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PREFACE

This report on Benchmarking the Programme for Prosperity and
Fairness is one of two reports which the National Economic and
Socia Council has prepared on foot of mandates in the Programme
for Prosperity and Fairness. The other is National Progress
Indicators for Sustainable Economic, Social and Environmental
Development. These exercises fit with the Council’s commitment to
enhance evidence-based policy making. Thisis also reflected in its
recent Review of the Poverty Proofing Process. The concern with
improving information for policy and measuring progress on key
indicatorsis part of awider interest in the development of indicators
for the assessment of progress as reflected in the Regulatory Reform
Unit to be established in the Department of the Taoiseach on foot of
the OECD (2001) report, the development of indicators for the
revised National Anti-Poverty Strategy, the European Commis-
sion’s work on structural indicators (European Commission, 2000),
and the EU Socia Protection Committee Sub-Group on Indicators
and the Belgian EU Presidency work on social indicators. The
Council considers that the outcome of these initiatives is likely to
contribute to the further development of indicators tailored to the
[rish policy context.

The indicators in this report differ from those in the Progress
Indicators report in being explicitly formulated to measure progress
on commitments made in the Programme for Prosperity and
Fairness. The work undertaken and the results presented here in the
form of indicators and benchmarks are merely the first step in a
process that must involve the evaluation of the information
presented and the revision, replacement and augmentation of the set
of indicators where appropriate. While these processes must take
account of, and achieve consistency with, indicators developed at
the EU level they must be appropriately adapted to the Irish policy
context and to the measurement of change over time as well asin
cross-national context.

The Council considers the development of appropriately
customised indicators and the associated timely and disaggregated
data crucial to the implementation of evidence-based policy making
and to successful and continuing adaptation to change. These will
allow for the achievement of full economic and social inclusion
while maintaining and enhancing competitiveness.
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INTRODUCTION

This report presents a set of indicators and the associated data for
benchmarking progress on the key policy objectives of the
Programme for Prosperity and Fairness (PPF) agreed by the
Government and socia partnersto cover the period 2000-2002. The
context for this exercise by the Council is the recognition that such
indicators and data are essential foundations of evidence-based
decision making. This recognition is not confined to the Council. It
is reflected in recent initiatives by the European Union
(Commission of the European Communities, 2000) and the OECD
(1997) and in Ireland by the Annual Competitiveness Reports
(National Competitiveness Council, 1998, 1999 and 2000) and the
commitment to develop indicators across the thematic areas of the
revised National Anti-Poverty Strategy.

The present exercise is unique in being formulated explicitly to
develop indicators to benchmark progressin the key elements of the
Operational Frameworks of the PPF as mandated in paragraph 5.3
therein.! Thismeansthat it is broadly focused and explicitly policy-
linked. There may be other exercises in train, or envisaged, that
provide a more in-depth set of indicators relating to particular areas.
The focus of this exercise is to provide a balanced range of
indicators to measure progress on the range of policy objectives
represented by the Operational Frameworks of the PPF and
encompassing economic, social and environmental dimensions of
policy. The fact that the PPF provides the parameters within which
this exercise is undertaken is a constraint in terms of scope, but it
has the major positive consequence of ensuring policy linkage and
relevance.

The practice of developing indicators and of benchmarking progress
has generated considerable interest over the past decade on the part
of inter-governmental organisations such as the UN, in its annual
Human Development Report, which has been published since 1990.
The OECD (1997) and the European Commission (1996) have
produced widely-cited benchmarking reports on competitiveness as

1. Benchmarking was initiated by the Council in response to a mandate in
Partnership 2000 for Inclusion, Employment and Competitiveness.
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have national governments, for example, the Netherlands (Ministry
of Economic Affairs, 1997) and Ireland (National Competitiveness
Council, 1998, 1999, 2000). Organisations such as the World
Economic Forum (1997), the International Institute for
Management Development (1997), and UNICE (1998), amongst
others, have made several contributions to the benchmarking of
competitiveness. The rationale for this activity is outlined by the
OECD in its argument that “globalised firms tend to locate their
activities where they can be carried out in the most effective and
productive way. In the global economy, such environments have
become a major determinant of location and investment decisions
by both local and multinational firms, and they affect both
employment and income generation” (OECD, 1997: 11). Reflecting
the recognition that competitiveness cannot be effectively
conceived or measured in a vacuum the focus has broadened
considerably of late, and now several initiatives are directed to the
identification of indicators relating to economic, socia and
environmental dimensions of policy, al of which impact on
competitiveness but have a broader relevance in the assessment of
progress towards prosperity and fairness.

The most significant of the recent developments in this area is the
European Union’s proposal on structural indicators to measure
progress towards the implementation of the Lisbon strategy which
is amed at transforming the European Union into “the most
competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world
capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs
and greater social cohesion.” (Commission of the European
Communities, 2000a: 2). The conclusion of the Lisbon Council
caled for indicators in four policy domains. employment,
innovation, economic reform and socia cohesion. Following this
mandate, the Commission proposed twenty-seven key indicators
and five general economic background indicators. In Section 6 we
consider the headline and background indicators developed in this
report with reference to those proposed by the European
Commission.

The rest of this report is divided into nine chapters and two
appendices. Part I, which comprises Chapters 1, 2 and 3, outlines

‘VI‘



the context and key issues in the development of benchmarks. The
objectives of the PPF and key issues arising in benchmarking
progress on these are outlined in Chapter 1. In Chapter 2, the criteria
for the identification of indicators are discussed. Chapter 3 uses the
PPF operational frameworks as the organising structure to outline
the set of indicators to benchmark progress. Headline indicators are
linked to the operational frameworks, key objectives of the
programme and to background indicators (Table 3.1). These
background indicators are linked to key policy dimensions and to
specific commitments in the PPF (Table 3.2). Part Il is concerned
with the actual benchmarking of progress on the PPF and is
comprised of four chapters, one on each of the PPF operational
frameworks. In each chapter, the specific indicators and the
associated data are discussed. Progress over time and comparatively
on the headline indicators is outlined and data relating to 2000, or
the most recent available, are identified as benchmarks against
which progress can be measured.

Part I11 is concerned with summarising the key issues arising from
the analysis and the measurement, sources and data issues arising
from the report. Chapter 8 summarises the key issues and
recommendations arising from the analysis. A summary of key data
issues and actions necessary to improve the data situation are
presented in Chapter 9. In addition, the PPF indicators are
considered with reference to the list of structural indicators outlined
by the EU Commission.

Methodology and Data Notes on each of the headline indicators are
presented in Appendix 1. These notes include definition, rationale
for use, use of indicator by other organisations, data availability and
sources. They aso include the baseline data covering the past
decade, when appropriate, and available and relevant comparisons.
Appendix 2 is comprised of the methodology and data notes for the
background indicators.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROGRAMME FOR PROSPERITY AND
FAIRNESS: ITSOBJECTIVES

The Programme for Prosperity and Fairness (PPF) incorporates a
wide range of objectives ranging from an overarching level such as
‘the achievement of higher living standards, ‘underpinning
Ireland’'s competitiveness and ‘reducing poverty and social
exclusion’ to objectives relating to particular policy dimensions, for
example, reviewing ‘the targets under the original NAPS frame-
work’ and institutional development in particular areas. It is
presented in five Operational Frameworks as follows:

I.  Living Standards and the Workplace Environment;
[1. Prosperity and Economic Inclusion;

[11. Socia Inclusion and Equality;

IV. Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change; and
V. Renewing Partnership.

Commitments are made under a wide range of headings within each
framework; forty-two headingsin all with several sub-headings and
multiple commitments under some headings. This means that “the
benchmarking of progress under the appropriate elements of the
Operational Frameworks’ as mandated in the PPF (paragraph 5.3) is
a complex exercise that could become merely an exercise in the
minutiae of indicator development and data generation. To avoid
this, to recognise the range of commitments in the PPF and the
variation in their level of specificity, and to maintain the focus on
key policy objectives, atiered approach to indicator development is
adopted. This results in twenty headline indicators that measure
progress on the key policy objectives of the individual Operational
Frameworks and provide a balanced view of progress on the
overarching objectives of the PPF. These headline indicators are
supplemented with forty-eight background indicators that measure



progress on related sets of indicators that broaden the context within
which the headline indicators are interpreted. Their selection is also
based on their relevance to measuring progress on commitments
made in specific clauses of the PPF. These background indicators
are in turn linked to key policy dimensions. economic, socio-
economic, distribution/equity and environmental. These four
dimensions of policy reflect the fact that sharp divisions between
social and economic policy objectives and consequences are not
realistic. For example, labour market, family-friendly and
educational policies are relevant to economic and socia inclusion
and to each of the operational frameworks of the PPF.

PPF Operational Frameworks
(overarching policy objectives)

Key policy objectives
Headline Background Policy

Indicators Indicators dimensions

|
Relevant paragraphs of PPF

It is important to bear in mind in reading this document that both
sets of indicators relate to elements of the PPF. Their purpose and
utility should be judged in terms of their effectiveness in measuring
progress on policy objectives outlined in the PPF. However, because
of the encompassing nature of that programme and its focus on
central economic and socia issues the Council believes that the
headline indicators have a relevance that will outlast its time frame
and should inform ongoing policy development. This does not mean
that the indicators are fina and unchanging. It is anticipated that
they will be supplemented and some replaced as the policy context
aters. In Chapter 9 the Council makes suggestions about the
improvement of data sources and timeliness.

Two questions may be posed about this exercise: Firstly, why
develop indicators against which progress on the objectives of the
PPF or any policy initiative can be benchmarked? There is



considerabl e evidence that widespread dissemination of information
on progress as measured by taken-for-granted economic indicators
has contributed to public policy debate and helped the formation of
a national consensus on policy choices relating to key economic
issues. If we are to accord equal status to socia inclusion,
employment and competitiveness, and to recognise the linkages
between them as Partnership 2000 for Inclusion, Employment and
Competitiveness and the Partnership for Prosperity and Fairness
imply, we need to consider a broader range of indicators, a range
that covers all of these aspects. Secondly, why are social and
environmental indicators essential dimensions of a true analysis of
progress? Apart from the importance of particular themes and
policies in the broad social and environmental policy areas, there
has been recognition for several decades that GDP per capita and
associated measures do not capture the full dimension of
development or of living standards. Much of the critique of GDP-
type measures has come from those involved in anaysis of
developing countries, but since the 1960s there has been increased
criticism emanating from analysts of industrialised countries and
those concerned with the issue of sustainability. There is now clear
evidence that traditional economic indicators do not provide a full
picture of progress or development. Such a picture must encompass
social, economic and environmental indicators. But, as with the
economic indicators, it isimportant that the focus be selective rather
than exhaustive. The key is to achieve a balance across social,
economic and environmental dimensions of policy. Such a broader
range would ideally come to enjoy equal status with taken-for-
granted macro-economic indicators in terms of public literacy. This
would allow a focus on public policy decision through a more
encompassing lensthan isthe case at present. It would help to create
the conditions for more informed and broadly focused debate on
policy options and choices.

Longitudinal and comparative analysis of appropriately selected
indicators from Irish, EU and OECD sources provides useful
information on the location of Ireland relative to other countries and
how this is changing over time. This is essential materia for the
review of domestic policy objectives in general, and those of



negotiated programmes in particular. Causal links cannot be easily
established in this kind of analysis, whether longitudinal or
comparative. Any changes identified have to be interpreted within a
wide range of contextual changes including changing national,
European Union and global conditions.



