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Budget 2002 should 
reverse the trend of 
recent Budgets and a l-
locate the available re-
sources in a way that 
ensures the scale of 
relative income pov-
erty is reduced and 
the rich/poor gap is 
narrowed.  
The widening rich/
poor gap is Ireland’s 
greatest budgetary 
scandal.  While eco-
nomic growth has pro-
duced unprecedented 
prosperity in recent 
years, Ireland’s poorest 
people have been effec-
tively excluded from 
what is required to live 
life with dignity.  This is 
unjust, unfair and un-
acceptable. 
To reverse this trend 
it is essential that 
Budget 2002 increase 
the lowest social we l-
fare payment by at 
least £14 a week for a 
single person and £24 
for a couple. 

Many good things 
have happened in re-
cent years.  The un-
precedented economic 
growth has given Ire-
land a per capita in-
come above the Euro-
pean average. The num-
bers employed have 
grown dramatically and 
the numbers unem-
ployed have fallen. The 
reduction in long-term 
unemployment is espe-
cially welcome.  

Ireland has a standard 

of living above the EU 
average but Ireland 
does not have an EU 
standard of  infra-
structure or social 
provision.   It has one 
of the worst rich/poor 
gaps in the EU.  The 
numbers living in rela-
tive income poverty are 
growing.   The gap be-
tween an unemployed 
person and a person 
on £40,000 a year has 
widened by £159 a 
week  over the past 
four years.   

A growing number of 
poor people are on 
housing waiting lists 
or homeless.   

The two-tier health-
care system ensures 
Ireland’s poorest people 
must wait at the back of 
the queue until the be t-
ter off have been pro-
vided for first.  

Many people with jobs 
are living in poverty be-
cause their incomes are 
so low.   
Educational disadvan-
tage persists for large 
numbers of poor peo-
ple—both young and 
adults. 

On the other hand Ire-
land’s total tax-take is 
low by EU standards.   
This raises serious 
questions.  How can 
Ireland have an EU 
level of infrastructure 
and social provision if 
we are not prepared to 
pay an EU level of 
taxation? 

The resources exis but 
the available resources 
have been given primar-
ily to the better off in 
recent years.  Budgets 
have benefited the rich-
est according to the 
ESRI.  The rich/poor 
gap is widening accord-
ing to the CSO. 
A society is measured 
by how it treats its 
most vulnerable peo-
ple.   By this measure-
ment Ireland is failing 
dismally. 

Whether or not income 
poverty is addressed e f-
fectively is a matter of 
political will.   Suffi-
cient resources exist 
now to ensure that 
every man, woman 
and child in Ireland 
has enough income to 
live life with dignity 
and to reduce the 
rich/poor gap.  

The following pages ad-
dress a wide range of 
Budgetary issues.   
They identify core policy 
objectives and outline 
budgetary proposals 
that would move to-
wards achieving these 
objectives.  All the pro-
posals are made within 
a responsible fiscal 
stance and can be 
funded from currently 
available resources.  
The majority of Irish 
people want a fairer, 
more just society.  
Budget 2002 should, 
consequently, reverse 
the trend of recent 
years. 

Key Issues 
?The widening rich/poor 

gap is Ireland’s great-
est budgetary scandal. 

?Ireland now has a per 
capita income above 
the EU average but its 
infrastructure and so-
cial provision are far 
below the EU level. 

?Ireland’s tax-take is far 
below the EU average. 

?How can Ireland have 
an EU level of infra-
structure and social 
provision if we are not 
prepared to pay EU 
level of taxation? 

Pre-Budget Briefing 
2002 
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Reducing the Rich/Poor Gap 
Should Be the Budget’s Top Priority 



Below is a list of the main 
proposals being presented to 
Government by the CORI  

Justice Commission for im-
plementation in Budget 2002 
___________________________ 

Taxation 
? Make tax credits refundable 
? Increase tax credits substantially 

so as to move towards taking the 
minimum wage out of the tax net. 

? Ensure changes in the income 
tax system benefit those on low to 
middle incomes as much as they 
benefit the better off in cash 
terms. 

? Put on hold the proposed 4% tax 
cut already promised to the cor-
porate sector. 

? Standard rate all discretionary 
tax expenditures (e.g. tax relief on 
pension contributions, on medi-
cal expenses, for the business 
expansion scheme and on prop-
erty investment schemes). 

 
Income Distribution 

? Redress the imbalances of the 
last four Budgets where the ma-
jor beneficiaries were the better 
off. 

? Increase the lowest social welfare 
rates by £14 a week for a single 
person and by £24 a week for a 
couple. 

? Commit Government to bench-
marking the lowest social welfare 
payments for single people at 
30% of gross average industrial 
earnings (GAIE) by 2007. 

? Increase child benefit substan-
tially and do not tax it. 

? Introduce a cost of disability al-
lowance. 

? Increase the weekly allowance for 
asylum seekers in ‘direct provision’ 
from £15 to £35 a week. (We be-
lieve this system of ’direct provi-
sion’ should be terminated and 
make the above recommendation 
as an interim measure).  

 
Work/Unemployment/Job-
Creation 

? Place an ongoing emphasis on pre-
paring and enabling unemployed 
people to access market-place jobs. 
This would involve providing addi-
tional resources to support: 

? Increased numbers of places pro-
viding quality education, training, 
retraining and up-skilling. 

? Expanded opportunities for un-
employed people to gain work-
place experience. 

? Adequate numbers of places on 
programmes such as C.E. 

? Substantially increase the re-
sources available for the Social 
Economy programme. 

?  Provide resources to conduct a 
survey to discover the value of all 
unpaid work in the country.  

 
Rural Development 

? Decouple all direct payments from 
production and introduce a direct 
payment in the form of a basic in-
come for each person. 

? Ensure the provision of basic infra-
structure and services based more 
on equity and social justice, rather 
than on cost effectiveness. 

? Provide support for rural housing. 
? Provide additional resources for the 

development of rural public trans-
port strategies. 

 
Housing and Accommoda-
tion 

? Acknowledge that everyone has a 
right to appropriate accommoda-
tion and develop policy from this 
perspective. 

? Acknowledge that a housing crisis 
exists. 

? Set a target of reducing the time 
spent on waiting lists to a maxi-
mum of 6 months by 2007 and 
provide the resources to make sub-
stantial progress towards reaching 

Main Policy Recommendations 
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Core Policy Objective 

To build a society where hu-
man rights are respected, 
human dignity is protected, 
human development is fa-
cilitated and the environ-
ment is respected and pro-
tected. 

this target. 
 
Environment 

? Allocate the necessary resources 
to achieve waste reduction tar-
gets by implementing the rele-
vant sections of the Waste Man-
agement Act. 

? Allocate substantial additional 
resources to develop and reward 
recycling.  

 
Education 
? Complete the establishment of 

the Committee on Educational 
Disadvantage and provide it 
with the resources necessary to 
fulfil its brief. 

? Make an explicit commitment to 
eliminate early school leaving 
(without a qualification) within a 
specific timeframe and provide 
the resources necessary to 
achieve this target. 

? Radically increase the funding 
of Adult and Community Edu-
cation to facilitate the imple-
mentation of priorities identified 
in the White Paper. 

 

Healthcare. 

? Increase the proportion of the 
healthcare budget allocated to 
the health promotion area. 

? Provide the resources to fund 
the PPF commitment to pilot 
community-based, primary 
healthcare centres on a seven 
day, 24 hour basis.  

? Provide for increased levels of 
community supports for care of 
the elderly. 

