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Research on the Extent of Pouerty in the Repubi:c of Ireland A
Survey

.d. Introduction

Thia'_paper ﬁruvidés a survey of available research on the

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

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

rasults of the msjor sample survey of income distribution, poverty

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

Institute.
" The ~paper focuses on those studies which have attempted to
assess the overell extent of poverty, comparing their analytlcal

approaches and results. Section 2 prou1des an overview of the

) studies, Section‘.s deals with the concept of pouerty_ end the

¥

poverty lines"adopted, -and Section 4  discusses some other
-mathodologicalv issuas. SBection 5 highlights soms of - the major

' implivetions for further research.

2. The Extent of Poverty in_Iré!and: Overview of Previous Research |
We begin by briefly describing the available studies'on the .

extent of poverty in Iraiend, be?ore discussing in more detail the

'conceptual and methodological issues to which these giﬁa rise.
. 'The rediscouery of poverty as a -major research _and 'pclicy -

_problem in Ireland datas Dnly from the aarly 19709. This‘ﬂlagged

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

growth and relatluely low unemployment had for a tlme engendered -

‘_widaspraad complacency that poverty had been dispelled. = This

comfortable ~essumption came to be dincreasingly duastioned,

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




atféntioh. "Kay stgdias in the UK and_the US ware Ahél~8mi£h and
. Townsend’s "The Poor and the Péq}est" {(1965) and _.Michaei
Harrington’s "Tﬁe Other America"'(1962). : Tha Irish couﬁterpart
‘was the set of papers presented ta the 1971 Kilkénny.Cohférence on
Puverty, in partieula; that by Eéamys 0’Cinneide (published in
Soéial Btudies 1972).‘ | | |

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

national poverty, and was a path4brgakin£’attempt fo do so daépité
the deficiencies of the data availéble. He had, of nacessiﬁy, to
piece together information from a varieﬁy of-sources,_ and did not
bdsa his 'eatimates'_anrdafa for individual housahqldg showing
income froh aifferent sources._Administrativa statfstics on the
. numbers in receipt of verious social Qelfara'-pﬂyments; -tngetHer
with datea ﬁn earnings in diffaranﬁgsectors'frﬁm such sources ag
tha Farm Mgnagement Survewys, the Census df Rataii Distr;bution and
‘the Census of Industrial -#roduction were used, Thase.ﬁérq related
to the total numbers‘in‘tharcountry in categorieé such as the old,
widows, fafmers, tha-self-amployea énd employees, as révad;ed by
the 1966 Census of Pﬁpulation. Tﬁa lack of individual/ho&sehoid
daté severely limited the analysis, sinoe‘ﬁﬁerg waé no firm basié
1) which to -examine tﬁe 'distributidn of total »incomé of
- individuals from. differant snufces.o;:ther way iﬁdiViduals ~arse
combined in families/households. | | e |
In .deciding on the povarty_line,. the levai'of inﬁ&he bélow
wﬁich people ars daemed poor,. ha deriﬁad an ad hoc set of scales
~ for different family typés from_ﬁl comparison of Unemployment
Asgistance (UA) and Unamﬁloyment Beﬁefit (uB} rateg in fopca .in

the Republic and Supplemaentary Banéfif (SB) -'rates in Northern

- Iraland. The poverty line_chcsen was close to the 6B ‘scale,




.considerably. abovg. fhe B £atas For.most family types. ;On fﬁe
Eésia of the piecemeal date aveilablg, together with various
' gssumptions, 0’Cinneide concluded that :aﬁ leesﬁ_ 24% bf" the
'population_in‘3971 héd income belﬁw this.poverty line.

Apart from a numbér of studias repofting the results of small
sample surveys such as Sheehen (1974) and MacAirt (1979), the ﬁext
mejor analysas of tha extant of poverty was also by O0’Cinneide
{1980), which attempted to updata his work to 1975, ‘Infofmation
from a similer veriety o?.dqta-sources for different groupé;
related this tiﬁe to the overall compésitibn of the po;ulation
ravealed . by thé 1978 Labour Force Survaey, was aéain used: __Tha
, péverty~ line -uéed_on this occasion was basicelly the 1971 iine
o adjusted For pripé incraaseslﬁetwaen'then_end 1975, and Further
.inéreased by 50% to take-iﬁto acboqntntﬁa results of ran EEC
attituds surveay on tﬁe minimum iﬁcome requifed "tp enjoy ra:'
- non—-poor way of life", Thé conclusion is dfawn thaf about 25% of
. the pdpulation are bélow this poverty ling,

