
















Chart 3.1.1: Percentage difference in National Poverty risk from EU-25
average

Source: CSO, 2009:88
Note: Chart uses the most up-to-date comparable data available for countries and
corresponds to the year 2007.

NAPinclusion (2007-2016)
Government published its National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 2007-2016
(NAPinclusion) on February 21, 2007. It set out Government proposals to address
social exclusion over the following decade.

Social Justice Ireland considers that the NAPinclusion contained a number of positive
initiatives that are welcome such as the benchmarking of the lowest social welfare
rates, the tackling of social housing problems and the provision of 500 primary care
teams.However, we believe that the Plan completely failed to address the ‘working
poor’ issue which is one of the major challenges facing Ireland if social exclusion
is to be addressed effectively.

Overall the NAPinclusion is very unambitious. Given the numbers at risk of poverty
and the deficits in social services and social infrastructure that are causing social
exclusion for so many people across the country, more ambitious targets and goals
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would have been expected. We are disappointed that more challenging targets and
timeframes were not included in this Plan.

(b) Income Distribution
As we have already outlined, despite some improvements, poverty remains a
significant problem. The purpose of economic success should be to improve the
living standards of all of the population. A further loss of social cohesion will ensure
that large numbers of people continue to experience deprivation, and the gap
between them and the better off will widen. This has implications for all of society
and not just for those who are poor.

Analysing the annual accounts of income and expenditure provides us with some
information on trends in the distribution of national income. However, the
limitations of this accounting system need to be acknowledged. Unpaid work is not
included. Many environmental factors, such as the depletion of natural resources,
are registered as income but not seen as a cost. Pollution is not registered as a cost
but cleaning up after pollution is seen as income. Increased spending on prisons and
security, which are a response to crime, are seen as increasing national income but
not registered as reducing human well-being.

The point is, of course, that national accounts do not include items that cannot
easily be assigned a monetary value. Progress cannot be measured by economic
growth alone. Many other factors are required as we highlight elsewhere in this
review.34. However, when judging economic performance, and making judgements
about how well Ireland is really doing, it is important to look at the distribution of
national income as well as its absolute amount.

Trends in Ireland’s income distribution: 1987-2008
It is useful in this context to focus on trends in income distribution among
households in Ireland since the late 1980s. The results of studies by Collins and
Kavanagh (1998, 2006) combined with the recent CSO income figures provide a
useful insight into the pattern of Ireland’s income distribution over 21 years. Table
3.1.18 combines the results from these studies and reflects the distribution of
income in Ireland as tracked by five surveys during that period.

34 We return to critique National Income statistics in section 3.10. There, we also propose some
alternatives. 
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Over twenty years the share of the bottom 50 per cent of the income distribution
has fallen from 25.25 per cent in 1987 to 24.20 per cent in 2008. Comparing the
share of the bottom two deciles (the bottom 20 per cent) between 1987 and 2008
shows that those in this group now account for 5.83 per cent of the total income
in society versus 6 per cent in 1987.

Table 3.1.18: The distribution of household disposable income, 
1987-2008 (%)

Decile 1987 1994/95 1999/00 2005 2008

Bottom 2.28 2.23 1.93 2.21 2.28
2nd 3.74 3.49 3.16 3.24 3.55
3rd 5.11 4.75 4.52 4.46 4.88
4th 6.41 6.16 6.02 5.70 5.99
5th 7.71 7.63 7.67 7.31 7.50
6th 9.24 9.37 9.35 9.12 9.23
7th 11.16 11.41 11.20 10.97 11.03
8th 13.39 13.64 13.48 13.23 13.14
9th 16.48 16.67 16.78 16.35 16.34

Top 24.48 24.67 25.90 27.42 26.06
Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: Collins and Kavanagh (2006:156) and CSO (2006:18-19, 2009:24-25).
Note: Data for 1987, 1994/95 and 1999/00 are from various Household Budget

Surveys. 2005 and 2008 data from SILC.