 
O. D. A.  
? Take substantial steps to imple-

ment the Government’s commit-
ment to increase Ireland’s Offi-
cial Development Assistance for 
poor countries to the UN target 
of 0.7% of GNP by 2007.  

Poverty Proofing 

? Poverty-proof the Budget to e n-
sure that the gap between the 
rich and poor is reduced. 

 



targeted at reducing taxation.  In 
CORI’s view this has been one of 
the main reasons that the rich/
poor gap has been widening over 
these years—there has been no 
evidence of a real Government 
commitment to ensure that the 
poor are not left ever further be-
hind those who are better off. 

In their study the ESRI examined 
what Government could have  

__________________________________ 

More than 90% of the addi-
tional resources available 
to Government were given 

in tax cuts, which bene-
fited the better off dispro-

portionately.   Contrast 
this with a recent study 

that found that the lowest 
social welfare rates do not 
reflect the current cost of 
even the most frugal stan-

dard of living. 

_____________________________ 
done.  In particular it examined a 
scenario where tax cuts and social 
welfare increases were indexed to 
wage growth.   If this had been 
done there would have been an ad-
ditional £4 billion available to Gov-
ernment to distribute in additional 
tax cuts and social welfare in-
creases.    

Instead of taking this approach 
Government failed to allocate suffi-
cient resources to ensure social 
welfare other than child benefit 
even kept pace with wage growth.  
More than 90% of the additional 
resources were given in tax cuts, 
which benefited the better off dis-
proportionately.   This was the 
choice which Government had.   
The resources existed but were 
given to the better off.    

Contrast these choices with the 
results of a study recently pub-
lished by the Vincentian Partner-
ship for Social Justice which 
showed that the lowest social wel-
fare rates do not reflect the current 
cost of even the most frugal stan-
dard of living. 

T he richest one-third of 
households benefited five 
times more than the poor-

est one-third from the last four-
teen Budgets according to the 
Economic and Social Research In-
stitute (ESRI).   In their most re-
cent edition of Budget Perspectives 
(October 2001) they show that 
Government Budget packages 
since 1987 have boosted the in-
come of the richest one third of 
households by about 18 per cent 
and the poorest one-third by less 
than 4 per cent. 

The contrast between the top one 
fifth and the bottom one fifth is 
even more stark.  While the top 
one fifth were benefiting by 18.9 
per cent the poorest one-fifth 
were experiencing a decline in 
their income of 1.2 per cent 
over the same fourteen Budgets.  

Another very significant conclusion 
of the ESRI research is that social 
welfare increases, apart from 
child benefit, have not kept pace 
with wages over these fourteen 
years.   In the same period most of 
the available resources have been 

T he gap between poor people 
and the rest of society has 
been widening dramatically 

according to the Central Statistics 
Office, the Government’s own statis-
tical agency.    
In its most recently published 
Household Budget Survey (October 
2001), the CSO found that the aver-
age disposable income of households 
in the top twenty per cent of the in-
come distribution increased by over 
61% during the five years 1995 to 
2000.  (These households had a 
gross weekly income in excess of 
£800) In the same period the dispos-
able income of the poorest twenty 
per cent of households rose by only 
37%. (These households had a gross 

weekly income below £169.) 
Comparing the incomes of the top 
10% of households and the poorest 
10% is most enlightening.    
____________________________________ 
 
The average disposable in-
come of the poorest 10% of 
households was £83.67 a 

week compared to £1,125 a 
week in the 10% of highest  

income households.    
____________________________________ 
 
This gap has widened dramatically 
over the past five years.   The top 
10% now has a disposable income 
that is 13 times greater than the 

poorest 10%.   In 1994/5 the ratio 
was 11 to 1.   A time of rapid eco-
nomic growth, such as Ireland has 
experienced in recent years, can pro-
duce a dramatic widening of the 
rich/poor gap unless Government 
acts to ensure that the unfairness of 
market forces are balanced by equi-
table social policies.   These results 
show that Government has failed 
to address the widening of the 
rich/poor gap.  In fact as we shall 
see later in this briefing the wid-
ening of the rich/poor gap is the 
direct result of decisions taken 
over the past five years when 
avai lable resources have been dis-
tributed to benefit those already 
better off. 

The rich/poor gap is widening according to  
Government’s own statistics agency 

Budgets benefited the richest according to the ESRI 
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impact of this Government's four 
Budgets.   To calculate the full extent 
of the widening rich/poor gap one 
must also include the £11 a week 
gain from the new Government Sav-
ings Scheme to those who can afford 
to take up that option.   Poor people 
do not have the income to do so. 
 
Despite having abundant resources 
available to ensure poverty and so-
cial exclusion was finally eliminated, 
Government has chosen, instead, 
to favour the better off thus wid-
ening the rich/poor gap substan-
tially.    
 
Widening the gap between the better 
off and poor is unfair, unjust and 
bad for social cohesion.  In making 
its decisions Government has failed 
to honour the aims and objectives 
of the Programme for Prosperity 
and Fairness. Many examples of this 
could be provided.   One will suffice 
here: In late 2000, when inflation 
had substantially outstripped the 
projections on which the PPF was 
negotiated, Government negotiated 
with the employers and trade unions 
to get an improved deal for those in 
jobs.   No such adjustments were 
made for Ireland's poorest people.  
 
GOVERNMENT TRIES TO 
HIDE ITS FAILURE BY  
RESORTING TO SPIN  
 
Many Government ministers repeat 
the mantra that 'a job is the solution 
to poverty'.   We welcome the growth 
in employment.  We have consis-
tently done so.   However, the Gov-
ernment's mantra cannot hide the 
fact that a substantial number of 
poor people do have jobs.  However, 
their wages are so low that they are 
still living in poverty.  
 
When challenged, Government says 
'consistent' poverty has been re-
duced.  What it does not add is that 
to qualify as 'consistently' poor a 
person has to have an income below 
the poverty line and also lack a 
warm overcoat, a second pair of 
shoes or go without heat.   This 
measurement simply distinguishes 

the very poor from many others who 
are also poor.  While reductions in 
'consistent' poverty are welcome they 
should not be used to hide the ac-
tual reality of poverty or the widen-
ing rich/poor gap.  In its study pub-
lished recently the ESRI concludes 
that consistent poverty "succeeds in 
identifying a set of households e x-
periencing generalised deprivation as 
a result of prolonged constraints in 
terms of command over resources.   
However, on its own it does not tell 
the whole story, nor does it represent 
the best way to frame a poverty in 
current circumstances (emphasis 
ours).   This group of consistently 
poor people are not the only people 
living in poverty in Ireland at this 
time.  For Government to claim oth-
erwise, as it constantly does, is to 
simply replace substance with spin. 
 
More could and should have been 
done to ensure that poverty and 
social exclusion was effectively 
tackled.  Given the resources 
avai lable, the potential for elimi-
nating poverty and social exclu-
sion was immense.   The Govern-
ment chose, instead, to allocate 
the bulk of these resources to 
benefit the better off.   Budget 
2002 is this Government’s final 
opportunity to redress this injus-
tice. 

THIS GOVERNMENT HAS WIDENED THE RICH/POOR 
GAP BY £159 A WEEK OVER THE PAST FOUR YEARS  
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T his Government's Budget 
decisions over the past 
four years have widened 

the rich/poor gap by £159 a 
week.    A CORI Justice Commis-
sion analysis of the impact Govern-
ment decisions have had on peo-
ple's take -home income shows that 
each of this Government's Budgets 
has widened the rich/poor gap 
substantially. The gap has now 
widened to the point where single 
people on £40,000 a year have 
gained £159 a week more in their 
disposable income than long-term 
unemployed people over the past 
four years. 
 