"O*Ginneida did not use the résultS'of the 19731080 .chsehélﬁ
Budget SBurvey (HBSB), the first to cover rﬁral as well_ qs' urb;n
araés, because the pUblishéd dato-did-not allow incomes - to be
,adqusted to teke differences in.siée énd composition of houséholds
:'into ~account. Four other studies have analysed ghe-réxtént of
poverty wusing -the HQS, ‘based on detalled datu on .the computar
.tapeé ratﬁer than mefely fhe published results,‘ by'fspacialj
arrangement with‘the cso. Three of these - Joyce and . McCashin
(1s82), Fitzgaraiﬁ (1981).and.ﬁottman, .Hannen et al.(1981) - are
Based on the 1973‘HBS while Hoche s [1§84) study uses the results

of the only other nation ~widea HBS that for 1980,
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-Jayce and McCaShin.summérise the rasul£s7 of =a- béckgnougd
pgper.by.ﬁoche {1979), Which qﬁalysas in some detmil.tﬁe,-numbers
qnd' composition of the poor. A nuﬁber of ﬁoverfy lanS':ﬂie
‘axEMined;. based on the UA rates payable from mid—19?3,'that‘1evel
plus 20%, and plus 40%. The 1973 HBS sample showed the pafcenfage
'fof households under thess thrae 1inBS‘ItO be 10%, 15% and 23%
Vraspecfively, and thése households contqinad 8%, 10% and 21% of
the total ﬁumbér of individuals PBSpettiﬁéiy. -

:_Fitzgefﬁla ‘(1981) alsd used fhe 1973 HBS results to analyse
the income going fo Househdlds towards the bottom oflthe inﬁéme.
distribution. She foocuses on the bottom 20% and.bottom 30%,._with
inéomgs adjﬁsted for differesnces in .househoid size  and
i  composition. Looking at the bottoﬁ 30%-and.up;rating:the iﬁcomes

~to 1980 pbibas, sﬁe notes that théy‘recaivad~1ass tﬁan.the 5ld—age
pgnsidn payabla‘to a.couple at thatjdote. :"Theiafondard of liviné
obtainablé.on soﬁial weifare penéiqhs_today corresponds roughly to
our current .perceptiun of what-it.means tq be poor. rBy-.thatf
&a?inifiun gbout‘GU% of househélds in 1973 could be -regéhdad_ 86
pﬁor“ tp.18). The bottom 20%. in the ' HBS had incomes _EF
threemquartérs o?rtﬁis 1evel.§r.balow..' Fitzgerald al#o examined
,datd:on the nuﬁbers in fécaipt of vearious tyﬁes of-social—-welferg
_ payments, attempting to identify.thﬁse who wara dependent on these
paymehts_long-térm_with little or_no'other incame; This led her
to conclude that "about 6nééiﬁ five".hof fhe popdlatioh iﬁ.'jgsﬂ.

depended on social welfars for their.pfincipal 16ng-term source of
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_incomne, rebresenting'abogt 700,000 peoplae.’

Rottman, Hannan ef al (1981)7 concentrated more  on
analysing  the composition of the_poon, particulaply'ih terms of
class and family cyclé 'Factors, ratherA than on arriving at

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

linesg was.adbpted, based on the preveilimg UB rates, with raesults

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

level, between 100 and 120%, 120-140%, etc. The results showed 7%
of households at or below the UB level, and 20% at or below UB +
A40%, the latter baing the poverty line to which primary attention

is given in the study.

Roche (1984), the only detailed study of pouerty us:ng the .

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

ensure comparability smith the resﬁlts of his earlier study of the

1973 HBS reported in Joyce qnd Mcﬂaéhin,. the thres povarty, linés
_Qsa& there (the UA rates, plus 20% and'plqs 40%)} wers adjusted,
-upwardé_ to take into account the incraases in pri&es and ini_real

‘national income (GNP per head) betwaen then and 1980, The -1980'
"HBS then showad 4% of housahnlde below tha lowest of thase poverty
'11nes, ?%, below the ‘secnnd and 12% below the third - &

-”substantlal fall compared w1th 1973.

