the g5 per cent confidence interval is approximately 1.86 per cent,
or in 95 samples out of 100 the proportion of married women classified as
“economically active” would fall in the interval 17.16-13.44, (that is, 15.3-4-1.86).
This range is tolerably small due both to the large number in the relevant sample
category and to the relatively low proportion of these with the characteristic in
question. However, as the cross-tabulation becomes more elaborate, the importance
of the standard error rises and consequently the confidence interval tends to become
meaninglessly wide. The rule of thumb that has been adhered to is to draw attention
to tabulations based on sub-groups with 50 or fewer entries.! All the tables are
of course, to be interpreted in the light of the type of errors summarised in Table
A.1. and it is hoped that undue reliance is not placed on relatively minor differences
arising between some of the smaller sample groups. In important cases where the
issue is in doubt, more elaborate statistical tests are referred to in the text.

* In tables where percentage distribution were based on totals of 50 or fewer observations, the
relevant percentages have been entered in parentheses.
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APPENDIX TABLE A ]
Approximate Standard Errors of Sample Percentages

Standard Error to be Applied to Sample Piopbrtion, P

Group Sample .

’ Size, N- P=50 600or40 700r30 80or20 850r15 900or10 95 or 5§
Allinterviewees 5,054 1.05 1.04 .98 .86 5 .63 45
Economically inactive

women - s 3,315 1.29 1.28 1.19 ° 1.04 93 78 .56
Married women ‘, 7 3,294 131 1.28 - 1.20 1.05 93 18 .56
Non-farm economically .

inactive women 2,408 1.53 1.50 1.40 1.22 1.10 92 .68
Economically active : }

women’ 1,739 1.80 1.76 1.65 .. 1.44 128 108 .78
Single women 1,423 2.00 1.95 1.83 1.59 1.43 1.19 57
Widowed women 337 4.08 4.01 3.75 3.27 291 2.45 1.79
Non-farm married women

not working, social .

group I 88 7.99 7.84 7.33 6.39 5.70 4.79 3.48

Based on formula for standard error of percentage in stratified sample=(1.5) ( v/ (P)(100—P) ' )

N
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