The most recent data on income distribution, from the 2008 EU-SILC survey,
indicates a further shift in the distribution of Ireland’s income. In 2008, the top
10 per cent of the population received 26.06 per cent of the total income while
the poorest 50 per cent received a smaller share at 24.20 per cent. However, there
are some positive signs at the bottom of the income distribution. Over the last
five SILC surveys (2004-2008) the CSO found that the bottom two deciles saw
their share of income increase. Similar to the earlier changes in the poverty figures,
it is likely that these improvements are related to the budgetary policy over that
period which increased social welfare payments. The CSO data show that
households in these deciles receive a large proportion of their income from social
welfare payments (CSO, 2009: 24-25).
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Table 3.1.19 outlines the cash values of these income shares in 2008 as found by
the CSO’s SILC survey. It shows that the top 10 per cent of households receive an
average weekly disposable income (after all taxes and having received all benefits)
of €2,451, a sum that is over 11.5 times greater than the €215 per week received
by those households in the bottom decile. In 2008 the average household disposable
income was €940 a week / €49,008 per annum (CSO, 2009: 24-25).

Table 3.1.19: Amounts of disposable income, by decile in 2008. 

Decile Weekly disposable Annual disposable 
income income

Bottom €214.95 €11,208 
2nd €333.75 €17,403 
3rd €458.87 €23,927 
4th €563.68 €29,392 
5th €705.70 €36,797 
6th €868.61 €45,292 
7th €1,037.27 €54,086 
8th €1,235.91 €64,444 
9th €1,537.30 €80,159 
Top €2,451.45 €127,826 

Source: Calculated from CSO (2009:24-25) 
Note: Annual figures are rounded to the nearest € to ease interpretation. 

Income distribution: a European perspective
Another of the eighteen indicators adopted by the EU at Laeken assesses the
income distribution of member states by comparing the ratio of equivalised
disposable income received by bottom quintile (20 per cent) to that of the top
quintile. As such, this indicator reports how far away from each other the shares of
these two groups are – the higher the ratio the greater the income difference. Table
3.1.20 presents the most up-to-date results of this indicator for the 25 states that
were members of the EU in 2007.The 2007 data indicate that the Irish figure has
fallen and converged with the EU average; a factor driven by the aforementioned
rise in the share of the bottom deciles following budgetary policy in recent years.
Overall, the greatest differences in the shares of those at the top and bottom of the
income distribution are found in many of the new and poorer member states.
However, some EU-15 members including the UK, Italy, Spain, Greece and
Portugal also record large differences.
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Table 3.1.20: Ratio of Disposable Income received by bottom quintile
to that of the top quintile in the EU-25.

Country Ratio Country Ratio

Portugal 6.5 Netherlands 4.0
Latvia 6.3 Belgium 3.9
Greece 6.0 France 3.8
Lithuania 5.9 Malta 3.8
Estonia 5.5 Austria 3.8
Italy 5.5 Denmark 3.7
United Kingdom 5.5 Hungary 3.7
Spain 5.3 Finland 3.7
Poland 5.3 Czech Rep 3.5
Germany 5.0 Slovakia 3.5
IRELAND 4.8 Sweden 3.4
Cyprus 4.5 Slovenia 3.3
Luxembourg 4.0 EU-25 Average 4.8

Source: CSO (2009:88)
Note: Data is the most up-to-date available for all EU countries and corresponds to the

year 2007.

Income Distribution and Budget 2010
Budget 2010 was one of the unfairest Budgets in the history of the Irish State. As
our Analysis and Critique of Budget 2010 (available from our website) pointed out
the Budget targeted Ireland’s poorest through welfare cuts while leaving almost all

Budget 2010 – Limited Documentation Published by Government

The documentation to accompany Budget 2010 appeared in two different
formats – a brief printed publication and an on-line edition which contained
some additional documents and annexes not included in the printed edition.
Collectively, both formats provided a significantly reduced amount of information
than that available in previous years – a feature which Social Justice Ireland pointed
out in its Analysis and Critique of Budget 2010 and we have raised this issue in
subsequent communications with the Department of Finance. We hope this will
not be repeated in future years.
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other labour market derived income unchanged.35These unfair choices imply that
the Budget had a profound effect on the income distribution.