In making these calculations we 
have included both pay increases 
and tax reductions as well as social 
welfare increases.   We have also 
included the impact of the new sav-
ings scheme which better off people 
can access but which is beyond the 
reach of Ireland's poorest people. 
 
The impact of Government deci-
sions on the take-home income of 
couples has been almost as strik-
ing.   After four Budgets couples 
who are long-term unemployed are 
£32 a week better off while couples 
with one income on £40,000 a year 
are £157 a week better off.   The 
latter can also gain £11 a week 
from the new Government Savings 
Scheme, bringing their total gain 
up to £168 a week.   The rich/poor 
gap between these has, therefore, 
widened by £136 a week (£168 - 
£32). 
 
(The calculation of the £159 a week 
widening of the rich/poor gap 
among single people is as follows: 
Single people who are long-term 
unemployed are £18 a week better 
off than they were four years ago.   
Those on £40,000 a year are £166 
a week better off before  the Savings 
Scheme gains of £11 a week are 
included.   This means that the gap 
has widened by £159 a week i.e. 
£166 + £11 - £18.) 
 
The chart on page 5 of this briefing 
document contains the detailed in-
formation showing the cumulative 

In late 2000, when in-
flation had substan-
tially outstripped the 
projections on which 
the PPF was negoti-

ated, Government ne-
gotiated with the em-
ployers and trade un-

ions to get an improved 
deal for those in jobs.   
No such adjustments 

were made for Ire-
land's poorest people.  
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STANDARD OF LIVING 
IS RISING 
Ireland is fast becoming one of the 
wealthiest countries in the EU.  
From a situation where we were 
consistently among the Union’s 
poorest countries and receiving 
major cash transfers to assist our 
development we now find ourselves 
with average incomes in excess 
of the EU average. 
The remarkable economic growth 
of recent years has seen huge 
growth in the scale of resources 
available to society in general and 
to Government in particular.  
Among the most remarkable 
changes are the huge growth in 
the numbers employed and the 
substantial reduction in unem-
ployment compared to the situa-
tion in the early 1990s.  The 
changing job situation has made a 
major contribution to raising the 
standard of living of many indi-
viduals and households.   Major 
problems persist, however. 
 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
SOCIAL PROVISION FAL-
LING WELL SHORT OF 
WHAT IS REQUIRED 
The growth in average per capita 
income has not been matched by 
an equally dramatic improvement 
in Ireland’s levels of infrastructure 
or social provision.   At present 
these are far below the EU aver-
age.  Areas such as healthcare 
leave a great deal to be desired.  
The absence of an adequate and 
efficient public transport system 
is another area of public concern. 
 
Far less emphasis appears to be 
placed on the huge problems 
caused by the insufficient supply 
of social housing.  The proposed 
scale of the Government’s re-
sponse to this critically important 
issue is totally inadequate when 
compared to the scale of the prob-
lem.   The end result is that hous-
ing waiting lists are getting 
longer and longer. Large numbers 
of people are doomed to live in in-
adequate, inappropriate accommo-

dation for a long time to come. 
Homelessness is in a similar 
situation. 
The failure of the education sys-
tem to tackle social exclusion in an 
effective way remains a major con-
cern.   Likewise the failure to come 
to grips with emerging waste dis-
posal problems is another key in-
frastructure problem. 
 
POVERTY PERSISTS 
Income poverty is a reality for a 
great many people in Ireland.   Us-
ing the ESRI’s most recent data we 
can calculate the generally ac-
cepted income poverty line (i.e. 
50% of average income) to be 
about £109.50 a week for a single 
person in 2001.   This is £25.50 a 
week more than the current level 
of the lowest social welfare rates 
which are at £84 a week.   Conse-
quently, it is hardly surprising that 
one in every five people has an 
income below this poverty line.   
The number of households with 
incomes below this line has 
risen steadily from 16.3% in 
1987 to 24.6% in 1998.  It 
should be noted that some of the 
people included in this category 
are employed.  Their jobs however 
are low paid and, consequently, 
they remain among Ireland’s poor. 
 
In pointing out these facts we ac-
knowledge that the proportion of 
people experiencing income pov-
erty who are also experiencing ba-
sic deprivation has been falling in 
recent years.  (This is the 
‘consistent’ poverty measure a l-
ready discussed on page 4.)  How-
ever, this group are not the only 
people living in poverty.   They are 
a group that is clearly distinct 
from the rest of society.   They are 
the poorest people in Ireland, not 
the country’s only poor people. 
Ireland has a high rate of rela-
tive income poverty compared 
with other EU member states (cf. 
Nolan and Maitre, 1999).   The 
ESRI (Layte, et al, 2001) recognise 
this fact and argues that it is 
caused by structural factors that 
need to be tackled while the re-
sources are available to do so. 

IRELAND’S TAX-TAKE IS 
LOW BY EU STANDARDS 
Ireland’s total tax take as a per-
centage of gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP) is the lowest of 14 EU 
countries for which statistics are 
available.  Total tax and social in-
surance revenue in Ireland was 
equal to 34.1 of GDP, a long way 
below the EU average of 42. 6%.  
When adjusted for GNP Ireland’s 
total tax take is still substantially 
below the EU average.  Within this 
total number it is important to 
note that Ireland takes a far 
higher proportion of its taxes 
from income tax (31.4%) com-
pared to 25.5% for the EU. On 
the other hand, Ireland takes 
only 12.9% of its total tax-take 
in social security taxes (PRSI) 
compared to an EU average of 
28.6%. 
 
Ireland is not a high-tax country.  
 
There are major questions, how-
ever, facing Ireland at present on 
this issue.  How can we have an 
EU level of infrastructure and so-
cial provision if we are not pre-
pared to pay an EU level of taxa-
tion?  In this context it is impor-
tant to ensure that value for money 
is always sought and attained.  
However, it is simply not good 
enough to argue for better infra-
structure and social provision 
while refusing to address the ques-
tion of how we propose to pay the 
costs involved. 
__________________________________ 
CORI Justice Commission be-
lieves that everyone should have 
sufficient income to live life 
with dignity.  The Commission 
also believes that Ireland should 
have the levels of infrastructure 
and social provision required so 
that everyone can live life with 
dignity.  The level of taxation re-
quired to finance this should be 
collected.  The Commission also 
believes that we need a fairer tax 
system in which those who have 
more pay more while those who 
have less pay less.   
__________________________________ 

THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONTEXT 
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I t has been clear for some 
time that all the aims and 
objectives of the national 

agreement are not being hon-
oured by Government in its 
Budgetary decision-making.  The 
most obvious example of this fail-
ure can be found in the area of in-
come adequacy and the tackling of 
income poverty. 

One of the over-arching aims of 
the Programme for Prosperity and 
Fairness  (PPF) is to “bring about a 
fairer and more inclusive society”.  
The first objective concerning in-
come adequacy listed in PPF is to 
“provide every person with suffi-
cient income to live life with di g-
nity.”    

With income poverty still wide-
spread, this objective demands 
that when resources exist they 
must be used to substantially 
reduce income poverty and re-
verse the trend of recent years 
which saw the gap between the 
better off and the poor widen 
substantially.   In practice, this 
means the percentage increase in 
social welfare rates should exceed 
the percentage rise in the take-
home income of those on the ave r-
age industrial wage.   