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

million people were in receipt of a 500151 welfare paymént
sach waek. : : e
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'_Haviﬂg described the Qarious estimates of the. extant ~of

poverty in Irgland, we now go on to discuss the conceptusl and

-methodological issues which aerise in such an exercise, focusing on

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

"béckgrOUnd to this discussion, the main features of the -various

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

discussing the concept of poverty and ~the 'derivatiun o%‘ the

poverty line,

Poyerty in Ireland

a4

',Tabie'.l: Kain Features of Studies Quantifying the Extent of

 Study

{1988) .

tent} _

scales

adjusted for

increase in CP1

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

and S
{C) plus 30%

Year ‘ _ A :
- to which Main Data  Income Income Equivalence  Foverty Line . ~Estimated
Results  Source - Concept Recipient .  Scales Percentage
Reter . Unit Poor
0'Cinneide .1971 fdminis- Bross Individual/ ad hoc ad hao 241 of
{1972) : trative incone fanily ' - (based partly population
: . - data : . .. on UK Supp. '
’ ‘Ben, *rates)
b'Cinneide .1?75 Atninis- Bross Individual/ Derived from 1971 line 21 of
{1980) trative income Family EEC attitude- wupdated, population
IR data ' survey . -+ 501 ' -
Roche, in 1973 HBS_ ‘Disposable  Household - UA isplicit (&) UA C{AY 10 Yot - B Y
Joyce & ' incone scales {B) UA + 20% (B} 15 hse/ 10 of
ficCashin {net of {C1 Ua + 40 (€} 23 holds 21 persons
- (1982} sone rent) ' ' : o '
. Fitzgerald 1973 Hus, Disposable  Household Eased on Equivalent to - 301 of households;
- 1esn ' adninis- ' T K Studies contr. old age £20% below 3/,
L trative . " pension rate of this income]
- statistics for couple R
©Rottman, - 1973 HBS - Dispossble Household  UB isplicit  Principally 7% at ‘or below US.
~ Hannan, o <+ scales O 20% at or below UB+40%
et al., : UB + 201 . ' _
{1981 LB + 401
Roche 1980 HES : Dispasable Household .  UA fmplicit (A} 1973 U4, W 4 _ .
: {net of some {BY 7%} of households °

10 12

-




8. Poverty and Poverty Lines

3.1 The Concept of Poverty

. A1l of the Irish studies examined share what is generally

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

They reject'any~attempt to determline aniabsoldte subsistences level

3

aof living, based for example on minimum requirements for

nourishment .or shelter, and focus instead on income inadequacy

. belativé fo heed, IWith neaﬁ linked to societal standsrds (as
Rottman; Hannan ef al put it). This appfoach may be exemplified-

 by the following quote from Fitzgerald:

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

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

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

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

cﬁnstfucted on_tha.basis of subsistehce ?ood budgets for different
typés of families, though =a mulﬁiple-'is applied to fhié
éXpénditure in arriving at the pbverty line, allowing for sdmg
element of relativity,. At artheoretical ievel,. Sen (1979) 1%or

egample argues- that thers igs "an irreducible . core of . absolute

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

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

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

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

" extent of vieWiﬁg poverty as indistinguishabla from inequality.

All identify povarty lines which, dimplicitly or explicitly, are

linked with societal standagds but not framed purely in terms of a
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fgiativity with, fof.example; average earnings or of a pafticular
quantile of the incomé diétributioﬁ.‘ The way in. which poverty
fliﬁes aré _gctﬁélly derived in the vﬁridus;studies. is tﬁé né#t

disgue for discussion.

3.2 .Poverty Lines Used “
| Méét of the Irish studies fpllow'ﬁhe route adopted by mahy
-internéﬁidnal studies, of deriving‘pbyerty lines from the rates
payable in Stéte income maintenancé programmes. In dbing so, the
ﬂssﬁmption is made that tﬁesg rates form an exblicit or 'impiicit_
"official" poverty ‘line,  and for iﬁck ofl a more satisfactory
altéfnativa, £his is teken as beihgftﬁe pro@uct.of soma-measuré o?
”cohsensﬁs‘ﬁn the minimum level of dincome be&uired. _

This  approach hasi largely been dictated by the data
_-ayailable: its .ﬁﬁwwtcnﬁings must ho@ever be emphasized. At .a

» cohceptuaI level, it is not at ail clear that the lev@l at  which

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

obv;ousﬁy -also play e pért, and thg-actual rates paid at gny
particuler date are the product of a complex set of in#eractions
withip .therbolitical process. As bointed.out by Seﬁ (1982}, .the
fact that in particular éircﬁmstanéesu'the. 7alimina£iqn of

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

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

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

thus fraught with difficulty.
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Thase i1ssues, and alternative conceptual approaches to thé s

measurement  of poverty developed in the recent literature, are

"discussed in detail in the second Working Paper in  our . series.