When assessing the change in people’s incomes following any Budget, it is
important that wage and tax changes be included as well as changes to basic social
welfare payments. Unemployed people, for example, do not experience any wage
or income taxation changes while those with jobs may experience both. In assessing
Budget 2010 our calculations have not included any income changes to private
sector pay levels during 2010 as detailed projections for such changes are
unavailable.

Chart 3.1.236 reports the findings of our analysis and quantifies the implications of
the Budget announcements on various household groupings in 2010. The
additional impact of changes to child benefit are explored in more detail below.

Following Budget 2010, single people who are long-term unemployed will be
€8.30 per week (€433 per year) worse off while couples who are long term
unemployed will be €13.80 per week (€720 per year) worse off.Elsewhere in the
income distribution, there are no taxation and basic social welfare impacts from
the Budget. However, the impact of Budget 2010 on the distribution of income
in Ireland can be further assessed by examining the rich-poor gap. This measures
the gap between the disposable income of a single person on long-term
unemployment and a single person on €50,000 per annum. Budget 2010 has
widened the rich-poor gap by €8.30 per week.

To extend this income distribution analysis, two further perspectives are worth
exploring:

(i) Budget 2010 and the Public Sector
Table 3.1.21 examines the impact of the Budget 2010 reduction in public sector
pay on households with members who work in that sector. The latest figures from
the CSO indicate that almost 260,000 people work in the public sector. It also
examines the cumulative impact on these households from the Budget 2010 pay
cut, the early-2009 pension levy and the tax increases from Budget 2009 #1 and

35 There were some welcome changes to the minimum tax liabilities of those on the very largest
incomes, in excess of €200,000 per annum, and we address this issue in section 3.2.
36 This analysis was first published in our analysis and critique of the Budget, issued the day after the
Budget 2010 was presented by the Minister for Finance.
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#2. While these changes have been progressive, they have had a notable impact on
households with members in the public sector at the lower end of the income
distribution. It is of some concern that Budget 2010 impacted very heavily on low
income families with members employed in the public sector.

Chart 3.1.2: Income Distribution and Budget 2010

Notes: * Except in the case of the unemployed where there is no earner.
Unemp = Unemployed
Couples with 2 earners are assumed to have equal shares of income

Table 3.1.21: Impact on Public Sector Take Home Income from
Recent Budgets

Single Married one income with 2  
Children over 6 yrs

Gross Income Change in Change since Change in Change since
2010 2008 2010 2008

€20,000 -€228 -€818 -€158 -€190 
€50,000 -€1,218 -€4,617 -€2,128 -€5,750 
€75,000 -€2,017 -€8,431 -€2,401 -€8,815 
€100,000 -€3,041 -€12,860 -€3,425 -€13,244 
€150,000 -€4,888 -€20,765 -€5,272 -€21,149 



(ii) Budget 2010 and Child Benefit
A further impact on the income distribution from Budget 2010 was the decision
to cut Child Benefit. Following the Budget, Child Benefit payments will be €16
per month per child lower for most families. As this payment represents the only
payment to support children going to all families in Ireland, Social Justice Ireland
believes that the decision to reduce it reflects an anti-family approach.

Government’s justification for penalising better-off families who receive child
benefit is based on the fact that these are high-income households and they can
survive with a lower level of income. This is true, but this initiative means that two
households with the same level of income from employment- one with children
and one without children - are being treated very differently and it is the family
with children that lose out.Take two households, each with two adults, with an
income of €70,000 a year each (about twice the average industrial wage). This
level of income is more than adequate to support them. Both households will be
affected in an identical manner by any tax changes introduced in Budgets. However,
if one of these household has two children it means they have been in receipt of
an additional €3,984 a year in child benefit (€166 a month for each child). It is
obvious that this amount of money is not sufficient to support the two children.
As a result of the Budget however, this amount will be reduced by €384 in 2010.