CHAPTER 2

BENCHMARKING AND THE IDENTIFICATION
OF INDICATORS

The distinction between benchmarking progress on key policy
objectives and monitoring implementation of policy is important.
The focus of benchmarking progress is on identifying indicators
related to overarching policy objectives rather than concern with the
implementation of specific policy initiatives. These indicators
facilitate the monitoring of progress provided they are pitched at an
appropriate level to ensure their relevance to overarching policy
objectives over an extended period, and that the data are adequate
both longitudinally and comparatively.

In this chapter we consider the identification of indicators and
associated data, issues involved in the adoption of a comparative
focus, the appropriateness of GNP and GDP for the measurement of
policy effort, and balance in the interpretation of indicators.

2.1 IDENTIFICATION OF INDICATORS

The objective of benchmarking progress in appropriate elements of
the PPF can be addressed in a number of ways. For example, it
could involve an exhaustive review of the entire PPF involving the
identification of indicators for each element on which identifiable
policy commitments are made, including description of institutional
developments. Alternatively, it could focus on key policy objectives
and the associated indicators with particular attention to areas not
measured already. This selective approach is the most appropriatein
terms of the potential contribution to policy anaysis and is
consistent with the approach adopted by the European Commission
and supported by the Economic Policy Committee (European
Commission, 2000; Economic Policy Committee, 2000). It alows
for the achievement of rigour in the specification of a relatively
small number of headline indicators and the data necessary for their



measurement. Within the context of this selective approach, the
criteriafor the identification of indicators are:

(i) linkage to the overarching objectives of the PPF and policy
relevance;

(if) the achievement of balance across frameworks and across
social, economic and environmental dimensions of policy; and

(iii) amenability to operationalisation and data availability or
potential availability.

2.1.1 Selectivity Focusing on IndicatorsLinked to Key
Objectives

The overarching objectives of the PPF are reflected in the titles of
its five operational frameworks as outlined in the Introduction. The
headline indicators reflecting the key objectives of each Operational
Framework are supplemented, where necessary and appropriate,
with background indicators, that is, more detailed clusters of
indicators linked to the headline indicators and related to key
dimensions of policy. Each of the background indicators is selected
because if its policy relevance in terms of policy objectives of the
PPF and its amenability to policy actions. The objective is a
coherent set of indicators that have horizontal coherence within and
across the operational frameworks and vertical coherence between
headline and associated background indicators. Horizontal
coherence refers to coverage of key policy objectives within each
framework such that each policy objective is represented by at |east
one headline indicator, and that these indicators provide a balanced
representation of the overarching objectives represented by the
operational framework title. Similarly balance across frameworksis
achieved by outlining a set of indicators that give a range of
measures of progress towards prosperity and fairness. Vertical
coherence refers to the linkages between headline and background
indicators and reflects the fact that the background indicators are
identified with the objective of providing additional relevant
information on a particular policy objective. The key point is that
the information enhances what is provided in the headline indicators
rather than pursuing an aternative tack. The related issue of



contradictions in terms of desired policy outcomes implicit in the
set of indicators is an important consideration in selecting
indicators. Where such contradictions are unavoidable because of
particular policy commitments they are highlighted and must be
taken into account in any assessment of progress. Finaly, it must be
borne in mind that all indicators are summary measures that should
be interpreted within a broader policy context. The objective is to
get an overarching view of progress rather than an exhaustive
measure of every aspect of the PPF.

2.1.2 Adherencetothe Principle Of Balance across
Operational Frameworks and across Economic, Social
and Environmental Indicators

The core objective of this project is the achievement of balance in
the benchmarking of progress across the first four operationa
frameworks recognising the need for balance within frameworks in
terms of the objectives pursued. The fifth operational framework is
primarily about institutional development. Balance in this context
does not refer to numerical balance but to the recognition that there
IS an interaction between economic, socia and environmental
developments and that each dimension must be reflected in the
range of indicators chosen if progress on overarching public policy
objectivesisto be effectively benchmarked.

One of the key objectives of the benchmarking of progress is to
augment the taken-for-granted measures of policy achievement,
such as GDP and GNP growth, with a range of indicators of other
dimensions of progress. Both the headline indicators (Table 3.1)
and the background indicators (Table 3.2) are framed to reflect
economic, social and environmental dimensions of progress.
Indicators in the social inclusion and equality and environmental
areas typically receive less attention in discussion of Ireland’s
recent development than do economic indicators. Thisis partly due
to data deficiencies and timeliness problems, particularly in relation
to social indicators. But these problems are not inevitable — they are
amenable to policy action. They are addressed throughout this
report and at some length in Chapter 9.



2.1.3 Ensuring the Availability of Appropriate Data for
Benchmarking Progress on Elements of the PPF

The monitoring of progress is dependent not only on rigorously
defined indicators but also on the appropriateness of the data used to
specify these indicators. The integrity of the entire process of
benchmarking progress is dependent on agreement on the relevance
and validity of the indicators and associated data. The most
desirable categories of data from the point of view of measuring
progress are those relating to outcome, output and input of
resources, in that order, but data relating to policy outcomes are
rarely available. The focus at this stage is on the identification of
quantitative indicators that are clearly reliable measures of what
they purport to represent, have policy relevance and can be
measured through appropriate data. High quality and reliable data
must be available or its achievement attainable within the
foreseeable future and ideally within the lifetime of the PPF. This
does not preclude identification of the most appropriate indicators
and suggestions as to how the relevant data might be obtai ned.

The relative emphasis on quantitative and qualitative indicators in
research is often contentious. It is sometimes assumed that
qualitative measures are inherently less reliable than quantitative
ones. On the other hand, it is argued that only qualitative indicators
can capture the uniqueness and complexity of public policy
progress in any one period or location. Neither argument is
inherently true; the issue is one of appropriateness for the task at
hand. Qualitative indicators do not lend themselves to the type of
benchmarking being undertaken in this project.

One of the key problems identified in benchmarking Partnership
2000 was the absence of appropriate data in some key areas. Some
data were not available on a timely basis and/or were not
disaggregated to the level necessary — for example, by region,
socio-economic group, age, gender — for effective benchmarking of
progress. Comparable data were not available in other instances.
Data deficiencies were not confined to the socia indicator area
where there is least agreement on indicators, and the issue of
disaggregation arose across all types of indicators. Disaggregation
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by gender, age, socio-economic group and region is of crucial
importance in assessing progress in some policy areas. In Chapter 9
and Tables 9.1 and 9.2, data quality and availability are considered
in relation to each of the indicators identified. Recommendations
are made relating to the improvement of data availability.

2.2 A COMPARATIVE FOCUS

Benchmarking progress implies comparison over time and cross-
nationally. However, cross-national comparisons have to be
interpreted with caution. Such comparison would be seriously
misleading if differences across countries in the quantum of relevant
factors were not taken into account. For example, outlays on
pensions and health care must take into account differences in the
size of the old-age population. Similarly, the nature of provision —
public, private and/or voluntary — and the classification of
expenditure are important considerations in judging comparability.

Cross-national comparison brings into focus not only the issue of
comparability of data but the vision of the kind of society for which
we wish to strive. When we move beyond broad comparisons, for
example of our location within the European Union, decisions on
which societies are appropriate comparators are complex. These
decisions are to a significant extent influenced by an explicit or at
least implicit acceptance that the policy frameworks, or at least part
of them, are ones that are appropriate to our circumstances, in the
sense of providing ‘best practice’ exemplarsin particular areas. Yet,
as was pointed out in the Council’s last strategy document,
Opportunities, Challenges and Capacities for Choice, this does not
imply replication of any particular policy model. It does imply
acknowledgement of standards against which progress can be
measured and towards which aspirations can be directed. How the
standards are met depends on unique national conditions and policy
choices (NESC, 1999: 76).

The appropriate comparative cases may vary depending on the issue
being benchmarked. In many instances EU countries will be the
appropriate comparators, but identification of particular sub-groups
of these countries would be more appropriate if detailed
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examination of performance is to be undertaken. For example, it is
relevant to consider Ireland’s location vis-a-vis its competitors, not
only for trade but aso for FDI.! But these are not the most
appropriate comparators for all aspects of policy.2 The optimum
approach isto decide on a broad comparative focusto locate Ireland
and then concentrate analysis on the most relevant subset of
countries based on policy comparability and social and economic
context in relation to particular policy areas. In this report the
practice adopted is to present the EU average and the findings for
the UK, the Netherlands and Denmark. The UK is considered
relevant because of the still significant trading relationships and the
historical influences on particular policy areas, for example, social
benefits and services. The Netherlands and Denmark were selected
as smaller EU countries both of which have socia partnership
arrangements, although these are quite different in structure from
the Irish arrangements. They are selected as illustrative cases rather
than models to be replicated.

2.3 GNP AND GDP IN MEASURING PROGRESS AND
COMPARING EFFORT

An issue of crucia significance in making comparisons of Irish
performance with that of other EU and OECD countries is the
relatively greater difference between GNP and GDP in Ireland.
Because of the size of the foreign direct investment (FDI) in Ireland
and the associated repatriation of profits there is a significant
difference between GNP and GDP in Ireland. No EU country and
only one OECD country, New Zealand, approximates the

1 The Annual Competitiveness Report situates Ireland relative to thirty other
countries, mostly OECD but also including Russia, Poland and Hungary. Its
comparative analysis in 1999 concentrated on the most relevant subsets of
these in presenting an assessment of competitiveness in the UK, Hungary and
the Nordic countries. The 2000 analysis is organised around critical
competitiveness priorities identified by the Council. Ireland’s relative location
and its improvement or disimprovement in ranking on these criteria are
identified.

2. Clearly decisions in this area are influenced by data availability. Nevertheless,
it is important to decide on the most desirable option and consider the
possibilities for ensuring data availability.
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magnitude of the Irish difference between GNP and GDP. This is
recognised by the OECD in its economic surveys:

The concentration of economic activity in multinational
high-tech companies and the relatively high level of
external debt means that GDP, the normal indicator of
output, overstates both the level and growth of Irish
incomes. The level of GNP, a more appropriate level of
income, was over 12 per cent less than GDP in 1995,
while its increase was about one-half percentage point
less than the GDP in the five years ending 1995 (OECD,
1997: 18).

In 2000 GNP was 16 per cent less than GDP (Central Statistics
Office, 2001: Tables 5 and 6).

In view of the difference between GNP and GDP in Ireland and the
fact that GNP represents the resources available for redistribution, it
isthe appropriate base for the measurement of progressin several of
the indicators used in this report. In recognition of the fact that EU,
OECD, ILO and UN publications use the standard GDP base for
expenditure comparisons for al countries including Ireland, the
relevant GDP figures are presented in footnotes.

24 INTERPRETATION OF INDICATORS

Adherence to the principle of balance was outlined above as a key
criterion in the selection of indicators. Balance is also crucial in the
interpretation of these headline indicators. The operational
frameworks and associated indicators must be seen not as discrete
units but must be interpreted in relation to one another, each must be
seen as part of a horizontal and vertical package. Horizontal in the
sense that each must be situated relative to the other indicators
within the particular operational framework and across the four
frameworks. For example, progress in living standards is not
adequately represented by Framework |. Progress on these
indicators must be considered within the broad context of the four
operational frameworks with particular reference to the headline
indicators relating to social and economic inclusion. Vertical in the
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sense that for greater depth of knowledge about any dimension of
policy each must be supplemented with the relevant background
indicators. The vertical criterion refers to the fact that the headline
indicators are summary measures selected because they are good
measures of the key policy objective of the PPF to which they
relate. But they are not adequate reflections of any particular
dimension of policy. For this purpose they must be supplemented
with the relevant background indicators.