In its recent Budgets Government 
has failed to raise the lowest social 
welfare rates by the amounts re-
quired to meet the aims and objec-
tives of the PPF. It is difficult to 
understand why the Government 
failed to do this.   The economic 
growth rate substantially ex-
ceeded the central forecast on 
which the PPF agreement was 
based.  PPF specifically commits 
Government, in such a situation, 
to ensure that “achieving in-
creased rates will be a high pri-
ority”. 

However, when inflation was sub-
stantially ahead of the central PPF 
forecast, trade unions and Govern-
ment agreed substantial additional 
increases to compensate employ-
ees for this inflation and employers 

accepted these increases.   The 
poorest people were the hardest 
hit by inflation.  Yet, their com-
pensation has been the least.  
They saw no additional increase 
to ensure that the PPF aims and 
objectives were met.  

To honour the aims and objectives 
of the PPF the lowest social welfare 
rates should be raised by £14 a 
week for a single person and £24 a 
week for a couple in Budget 2002. 

__________________________________ 
 

We strongly urge Govern-
ment to honour the aims 
and objectives of the PPF 
where Ireland’s poorest 
people are concerned. To 
do this the lowest social 
welfare rates should be 
raised in Budget 2002 by 
£14 a week for a single 
person and £24 a week for 
a couple.  

__________________________________ 

There are a range of other specific 
commitments to tackle social ex-
clusion contained in PPF.  These 
commitments should be hon-
oured when decisions are made 
concerning the allocation of re-
sources in Budget 2002.   In the 
following pages we make specific 
recommendations on a range of 
these issues. 

In its published analysis and cri-
tique of Budget 2001 the CORI 
Justice Commission argued that 
Ireland’s poorest people were be-
trayed because the Budget fa-
voured the better off, increased the 
divisions in society and failed to 
honour PPF as outlined on this 
page.   The validity of this critique 
has been supported by a range of 
recent studies. Budget 2002 
should honour the aims and objec-
tives of the PPF. 

Aims and Objectives of the Programme for Prosperity 
and Fairness should be honoured by Government  
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Towards a New Social 
Contract 

____________________________________ 
For two decades and more, 
poor people were told they 
must wait until the fundamen-
tals of the economy were put 
in place and got right.  Now 
that these fundamentals have 
been in place for some time it 
is clear that, while many good 
things have emerged, a large 
number of Irish people are be-
ing left behind, they have not 
benefited  from the economic 
growth of recent years and 
the gap between them and the 
rest of society has widened 
dramatically. 
 
CORI Justice Commission has 
argued for some years that a 
new social contract is re-
quired for the new era in 
which we now find ourselves.  
While the social contract that 
has guided policy develop-
ment in recent decades has 
produced much that is worth-
while it seems incapable of 
eliminating the poverty and 
exclusion being experienced 
by so many.   
 
A new social contract would 
recognise and deliver on eve-
ryone having the right to 
? Sufficient income to live life 

with dignity,  
? Meaningful work,  
? Appropriate accommodation, 
? Essential healthcare 
? Relevant education 
? Participation 
? Cultural respect  
The resources now exist to 
deliver on such a contract.  
It’s a question of choices.  



 

A s we have noted already in 
this Briefing, Ireland’s total 
tax take as a percentage 

of gross domestic product (GDP) 
is the lowest of 14 EU countries 
for which statistics are avail-
able.  Total tax and social insur-
ance revenue in Ireland was equal 
to 34.1 of GDP, a long way below 
the EU average of 42. 6%.  When 
adjusted for GNP Ireland’s total tax 
take is still substantially below the 
EU average.  Ireland is not a 
high-tax country.  
 
INCOME TAX V. PRSI 
It is important to note that Ireland 
takes a far higher proportion of 
its taxes from income tax 
(31.4%) compared to the EU 
(25.5%). On the other hand, Ire-
land takes only 12.9% of its to-
tal tax-take in social security 
taxes (PRSI) compared to an EU 
average of 28.6%.  A rebalancing 
towards the EU levels on this issue 
would be welcome. 
 
REFUNDABLE TAX CREDITS 
The introduction of refundable tax 
credits in Budget 2001 was a sig-
nificant development and raises 
interesting questions for Budget 
2002.  Budget 2001 introduced re-
lief at source for health insurance 
premia.  It also announced that 
mortgage providers would give 
mortgage interest relief at source 
from January 2002.  Because the 
value of this relief is equally avai l-
able to all those with a mortgage or 
health insurance regardless of 
whether or not they are subject to 
income tax, these credits in effect 
operate as refundable tax credits. 

Making the current income tax 
credits refundable would result 
in most of the benefit going to 
the poorest 30% of income earn-
ers.  This is a development that 
should be introduced in Budget 
2002. 
 
THE MINIMUM WAGE AND THE 
TAX NET 
Taking everyone on the minimum 
wage out of the tax net is a worth-
while policy objective.  However, it 
is important to note that the bene-
fits of such a move would go, 
mostly to the better off 60% of the 
population.  According to the 
ESRI’s most recent research only 
16% of the cost of such a move 
would go to the bottom half of 
the income distribution while 
84% would go to those already 
in the better-off half.   Conse-
quently, while favouring the policy 
objective, CORI Justice Commis-
sion believes it would be far more 
progressive to make tax credits 
refundable. This should be given 
priority. 
 
STANDARD RATING DISCRE-
TIONARY TAX EXPENDITURES 
Discretionary tax expenditures 
(e.g. Business Expansion Scheme, 
pension contributions, medical ex-
penses) are an inappropriate 
means of achieving policy objec-
tives.  In general these expendi-
tures are neither efficient nor 
fair.   They are not fair because 
they give relief to taxpayers while 
withholding relief from those 
whose incomes are too low to pay 
tax.   In addition, most discretion-
ary tax expenditures give more re-
lief to taxpayers on the top rate of 
tax than those on the standard 
rate.    Two particular tax expendi-
tures, mortgage interest relief and 
medical health insurance (VHI, 
BUPA), are only available at the 
standard tax rate.  The reasoning 
which led to the standard-rating of 
these two items applies equally to 
all of the remaining discretionary 
tax expenditures.  Accordingly, re-
lief on all discretionary tax ex-
penditures should be available at 
the standard rate only.  

TAXATION 
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Make tax credits refundable.  
? Increase tax credits sub-

stantially so as to move to-
wards taking the minimum 
wage out of the tax net. 

? Integrate Family Income 
Supplement (FIS) with the 
tax system. 

? Proceed with individualisa-
tion in the income tax sys-
tem in a fair and equitable 
manner. 

? Ensure changes in the in-
come tax system benefit 
those on low to middle in-
comes as much as they 
benefit the better off in cash 
terms. 

? Accept a goal of having Ire-
land’s total tax-take set at 
the EU average tax-take 
level. 

? Put on hold the proposed 4% 
tax cut already promised to 
the corporate sector. 

? Commit to review the wis-
dom of reducing the stan-
dard corporation tax rate be-
low its present level of 20%. 

? Standard rate all discretion-
ary tax expenditures (e.g. 
tax relief on pension contri-
butions, on medical ex-
penses, for the business ex-
pansion scheme and on prop-
erty investment schemes). 

? Provide resources to investi-
gate the possibility of intro-
ducing a tax on currency 
transactions such as the 
Tobin tax. 

? Commit to publishing the 
Government’s Green Paper 
on Basic Income. 

Core Policy Objective 
To collect sufficient 
taxes to ensure full par-
ticipation in society for 
all, through a fair tax 
system in which those 
who have more, pay 
more, while those who 
have less, pay less.  