The decision to cut child benefit was a profoundly anti-family move. If the
Government needed to increase the revenue going to the Exchequer and wanted
to target those with higher incomes, the additional amount required should have
been taken from the core income of those households and not from the small and
inadequate amount available for providing for children. There was a fairer way to
address this issue and government should have taken it.

(c) Maintaining an Adequate Level of Social Welfare
Over the latter half of the last decade there was major progress on benchmarking
social welfare payments. As we detail below, Budget 2007 benchmarked the
minimum social welfare rate at 30 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earnings
(GAIE).This was a key achievement and one that we predicted would lead to
further reductions in poverty rates, complementing those already achieved and
detailed earlier. We also note the comments of the Minister for Finance Brian
Cowen T.D. who stated the morning after Budget 2007 that:

We’ve hit a landmark-type point in relation to social welfare in this respect,
that we have in the last three budgets had unprecedented increases,
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particularly on the lowest rate, in order to get it to the point where the
social partnership commitment required us to do, something around 30%
of the gross average industrial earnings

(Minister for Finance Brian Cowen T.D. on Today with Pat Kenny RTE
Radio 1, 7th December 2006)

The process of benchmarking social welfare payments has centred on three
elements: the 2001 Social Welfare Benchmarking and Indexation Working Group
(SWBIG), the 2002 National Anti-Poverty Strategy (NAPS) Review and the Budgets
2005-2007.

Social welfare benchmarking and indexation working group
In its final report the SWBIG agreed that the lowest social welfare rates should be
benchmarked. A majority of the working group, which included a director of Social
Justice Ireland, also agreed that this benchmark should be index-linked to society’s
standard of living as it grows, and that the benchmark should be reached by a
definite date. The working group chose Gross Average Industrial Earnings (GAIE)
to be the index to which payments should be fixed.37The group further urged that
regular and formal review and monitoring of the range of issues covered in its
report should be provided for. The group expressed the opinion that this could
best be accommodated within the structures in place under the NAPS and the
National Action Plan for Social Inclusion (now combined as NAPinclusion). The
SWBIG report envisaged that such a mechanism could involve

• the review of any benchmarks/targets and indexation methodologies
adopted by government to ensure that the underlying objectives remain
valid and are being met

• the assessment of such benchmarks/targets and indexation methodologies
against the various criteria set out in the group’s terms of reference to ensure
their continued relevance

• the assessment of emerging trends in the key areas of concern - e.g. poverty
levels, labour market performance, demographic changes, economic
performance, competitiveness, etc.

• identification of gaps in the area of research and assessment of any additional
research undertaken in the interim.

37 The group recommended a benchmark of 27 per cent although we argued for 30 per cent.
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National Anti-Poverty Strategy (NAPS) review 2002 
In 2002, the NAPS review set the following as key targets:

To achieve a rate of €150 per week in 2002 terms for the lowest rates of social
welfare to be met by 2007 and the appropriate equivalence level of basic child income
support (i.e. child Benefit and Child Dependent Allowances combined) to be set at
33 per cent - 35 per cent of the minimum adult social welfare payment rate.

We, among others, welcomed this target. It was a major breakthrough in social,
economic and philosophical terms. We also welcomed the reaffirmation of this
target in Towards 2016. That agreement contained a commitment to “achieving
the NAPS target of €150 per week in 2002 terms for lowest social welfare rates
by 2007” (2006:52). The target of €150 a week was equivalent to 30 per cent of
Gross Average Industrial Earnings (GAIE) in 2002.38

In response to this commitment we calculated the projected growth in €150
between 2002 and 2007 when it is indexed to the estimated growth in GAIE. Table
3.1.22 outlines these expected growth rates and calculates that the lowest social
welfare rates for single people should have reach €185.80 by 2007.

Table 3.1.22: Estimating growth in €150 a week (30% GAIE) for 
2002-2007 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
% Growth of GAIE - +6.00 +3.00 +4.50 +3.60 +4.80 
30% GAIE 150 159.00 163.77 171.14 177.30 185.80

Source: GAIE growth rates from CSO Industrial Earnings and Hours Worked (September
2004:2) and ESRI Medium Term Review (Bergin et al, 2003:49).