CHAPTER 3

THE PROGRAMME FOR PROSPERITY AND
FAIRNESS: FRAMEWORKSAND POLICY
DIMENSIONS

As outlined in Chapter 1, the PPF is presented as five operational
frameworks that summarise the following overarching objectives:

® achieving higher living standards and improving the workplace
environment;

® underpinning prosperity and increasing economic inclusion;
® increasing socia inclusion and equality;

® successfully adapting to continuing change; and

® renewing Partnership.

It is noteworthy that the specific policy objectivesin some areas of
the PPF are relatively clearly stated and the associated appropriate
indicator/s are easily identifiable; this is not to say that the
appropriate data are available. In other areas the objectives are less
clear cut and more aspirational in terms of policy objectives,
identifying a range of policy options and possible areas for further
action by working groups involving the social partners and
Government departments. The identification of appropriate
indicators is obviously more straightforward in the former case than
in the latter.
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3.1 OPERATIONAL FRAMEWORKS, POLICY
OBJECTIVESAND INDICATORS

Twenty headline indicators are outlined in Table 3.1, under the first
four operational framework headings of the PPF. Operationa
Framework titles reflect the overarching objectives of the PPF and
are presented in the first column of the table. The second column
expands on these to outline a series of related policy objectives. The
headline indicators measuring these objectives are presented in the
third column. Methodol ogical issues and data tables relating to each
indicator are outlined in detail in Appendix 1, and the key issues
relating to the measurement of progress are discussed below under
each of the operational framework headings. The location of the
associated background indicators, under the heading of the
dimension of policy to which they relate, are outlined in the fourth
column of Table 3.1. In specifying policy objectives the approach is
selective and consistent with the criteria outlined in Chapter 2 and
this approach is carried through in relation to headline and
background indicators. Consistent with adherence to the principle of
balance, indicators proposed under particular operational frame-
works should not be interpreted as discrete and comprehensive
representations of a particular objective. They must be interpreted
within the broader context. For example, progress in the living
standards of the population is not adequately represented by the
indicators listed under Operational Framework |. These in turn must
be considered in the context of other indicators identified under the
other operational frameworks and background indicators, partic-
ularly those related to socio-economic and distribution/equity
policy dimensions.

Forty-eight background indicators are identified in Table 3.2 under
four policy dimensions as follows:

Economic;

Socio-economic: Promoting autonomy and self-sufficiency;
Distribution/Equity; and

Environment.

| * |



With the exception of the “Environment” heading each of these is
sub-divided to specify particular policy headings and links to
particular paragraphs of the PPF. For example, nineteen indicators
are identified under the Economic dimension of policy in column A
of Table 3.2 but these are divided into six ‘macro-economic
performance’ indicators and seven ‘competitiveness indicators,
which relate to paragraph 2.1 of the PPF, two infrastructure
indicators that relate to paragraph 2.3 and four ‘Information
Society’ indicators that relate to paragraph 4.4. Detailed
Methodology and Data Notes relating to each of the background
indicators are presented in Appendix 2.

These background indicators provide additional information
relating to the policy objectives and headline indicators presented in
Table 3.1. Reading across the table, the linkage between the
headline and background indicatorsis outlined in the fourth column.
Progress on Headline Indicator 1.1, GNP and GDP Per Capita
Nationally and by Region, identified in the third column, reflects
“achievement of higher living standards’ which is one of the policy
objectivesidentified in the second column, arising from Operational
Framework |. But it is a summary indicator that must be situated
within a broader framework. An important part of the broader
framework is identified in the fourth column through the reference
to Column A in Table 3.2, where key macro-economic indicators
are specified under the heading ‘A (i) Macro-economic Perform-
ance' . These arein turn linked to a particular paragraph of the PPF.

It is noteworthy that with the exception of Framework 111, Social
Inclusion and Equality, each of the frameworks has background
indicators under a range of policy dimensions. For example, the
background indicators for Framework | come under the economic
policy dimension (macro-economic indicators) and the distribution/
equity dimension (taxation). The range of background indicators
relating to Framework |1 are even more diverse, coming under each
of the policy dimension headings. economic, socio-economic,
distribution/equity and environment. This range illustrates the
interaction of what have traditionally been considered discrete
streams of policy and the broad basis of policy action necessary to
enhance prosperity and economic inclusion.
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This section consists of five chapters, one devoted to each of the
first four operational frameworks of the PPF and a summary and
concluding chapter. The four operational frameworks are:

1. Living Standards and the Workplace Environment;
2. Prosperity and Economic Inclusion;

3. Socia Inclusion and Equality; and

4. Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change.

In each chapter the key policy objectives and associated indicators
are outlined. Thisis followed by an assessment of data availability
and an outline of progress from 1997 to 2000 on key objectives. The
2000 data or the latest data prior to that are identified as the
benchmarks against which progress on the PPF should be measured.
The ideal situation would be for this exercise to take place
concurrent with the framing of the PPF. This would mean that
indicators and the associated benchmarks against which progress
would be measured would be in place when the programme policy
objectives were being formulated. This is the kind of approach that
was adopted in the National Development Process. An exercise
such asthat is not realistic in the negotiation of national agreements
due to the dynamics of negotiating such an agreement and the time
frame involved. Yet, a¢ a minimum, basic indicators and the
associated benchmarks against which progress can be measured
should be formulated. Two problems have inhibited this process in
the past: (i) absence of agreement on indicators in some areas, and
(i) data deficiencies. As will become clear throughout this report
the latter is still aproblem.

In the summary and conclusion the implications of the overall
trends are summarised and their implications for progress on the
overarching objectives of the PPF are discussed. Issues arising from
data deficiencies and timeliness are considered in Chapter 9.
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CHAPTER 4

IMPROVING LIVING STANDARDS
AND THE WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENT

The achievement of higher living standards and improvements in
the environment for work are the prime responsibility of the first
operational framework, but policy in a range of areas covered in
other frameworks impacts on these objectives and should be
considered in evaluating progress on the benchmarks established
here. Following the criteria specified in Chapter 2 the overarching
objectives reflected by Framework | are operationalised into three
policy objectives and five headline indicators.

4.1 POLICY OBJECTIVESAND HEADLINE INDICATORS
The three policy objectives are to:

[.1 achieve higher living standards;
[.2 achieve improvement in the work environment; and

[.3 enhance workplace relations through enterprise-level
partnership.

The first four headline indicators outlined in the third column of
Table 3.1 and described in detail in Appendix 1, relate to the
objective of achieving higher living standards:

HI.1Irish GNP and GDP per capita as a percentage of EU GDP
per capita nationally and by region;

HI.2 Percentage of taxpayers subject to higher rate of income tax;
HI.3 Percentage of minimum wage not subject to income tax; and

HI.4 Coverage of occupational pensions as percentage of National
Pension Palicy Initiative (NPPI) targets by sex, age, and
occupational group.

|~ |



The fifth headline indicator addresses a significant element of
improving the work environment:

HI.5 Occupational injury rate per 1,000 at work.

Thefirst headline indicator, HI.1 Irish GNP and GDP Per Capita as
a Percentage of EU GDP Per Capita Nationally and by Region,
uses GNP and GDP despite the fact that GDP is the standard
measure used in international comparisons of living standards. As
discussed in Section 2.3, this reflects the fact that there is a
significant gap between GNP and GDP in Ireland whereas there is
little difference in other EU countries. The primary reasons for the
greater difference in Ireland are the repatriation of the profits of
overseas companies and the interest payments on the foreign debt
component of the national debt. The breakdown by region reflects
the emphasis on regional balance in the PPF and the division of the
country into two regions for Structural Funds purposes. Two
measures of regional variation are used: Gross Value Added (GVA)
and Disposable Income per capita. For the first, national figures are
divided according to regional shares of national Gross Value Added
(GVA). This is a standard measure of overall economic
performance. GVA at basic prices is a measure of the value of the
goods and services produced in a region at the value which the
producers receive minus any taxes payable and plus any subsidies
receivable as a consequence of their production or sale. GVA differs
from household income in three respects. a) GVA includes the total
profits of companies. Company profits arising in the state, which
accrue to non-residents are considerable, b) the workforce that
produces GVA in a region may not live there and may bring their
incomes home to a neighbouring region, and c) personal income
includes items such as socia welfare benefits and factor income
from abroad, which are not included in GVA. The second measure,
Disposable Income per capita, overcomes these problems.
Disposable Income is defined as total income (that is primary
income plus social benefits and other current transfers) minus
current taxes on income, socia insurance contributions and other
current transfer payments.
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The second headline indicator, HI.2 Percentage of taxpayers subject
to higher rate of income tax, addresses a commitment made in the
PPF relating to taxation and pensions. The social partners agreed to
the objective “of ensuring that, over time, at least 80 per cent of
taxpayers are not subject to the higher rate of income tax”
(paragraph 1.1.4). Thisis supplemented with an indicator relating to
percentage of the minimum wage not subject to income tax (H1.3).
The rationale for thisisthat it “is an agreed policy objective of the
Government and the social partnersthat, over time, al those earning
the minimum wage will be removed from the tax net” (PPF
paragraph 1.1.3).

The fourth headline indicator, HI.4 Coverage of occupational
pensions as percentage of NPPI targets by sex, age, and
occupational group, also relates to a specific PPF commitment.
Acknowledging the National Pension Policy Initiative target for
occupational pensions of 70 per cent of the total workforce over age
30, the parties to the PPF agreed to co-operate “to actively promote
improvements in the coverage of occupational pension schemes’
over its lifetime (paragraph 1.2). While no comprehensive data are
currently available on coverage of occupational pensions, the
survey of occupational pension coverage proposed in the PPF is
being planned and the results are anticipated within the lifetime of
the programme. The best estimates of coverage relate to 1995.
Combining actual and estimated figures, the Pension Board (1998)
estimated that 46 per cent of the workforce (49 per cent of men and
40 per cent of women) had occupational pension coverage in that
year.

The fifth headline indicator, HI.5 Occupational injury rate per
1,000 at work, reflects the outcome of the efforts of employers and
employees in relation to the prevention of accidents in the
workplace and the adoption of a hedth and safety culture
(paragraph 1.3 (b) of the PPF). Data are available from the Central
Statistics Office (CSO). The latest unpublished information
available from the Quarterly National Household Survey relates to
Quarter 2 in 1999. Information on occupational injuriesis available
from Eurostat but the definition it uses is different to that used by
the CSO, making comparative analysis impossible at present.
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The objective of enhancing workplace relations through enterprise-
level partnership is to be achieved primarily through institutional
development. The initiatives proposed under this heading are broad
ranging and relate to building on experience to date and the further
development of ingtitutional supports. Other significant parts of this
operational framework are also dependent on institutional develop-
ment, for example, the modernisation of the public service (PPF,
paragraph 1.4) and the annexes relating to equal opportunities and
family-friendly policies at the level of the enterprise. While it may
be appropriate to develop quantitative indicators to measure
progress in these areas in the future, it is not amenable to
measurement through quantitative headline indicators at present. It
is anticipated that the National Centre for Partnership and
Performance will develop appropriate indicators in this area.