 I ncome poverty is a reality for a 
great many people in Ireland.   
As we have seen earlier in this 

Briefing, using the ESRI’s most re-
cent data, the generally accepted 
income poverty line (i.e. 50% of av-
erage income) can be estimated to 
be about £109.50 a week for a sin-
gle person in 2001.   This is 
£25.50 a week more than the cur-
rent level of the lowest social wel-
fare rates which are at £84 a week.   
Consequently, it is hardly surpri s-
ing that one in every five people 
has an income below this line.   
The number of households with 
incomes below this line has risen 
steadily from 16.3% in 1987 to 
24.6% in 1998. 

There are, also, substantial num-
bers of people in low-paid jobs who 
are living on incomes below this 
poverty line. In this Briefing’s sec-
tion on taxation the issue of low 
paid people living in poverty has 
been addressed.  The most efficient 
and effective way of tackling this 
problem is by making tax credits 
refundable.   

The plight of people depending on 
social welfare needs a major re-
sponse.  The lowest social wel-
fare rates should be bench-
marked at a level sufficient to 
ensure everyone has sufficient 
income to live life with dignity.   

Only then will this issue of income 
poverty be adequately addressed.    

The idea of benchmarking social 
welfare payments in this way was 
supported by a majority on the PPF 
Social Welfare Benchmarking and 
Indexation Working Group.   In its 
final report, published in Septem-
ber 2001, a majority of the working 
group also agreed that this bench-
mark should be index-linked in 
some way to the standard of living 
as it grows and that the bench-
mark should be reached by a defi-
nite date.   If these recommenda-
tions were implemented it would 
mean that the lowest social welfare 
payment would rise dramatically, 
that the target would be reached 
within a definite timeframe, and 
social welfare payments would 
continue to rise in line with the 
improving standard of living in the 
wider society.  

The index the working group chose 
was Gross Average Industrial 
Earnings (GAIE).  A majority 
agreed that the benchmark for so-
cial welfare payments by 2007 
should be 27% of GAIE.   In 2001 
terms this would mean that the 
lowest social welfare payment 
(currently at £84 a week) should 
be £101.   The Community and 
Voluntary Pillar of Social Partners 
and the Trade Union Pillar both 
argued, and continue to argue, 
that the benchmark should be 
set at 30% of GAIE.  In 2001 
terms this would bring the low-
est payment for a single person 
to £117 a week.  This bench-
mark should be reached by 2007 
at the latest. 

The issue of fuel poverty is a criti-
cal one for many poor households. 
The level of the fuel allowance has 
not been raised for a decade.  
While it was extended by 3 weeks 
in Budget 2001 we believe it 
should be increased this year.
__________________________________ 
We strongly urge Government 
to accept that the lowest so-
cial welfare rates be bench-
marked and that the bench-
mark be set at 30% of Gross 
Average Industrial Earnings.   

INCOME DISTRIBUTION 
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Redress the imbalances of 

the last four Budgets where 
the major beneficiaries were 
the better off. 

? Provide a fair income distri-
bution between people on 
different incomes.  To 
achieve this the combined 
impact of the tax and social 
welfare packages should fa-
vour those on low incomes 
whether they depend on so-
cial welfare or are in low-
paid employment. 

To achieve these objectives 
the Budget should: 
? Increase the lowest social 

welfare rates by £14 a week 
for a single person and by 
£24 a week for a couple. 

? Commit Government to 
benchmarking the lowest so-
cial welfare payments for 
single people at 30% of 
gross average industrial 
earnings (GAIE) by 2007. 

? Increase child benefit sub-
stantially and do not tax it. 

? Move towards individualisa-
tion of social welfare pay-
ments. 

? Introduce a cost of disability 
allowance. 

? Double the fuel allowance. 
? Increase the weekly allow-

ance for asylum seekers in 
‘direct provision’ from £15 to 
£35 a week. (This system of 
’direct provision’ should be 
terminated. The above rec-
ommendation is an interim 
one).  

? Abolish claw-back rules so 
that social welfare recipi-
ents will get the full value of 
the Budget increases. 

Core Policy Objective 
To provide all with suffi-
cient income to live life 
with dignity.   This would 
involve everyone having 
enough income to secure a 
minimum floor of social 
and economic resources, 
thus ensuring that no 
member of the national 
community falls below the 
threshold of social provi-
sion necessary to enable 
him or her to participate 
in activities that are con-
sidered the norm for other 
people in society.  



 

O ne of the major achieve-
ments of recent years has 
been the increase in em-

ployment and the reduction in 
unemployment, especially long-
term unemployment.  In 1991 
there were 1,156,000 people em-
ployed in Ireland.   Ten years 
later this number had increased 
by more than half a million to 
1,716,000. 

Over the same period the number 
of people unemployed (measured 
on an ILO basis) had gone from 
198,500 to 65,400.   In the inter-
vening years the number unem-
ployed had exceeded 220,000. Of 
those unemployed in 1991 the 
number of people long-term un-
employed was 119,700.  By May, 
2001 this had fallen to 20,500.  
(These numbers are drawn from 
the CSO’s Quarterly National 
Household Survey, second quar-
ter 2001.)   The impact of the re-
cent job losses in a number of 
sectors has not worked its way 
through into the statistics as we 
go to publication.  
However, the transformation is 
remarkable. It provides new 
challenges and raises new 
questions. 

 

THE CHALLENGE OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT 

The issue of unemployment re-
mains a challenge and is likely 
to be more problematic in the 
year ahead as more job losses 
appear likely given the wider eco-
nomic context. Budget 2002 
should make provision for this 
new situation by emphasising 
and providing additional re-
sources to prepare and enable 
unemployed people to access 
jobs. This would involve provid-

ing additional resources to sup-
port: 
? Increased numbers of places 

providing quality education 
and training, retraining and up-
skilling. 

? Expanded opportunities for un-
employed people to gain work-
place experience. 

? Adequate numbers of places on 
programmes such as Community 
Employment. 

 
THE IMPORTANCE OF BALANCE 

The new situation created by the 
huge growth in available jobs 
raises major questions concerning 
the focus of policy in this area.  
Should Ireland continue to expend 
resources to increase further the 
number of jobs available?  Given 
the problems being experienced in 
trying to increase the labour sup-
ply (by recruiting women. older 
people and people from abroad) 
should more emphasis be placed 
on improving the quality of jobs 
available, and the education, train-
ing and life -long learning capacity 
of people in the labour force?  The 
latter approach seems more sensi-
ble.  
 

THE NEED TO RECOGNISE ALL 
WORK 

A major question being raised by 
the current labour market situa-
tion concerns assumptions unde r-
pinning culture and policy making 
in this area.   One such assump-
tion concerns the priority given to 
paid employment over other forms 
of work.  Most people recognise 
that a person can work very hard 
even though they do not have a 
job.   Much of the work done in the 
community and in the voluntary 
sector fits under this heading.   So 
too does much of the work done in 
the home.  The need to recognise 
such work has been acknowledged 
in the Government’s White Paper 
on Supporting Voluntary Activity.   
Higher priority should be given to 
this issue within policy-making 
generally and within the Budgetary 
process in particular. 

WORK/UNEMPLOYMENT/JOB CREATION 
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should 
? Place an ongoing emphasis 

on preparing and enabling 
unemployed people to ac-
cess jobs. This would involve 
providing additional re-
sources to support: 

? Increased numbers of 
places providing quality 
education and training, re-
training and up-skilling. 

? Expanded opportunities for 
unemployed people to gain 
work-place experience. 

? Adequate numbers of 
places on programmes 
such as Community Em-
ployment. 

? Substantially increase the 
resources of the Local Em-
ployment Service (LES) so 
that every unemployed per-
son can access its services. 