Budgets 2005-2007
The NAPS commitment was very welcome and was one of the few areas of the
anti-poverty strategy that was adequate to tackle the scale of the poverty, inequality
and social exclusion being experienced by so many people in Ireland today.

In 2002, we set out a pathway to reaching this target by calculating the projected
growth of €150 between 2002 and 2007 when it is indexed to the estimated

38 GAIE is calculated by the CSO on the earnings of all individuals (male and female) working in all
industries. The GAIE figure in 2002 was €501.51 and 30 per cent of this figure equals €150.45 (CSO,
2006: 2).
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growth in GAIE. Progress towards achieving this target had been slow up until
Budget 2005. At its first opportunity to live up to the NAPS commitment the
government granted a mere €6 a week increase in social welfare rates in Budget
2003. This increase was below that which we proposed and also below that
recommended by the government’s own tax strategy group. In Budget 2004 the
increase in the minimum social welfare payment was €10. This increase was again
below the €12 a week we sought and at this point we set out a three-year pathway
(see table 3.1.23).

Table 3.1.23: Proposed approach to addressing the gap, 2005-2007 

2005 2006 2007 

Min. SW. payment in €’s 148.80 165.80 185.80 
€ amount increase each year 14.00 17.00 20.00 
Delivered � � �

Following Budget 2004 we argued for an increase of €14 in Budget 2005. The
Governments decision to deliver an increase equal to that amount in that Budget
marked a significant step towards honouring this commitment was a step we
warmly welcomed. Budget 2006 followed suit, delivering an increase of €17 per
week to those in receipt of the minimum social welfare rate. Finally, Budget 2007’s
decision to deliver an increase of €20 per week to the minimum social welfare rates
brought the minimum social welfare payment up to the 30 per cent of GAIE
benchmark.

Social Justice Ireland believes that these increases, and the achievement of the
benchmark in Budget 2007, marked a fundamental turning point in Irish public
policy. Budget 2007 was the third budget in a row where the government delivered
on its NAPS commitment. In doing so the government moved to meet the target
such that in 2007 the minimum social welfare rate increased to €185.80 per week;
a figure equivalent to the 30 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earnings (GAIE).

We warmly welcomed its achievement. It marked major progress and underscored
the delivery of a long overdue commitment to sharing the fruits of this country’s
recent economic success.
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Social welfare payments post-2007
An important element of the NAPS commitment to increasing social welfare rates
is the acknowledgement that the years from 2002-2007 marked a period of ‘catch-
up’ for those in receipt of welfare payments. Now that this income gap has been
bridged, the increases necessary to keep social welfare payments at a level equivalent
to 30 per cent of GAIE become much smaller. In that context we welcomed the
commitment by Government in NAPinclusion to “maintain the relative value of the
lowest social welfare rate at least at €185.80, in 2007 terms, over the course of this
Plan (2007-2016), subject to available resources” (2007:42).Whether or not 30 per
cent of GAIE is adequate to eliminate the risk of poverty is an issue to be
monitored through the EU-SILC studies and in particular to be addressed when
data on persistent poverty emerges.

During the course of 2008 and 2009 the profile of those who are dependent on
unemployment benefits changed dramatically (see section 3.3). A large proportion
of those in receipt of these payments have experienced a sudden decline in their
incomes as they lost their jobs. Both from the perspective of income adequacy and
social cohesion we strongly argued that it was important that this growing and
vulnerable group be protected. It was therefore unacceptable that Budget 2010
further cut the income of this group – decreasing the lowest social welfare payments
to €196.As the economy stabilises (perhaps over the next two years) Social Justice
Ireland believes that the value of these payments should be restored and the
benchmark re-established.

Individualising social welfare payments
The issue of individualising payments so that all recipients receive their own social
welfare payments has been on the policy agenda in Ireland and across the EU for
several years. We welcomed the report of the Working Group, Examining the
Treatment of Married, Cohabiting and One-Parent Families under the Tax and Social
Welfare Codes, which addressed some of the individualisation issues. Recent Budgets
have also made welcome progress on the individualisation of contributory State
Pension payments.