Thera,' the range'of possibi;ities which will be opened up by the

data currently being 'gatherad in the EBRI’s survey 1is also

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

suifable basis for the measursmant ofvtﬁg numbers in pdvertyJ the

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

assessihg tha”efficiency of the social security system itself, the
extent to which people fali'below the safety net. For the

present, though, in surveying previous research on the measuremaent

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

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

.The paverty linas.ﬁhosen in the aix_Ifiéh_studieé_are widely

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

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

itselt ‘& subsistence level of income. 6.8, rates thus form a

readily-justified base for an officiasl poverty line for _tha UK.,

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

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

with & wuniform system the Home Assistence scheme, which had

_allowed considerable 1local differences in treatment. 'Tha SWA

rates were set aqual to those paysble to UA (rural) recipients,

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

_his. official 'povarty line, arguing that the SWA rotes were an
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implicit official povefty line and that the UA  rataa for 1993

?ormad a proxy for what would have baén payable under the scheme

"had it existed then.

.....

“roates for most “tetegories, S In his 1980 study ha up-rates - this

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

rates payable in the UK, considarably.ébove not only the UA rates

payable din the Republic but also above the iInsurence-based .UB

poverty lire to 1975 prices, but notes that this still leaves it

!

.wall below the levels revealed by an EEC opinion survey' of the

population as representing people’s views of the minimum income -

-required Mto enjoy a8 non-poor way of life". On this basis he

ingreasés the poverty line by a'Fﬁrthar 50% to bring it neérar -
théugh not all the way to ~,th§”1evels bavéalad by the .survéy.
His - 1975 poverty line, then, is different in nature to those
puraly baéad'on official écales, in takiﬁg axplicifly inte account

attitudes . towards adequacy in tha_‘general population; (This

distinct line of approach to setting & poverty line has . been

sigﬁificantly developad in é number_ﬁf EEC countries'sincé thén,:
and will' be explored in thé coursa o% the Institute’s curreﬁt
project) . o | | o |

.Hannan, Hnttmanlet al., aiso afgue that Home Assistance or ‘UA
rates ‘are ndt-appropriata &S aﬁ officiallpovertQ line. On Home.

Agssistance, they state that the means test was not standardised,

-and thet it was not necessarily assumed that Home Assistance would

be the sole source of income, intended to provide full supportefor
claimants. On UA, they reiterste the point made by D’Cinneida thoat

the schame on 4its introduction in 1933 was not presan&ed_ a5
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providing an adequate income, refgrehce-béing made to a cost

constraint.. They therefore use the higher UB retes as the bésis

'for fheir povefty lines, arguing that the 6riginal levels at the

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

~ process.

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

+

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

prices, they were below the leval'receiuéd by @ pensioner couple

in 1981. This is in effect the poverty line used, on the basis

that "the standard of living obtainable on social welfare pensions -

- today  corresponds roughly to oﬁr current perception of what it
mesns to be poor" (p.18). It must be emphasized, however, that
~the  poverty line used wés 31~35%.above the level of UA or SWA

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

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

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

- maintenance payments increasing significantly over the period;' 8

higher real standard than preveiled in 1973 is being applied.

2.  The poverty line used is £46 per week for a couple. This is
~ seid to be the social welfare pension going to & pensioner
. touple din 1881, but it is not clear how the figure is
derived. =~ A couple consisting of two people each in receipt

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

consisting of one person in receipt of the pension and one

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

£39.45 plus £6 allowed means, though of course not all
~‘recipients would have such means. . !
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Hﬁéhe .f1984), in  compering _fgva andj'1980, .adopts .an
Elterngtiva'strategy, of cpplying thé'1973 UAHbdsed poverty line,
.up~rated for price increases and for the increase in‘real national
income, .to-i96D.‘ This involves using a basic-povertg line- for
1880 considerably below‘the actual level.of UA then payable -~
about B5% of 1980 UA {rurel) For.a singla adult, for egaﬁple -
because the level of payment grew ;n' &961 Eefms_ qignificaﬁtly:

fastaer then national income.