? Maintain the number of ac-
tive labour market pro-
gramme (ALMP) places avail-
able to those who are long-
term unemployed. 

? Substantially increase the 
resources available for the 
Social Economy programme 
and ensure that it maintains 
its social economy focus. 

? Increase the education/
training grants for partici-
pants in active labour mar-
ket programmes. 

? Resource life long learning. 
? Recognise the right to work 

of asylum seekers. 
? Provide resources to con-

duct a survey to discover the 
value of all unpaid work in 
the country (including com-
munity and voluntary work 
and work in the home). 

Core Policy Objective 
To ensure that all people 
have access to meaning-
ful work.  



 

R ural Ireland continues to 
change dramatically.  
According to the most 

recent census 46% of Ireland’s 
population lives in small vil-
lages and in the open coun-
tryside.  There is a decline in 
farm numbers, however. Those 
in farming now account for 
only one quarter of the rural 
labour force and are a minor-
ity of the rural population. 
Furthermore, fewer farm chi l-
dren seek a future in farming.  
 
Among its many characteristics 
rural Ireland has high de-
pendency levels, increasing 
out-migration and many 
small farmers living on very 
low incomes.   Only a minority 
of farmers are at present gene r-
ating an adequate income from 
farming, and even on these 
farms, incomes lag considera-
bly behind the national ave r-
age.   Off-farm income is e x-
tremely important among farm 
families especially in the West-
ern Region.   This situation is 
likely to intensify in the coming 
years, thus increasing the im-
portance of additional off-farm 
income being available if pov-
erty and social exclusion are to 
be addressed.  
There have been increases in 
the numbers employed in rural 

Ireland over recent years—but in 
many cases these increases have 
lagged behind the pace of na-
tional increases.    
Long-term strategies to address 
the failures of current policies 
on  critical issues such as infra-
structure development, the na-
tional spatial imbalance, public 
transport and local involvement 
in core decision-making are ur-
gently required.  A recognition 
that current development policies 
are largely city-led is also neces-
sary and this approach needs to be 
re-balanced. 
  ______________________________ 
There have been many wel-
come initiatives aimed at 
tackling rural exclusion.  
The context of current rural 
development policy, how-
ever, is one where: 
? EU policies in particular 

ensure that production is 
concentrated among lar-
ger producers, and where 
regulations, policies and 
financing all militate 
against small local pro-
ducers. 

? Direct payments favour 
large volume, higher in-
come farmers 

? There is a dominance of 
the agri-model of rural 
development 

? There is very limited pro-
gress in achieving bal-
anced development.  Ar-
eas such as the Western 
Region have been losing 
ground to the rest of the 
country in recent years. 

  ______________________________ 
The scale of the infrastructure 
and investment deficit in rural 
Ireland is unacceptably high.  
The recently launched CLAR pro-
gramme will go some way towards 
addressing this but far more is re-
quired if rural Ireland is to be vi-
able in the 21st century.  

RURAL DEVELOPMENT 
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Decouple all direct payments 

from production and intro-
duce a direct payment in the 
form of a basic income for 
each person. 

? Ensure the provision of basic 
infrastructure and services 
based more on equity and 
social justice, rather than on 
cost effectiveness.   In this 
context, the Budget should 
take particular account of 
rural disadvantage. 

? Provide support for rural 
housing.   

? Provide additional resources 
for the development of rural 
public transport strategies 
and initiatives tailored to 
meet the needs of people in 
local communities.   

? Support additional special 
outreach education pro-
grammes in rural areas, par-
ticularly those where no ma-
jor third level colleges are 
located.   

? Support policies that encour-
age alternative farm enter-
prises through the promotion 
of quality (including organic) 
food production and process-
ing. 

? Reverse the trend of central-
ising services away from lo-
cal communities in areas 
such as healthcare, educa-
tion, post offices, etc.    

? Support programmes to cre-
ate employment for part-time 
farmers with a view to effec-
tively targeting the needs of 
smaller farmers.                                 

Core Policy Objective 
To secure the existence 
of substantial numbers of 
viable communities in all 
parts of rural Ireland 
where every person would 
have meaningful work, 
adequate income and so-
cial services, and where 
infrastructures needed 
for substantial develop-
ment would be in place.  



 

S ustainable development 
has not been a major con-
cern of the dominant eco-

nomic models.  Their emphasis 
on GNP/GDP as scorecards of 
wealth and progress, more or less 
ignored the environment. Conse-
quently it is scarcely surprising 
that this neglect is now causing 
major problems.    
Pollution and waste disposal 
are just two of these problems.  
Much of what is dumped can be 
recycled, yet in Ireland only 1% 
of the 1.22 million tonnes of 
household waste is recycled an-
nually.   Similarly, industry recy-
cles only 8% of its waste.  Con-
trast this with the potential: 80% 
of household waste is recyclable 
as is 94% of industrial waste.  
Ireland has had an over reliance 
on landfill and now has to face 
the problems this generates. 

 
Green house gas emissions 
have been increasing rather than 
decreasing over the period 1990 
to 1998.  These now exceed the 
limits agreed under the Kyoto 
protocol.   We welcome Ireland’s 
ongoing commitment to this pro-
tocol despite the refusal of the 
USA to ratify its implementation.   
However these emissions are a 
major cause of climate change 
and it is in all our interests to en-
sure that the limits agreed in the 
Kyoto protocol are met.   The 
Irish Government and the Euro-
pean Commission agreed a target 
of 12% reduction of CO2 emis-
sions by 2010.  The Govern-
ment’s National Climate Change 
Strategy proposed to imposed 

(unspecified) taxes on oil, gas, coal 
and other fossil fuels and to phase 
these in from 2002.  Budget 2002 
should make progress on this is-
sue.  

River Water Quality is another 
aspect of environmental protection 
that requires attention.  The pro-
portion of Ireland’s rivers that are 
unpolluted fell during the 1990s 
from 72% to 67%.   This is a wor-
rying trend and needs initiatives to 
ensure it is reversed. 

  ______________________________ 

 
The issue of sustainable 
development is a critically 
important one for the pre-
sent time.  Development is 
sustainable when it “meets 
the needs of the present 
without compromising the 
ability of future genera-
tions to meet their own 
needs” (according to the 
World Commission on En-
vironment and Develop-
ment). 

  ______________________________ 

In promoting sustainable develop-
ment it is important  to reward ac-
tivities that are socially and en-
vironmentally benign (and not 
the reverse, as is the case in many 
situations at present).  The Budget 
should promote this approach. 

 

The Department of Environment 
and Local Government funds the 
library service  and so we address 
it here.  This service is crucially 
important for a variety of reasons 
ranging from its contribution to 
ongoing education to the critically 
important role it can play in the 
reform of local government with its 
potential to renew local democracy 
and local development.  Conse-
quently its funding should be sub-
stantially increased in Budget 
2002.  

ENVIRONMENT 
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Allocate the necessary re-

sources to achieve waste 
reduction targets by imple-
menting the relevant sec-
tions of the Waste Manage-
ment Act. 

? Allocate substantial addi-
tional resources to develop 
and reward recycling.  

? Provide additional resources 
to ensure that water pollu-
tion is reduced. 

? Undertake to review the wa-
ter pollution acts so as to 
increase the penalties asso-
ciated with water pollution.  

? Introduce a coherent series 
of initiatives aimed at reduc-
ing dependence on oil, gas, 
coal and other fossil fuels.  

? Resource the development 
of ‘satellite’ national ac-
counts that include the 
costs of items such as envi-
ronmental damage and re-
source consumption, and the 
value of a range of tradition-
ally ‘uncounted’ items such 
as unpaid work. 