At present the welfare system provides a basic payment for a claimant whether a
pension, a disability payment or a job-seeker’s payment etc. It then adds an
additional payment of about two-thirds of the basic payment for the second person.
For example, following Budget 2010 a couple on the lowest social welfare rate will
receive a payment of €326.10 per week. This amount is approximately 1.66 times
the payment for a single person (€196). Were these two people living separately
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they would receive €196 each; giving a total of €392. Thus by living as a household
unit such a couple loose out and receive a lower income.

Social Justice Ireland believes that this system is unfair and inequitable. We also believe
that the system as currently structured is not compatible with the Equal Status Acts
(2000-2004); a point we strongly made in a submission to the Department of Social
and Family Affairs Review of the Social Welfare Code with regard to its compatibility
with the Equal Status Acts. People, often women, are disadvantaged, through the
receipt of a lower income, for living as a household unit. We believe that where a
couple are in receipt of welfare payments, the payment for the second person should
be increased to equal that for the first person. Such a change would remove this
disadvantage and bring the current social welfare system in line with the terms of
the Equal Status Acts (2000-2004).We urge progress on this issue in the coming
years and believe such a policy development would go some way towards delivering
the equality that should be the hallmark of all systems.

(d) Basic Income
Over the past number of years major advances have been achieved in the case for
introducing a basic income in Ireland. These include the publication of a Green
Paper on Basic Income by the government in September 2002 and the publication
of a book by Clark entitled The Basic Income Guarantee (2002). A major
international conference on Basic income was also held in Dublin during
Summer 2008; more than 70 papers were presented at that conference are
available at www.basicincomeireland.com.

The case for a basic income
Social Justice Ireland has argued for a long time that the present tax and social welfare
systems should be integrated and reformed to make them more appropriate to the
changing world of the twenty-first century. To this end we have argued for the
introduction of a basic income system.

A basic income is an income that is unconditionally granted to every person on an
individual basis, without any means test or work requirement. In a basic-income
system every person receives a weekly tax-free payment from the Exchequer, and
all other personal income is taxed, usually at a single rate. For a person who is
unemployed, the basic-income payment would replace income from social welfare.
For a person who is employed the basic-income payment would replace tax credits
in the income-tax system.
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Basic income is a form of minimum income guarantee that avoids many of the
negative side effects inherent in social welfare payments. A basic income differs
from other forms of income support in that

• it is paid to individuals rather than households
• it is paid irrespective of any income from other sources
• it is paid without conditions. It does not require the performance of any

work or the willingness to accept a job if offered one
• it is always tax free.

There is real danger that the plight of large numbers of people excluded from the
benefits of the modern economy will be ignored. Images of rising tides lifting all
boats are often offered as government’s policy makers and commentators assure
society that prosperity for all is just around the corner. Likewise, the claim is often
made that a job is the best poverty fighter and consequently all priority must be
given to getting everyone a paid job. These images and claims are no substitute for
concrete policies to ensure that all are included. Twenty-first-century society needs
a radical approach to ensure the inclusion of all people in the benefits of present
economic growth and development. Basic income is such an approach.

As we have designed it, a basic income system would replace social welfare. It would
guarantee an income above the poverty line for everyone. It would not be means
tested. There would be no “signing on” and no restrictions or conditions. In practice
a basic income recognises the right of every person to a share of the resources of
society.

The Basic Income system ensures that looking for a paid job and earning an
income, or increasing one’s income while in employment, is always worth pursuing,
because for every euro earned the person will retain a large part. It thus removes
the many poverty traps and unemployment traps that may be in the present system.
Furthermore, women and men get equal payments in a basic income system.
Consequently the basic income system promotes gender equality because it treats
every person equally.