4.2 BACKGROUND INDICATORS

The location of the related background indicators is outlined in the
fourth column of Table 3.1 and the specific indicators are listed in
Table 3.2 under the sub-headings: Macro-economic Performance,
Taxation, Income Adequacy and the Labour Market. The linkage of
each of these to a particular paragraph or paragraphs of the PPF is
identified in brackets. Detailed Methodology and Data Notes are
presented in Appendix 2. The identification of a greater number of
background indicators reinforces the point that the headline
indicators are selected to reflect a general situation rather than being
intended as comprehensive descriptors of particular policy
objectives.

4.3 MEASURING PROGRESSIN LIVING STANDARDS
AND THE WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENT

Data for the headline indicators for Operational Framework | are

outlined in Table 4.1 for 1997 and 2000, or the latest available year.

Data for 2000 are not available for any of the comparative

measures.
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TABLE 4.1
Measuring Progressin Living Standards and the Wor kplace Environment

Headline Indicators 1997 2000 or latest
HI.1 GDP, GNP, GVA and Disposable | ncome:
Irish GDP per capitaas % of EU GDP per capita: | 101.6 114.3

Irish GNP per capitaas % of Irish GDP per 87.3 84.0
capita:
Irish GVA per capitaas % EU GVA per capita:
EU=100 100 100
State 104.0 102.2 (1998)
Border, Midland and West 76.0 75.9 (1998)
South and East 114.1 111.7 (1998)
Disposable Income per capita
State=100 100 100 (1998)
Border, Midland and West 90.8 91.4 (1998)
South and East 103.3 103.1 (1998)
H1.2 Percentage of taxpayer s subject to higher | 37.3 36.5 (2001/2)
rate of income tax
Per centage of income ear ner s subject to the 28.4 22.7 (2001/2)
higher rate of tax
H1.3 Percentage of minimum wage not subject | N/A 84; 79 from
to income tax July 2001
H1.4 Coverage of occupational pensions— 46 (1995 | N/A
per centage of employees estimate)
H1.5 Occupational injury rate per 1,000 at 15 19 (1999)
work

Note: N/A: Information is not available.

Thefirst four indicatorsin Table 4.1, HI.1 to HI.4, measure progress
in the achievement of higher living standards (see Table 4.1, column
2 re policy objectives). The first measure, which is an explicitly
comparative measure, indicates that GDP per capita had exceeded
EU GDP by 1997 and had reached 114 per cent of the EU averagein
2000. Yet it is important to bear in mind that there is a significant
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difference between GDP and GNP in Ireland. In 2000 GNP was
equivalent to 84 per cent of Irish GDP or about 96 per cent of the
EU GDP per capita The strength of Ireland’'s economic
performance is reflected in the fact that all of the background
economic performance indicators — GNP and GDP percentage
change; GNP and GDP per capita percentage change; GNDI per
capita percentage change, inflation, budget surplus and the
debt/GNP and GDP — are positive in their direction of changeand in
performance relative to EU averages for 1997 and 2000 or nearest
year available (Appendix 2). Data for 2000 are available for al of
these indicators except GNDI and inflation.

The trend of improvement in economic performance evident in
these indicators for the state is also evident for the Border, Midland
and West (BMW) and the South and East (S& E) regions when GVA
is examined. The significant pattern here is the persistent difference
between the two regions. These are the NUTS2 regions, which were
proposed by the Government and agreed by Eurostat in 1999. The
NUTS classification refers to the Nomenclature of Territorial Units
classification used by Eurostat. The NUTS2 regions are groupings
of the NUTS3 regions, which are the eight Regional Authorities
established under the Local Government Act 1991. The GVA
figures are available for both classifications. The detailed regional
breakdown, presented in Appendix 2, indicates that only the Mid
East, and within this only Dublin and the South West (and probably
only Cork city) are above the EU GVA average in 1997 and 1998
and throughout the 1996-1998 period. The disposable income
figures present aless extreme picture of regional disparity than does
GVA. This reflects the fact that it is post-tax and benefit income,
and social benefits have a considerable redistributive impact and
redress the imbalances due to the demographic structure of the
population. Neither the GVA nor the disposable income measures
are adequate measures of regional imbalance. Progress on both must
be monitored and should be considered within the context of other
factors that influence living standards, for example, variation in
housing costs within and across regions are relevant to the impact of
imbalances in disposable income (see Table 5.8). The changed
context reflected in the advantages associated with the retention of
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Objective 1 status for Structural Funds purposes and the
commitment of the state industrial location agencies to regional
dispersion of industry should help to redress the imbalance in
development reflected by these indicators. The figures provided in
Table 4.1 and in Appendix 2 provide clear benchmarks against
which progress should continue to be measured.

4.4 TAX, PRSI AND PENSIONS

Consistent with the PPF commitment that over time at least 80 per
cent of tax payers would not be subject to the higher rate of tax, a
decreasing trend was evident by 2000. The percentage paying the
higher rate was reduced from 37.3 per cent in 1997 to 36.5 per cent
in 2000 (HI.2 in Table 4.1). This table also includes information on
the percentage of income earners subject to the higher rate of tax.
This is, of course, lower and is an important benchmark since
removal of lower paid workers from the tax net could lead to a
worsening of the percentage paying the higher rate unless the
standard rate tax band is altered. Locating these findings in the
context of the broader trends relating to Irish taxation outlined by
the background indicators, it is reasonable to conclude that Ireland
isnow alow tax economy. This does not mean that the distribution
of taxation payment is optimum. The latter point is illustrated by
performance on indicator HI.3 which indicates that from July 2001
tax liability on minimum wage earners increased despite the PPF
commitment to remove those earning the minimum wage from the
tax net over time. Following the 2001 budget the entry point for tax
liability is £144 per week, that is 84 per cent of the minimum wage
for aforty-hour week up to June 2001. The increase of the minimum
wage to £4.70 per hour in July will mean that only 79 per cent of
minimum wage earning derived from a forty hour week will be tax
free. Despite this it is clear that relative to our EU and OECD
partners the total tax paid in Ireland is low and decreasing, as is
indicated in Tables 4.2 and 4.3.
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TABLE 4.2
Total Tax Revenues as a Percentage of GDP at market pricest

1992 1994 1998
Ireland 35 36 32
Denmark 47 50 50
Netherlands 45 43 41
UK 35 34 37

Source: OECD (2000), Taxing Wages 1999-2000, Annex Table I1.A.

Note: 1. Total tax revenueincludes personal income taxes, social security
contributions (employers and employees) and all other taxes.

TABLE 4.3
Tax as a Percentage of GDP and GNP
1990 1997 1999 2000
% of GDP 32.6% 31.7% 32.1% 30.1%
% of GNP 36.4% 36.1% 36.9% 35.8%

Source: Department of Finance (2000 and 2001), Budgetary and Economic
Satistics, Tables4 and 12.

The average rate of tax paid by the Average Production Worker
(APW), who is single and without children, indicates a similar
decreasing trend over time and relative to our EU partners, and this
is maintained when employee social security contributions are
included (Appendix 2, Indicator C.2). The pattern over time is
similar for marginal tax rates at various income levels from 50 per
cent to 500 per cent of average industrial earnings. The comparable
figures based on 67 per cent, 100 per cent and 167 per cent of
average industrial earnings indicate a consistent improvement
relative to the Netherlands and Denmark. Relative to the UK the
situation had improved considerably by 2000 for those with 67 per
cent of average industrial earnings but marginal tax rates are till
considerably higher in Ireland for those at the average and 167 per
cent levels. A similar pattern is evident with the tax wedge, that is
the difference between the cost to the employer of employing
someone and the value of earnings to the employee, defined as
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income tax plus employee and employer social security contribu-
tions as a percentage of labour costs: The change over time is
positive at al income levels whether measured from 1987 to 1999
or 1996 to 1999 but the tax wedge for the average production
worker is still marginally lower in the UK: 30.8 per cent relative to
32.4 per cent in Ireland in 1999 (Appendix 2, Indicator C.4).

45 OCCUPATIONAL INJURIES

The fifth headline indicator, HI.5 Occupational injury rate per
1,000 at work, indicates a dissmprovement in the situation over the
1997 to 1999 period. This is a very disturbing trend and indicates
the urgency of legidative proposals and associated policy action in
thisarea. The Safety, Health and Welfare at Work Act, 1989 is under
review by the Health and Safety Authority. The completion of this
review will enable legidative proposals to be developed that could
strengthen and update statutory health and safety provisions. These
are essential if the objective of the PPF to enhance the health and
safety culture of all workplacesisto be realised.

4.6 SUMMARY OF TRENDS

Five indicators have been identified to measure progress in living
standards and the workplace environment (Table 4.1). These relate
to living standards, taxation, coverage of occupational pensions and
the occupational injury rate. Living standards at the national level as
reflected in GNP and GDP per capita can be benchmarked for the
year 2000. The latest date for which regional measures, as reflected
in GVA and disposable income per capita, can be benchmarked is
1998. The taxation measures, percentage of taxpayers subject to the
higher rate of tax and the percentage of the minimum wage not
subject to income tax, can be benchmarked for the 2001/2 tax year.
Data on the occupational injury rate are available for 1999. It is not
possible to update the 1995 coverage of occupational pensions
benchmark estimated for the National Pensions Policy Initiative.

The review of progress on living standards as measured by GDP
and GNP and key associated indicators demonstrates considerable
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progress since 1997. Disposable income and GVA indicate that
progress is not uniform across regions. The benchmarks established
in Table 4.1 point to the importance of the policy commitment to
balanced devel opment between regions reflected in the PPF and the
NDP. The only negative trend identified in terms of the objectives of
this operational framework is the increase in occupational injuries
per 1,000 at work from 15 in 1997 to 19 in 2000. This points to the
urgency of progress on the legidative changes arising from the
review of the Health and Safety at Work Act, 1989. Despite the
commitment to increasing coverage of occupational pensions, the
only data available are for 1995, and this is an estimate. However,
there is a commitment to a survey in this area within the lifetime of
the PPF.



CHAPTER 5

ENHANCING PROSPERITY
AND ACHIEVING ECONOMIC INCLUSION

Commitments under operational framework Il of the PPF are
identified under thirteen headings covering a wide range of policy
issues including the overall economic context, enterprise policy,
public transport infrastructure, rural and regional development,
housing and environment policy. The overarching thrust of the
framework is encapsulated in the two following policy objectives:

1.1 Underpin Ireland’s competitiveness; and

1.2 Useincreased prosperity to enhance our quality of lifein the
context of afairer and more inclusive society.

5.1 INDICATORS

Six headline indicators were identified in Table 3.1.to benchmark
the policy objectives.

The first three headline indicators relate directly to underpinning
competitiveness:

HIl1.1 Labour Productivity (annual percentage change);

HIl.2 Employment (annual percentage change); and

HI1.3 R& D Expenditure as a percentage of GDP.

These are supplemented with a range of background indicators
relating directly to competitiveness (Table 3.2 column A: A (ii)) and

labour market indicators that reflect, and impact on,
competitiveness (Table 3.2 column B: B (i) Labour Market).

The other three headline indicators relate to quality of life under the

dimensions of environment, infrastructure and housing:

HIl.4 Emission of basket of greenhouse gases relative to Kyoto
limits;

HI1.5 Transport infrastructure investment per capita; and
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HI1.6 Housing unit stock and completions.

These are supplemented with background indicators under each of
the dimension headings in Table 3.2, columns D (Environment), A
(Infrastructure) and C (Housing) respectively.