? Introduce public purchasing 
policies that encourage con-
tractors to adopt sustainable 
practices. 

? Target funding strategies in 
the transport area to ensure 
far greater priority is given 
to public transport initia-
tives. 

? Provide substantial addi-
tional resources for the de-
velopment of library services 
throughout the country. 

Core Policy Objective 
To ensure that all devel-
opments are consistent 
with environmental sus-
tainability both in Ire-
land and globally.  



I ssues concerning housing and 
accommodation have had a ma-
jor profile in recent years.  Most 

of that profile, however, concerned 
the provision and cost of privately 
owned houses.  A comparison of 
European housing tenures illus-
trates the existence of three main 
models of housing provision: an 
owner-occupier sector, a rental 
sector and a social housing sector.  
Most countries have a mix of hous-
ing tenures that reflects the policy 
choices of government.   Irish 
housing policy supports owner 
occupation to the detriment of 
all other forms of housing ten-
ure. 

The implications of this emphasis 
can be seen clearly when one looks 
at the situation from a different 
vantage point.   There are about 
50,000 households on the wait-
ing lists and about 5,500 home-
less people in Ireland according 
to recent assessments.  This 
represents about 130,000 people 
in need of accommodation.   
These figures do not include a si g-
nificant number of people who do 
not qualify for a place on a local 
authority list but still cannot af-
ford to buy  or even rent accommo-
dation at current market prices.  
This situation is worsening. 

Side by side with this level of need 
we find that in the year 2000 only 
3,155 local authority dwellings 
were completed.   This is less than 
was achieved in four of the five 
preceding years.   The scale of 
Government’s response is not even 
remotely adequate to meet the 
scale of the problem.   

From the perspective of vulner-
able households it is becoming 
more difficult to get a local au-
thority house. Time spent on 
the waiting list is getting longer 
as is the waiting list itself. Rents 
continue to rise in the private 
rented sector even though house 
prices have stabilised.   Little 
progress has been made in ad-
vancing the Traveller Accommo-
dation programme.   Homeless-
ness is obviously a growing prob-
lem. 

There has been some improvement 
in the local authority multi -annual 
programme in this past year.  The 
voluntary housing programme has 
met its first year targets and there  
has been some progress in tackling 
homelessness.  Overall, however, 
the situati on is far from good. 

There is growing evidence that the 
situation is likely to deteriorate 
further over the next five years.   
The waiting lists for local authority 
housing are likely to rise further 
and the proposed scale of provi-
sion is not likely to meet the de-
mand.   Unless there is a sub-
stantial increase in the scale of 
the Government’s response to 
this situation there  are likely to 
be more people needing social 
housing in five years time than 
there are today.
_________________________________ 
 

As the demand for housing 
in the private sector slows 
down the capacity of the 
construction industry 
should be used by Govern-
ment to increase the scale 
of its response to social 
housing needs.  Conse-
quently, Government 
should front-load National 
Development Plan Spend-
ing in this area.   

__________________________________ 

HOUSING AND ACCOMMODATION 
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Acknowledge that everyone 

has a right to appropriate ac-
commodation and develop 
policy from this perspective. 

? Acknowledge that a housing 
crisis exists. 

? Set a target of reducing the 
time spent on waiting lists to 
a maximum of 6 months by 
2007. 

? Provide the resources to lo-
cal authorities and to the 
voluntary/non-profit housing 
sector to make substantial 
progress towards reaching 
this target. 

? Resource the active imple-
mentation and enforcement 
of the 1992 legislation with 
respect to the private rented 
sector of housing. 

? Provide sufficient resources 
to eliminate homelessness in 
the coming year. 

? Provide new resources for 
the security and manage-
ment of local authority hous-
ing. 

? Give a special focus to tack-
ling issues concerning ac-
commodation for refugees 
and asylum seekers. 

? Provide the resources re-
quired to ensure implemen-
tation of the Travellers Ac-
commodation programme. 

? Resource the establishment 
of a National Housing Au-
thority as proposed in the 
National Economic and So-
cial Forum’s report on social 
and affordable housing and 
accommodation. 

Core Policy Objective 
To ensure that adequate 
accommodation is avail-
able for all citizens and 
develop an equitable sys-
tem for allocating re-
sources within the hous-
ing sector. 



 

E ducation can be an agent for 
social transformation. CORI 
believes that education can be 

a powerful force in counteracting 
inequality and poverty while recog-
nising that, in many ways, the pre-
sent education system has quite the 
opposite effect. Recent studies co n-
firm the persistence of social class 
inequalities which are seemingly in-
grained in the system. Even in the 
context of increased participation 
and economic boom, the education 
system continues to mediate the vi-
cious cycle of disadvantage and s o-
cial exclusion between generations.  

 

The inequalities in the education 
system are starkly portrayed in the 
under-representation of poorer 
socio-economic groups at third level. 
However, this severe under-
representation at third level is 
strongly linked to failures earlier in 
the education system and to prob-
lems in the system as a whole. While 
there are a number of programmes 
and initiatives to tackle educational 
disadvantage, many of these initia-
tives simply involve providing addi-
tional resources for disadvantaged 
schools. This does not amount to 
positive discrimination but simply 
results in a closing of the gap in 
terms of resources between schools 
in disadvantaged areas and others. 
CORI’s policy in this area is based 
on a belief that early school leaving 
is a particularly serious manifestation of 
wider inequality in education, which is 
embedded in and caused by structures 
in the system itself.  
It is from this broader perspective that 
we make our recommendations for 
Budget 2002. 

The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Complete the establishment of 

the Committee on Educational 
Disadvantage without further 
delay and provide it with the 
resources necessary to fulfil its 
brief especially in relation to: 

? The integration, co-ordination 
and mainstreaming of existing 
programmes and schemes 
within the Department of Edu-
cation and Science which aim 
to address educational disad-
vantage; 

? The dissemination of best prac-
tice in schools and the promo-
tion of innovation in tackling 
educational disadvantage; 

? Disadvantage proofing of poli-
cies and the identification of 
systemic factors which contrib-
ute to educational disadvan-
tage. 

? Make an explicit commitment 
to eliminate early school leav-
ing (without a qualification) 
within a specific timeframe and 
provide the resources neces-
sary to achieve this target. 

? Increase the proportion of edu-
cational expenditure that is al-
located to the primary sector 
and to pre-school education as 
a way of partially addressing 
the regressive nature of educa-
tional funding. 

? Begin to implement the main 
recommendations of the Steer-
ing Group on the funding of 
Second Level Schools espe-
cially those relating to disad-
vantage and equalising the 
funding of different types of 
schools. 

? Increase the allocation of funds 
to the NCCA to enable it to: 

? Expedite reform of assessment 
at Junior Certificate level; 

? Provide for the commencement 

EDUCATION 
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 Core Policy Objective 
To provide relevant educa-
tion for everyone in Ire-
land throughout their 
lives so that they can par-
ticipate fully and mean-
ingfully in developing 
themselves, their commu-
nity and the wider society.  

of change at senior cycle; 
? Incorporate innovative prac-

tice from LCA and LCVP into 
the Leaving Certificate Ex-
amination; 

? Move towards the creation of 
a unified senior cycle pro-
gramme which would offer 
several broad areas of study. 

? Radically increase the fund-
ing of Adult and Community 
Education to facilitate the im-
plementation of priorities 
identified in the White Paper.  

? Target an agreed significant 
proportion of state invest-
ment in work-based educa-
tion and training to the least 
well qualified members of the 
labour force. 