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

Among the dissues which this survey b?-‘tha Irish .studias
'highlights, then, the appropriaté basié for an "official" poverty
'iiine and the way in which changes.bver time should be-éhalysed are
éritica;; On tduw ¢irét, ~prior to the introduetion of_ﬂﬁwﬁ‘ ﬁﬁefa_
| cléarly‘ was_a:ﬁi%?iculty in that there was no éleér—cut ﬁational
safety-net scheﬁe, Home Assistance Eeing subject to considerable
ﬁiscrétion.aﬁd local differences in administretion. Since the SWA
scheme was intfoduced (with effect from 1977, though the anabling'”
legisletion was passgsed in 19785), however, it now appears’ the
.fobvioué chéice. It has a uniform set of (magimum) rates fqr ﬁhe
country as a whole®, and.is intended fo'cater for all those with
”inadéquaté' incomes frqm._othér soUrCesﬂ | implicitly, : if not

explicitly, its aim is to provide whet, in the Gtoate’s view, is a_:

3. Though _thera ars certain supplements Tor special needs, as
‘well as scope for discretionary extra payments. '
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 subaistencaf leQel of'ihcoﬁa.ﬂ; It must also be noted thét “the
real valué o? benaefits has increased much more rapidly in Irelahd
rthan 'in.'the UK since the early-197Ds, eo-tﬁat the gap between
assistahée fates  here ahd 5B rateé in the_ UK, emphasised Fdr'
example‘by U'Cinneide; is no longer pronounced.® The argument Far'
rejecting the SWA as not - comparqble wath SB. on ‘this basis has
therefore lost force. o T w

The .use of a.number of different ﬁoverty lines, ﬁédally
'100%/i20%k140% of the basic "official" line, is common both ih
_Irish'and international séudies. It 1s justified in, for example, -
Joyce and McCashin by reference to the Facp that the 'basic line
~"is very low" (p.10). "Rottman, Hannan et al.y state ﬁhat‘they are
.follawing the precedent sat in Layard et ai's;,- (1978) study = for
the :UK Commissimnrpn the Distribution of Iﬁcome énd Waéltﬁ, and-
'_fhat i£ 'eﬁables L&h@ researcher and fhe reader to see the

consequences of adopting a particular line, No reference is made

4. Where ‘needs’ exceed ‘means’, SWA is payable to all those who
qualify to cover those ‘needs’. When questioned as to the meaning
of ‘needs’ as he introduced the Bill in the Dail in 1978, the
Parliamentary Becretary to the Minister for Social Welfare,
Mr.Cluskey, said that the levels of payment were intended to
"meet legitimate needs", and that these "will not be confined to
the bare necessities of life"™ [OFfficiel Report Vol.285,No.12, 19
November 19785, pp.1468-1470]. He also pointed out that the rates
of payment under the new scheme would be considerable higher than

the eamounts actually paid out on average under ‘Home Assistance
{p.18562-1563) . : ' . : '

5. - By 1986, the (maximum) BWA rate for a married couple weas
IRES?, compared with the ordinary 5B rete of £48.40 Stg. While a
complete assessment of relative levels would have to look at the
resl value of the benefits in terms of the cost of living in each
country, it is clear that, at & minimum, the SWA rates are at a

level much more comparable with SB than in 1971, when 5B excegded
UA for a married couple by a - third. ' o
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in the Irigﬁ studies, howsver, to ﬁhe key justificatian eadvanced -
ﬁn the UK for using, not_the basic rate of agsistaﬁce, but. that
,'rafe plus, - most.ugually, 40%.  This goes.back to Abel—Sﬁith and
..Townsend;g 1965 study which poiﬁfed out that in certain
circumstances additions‘ are -made to.the basic scale to cover

exceptional expenses, and that there are provisions for

&
4

disregerding certain amounts of other “income in the meéns test.
| Giﬁen thé complexity of the benefitlsystem, there ié'cléarly
a - ganuihe problém in.defining precisely the exact entitlement to
" income ' maintenance of different recipients, and thué the - -
fofficial“_poverty ling For'each; Howaven,_fﬁ add on a supplemeﬁt.
—Iaﬁd a very significent proportionate one at that--_tu the basic
;scales and apply this to !l hecipiants:ﬁaems.tn'movaltoo far from w
“the basgis oﬁ.which the poverty line is'baing constructed.(and - has
inut in fact been followed by some UK studies such as Atkinson
- (1§69)). It will ensdre that ho#t of those in  recaeipt of
asslistance fall beimw the sgpposédly official poverty lina? which
is a somewhat paradoxical result. H
‘-If would appear preferable to First model as precisely -aé
p0951ble the poverty line actually 1mplled by the benefit systam,
and see how many are falling below that. GBivan the frequenﬁy with
_ which discretionary additions are pﬁld and .the_ di%ficuify'.df _