The first headline indicator, HII.1 Labour Productivity (annual
percentage change), indicates the change in unit of output per unit
of labour input. This is a measure of a dynamic, competitive and
technologically advanced economy, indicating a flexible workforce
as well as adaptable businesses. An important facet of this indicator
for Ireland is that labour productivity is significantly higher, and has
grown faster, in foreign-owned than in Irish-owned companies.
High labour productivity is therefore, to a significant degree,
reflective of the high level of FDI in Ireland and its technological
nature.

Two definitions are commonly used for the second indicator, HII.2
Employment (annual percentage change): the proportion of people
of working age 15 to 64 in employment (OECD, Eurostat Labour
Force Surveys), and the proportion of people aged 15 years and over
in employment (calculated from the Irish QNHS surveys). This is
the clearest indication of the demand for labour and reflects
economic activity and growth.t High employment rates should also,
although do not necessarily, indicate, and contribute to, improved
socia circumstances.

The third headline indicator, HII.3 R&D Expenditure as a
percentage of GDP, comprises all of a country’s expenditure on
Research and Development activities as a proportion of GDP. It
includes expenditure by government, businesses and industry and
investment from abroad.2 Research and Development is an
important driver of progress in an economy and society and is
essential to increasing innovation through technological progress
and the development of ‘knowledge capital’ (Fitz Gerald et al,

1. The employment and unemployment rates are influenced by and are indicators
of labour supply and demand, and are considered in Table 7.1 and Table 3.2 B:
Labour Market.

2. Because of its composition, GDP rather than GNP is the appropriate

denominator.
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1999: 61-2 and 296-8). The indicator illustrates the level of priority
attached to the development of a knowledge-based economy,
thereby contributing to the development of increased productivity
and competitiveness. Investment in R&D is essential to ensure that
Ireland can position itself at the cutting edge of industrial
development and innovation. The creation of linkages between
industry, academia and the social partners can aid in maximising the
return on the State's investment in R&D to the benefit of al in
society. In addition, investment in R&D contributes to the
development of a skilled and adaptable workforce and a population
that can embrace the changes emerging as a result of rapid and
ongoing technological advances. This indicator is supplemented
with one relating to business investment in R&D and one related to
Government appropriations and Outlays on R&D as a percentage of
GDP (Table 3.2: A (ii): Competitiveness and Appendix 2).

The fourth headline indicator, HIl.4 Emission of basket of
greenhouse gases relative to Kyoto limits (64,253,000 tonnes CO,
equivalent,) reflects Ireland’s commitment under the Kyoto
protocol. At the UN climate conference in Kyoto in December
1997, the industrialised world agreed a protocol to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. The Kyoto agreement uses 1990 as its
benchmark year. Under the Kyoto Protocol, industrial countries
agreed to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions (six gases) by 5 per
cent of their 1990 levels by 2008-2012. Within this requirement, the
EU as awhole agreed to reduce emissions by 8 per cent. As part of
this commitment, and recognising Ireland’s converging rate of
economic growth, it was agreed that the ceiling on Ireland’s growth
in greenhouse gas emissions would be 13 per cent above 1990
levels. The Government is legally bound under the agreement to
take action to reduce the emissions. The National Climate Change
Strategy produced by the Department of the Environment and Local
Government outlines the programme for action.

The reduction target of the Kyoto agreement involves six gases.
carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (N,O), sulfur
hexaflouride, hydrofluorocarbons (HFC) and perfluorocarbons
(PFCs). No figures currently exist in Ireland for the last four gases,
although the EPA estimate that they account for less than 1 per cent
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of the total national emissions. Research is currently being
undertaken on producing an inventory of these gases, funded by the
NDP and the EPA, with results expected in 2002. The net emissions
of the three main greenhouse gases (carbon dioxide (CO,), methane
(CH,) and nitrous oxide (N,O)) are presented in Table 5.1. The
major human emissions of GHGs in Ireland include carbon dioxide
(CO,), in particular through the burning of fossil fuels, methane
(CH,) and nitrous oxide (N,O). Energy use is the single most
important contributor of GHGs. Agriculture is the other major
contributor. In the period 2008-2012 Ireland’s Kyoto commitment is
to limit the net growth in emissionsto 13 per cent above 1990 levels
or to 62 MT CO, equivalent (Table 5.2). Ireland had already
exceeded this limit by 2000.

TABLES5.1

Total Net Green House Gas Emissions, Ireland 1990 and 1998 and
Projectionsfor 2000 (in Kilo tonnes)

Carbon | Methane| Nitrous| HFC Net total %
Dioxide (CHy) Oxide | PFC emissions | increase
CO, (N,O) | SF6t asCO,
equivalent?

1990 31,575 12,836 9,085 256 53,752 —
1998 40,028 13,631 10,069 | 256 63,239 17.65%
2000 42,675 13,139 9,630 799 65,252 21.39%

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2000),
National Climate Change Srategy Ireland and Environmental
Protection Agency (2000), Emissions to Air 1990-1998.

Note: 1. The base year for these gases (HFCs, PFCs and SF6) is 1995 as
agreed to in the Kyoto protocol, as data for emissions in 1990 are
inadequate and emissions were insignificant until 1995. The initial
estimations are that in 1995 total emissions of all these gases together
represented 0.5 per cent of total emissions. Thisis expected to rise very
rapidly to the period 2010. Much of therise is due to the replacement of
CFCswith HFCs.

2. Net emissionsistotal emissionsless sinks (Kyoto basis).
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TABLE 5.2
TheBurden Sharing Targets Agreed by EU Member States

(Emissions measured in Mtonnes of CO, Equivalent)

Change from Emissions Target
1990 (%) 1990 2008-2012
Ireland +13.0 55 62
Denmark -21.0 72 57
Netherlands -6.0 217 204
UK -12.5 790 691
EU Total -8.0 4,264 3,922

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2000), Report
of the Consultation Group on Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading.

This headline indicator is supplemented with six background
environmental indicators (Table 3.2, column D: Environment).

The fifth headline indicator measuring progress in prosperity and
economic inclusion relates to infrastructure reflecting the use of
increased prosperity to enhance our quality of lifein the context of a
fairer and more inclusive society. There are no reliable data on
Expenditure on Infrastructure per capita but data will be available
from county level up and for each of the Operational Programmes,
sub-programmes, measures and projects under the Nationa
Development Plan. To facilitate cross-national comparisons this
should be standardised using purchasing power standards. Until
data become available, Transport Infrastructure Investment per
capita isthe proxy for HI1.5 and provides a comparative ranking for
Ireland within the European Union. This is available for the
1990-98 period in the EU Transport in Figures Statistical Pocket
Book (2000). This supplemented with two background indicators
relating to road and rail infrastructure (Table 3.2, columns A:
Infrastructure).

HI1.6 Housing unit stock and completions per 1,000 population, the
sixth headline indicator under this framework, refers to the number
of existing housing units (stock) and the number of units completed
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in agiven period (flow). The stock of housing provides a snapshot
of available housing units at any one time while completions
provide a dynamic indicator of change in the supply of housing.
Distinguishing between social and private housing is important in
the benchmarking of progress as they are linked elements of the
housing system (NESC, 1999). Social housing units are comprised
largely of local authority housing. Despite the fact that voluntary
housing has frequently been advocated as an element of social
housing in Ireland it still accounts for less than one per cent of the
housing stock, that is around 11,000 units and production is highly
variable: from 1,101 in 1995 it was reduced consistently to 478 in
1998. The provisional figure for 2000 is 971. As house prices and
private rents increase the demand for social housing increases.
Similarly, social housing completions have an impact on other
housing sectors. Many of those who are eligible for social housing
currently reside in unsuitable or unaffordable private rented accom-
modation, some of which may be rent assisted (NESC, 1999:
503-5).3 Socia housing provision can lessen the demand for private
rented stock; a more open and higher quality of private accom-
modation could lessen the demand for private purchase and social
housing. The headline housing indicator is supplemented with three
indicators relating to affordability, quality and local authority
waiting lists (Table 3.2, C: Housing and Appendix 2).

5.2 MEASURING PROGRESSIN PROSPERITY AND
ECONOMIC INCLUSION

The overarching objective of achieving prosperity and economic
inclusion in Ireland is reflected in the policy objectives of
underpinning Ireland’s competitiveness and using increased
prosperity to enhance our quality of lifein the context of afairer and
more inclusive society. The data to locate Ireland on the associated
indicators in 1997 and 2000 are presented in Table 5.3.

As with the GDP and GNP figures and the background macro-
economic data presented under Operational Framework 1, the data

3. Inaddition, rent-assisted social housing is a significant element of the housing
system. In 1999, 41,000 households were in this type of accommodation.
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TABLE 5.3
Measuring Progressin Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Headline Indicators 1997 | 2000
HI1.1 Productivity (annual % change) 6.1 39
HI1.2 Employment (annual % change) 3.6 4.7
HI1.3 R&D Expenditureasa % of GDP 14 N/A
HI1.4 Emission of basket of greenhouse gasesrelative 984 |[1015
to Kyoto limit 2008-2112 (64,253,000 tonnes CO, (1998)
equivalent) % of limit

HI1.5 Transport infrastructure investment per capita— 15 N/A
rank within EU 15. [PROXY for infrastructure (1990-98)

investment per capita]

HI1.6 Housing unit stock

— Local authority per 1,000 population 26.9 26.2
— Private per 1,000 population 295 315

Housing unit completions

— Local authority per 1,000 population 0.9 0.8

— Private per 1,000 population 9.7 12.3
Voluntary housing unit completions 756 951P

Note:  N/A: Information isnot available.
p: Provisional.

relating to productivity (indicator HI1.1) and employment (indicator
HI1.2) areimpressive in terms of progress over time (Table 5.3) and
relative to EU averages (Tables 5.4 and 5.5 and Appendix 1).

Changesin labour productivity and in employment, which underpin
and reflect Ireland’s competitiveness, must be interpreted within the
context of the background competitiveness and labour market
indicators outlined in Table 3.2 and presented in detail in Appendix
2. Data on most of these indicators reinforce the positive story,
particularly the Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) inflows as a
percentage of GDP, and total investment, measured by Gross Fixed
Capital Formation (GFCG), as percentages of GNP and GDP.
The regional indicator for FDI is New Permanent Jobs Created by
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TABLE 5.4
Labour Productivity, percentage changet (prices, wages and labour costs)

1990 1997 20002
Ireland 32 6.1 3.9
Denmark 1.7 21 1.8
Netherlands 1.7 1.0 14
UK -0.5 14 21
EU (15) 1.2 1.8 1.9

Source: Eurostat (2000), EC Economic Data Pocket Book December 2000.
Note: 1. Percentage change p.a.:GDP at 1995 market prices per person
employed.
2. DG ECFIN Economic Forecasts, Spring 2000.

TABLE 5.5
Employment percentage change, 1987, 1990, 1997, 2000

1987 1990 1997 20001
Ireland 0.6 3.3 3.6 4.72
Denmark 0.9 -0.8 2.2 0.8
Netherlands 1.6 3.0 34 25
UK 2.6 0.3 16 0.9
EU 15 11 L5 0.8 L5

Source: OECD (2000) OECD Economic Outlook December 2000 and OECD
Employment Outlook June 2000 and Eurostat (2000), EC Economic
Data Pocket Book December 2000.

Note: 1. DG ECFIN economic forecasts, Spring 2000.
2. QNHS Feb 2001.