? Begin to address the educa-
tion and training needs of 
people who are not paid a 
wage for their work (e.g. car-
ers, women in the home etc.). 

? Revise the format of the pub-
lic expenditure estimate and 
budget statement for Educa-
tion and Science to include a 
separate “head” with detailed 
“subheads” for Adult and 
Community Education. 

? Provide significant resources 
to enable the National Chil-
dren's Strategy to develop a 
multi-agency and multi-level 
integrated approach to com-
bating disadvantage and so-
cial exclusion.  

? Establish a right to lifelong 
education and training for 
people with physical and 
mental disabilities. 

? Provide the resources needed 
to fully implement the educa-
tion recommendations of the 
Report of the Task Force on 
the Traveller Community. 

Proposals for Budget 2002 



I reland has a two-tier health-
care system which ensures 
that Ireland’s poorest people 

must wait at the back of the 
queue until the better have been 
provided for first.  This is not an 
accident but results from deci-
sions taken by governments over 
the years.  It needn’t have been 
this way.  It is possible to have a 
healthcare system where waiting 
lists are negligible, where access 
is equitable and which produces 
a higher life expectancy than Ire-
land.   A recent Irish Times series 
on healthcare illustrated how 
these results were produced in 
Canada, France and Germany.    

As in so many other areas of pol-
icy the healthcare system we 
choose to develop is a reflec-
tion of our values.   Successive 
Government ministers have con-
stantly repeated the mantra that 
“equity, quality and accountabi l-
ity are core principles underlying 
any health strategy”.  These prin-
ciples appear to be contradicted 
daily for the general public as 
they are effectively denied some 
treatments and are forced on to 
lengthy waiting lists while those 
with access to private insurance 
or private means have easier and 
certainly quicker access to ser-
vices.   
Ireland has not given priority 
to values such as solidarity, eq-
uity or universal coverage in 

developing its healthcare sys-
tem. It is this failure that has un-
derpinned the development of a 
two-tier system. 

People’s health status is closely 
related to their socio-economic 
status.   There are substantial di f-
ferences between mortality and 
morbidity rates of better off and 
poor people. 

Expenditure on health needs to be 
seen as an investment and not as 
a cost.  Poor health results in 
higher costs to the Exchequer in 
the long run.   

__________________________________ 
The constant priority 
given to the medical as-
pects of health has re-
sulted in an unbalanced 
healthcare system that 
fails to emphasise the 
need for a balanced system 
that promotes, restores 
and maintains health as 
recommended by the WHO.
____________________________ 

Most of Ireland’s healthcare sys-
tem gives priority to acute care.  
This needs to change if the impor-
tance of primary healthcare is to 
be supported.   

Many factors affect the health of 
people living in poverty.   The rea-
sons are often complex and not al-
ways easily addressed.  The key 
to success is to recognise that 
issues such as poor living condi-
tions, bad housing, lack of edu-
cation, physical and mental iso-
lation and a wide range of simi-
lar issues must all be addressed 
if the nation’s health status is to 
improve.  This is why we have 
constantly promoted the develop-
ment of genuinely community-
based initiatives that would involve 
people in firstly, focusing on their 
healthcare status in its wider as-
pects and, secondly, in developing 
appropriate responses.  The PPF 
commitment in this area must be 
honoured in the coming year. 

HEALTHCARE   
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Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Give far greater priority to 

community care and restruc-
ture the healthcare budget 
accordingly. 

? Increase the resources for 
core community care ser-
vices for older people with 
priority to be given to home 
care. 

? Provide the resources to 
fund the PPF commitment to 
pilot community-based, pri-
mary healthcare centres on 
a seven day, 24 hour basis. 

? Resource the development 
of local community centres 
to suit both urban and rural 
needs. 

? Increase the proportion of 
the healthcare budget allo-
cated to the health promo-
tion/prevention area. 

? Provide the child care ser-
vices with the additional re-
sources necessary to com-
plete the implementation of 
the Child Care Act and pro-
vide adequate resources to 
commence the implementa-
tion of the Children’s Act. 

? Resource implementation of 
the National Health Strategy 
for Travellers. 

? Commit to review the Nurs-
ing Home Act 1990, particu-
larly the area relating to sub-
vention, to maximise flexibil-
ity in addressing individual 
needs.  

? Resource the development 
of nursing care of older peo-
ple in their own community 
on the model of the hospice 
care programme. 

Core Policy Objective 
To provide an adequate 
healthcare service fo-
cused on enabling people 
to attain the World 
Health Organisation’s 
definition of health as a 
state of complete physi-
cal, mental and social 
well-being and not 
merely the absence of 
disease or infirmity.  



The CORI Justice Commission publishes regular briefings on a wide 

range  of public policy issues. 

The Justice Commission’s core areas of work are: 

? Public policy 

? Enabling and Empowering 

? Spirituality 

? Partnership projects. 

CORI Justice Commission has been a recognised social partner within 

the Community and Voluntary Pillar of Social Partners, since 1996.    

Comments, observations and suggestions on this briefing document 
and/or on any other aspect of the Commission’s work are always wel-
come. 

Tabor House, 
Milltown Park, 

Dublin 6 

CORI Justice Commission 
Briefing 

The totally unacceptable division 
between rich and poor is largely 
attributable to unfair trade prac-
tices and to the backlog of un-
payable debt owed by the coun-
tries of the South to other gov-
ernments, to the World Bank and 
the International Monetary Fund 
(IMF) and to commercial banks.   
We continue to welcome the 
Government’s commitment to 
increase Ireland’s Official De-
velopment Assistance for poor 
countries to the UN target of 
0.7% of GNP by 2007. 

We strongly urge Government 
to give priority to having the 
debt and the unfair trade is-
sues addressed in the World 
Bank, the International Mone-
tary Fund and especially in the 
World Trade Organisation.  Ire-
land’s emphasis should be on 
ensuring developing countries 
get a fair deal and on guaran-
teeing poor people’s access to 
and control over areas of basic 
need such as medicines, seeds 
and food. 

T here are more than 1.3 bi l-
lion people world wide, 
nearly one fifth of the 

world’s population, living in ab-
solute poverty on less than one 
dollar a day.   This figure is set to 
increase to 1.7 billion by 2015.  
In Africa alone, over 90% of the 
population lives in abject poverty.  
The vast majority of those who 
experience this level of poverty 
live in the South (the Third 
World).   

Proposals  
for Budget 2002 

________________________________ 
The Budget for 2002 should: 
? Take substantial steps to im-

plement the Government’s 
commitment to increase Ire-
land’s Official Development 
Assistance for poor countries 
to the UN target of 0.7% of 
GNP by 2007. 

? Resource the development of 
Ireland’s policies in the WTO 
to ensure they support a fair 
deal for developing coun-
tries. 

? Ensure that Ireland’s policies 
on the whole range of Budget  
issues are consistent with its 
policies on Official Develop-
ment Assistance. 

? Support the international 
campaign for the liberation of 
the poorest nations from the 
burden of unpayable debt.  

Phone: 01  269 7799 
Fax: 01 269 8887 

Email: justice@cori.ie 
Website: www.cori.ie/justice 

Justice is a harmony which 
comes from fidelity to right 

relationships with God, 
people, institutions and the 

environment. 

OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

We’re on the web 

www.cori.ie/justice 

 Core Policy Objective 
To ensure Ireland plays 
an active and effective 
part in promoting genu-
ine development in the 
countries of the South 
(the Third World) and to 
ensure all Ireland’s poli-
cies are consistent with 
such development.  