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

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

that safety net is in fadt'set'afla level which 4e¢ “adequate",
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judgéd for example on the baéis of the li?estyie it permits 'or'
_relatiﬁe to the views of.the poﬁulatian asté whole or the _ierr
incomeh!fgfcups 8s - to what 'constitutes an adequafe income.
_Alfernative povepty lines with an independent status can then Pg“

' derived and the numbers falling below these lines examined

3.4: Other Problems in Specitying an *Official’ Poverty Line

In defining.anf‘officialf poverty Iiﬁe, 8 number of other
more detailed problems may be noted; The first relates to the'
treétment of hcusing coste. For those in rénted accnmmodatlon, a
rent. supplement is payable under the SWA. | Thia was taken intm.
account in Roche | atudigs by subtraeting rent {within the allowed

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

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

that household. The treatment of  Childrens’ Allowance/Child
Banetit is also important. Thase are not rerkonable as means in
assessing SWA, and should therefore be taken into account in

deriving the.imﬁlicit poverty line - for families with children

~ that is, the amount payable should beé edded_to_tha SWA rate.®

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

incoms to an adult equivalent besis. ' '
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In ex@mining the numbers falling below aﬁ officiql.'poverty
..line using sufvey results such as the HBS, major prDblems in
implementation can be caused by the Fact that the survey generally

runs thrmugh a period when' official rates of benefit were changed.

“In 1873, for example, rates of payment were inéreased in  July,
while in 1980 rates Qeré‘incraased in April., Which level should_
ﬁhen.be addpfed ag the poverty linp?  jﬁéehé,  in his study.of the

1873 HBES, wused the higher set of rates from July - 1973 For the

”f”én{ifé”éémﬁié}“ ihéiﬁainénfhdééuéaﬁﬁiéa QéFbre that_date, arguing
that a uniform poverty line is most satisfactory. - Rottman,
Hannen et al., agreed with maintaining a consistent standard,' but -

used the 1972 scales. _

- Again, this issue may be_resblved.differenﬁly iF'the initial
oéjective is to apply tﬁé actual afficial staﬁdards in fotqa and -
see .hmw ‘many and.who are ﬁiipping_thruugh. the net, . Buch an.
-approach would involve chaﬁging the poverty line Whaﬁ paymanfs aré
up-rated, and distihguiﬂhing betwean huusehcldé on the basis of
-date .sampled;' While thia does not have the appea] of a uniF;rm
standard the artlfioial differences between households because of

- the timing of the intarv1ew ére a more: serious problem.

"8.5: Cémpdrisons-Over Time .
“ -Comparison of results over time give rise tb. the mofe“
1ntractable problem of assassing changes in the extent of. . ﬁovarty'
using -offlcial poverty 1lines. As baneflt levels incfessa;
improvements in the living staﬁdards of those in receipt wili .not
be reflected in poverty Iines which ére themselves based. on the

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

standards to past periods 'or vice_ versa, is 'fraught“ with
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‘problems. Roche (1964) applies . 1973 standards, adjusted for the
increase in‘priées and in real national incpma; to 1980,

and shows

-4 significant decline in the numbers .under this poverty line. The
appropristeness of real GNP as an indicator of changes in personal
“living standards may be quéstioned. It might be more useful in any

case to make adjustments in the Ffirst instsnce only for the

.inépease in prices between the two years, in -which éase thé
numbers.achieving an approximately_constant standard of iiving in
‘fhe twﬁ vears would be revealed. This coﬁld theh be coﬁfrésted
with'the_change in the numbsrs under the ‘official’ poverty line,
using the benefit levels actually in forcé in eech year, which
;gould .ba..decompﬁsed into the effects of the change in real
-Qtandérds - of living and of the inérqase in the reel pbverty line
being applied.' ?itzgarald {1981) in effect aﬁplies-the ,standard.
.éf 1981 beriefit levels to 1973.in§0mas, with adjustmenf_tg take
,into_account the‘increasé ih prices over the period. Taken alone,
fhis..may slec be misleadiné. In a period when the real valuq .-
and the coverage ~ of benefits increased,(é) the numbers pnder the
same feai line 'in 1981 are 1likely to:hava Been considerable lower
than .in 1973, -and {b) the numbers in719?3 under a perrty_ line
constructed Ffrom 1973 bepafit levels would also have bean much
“lower., As fTar as (b) is concerned,'if may legitimately be argued
that - by our present standards fhe 1873 official poverty line was
too low: however, at some stage this épproach becomes unacceptable
-~ could the 1981 line be meaningfully applied to 189537 " The need
3?or cara in »the praséntatian of such‘ besﬁlts,_ and for the

explorstion of difTferent approaches in order to highlight what the

results mean, is olear.
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4. Other Methodological Issues