Foreign-Owned Companies supported by IDA Ireland, Enterprise
Ireland, Shannon Development and Udaras na Gaeltachta (A8).
While the net changes in employment are positive for all regionsin
the 1994 to 2000 period, these figures are not particularly helpful
without detailed analysis relating to population and labour force.
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The third headline indicator, HII.3 R&D Expenditure as a
percentage of GDP, presents a considerably less impressive picture
than the employment and productivity change indicators. The latest
year for which data are available is 1997. The 1.4 per cent of GDP
in that year and in 1996 is low relative to the EU average of 1.8 per
cent and especially relative to Denmark (2.0 per cent), the
Netherlands (2.1 per cent) and the UK (1.9 per cent). Two of the
background indicators provide some further information. Business
Investment in R&D (Appendix 2, A12) was marginally above the
EU average in 1997 but considerably below the OECD average.
Two-thirds of this was carried out by foreign-owned firms but only
a quarter of these carry out any R&D (National Competitiveness
Council, 2000: 57). Government Investment in R&D (Appendix 2,
A13) was less than half the EU percentages in 1997 and 1998. It is
noteworthy that Ireland’s R& D expenditure on higher education and
government institutions, at 0.42 per cent of GDP, was, with
Portugal’s expenditure, the lowest of thierteen EU countries in
1998, the latest year for which data are available. The EU average
expenditure was 0.66 per cent of GDP and the median was 0.7 per
cent. As a crucia element of Ireland’s competitiveness, various
dimensions of expenditure on R&D and related activity are
examined in some depth in the Annual Competitiveness Report for
2000 produced by the National Competitiveness Council (2000:
57-59 and Tables A6 and A7).

The fourth headline indicator, HIl.4 Emission of basket of
greenhouse gases relative to Kyoto limits (64,253,000 tonnes CO,
equivalent), reflects Ireland’s commitment under the Kyoto
protocol. This commitment, to be reached by 2008-2012 was
exceeded by 2000. Six background environment indicators are
presented in Appendix 2. A review of the data relating to each of
these reinforces the negative situation reflected by the headline
indicator. Ireland’'s level of household and commercial waste
increased by over 11 per cent between 1995 and 1998. In the late
1990s its municipal waste per capita was higher than the average of
the OECD and the OECD Europe averages: 560 tonnes per capita
compared to 500 and 450 tonnes per capita respectively (Appendix
2: D1). Ninety-one per cent of waste went to landfill in 1998



compared to a European average in the late 1990s of 66 per cent and
only 35 per cent in the Netherlands and 22 per cent in Denmark
(Appendix 2:D2). The compliance rate for coliforms, which
measures the overall rate of microbiological quality of water for
human consumption was 91 per cent in public schemes and 64 per
cent in group schemes in 1997 (Appendix 2:D3). In the 1995-1997
period, 67 per cent of river water was unpolluted, 18 per cent was
dlightly polluted, 14 per cent was moderately polluted and 1 per cent
was seriously polluted (Appendix 2:D4).

The fifth headline indicator measuring progress in prosperity and
economic inclusion relates to infrastructure reflecting the use of
increased prosperity to enhance our quality of lifein the context of a
fairer and more inclusive society. Until data become available
Transport Infrastructure Investment per capita is the proxy for
Infrastructure Investment per capita. It provides a comparative
ranking for Ireland within the European Union. In the 1990-1996
period, the latest available Ireland ranked thirteenth in the EU.
Ireland aso ranks poorly on the background indicators of road and
rail infrastructure: last of fourteen (1996) and last of thirteen (1998)
respectively (Appendix 2: A16) (National Competitiveness Council,
2000: Table A13).

Housing relates in a very obvious way to the use of increased
prosperity to enhance our quality of lifein the context of afairer and
more inclusive society. But housing stock and completions are also
pivotal to Ireland’s continued economic growth and competitive-
ness. The overall stock of housing units increased over the 1997 to
2000 period as did completions (Table 5.3). Thisis a positive trend
but hides an important difference in the trends relating to local
authority and private housing. Table 5.6 presents data relating to the
1995-2000 period and indicates a consistent increase in private
housing completions over that period, an increase from over 26,500
to over 46,500, or from 7.4 per 1,000 population to 12.3 per 1,000
population. In contrast, local authority completions were lower in
2000 (3,207) than in 1995 (3,842). Despite fluctuations in the
number of completions over this period, the 1995 number was not
reached again over the period, nor was the rate of 1.1 per 1,000 of
the population. The rate for 2000 was 0.8 per 1,000 of the



population. This difference in the two trends is reflected in the
decrease in theratio of local authority to private houses from 1:10.6
in 1995 to 1.12.0 in 2000. The decrease in the ratio of local
authority to private housing is more marked in housing compl etions
from 1:6.9 in 1995 to 1:14.6 in 2000. In addition to the local
authority housing, socia housing includes a small voluntary
housing element, estimated to account for less than one per cent of
the housing stock in the late 1990s (NESC, 1999: 508-510). Over
1,000 voluntary housing units were constructed in 1995 and this
dropped consistently to less than 500 in 1998. The provisiona
figure for 2000 is 951 (Table 5.3).

TABLE 5.6

Housing Unit Stock and Completions 1990-2000

Year

Housing Stock

Housing Completions

Local
Authority?
(per 1,000
population)

Private2
(per 1,000
population)

Ratio of
Local
Authority
to Private

Local
Authority3
(per 1,000
population)

Private
(per 1,000
population)

Ratio
of
Local
Authority
to Private

1990

98,495 (28.1)

916,505 (261)

1:9.3

1,003 (0.3)

18,536 (5.3)

1:185

1995

95,735 (26.6)

1,019,265 (283)

1:10.6

3,842 (1.1)

26,604 (7.4)

1.6.9

1996

97,219 (26.8)

1,026,019 (283)

1:10.6

3,573 (L.0)

30,132 (8.3)

184

1997

98,394 (26.9)

1,078,606 (295)

1:11.0

3,217 (0.9)

35,454 (9.7)

1:11.0

1998

98,862 (26.7)

1,113,138 (300)

1112

3,282 (0.9)

39,093 (10.6)

1:11.9

1999

99,259 (26.5)

1,151,741 (308)

1:11.6

3,713 (L0)

43,024 (11.5)

1:11.6

2000

99,163 (26.2)

1,193,837 (315)

1:12.0

3,207 (0.8)

46,657 (12.3)

1:14.6

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (1999), Annual

Note:

Housing Statistics Bulletin 1999, and figures provided by the

Department of the Environment and Local Government; Central

Statistics Office (2000), Population and Migration Estimates April
2000: Dublin: Central Statistics Office.
1. This stock figure refers to the number of local authority houses let on
31st December of the previous year.
2. These figures are based on estimates provided by the Department of
the Environment and Local Government.
3. Thisincludes housing completions and acquisitions.
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Data on three background housing indicators is provided in Section
C(iii) of Appendix 2. These are local authority waiting lists, housing
affordability and housing quality.

Local Authority Waiting Lists (Appendix 2: C9) increased from
23,242 in 1991 to 27,427 in 1996 to 39,179 in 1999. These figures
reflect ‘net approved need that is applications that have been
assessed and approved for housing by local authorities. Details
of the category of housing need by family status are given in
Appendix 2. Table 5.7 provides a summary of the largest categories
of need in 1996 and 1999. Amongst these the percentage unable to
afford their own accommodation increased from 28 to 34 per cent. It
is noteworthy that in 1999 almost 6 per cent of those assessed to be
in need were homeless and a further 6 per cent were elderly.
Travellers comprised 3.5 per cent of thosein need of local authority
housing, that is 1,406 single people or family units. This reflects a
market increase on the 1996 figure of 749 Traveller family units
which is not offset by the slight reduction from 734 to 622 family
units seeking permanent accommodation in residential caravan
parks/halting sites.

TABLE 5.7
Category of Housing Need, 1996 and 1999

1996 1999
Unableto afford own accommodation 28% 34%
Living in overcrowded accommodation 22% 21%
Living in unfit accommodation 18% 12%
Involuntary sharing of accommodation 11% 10%

Source: Department of the Environment (1999), Assessments of Housing Needs,
1999, Circular N6/99.

The ratio of average house prices to the average industrial wage is
aproxy indicator for a housing affordability indicator. Whileit isfar
from adequate it does give a reasonable estimation of purchase
affordability and its change over time (Appendix 2: C7). Table 5.8
indicates that the ratio of the average price of new houses to average
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earnings has increased from 4.33 in 1990 t0 5.29 in 1997 to 7.40 in
2000. The corresponding figures for the Dublin area are 5.34, 6.32
and 9.70. The corresponding increases for second—hand houses are
even more dramatic (Appendix 2).

TABLE 5.8

Comparison Of Average Earnings and Average Price of New House in
selected year s 1990-2000

Average Average Ratio of Average Ratio of
Earnings price of average price of average
per yearl | new house? | new house | new house? | new house
(whole priceto (Dublin pricein
country) earnings only) Dublin to
earnings
1990 £11,915 £51,618 4.33 £63,595 5.34
1996 £14,748 £68,677 4.66 £76,439 5.18
1997 £15,215 £80,506 5.29 £96,111 6.32
2000 £18,002 £133,249 7.40 £174,622 9.70
(Sept)

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2001), Housing
Satistics Bulletin and Central Statistics Office (2001), Industrial
Earnings and Hours Worked September 2000.

1. Gross earnings for al industrial workers.

2. For which loans were approved.

Note:

Unfortunately no corresponding proxy indicator is available for
rented accommodation. Thisis a highly unsatisfactory situation. An
accurate affordability index covering all tenures, incorporating
maintenance as well as purchase price and rents is probably the
most desirable of al housing indicators. If such an affordability
index were to be developed in Ireland, key data would have to be
made available on a regular basis, including data on net incomes,
mortgage interest relief, mortgage and rent payments and mainten-
ance and running costs (Appendix 2: C:7). In the meantime, the
proxy indicator used above gives an indication of the purchase

affordability.



The PPF contains a commitment to aim to ensure that every
household has access to affordable, secure, good quality housing
appropriate to their needs (paragraph 3.7). There are limited and
intermittent data in this area. The National Survey of Housing
Conditions is carried out every ten years by the Department of the
Environment and Local Government. The last survey was
undertaken in 1990. A new survey is to be undertaken this year,
with results expected in 2002-03. Data are available from the
Central Statistics Office’'s Quarterly National Household Survey,
which periodically includes a module on Housing and Households.
This contains information on ‘Problems with Accommodation’. It
was most recently published in December 2000 and related to the
third quarter of 1998. This module will not be repeated until 2003-
2004. Detailed tables from the 1998 findings are presented in
Appendix 2: C8. The most striking finding is the high rate of
problems, such as dampness in walls, rot in windows, pollution
from industry or traffic experienced by renters and those acquiring
housing from alocal authority compared to those in owner-occupied
housing. High rates of problems were also experienced in female-
headed households and households where no one was employed.
These data on the background housing indicators reinforce the
conclusion from a review of the completion and stock figures that
the housing system continues to be under considerable pressure.