It is a system that is altogether more guaranteed, rewarding, simple and transparent
than the present tax and welfare systems. It is far more employment friendly than
the present system. It also respects other forms of work besides paid employment.
This is crucial in a world where other forms of work need to be recognised and
respected. It is also very important in a world where paid employment cannot be
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permanently guaranteed for everyone seeking it. There is growing pressure and
need in Irish society to ensure recognition and monetary reward for such work.
Basic income is a transparent, efficient and affordable mechanism for ensuring such
recognition and reward.

Basic income also lifts people out of poverty and the dreadful dependency mode
of survival. In doing this it also restores their self-esteem and broadens their
horizons. Poor people however are not the only ones who should welcome a basic
income system. Employers for example should welcome it because its introduction
would mean they would not be in competition with the social welfare system.
Since employees would not lose their basic income when taking a job, there would
always be an incentive to take up employment.

A basic income system would create a platform for meaningful work. It would
benefit paid employment as well as other forms of work. It would also have a
substantial impact on reducing income poverty. The present tax and welfare systems
were designed for a different era. They have done well in addressing major problems
of the second half of the twentieth century. The world however is changing
radically. A new system is required for the twenty-first century. Basic income is
such a system.

Ten reasons to introduce basic income
i It is work and employment friendly.
ii It eliminates poverty traps and unemployment traps.
iii It promotes equity and ensures that everyone receives at least the poverty

level of income.
iv It spreads the burden of taxation more equitably.
v It treats men and women equally.
vi It is simple and transparent.
vii It is efficient in labour-market terms.
viii It rewards types of work in the social economy that the market economy

often ignores, e.g. home duties, caring, etc.
ix It facilitates further education and training in the labour force.
x It faces up to the changes in the global economy.
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Policy Proposals on Income
A series of short-term and medium-term initiatives are required if the reality of
poverty and income inequality is to be addressed once and for all in Ireland. The
income measures, which are necessary to bring about greater societal fairness, are
outlined below.

• Social Justice Ireland believes that a Government commitment to: 
- benchmark social welfare payments, 
- equity of social welfare rates, 
- adequate payments for children, 
- higher and universal state pensions and cost of disability payments

would lead to Ireland’s poverty risk levels falling over the next few
years. Government should adopt these policy reforms so that this
goal is achieved.

• Acknowledge that Ireland has an ongoing poverty problem.

• Set a target of ‘zero poverty’ to be achieved by 2020. Advocate that
this target be adopted by the European Union as part of its actions
to mark the European Year Against Poverty and Social Exclusion
(2010).

• Continue to honour the NAPinclusion and Towards 2016 commitment
that the lowest social welfare payment for a single person will be
benchmarked to 30 per cent of GAIE from 2007-2016.

• Move towards the individualisation of social welfare payments.

• Move to address income adequacy among those dependent on state
pensions by standard rating the tax relief on pension contributions
and using some of the resources saved by the exchequer to provide a
universal pension at the contributory rate.

• Introduce a cost of disability allowance as a means of addressing the
poverty and social exclusion experienced by people with a disability.

• Recognise the new problems of poverty among migrants and adopt
policies to assist this group. In addressing this issue also reform and
increase the ‘direct provision’ allowances paid to asylum seekers.
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• Recognise the problem of the ‘working poor’ and make tax credits
refundable so as to improve the situation of the workers and their
families who are living in this situation.

• Address the problems of child poverty through the introduction of a
refundable tax credit for all children irrespective of the labour force
status of their parents. This would address child poverty and childcare
costs.

• Accept that persistent poverty should be used as the primary
indicator of poverty measurement once this data becomes available.

• Implement the IPH’s call for the creation of a national fuel poverty
strategy similar to the model currently in place in Northern Ireland.

• Adopt a new approach to measuring deprivation - one that uses
regularly updated indicators reflective of society as it currently is.

• Poverty-proof all public policy initiatives and provision.

• Equality-proof all public policy initiatives and provision.

• Continue to resource the production of up-to-date data in the area
of poverty and social exclusion and ensure the publication of such
data as soon as they become available.

• Move towards introducing a basic income system. All initiatives in
the areas of income and work should constitute positive moves
towards the introduction of a full basic income guarantee system.
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