4.1 Equiualence'Scaies

“In comparing income levels across hodseholds, gsome adjustment

ia required to take diFFerences in needs arising from variations

in hougehold size and composition into account. This is done by
the application of adult equivelence scdles, designed to convert
each household to a cdmmon besis, Unglly by convention Lo the

equivalant of a married'coupla or & single adult. In estimating

the numbers in poherty a separate poverty line may- be specified

for each household type, idinvolving an implicit set of equivalence

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

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

divigion of their adult equivalence unit into their income.

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

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

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

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

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

r'while‘ ﬂottman, Hannan et al used those implicit 4in UB rates.

Fitzgerald derlved a sat of scales broadly from the UK studles _UF
the qpending patterns of different households
Table 2 d1llustrates the differences in equivéleﬁca 'scale§
between the various Ifish studies.  These can affect the resﬁltg
significantly. apéhe (1984) examined the censitivity of his

results Ffor 1980 whén ¢hildren of different ages are given

'diffgrent weights, and Found_that this had little effect on ;fﬁe

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

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

sensitivity of his 1973 results when the weight for children under
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& wes reduced (lto 0.74) which reduced the number of poor
households by  about 7% andrthe_nuﬁbers_of poor households with

- - ¢hildren by about 16%.

Table 2: Fquivalence Scales Used in Irish Poverty Studies

Single Married ©Child  Additional

fAdult Couple _ - Adult

C0'Cimneide 1972 . 06 Lo 02

D'Cinneide [1950) 0,48 e 0.2

Joyce & KeCashin {562 - _

o | SRTY 1,0 0,26 083

Poche {1584) : : ' S ’

-Rettman, Hanan et al (19810 0.6 . L0 0.145/0.11 . 0,40
Fitwgerald GED 0 L0 L 0.9 0.5

B e e i s o [y T -

at  These studies expressed their scales in terns cf single adult = 1, and have beea
“converted to married couple = 1 to ease conparivon [see Ruche {1984) p.73,
Rotiman, Harnan et al (1981) p,138 ft.11 ' C

br - Children are all under 18; children’s aliowances have been added ko benefit
rates, and weights for first/second/further children rounded to one figure,

€ The higher weight is for the first 2 children; children are under 15.

.‘Agaiﬁ, if the starﬁiné—poiné oF_analysis is fakeﬁ j§s ﬁhe
‘ofFicial' schahe of last resort,  the mosf appropriate equivalencp
g6cales would appear to be those impllcit in tha SWA scales, .pius
Dhlldren & Allowances/Chlld Baneflt Having exemined tha numbers
falling below a poverty line based on fhese weightingé, jUdgements
may . then usefully be advanced as tq. whether tﬁay 'adéquayely_
rafléct differences lin need across househﬁld types, and the

implications for the numbers and composition of the poor of
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~slternative scales explored. In férmulating alternative scaies,

.research based on Irish expenditure patterns _ﬁsing HBS ‘data

paralleling developments in  the UK using ' FEE data would be

extremely useful, and such research is currently undérway at the

.Institute.

4.2: Income Reclpient Unit

In the Irish studles based on the HBS, the household has‘beén-'
taken as the income recipient unit for enalysis.  This refleqtéd

the besis on which information is gathered by the survey. This

has & number of disadvanteges, primarily that state income

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

of the household unit implicitly essumes income sharing within the

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

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

take  place, some individuals not 4n poverty may bs counted -as
below the poverty lina, while others actually below fhe linq may
bg missed.” | ..

 ';' Roche (1984) notes ﬁhet in the 1980 HBS, BAY% _o% sample

households comprised single families, and that on this basis the

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

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

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

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

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

between families in a larger household. "The HBS doés in Tact

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

it would wundoubtedly  be preferable ta enalyse. the extaent of

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

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

its . effects on the poverty estimates. (This is ipn. effect the .
approach adopted by Layafd et al (1978) and Townsend (1979) in

their UK analyses).

4.3: Incone Concept

Ih” aésesaing the extent of poverty, disposable 'income -

dncome  dincluding stete benefits and after income tex and  social

security _énntributions are deducted -~ is generally compared with

~the poverty line. Thig is Lhe approach implemented by the Irish
.HBwadsed studies, thodgh 0‘Cinneide’s date forced him to rely on .
. what 'generally' was closer to gross income. In & number of UK

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

not been done in Irish studies becauss the MBS doss not follow the

FEB in estimating imputed rent and including it in income.