5.3 SUMMARY

Six headline indicators were identified to measure progress in
prosperity and economic inclusion in Table 3.1. Benchmarks for the
year 2000 are established for four of these: annual percentage
changes in productivity and employment, emissions of greenhouse
gases and housing unit stock and completions. The latest year for
which benchmarks can be established for R&D expenditure as a
percentage of GDP is 1997. Data for infrastructure investment per
capita are not yet available. A ranking of Ireland within the EU
based on average expenditure per capita for the 1990-98 period is
available for the proxy indicator identified: transport infrastructure
investment per capita.
|



This review of data on the policy objectives directed to enhancing
prosperity and economic inclusion and the associated indicators
presents a mixed picture. Productivity and employment growth
match the progress on Framework | but the regional breakdown
indicates a more mixed picture and reinforces the conclusion of the
earlier analysis on the importance of benchmarks relating to
regiona balance. The trend in relation to all of the environmental
indicators considered is reflected in the relative deterioration of
Ireland’s position on greenhouse gas emissions between 1997 and
2000. This trend points to concerns about the sustainability of
development. Unfortunately there are significant data deficiencies
in relation to two of the other indicators that are important in
relation to sustainability and the underpinning of competitiveness,
namely R&D expenditure and the proxy indicator on transport
infrastructure expenditure per capita. Ireland’s performance on each
is poor but data are available only for 1997. Finally, housing which
is important in relation to social and economic inclusion and
sustainability, presents a mixed picture. Despite the increase in the
total number of units the balance between public and private
housing is shifting in favour of the latter. While this might be
positive and reflect an increased commitment to home ownership, it
is a cause for concern and policy action in a situation of decreasing
purchase affordability. The need for such action is reinforced by the
increasing local authority waiting lists.






CHAPTER 6

ACHIEVING SOCIAL INCLUSION AND
EQUALITY

The third operational framework of the PPF includes commitments
under twelve headings and a wide range of objectives related to
achieving social inclusion and equality. Two broadly-based policy
objectives that capture specific important dimension of the
overarching objective of achieving social inclusion and equality are
considered in this chapter:

1.1  Reduceincome poverty and socia exclusion; and
[11.2  Improve the health status of the population.

Socia inclusion and equality cannot be divided from economic
inclusion considered in the previous chapter. Consequently, in
considering the two objectives identified above and the associated
indicators, the links to other operational frameworks and vice versa
must be kept in mind. For example, the indicators relating to
employment growth and housing, considered in the previous
chapter, are particularly important elements of the context within
which social inclusion and equality are analysed.

6.1 INDICATORS

The policy objective to reduce income poverty and social exclusion
is measured by three headline indicators:

HIll.1 *Consistent poverty’ — percentage of households below 50
and 60 per cent relative income thresholds and experiencing
basic deprivation;

HIIl.2 Relative income poverty — percentage of the population
below 40, 50 and 60 per cent of average income; and

HIl1.3 Social welfare payments as a percentage of adequacy
benchmark.

These are supplemented with three measures of income adequacy in
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Table 3.2 (column C: C(ii)). These are in turn linked to paragraph
3.2 of the PPF.

There are no satisfactory indicators to measure progress over the
lifetime of the PPF on the policy objective of improving the health
status of the population. Six widely-used health-related indicators
are discussed, two expenditure measures. one service measure and
three health status measures. Their limitations for the present
exercise are outlined. Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy (DALE)
is chosen as the headline hedlth status indicator. This provides a
comparative assessment of overall headth status, rather than a
measure of progress on specific health related measures over the
period of the PPF. It is an important indicator of progress and a
breakdown by socio-economic group would provide a powerful
indicator of socia inclusion.

Consistent Poverty and Relative Income Poverty

Consistent Poverty is the overarching measure of poverty used in
the National Anti-Poverty Strategy and it is the key target against
which progress on the strategy is measured. It refers to the
percentage of households whose disposable income is below 50 per
cent or 60 per cent of the average disposable income and who also
experience an enforced lack of certain basic necessities. Thus, it
incorporates relative income poverty and combines it with a
measure of basic deprivation. The necessities considered are:
heating, one substantial meal each day, chicken, meat or fish every
second day, a ‘roast’ or equivalent once a week, a warm coat, new
rather than second-hand clothes and being able to pay everyday
household expenses without falling into arrears. The rate of
consistent poverty is expressed as a range. The lower point of this
refers to the proportion of households experiencing income poverty
at the 50 per cent line and enforced deprivation of at least one of the
above items, while the higher point refers to those experiencing
income poverty at the 60 per cent line and enforced lack of one or
moreitems. It isderived from the Living in Ireland Survey, whichis
undertaken on an annual basis by the Economic and Social
Research Ingtitute (Layte et al, 2001). There are no comparable data
on consistent poverty rates for EU or OECD countries.
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Relative income poverty relates to the concept of exclusion dueto a
lack of financial resources from what is deemed an adequate living
standard established by reference to ‘“normal’ or ‘usual’ activitiesin
a given society. It is usualy expressed as the percentage of
households or individuals that fall below a percentage, 40 per cent,
50 per cent and 60 per cent, of either the mean or median income of
all households or individuals. The 50 per cent low income threshold
is most frequently used in cross-national comparisons, for example
by Eurostat and the OECD.

The measure of income used for these indicators is equivalised
disposable income. Disposable household income refers to the
income of al household members from al sources, after income tax
and PRSI contributions are deducted. Equivalence scales weight
households and income according to household size and
composition. The scale used for the overarching NAPS target is one
based on the scalesimplicit in Irish social welfare rates whereby the
first adult is given a value of 1, each additional adult, defined as
persons aged fourteen and over, is given a value of 0.66 and each
child 0.3. Cross-national analysis is usualy based on the OECD
scalewherethefirst adult is given avalue of 1, each additional adult
0.7 and each child 0.5, or the ‘modified OECD’ scale where each
additional adult is given avalue of 0.5 and each child 0.3 (Layte et
al: 2001).

Social Welfare Payment Adequacy

The third headline indicator relating to socia inclusion and equality
arises from a commitment in the PPF to “ensure that the real value
of social welfare payments is maintained and where possible
enhanced to ensure that al share in the fruits of economic growth”
(3.2). No adequacy benchmark currently exists. Recognising the
complex issues involved in developing a benchmark for adequacy
of adult and child social welfare payments including the
implications of adopting a specific approach to the ongoing uprating
or indexation of payments, the PPF mandated the establishment of a
Working Group to examine the issues, including their long-term
economic, budgetary, PRSI contribution, distributive and incentive
implications in the light of trends in economic, demographic and
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labour market patterns (3.2). The Group, which was composed of
the social partners, completed its report in September 2001.

While different views were held amongst the Group on the necessity
or otherwise of setting a benchmark for welfare payments they did
examine a number of illustrative benchmark options in order to
assess their likely impacts. In selecting these options the Group had
regard to the three options for an adequacy benchmark which the
Council had outlined in its 1999 Strategy (NESC, 1999):

(i) The 50 per cent average income threshold or poverty line;
(i1) A percentage of Net Average Industrial Earnings; and

(iii) The Commission on Socia Welfare £60 rate in 1985 prices
uprated to 1999.

The Group aso took into consideration the recommendation of the
National Pensions Policy Initiative that socia welfare old-age
pensions should, over time, be increased to 34 per cent of the
previous years Gross Average Industrial Earnings (GAIE).

Ultimately four illustrative options were selected by the Group.
These were as follows:

(i) The50 per cent average income threshold or poverty line

Based on the Living in Ireland Survey, the average weekly
household equivalent income for 1998 was £187.23, giving a 50 per
cent Relative Income Poverty Line of £93.62 in 1998 terms. Asthis
is a net measure the Group decided to up-rate this figure using
increases in Net Average Industrial Earnings (NAIE) yielding
£128.15in 2001.

(if) 27 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earningst

When existing relativities are preserved the Pension Board's target
rate for old age pensions of 34 per cent of the previous year’'s GAIE
produces a basic welfare (Supplementary Welfare Allowance) rate

1. Socia Welfare payments have increased more in percentage terms than GAIE
since 1987 but have increased less than NAIE. The difference between the
gross and the net AIE reflects the impact of taxation changes in the latter. The
NESC has pointed out that “this difference suggests that if a steady



of £93.10. This is equivalent to 27 per cent of the previous year’'s
GAIE. This was estimated to be £101.00 for the lowest social
welfare rate in 2001.

(iii) 30 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earnings

The selection of this option by the Group was essentially arbitrary
and designed to provide a balanced range of options for
consideration. This was estimated to be £112.50 in 2001 terms.

(iv) Uprating the Commission on Social Welfare £60 rate

The Commission on Socia Welfare, which reported in 1986,
estimated the minimally adequate social welfare payment to be in
the range of £50-£60 per week in 1985. The benchmark against
which the adequacy of socia welfare payments was judged up to
1999 was the floor of this range, that is £50 per week in 1985 prices
and £71.80 in 1999 prices, and this was achieved in the 1999
Budget. Uprating the upper end of the range for inflation using the
CPI yields £93.25 in 2001.

The Group’s terms of reference did not require it to make a
recommendation on the issue of what particular benchmark, if any,
might be adopted by Government. While the Group did seek to
explore the potential for achieving consensus on this issue, in the
event, such a consensus was not achieved. Clear differences of
approach amongst Group members emerged as to the future
direction of policy in terms of setting social welfare rates, with
some viewing the establishment of a formal benchmark as
inappropriate and others taking the view that it was “fundamentally
necessary, as of right, to establish aformal linkage between welfare
rates and average earnings’. The mgjority of the Group considered
that “the target of 27 per cent of GAIE (on a current year basis) for
the lowest social welfare payments was not an unreasonable policy
objective’ (82).

relationship is to be maintained with the disposable income of the general
population a percentage of the NAIE rather than the GAIE should be used as a
benchmark This would have the advantage of a built-in mechanism for
indexation over time (NESC, 1999:390).

| * |



Health Expenditure and Status

The second major policy objective of the Social Inclusion and
Equality Operational Framework concerns the improvement of the
health status of the population. This is one of the most widely
discussed areas of public policy. However, it is important to
consider the limitations and possible contradictory implications of
severa of theindicators that are widely cited in the media.

While there is widespread consensus that health status and health
services are highly important elements of progress, the link
between improvement in health status and health services is not
straightforward and the matching of indicators with data creates
considerable difficulties. For example, it is widely established that
improvements in health status are strongly associated with
improvements in living standards and that health status varies by
socia class in al developed countries for which data are available.
This is borne out for the Irish context in the report on All-lIreland
mortality data published in June 2001 (Balanda and Wilde, 2001).
Three indicators of health status are outlined in this report:
Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy (HI11.4), Infant Mortality (C10),
and Life Expectancy at Birth, 40 and 65 for men and women (C12).
These are important indicators of the level of progress in every
society but they are not amenable to short-term policy influences, and
without a breakdown by socio-economic group they are seriously
limited in terms of insight into the health status of the population.
These are appropriate indicators of our health status comparatively,
and as measures of progress over the medium- and long-term, but
cannot be linked exclusively to progress in health-related initiatives
over the period of the PPF. Bearing these caveats in mind and
recognising the importance health status in benchmarking prosperity
and fairness, Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy is chosen as the
most encompassing indicator of health status and a crucially
important indicator of progress, prosperity and fairness.

Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy (DALE), sometimes called
Healthy Life Expectancy, is broadly defined by the World Health
Organisation as “...the expectation of life lived in equivalent full
health” (WHO, 2000). It is calculated on the basis of overal life
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expectancy less years of ill health, which are weighted according to
severity of the disability/illness. The measure takes into account
physical and cognitive disability, general health status and major
disabling conditions in each country.

DALE isan indicator of both the life expectancy and the long-term
health of the population. It reflects the impact of health care and
medicine, but also other factors including housing, education,
occupational health and safety and environmental services. This
measure of health status goes beyond the widely used life
expectancy measure by recognising that not all life will be lived in
good health. Thisis of particular relevance in developed countries,
such as Ireland, where standard life expectancy is high, older
populations are increasing and as a consequence disability/serious
illness must be akey priority in terms of long-term health and health
care. The key general limitation of this measure is the non-
availability of a breakdown by socio-economic status. For the
present exercise its key limitation is that it reflects changes over the
longer term and in a wide range of social and economic policies.
Consequently it is not an appropriate indicator of the impact of
health policies over the life-time of the PPF. However, it is an
appropriate summary measure to situate Ireland relative to other EU
countries in terms of health status.