As already noted, HRoche in his analyseé deducted some rent

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

disposable income", the amount involved baing that which would

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

a number of UK studies, . such as lLayard et al., whare'ratas and

mortgage interest were also deducted éince these would be 'couered

under the Shpplamentary Benefit schema. An alﬁernetive spproach
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.ais to. include these coste in the poverty line, which ié .what

Townqend for exemple, did (so that his poverty lines were 'S8

lua hau51ng costs and 140% oF this leuelJ The period covered by
p

the income data is also arkey element. Reliance on‘survéy data

stuch ss the HBS or the -FES - has impdsed a short-term epproach

on many studies, since the information on most incoma _Sourcas

:gathered in these surveys refers to a week’s receipts. . While it

is dmportant to be able to identify those who ere currently in
povarty when sempled, it would also be very valuable to assess

which households were in poverty by, . for exemple, - annual income,

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

EBRI’s current survey is gathering in?ormation which will .allow

'inﬁnme over the past year to be estimated thaugh not with- quite

_th@ FEE IS degree of precision as weekly income, for re&pcndents

5. Conclusions

-This survey makes clesr the relatively narrow approach which

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

. Ireland. In  most ceses a pbverty line based on social 'security

payment rates has been adopted, though there has been considerable

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

chosen. | Attention haé_.been given primarily Eo' the  simple
head—cpqnt measure of the number of :househoids/families falling
below tﬁa ‘official’ line cﬁosan. | .
Within the narrow ~focus of the _;ﬁfficial' pﬁverty. }ine
abproach, there is clearly & need for clarificétidn of fha Basis
on which the line is to be chosen. | The paper has diséuésEd "the
varioué élternatives, including the appropriate scheme and the use

of 20% or 40% additions to the level of payment It was ooncluded
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A _ .
-that_the Supplementery Welfare Ailowance scheme now éomés‘close to
~an overall safatyéneﬁ 'schéme representing _ih some gense an
officlal view of the absclute subsisteﬁcé level 5? income} An
examination of the numbers falling below the level of 4income
provided by the basic rates under this?scheme is a pfiofify for
future research, allowing & detailed ;;alysis of those wﬁo are
actﬁally falling through the sefety net.  This is intended to
measure the performance.of tﬁa incoma suppéft schemes, rather than
provide in -itself & satisfactory measure of the numbeps-_iﬁ
povarty.'.Alternatives such as uéing 140% bf'thq basic rate of
‘paymgnt, to téke'into accﬁunt discretiocnary aﬁditiqnal paymentg,
lead to the enomalous situéiion wﬁere many of those aciually in
'rréceipt are shown as falling below the official povafty lina.-
This i#lnot te say, however, that‘thé numbers falling bélow‘_u‘

the BWA level constitute a satisfactory measure of the numbers in

poverty. It rather Highlights the problems. which arise in wusing
social security rates es the basis for poverty measurement, and
the need for  altarnativs, broader approaches. Various

mathodologies ?or the estimation of tﬁe numbers in povérty have
~ . bean .déuaioped in the repént litérature; with a_.vahiety _o?
"tonceptual approéches. and-fachniquesf Some; for example, havé'
followed on Townsend’é wnrg in the ﬂK. focusihg' an ’style' oF
living’ indicators and ability to particiﬁate fully in the-li?é of
‘the ~ community. .Othefs have used survey information on viéwé in
the population to construct perrty linés reflegting some sort, oF_
-consensus on the minimum adeﬁdate income required by hoﬁsehqlds'of
dif?érent types. fhese various épproaches, " the conceétuél bases
undériying them aﬁd the relationship between them are surveyed iﬁ'

our second working_paper.'
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The data éurrently being gathered in the ESHI‘SI largé;%cale
houséhpld surQey wiil.provide a wideurange_o? infarmation.allpwing'
.such 'approaéhes.to be imﬁlemented. 'Considerable care has  been

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

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

adequacy of partiGQIar income levels étcf,--haé all been included.
A detailed description of the content and covebage aof the .survayr
-will be confained in future working paﬁers.‘ The soope such data
-willfpravide for bssessing the axtent of ﬁoverty from & number  of
différent ﬁerspectives - and Fopwanalysing_the nature of -pbverty

4n. Ireland - is graat,
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