In addition to the two health status background indicator cited
above, Life Expectancy at Birth, 40 and 65 years for men and
women (C11) and infant, neonatal and perinatal mortality rates
(C10), this measure is supplemented with two health expenditure
measures. Health expenditure as percentage of GNP (Background
Indicator: C12) and Percentage of health expenditure on primary
Community Care (Background Indicator: C13) and one health
service measure: Numbers on Public In-Patient Waiting Lists
(Background Indicator: C14).

Cross-national comparisons of health expenditure are frequently
used as summary statements on health systems, but health care
spending can be misleading as a health service quantity and quality
measure. It should be examined in the context of demands, as
reflected by demographic composition of the population, indicators
of the quality of care, health outcomes and health status.
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Data difficulties and the potential for contradictory messages from
indicators are illustrated by consideration of health expenditure in
general, Health expenditure as a percentage of GNP (Background
Indicator: C12), and sub-sections of this such as Community Care,
Percentage of health expenditure on primary Community Care
(Background Indicator: C13), and the now widely-discussed
Numbers on Public In-Patient Waiting Lists (Background Indicator:
C14).

Community Care has received considerable attention over the past
several decades as a pivotal element in a health system committed
to reducing hospital admission and stays and enhancing care in the
community. Intuitively it would appear to be a key measure of
progress in these objectives. However, there are significant
problems relating to the classification of expenditure within the
Community Care heading and competing pressures due to the range
of objectives within the overall health expenditure package. In the
Irish context the Community Care Programme includes the
Community Protection, Community Heath Services and
Community Welfare Programmes. A listing of the benefits and
services included in each of these sub-programmes is given in
Appendix 2 (Background Indicator C13). It can legitimately be
argued that the entire Community Welfare Programme covers social
services rather than health services and should be excluded from the
calculation of health expenditure. It is noteworthy that the decrease
in expenditure on Community Care from 1995 to 1996 was due to
the transfer of the Disabled Persons Maintenance Allowance to the
Department of Social Community and Family Affairs. A further
complication arises in that out-patient care is included under acute
hospital services. In view of these difficulties, expenditure on
Community Care asit is at present classified should be interpreted
with caution in considering the stated commitment to Community
Care. While recognising these difficulties it would be desirable to
develop a streamlined measure of expenditure on primary/
Community Care that would reflect increases in service quantity
and quality facilitating care in the community.

The final background indicator is the Number and Proportion of
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Children Waiting 6 Months or More and of Adults Waiting 12
Months or More for Targeted Public In-patient Specialities (C.14).
Duration spent waiting for specific procedures is an indicator of
access to, and availability of, public health services. Time waiting
for treatment is also one of the key aspects that shape people’s
experience of, and attitudes to, the health service. The reduction of
in-patient waiting times for specific procedures to less than twelve
months for adults and six months for children is the principal aim of
the Irish Government’'s Waiting Lists Initiative (WLI), first
introduced in 1993. This provides a policy context and ultimate goal
for thisindicator. Unfortunately, waiting lists and the duration spent
on them have a number of drawbacks as indicators. For instance,
there are no standard or accepted criteria for placing people on the
waiting lists for particular procedures and therefore the lists do not
reflect the variable level of need of patients. In addition, the reasons
for people coming off the waiting lists al'so needs to be considered
as some may choose to pursue private treatment, some may recove,
and some may die. While these drawbacks do not render waiting
lists valueless as an indicator, they signal the need for caution when
using thisinformation.

The competing pressures within the health services create problems
for expenditure-based measures. First, increases in expenditure at
any level may not be reflected in quantity or quality increases.
Several factors can contribute to this phenomenon: since the health
sector is highly labour-intensive, wage increases may increase costs,
and medical inflation tends to be higher than general inflation.
Second, changing relative shares within the overall package are
difficult to evaluate. For example, initiatives to increase the quantity
and quality of Community Care are undoubtedly associated with
increasing expenditure but this must be balanced against the
pressure of increases in hospital bed capacity which is reflected in
waiting lists, as also is the proposed increases in consultant
numbers. In view of these difficulties, these background indicators
should be balanced one against the other, recognising that they may
give mixed signals on progress and may reflect competing and
contradictory demands.
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6.2 Measuring Progresson Social Inclusion and Equality

Data on the four headline indicators to measure progress on social
inclusion and equality are outlined in Table 6.1.

TABLE 6.1
Measuring Progress on Social Inclusion and Equality
Headline Indicators 1997 1998 or 2001
HIII.1 Proportion of Irish household in 7-10% 6-8% (1998)

‘Consistent Poverty’ —relative income
poverty combined with basic deprivation
measure (below 50% and 60% threshold)!

HIIl.2 Relativeincome poverty:
Proportion of Irish households below 40%

50% and 60% of averageincome:  40%: | 6.3% 10.5% (1998)
50%: | 22.4% 24.6%(1998)
60%: | 34.3% 33.49%(1998)

HII1.3 Social welfare paymentsas % of
adequacy benchmark:

(i) Social welfare payments as % of 50%
average income threshold or relativeincome

poverty line:
Old Age Contributory Pension (Under 80):| 95% 92% (2001)
Old Age Non-Contributory Pension
(Under 80): 82% 83% (2001)
Unemployment Benefit: 82% 74% (2001)
Unemployment Assistance (long-term): 82% 74% (2001)
One-parent Family Payment: 82% 74% (2001)

(i1) Social welfare paymentsas % of uprated
Commission on Social Welfare £60 r ate:

Old Age Contributory Pensions: 103% (1999) | 114% (2001)
Old Age Non-Contributory Pensions: 91% (1999) 102% (2001)
Unemployment Benefit and Long-term 85% (1999) | 92% (2001)
Socia Assistance

HI11.4 Disability-Adjusted Life

Expectancy?: N/A 69.6 (13) (1999)
At Birth, (EU rank): 13.9 (15) (1999)
Males at age 60: 16.6 (15) (1999)
Females at age 60:

Note: 1. Thisand the following indicator are based on equivalence scale:
1/0.66/0.33.
2. This provides a comparative assessment of overall health status, rather
than a measure of progress on specific health-related measures over the

period of the PPF.
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Poverty and Inequality

The PPF puts considerable emphasis on the National Anti-Poverty
Strategy (NAPS) in achieving its social inclusion objectives. That
strategy was initiated in 1997 when Consistent Poverty was in the
7-10% range. The corresponding figures for 1998, which is the
latest year for which figures are available, are 6-8 per cent. Due to
the time-lag in data it emerged in 1998 that the initial targets for
consistent poverty reduction, based on 1994 data, were aready
achieved before the Strategy commenced. Despite this, it is clear
that progress on this indicator of poverty was uniformly positive
throughout the 1990s. In Table 6.2 the regional breakdown in
Consistent Poverty, based on the 60 per cent relative income line
combined with deprivation, for the 1987 to 1997 period, is outlined.
In line with the improvement in the national trend of a decrease in
consistent poverty from 1994 to 1997 there was a decrease in all
regions in this period, but there are still significant variations across
regions. Therates are considerably above the national averagein the
North-East, the South-East, the North-West and Donegal and the
South-West.

In contrast to consistent poverty there was an increase in relative
income poverty for households, (HIII1.2) at the 40 and 50 per cent
relative income lines between 1997 and 1998 while there was a
slight decrease at the 60 per cent line (Table 6.3).1 The same pattern
held for individuals although the rates were, with one exception,
lower.

1. The last year for which comparable EU figures on income poverty are
available is 1993. The European Community Household Panel for that year
indicates that only Portugal at 25.2 per cent had higher income poverty at the
50 per cent of average income than Ireland at 21.6 per cent and that these two
countries were equal in terms of the highest level of income poverty at the 60
per cent of average income, that is 32.9 per cent of the population.
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TABLE 6.2

Proportion of Irish Householdsin Each Planning Region Experiencing
Consistent Poverty at the 60 per cent Relative Income Poverty Line 1987,
1994 and 1997

1987 1994 1997
East 13.6 13.6 8.9
South-West 16.3 13.0 111
South-East 16.9 18.3 134
North-East 20.6 12.8 14.0
Mid-West 19.7 134 7.3
Midlands 19.7 13.1 9.1
West 13.8 7.3 4.8
North-West and Donegal 22.9 235 11.5
State 16.4 14.9 9.8

Source: Fahey, T. and J. Williams ‘ The Spatial Distribution of Disadvantage in
Ireland’ in Nolan, B., P. J. O’ Connell, and C.T. Whelan (eds.) (2000),
Bust to Boom: The Irish Experience of Growth and Inequality, Dublin:
Economic and Social Research Institute and Institute of Public
Administration; and Nolan, B., C.T. Whelan and J. Williams (1998),
Where are Poor Households?, Dublin: Oak Tree Press with the Combat
Poverty Agency.

TABLE 6.3

Incidence of Poverty: Proportion of Households and People Below the 40%,
50% and 60% Relative Income Poverty Lines, 1994,1997 and 1998, Ireland?!

1994 1997 1998
40% Line
Households 4.8 6.3 10.5
People 5.2 6.3 8.1
50% Line
Households 18.6 224 24.6
People 174 18.1 20.0
60% Line
Households 34.1 34.3 334
People 30.4 30.1 28.6

Note: 1. Based on Equivalence Scale 1/0.66/0.33.
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Appendix 1 presents relative poverty findings by household type,
labour force status and planning region. It is noteworthy that with
the exception of employees and the self-employed all other
categories, including farmers, experienced an increase in the
proportion of households in poverty at the 50 per cent relative
income line between 1997 and 1998. This was also true of all
planning regions with the exception of the South-West, Mid-West
and Midlands. Several household types experienced an increase in
the proportion of household in poverty at the 50 per cent relative
income line. The increase was particularly marked for one-adult
households of which over half were in poverty on this measure in
1998 as were almost 28.6 per cent of ‘ Others with children’ whichis
composed mostly of single-parent households. The household types
which experienced a decrease in the proportion in poverty were the
two-adult households with children, the only exception being those
with two children where there was a dlight increase in the
proportion in poverty.

Three means of assessing income inequality are presented in
Appendix 2 (Indicator C.6). The first two are based on the
proportion of disposable income (income from earnings plus social
welfare, less income tax and social welfare contributions) accruing
to the bottom and top deciles and quintiles of households and the
ratio of these figures, the decile and quintile ratios. The third is the
Gini Coefficient. The Gini Coefficient ranges from 0 to 1, where O
indicates perfect equality and a score of 1 indicates complete
inequality. The Gini Coefficient is a good summary measure of
inequality throughout the income spectrum whereas the quintile
ratio reflects inequality at the extremes of the income distribution.

Aswith the poverty datathereisasignificant time-lag in theincome
inequality data. The trend between 1994 and 1997 was for a dlight
increase in inequality at the extremes as reflected in the decile ratio,
and a relatively static situation when the entire income spectrum is
the focus. The overal level of inequality as reflected in the Gini
Coefficient was substantially greater in Ireland than in the EU in
1994, the last year for which figures are available. Using the
Eurostat figures, which are the appropriate figures for comparative
purposes, inequality at the extremes was dightly lower in Ireland
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than in the EU 13, that is excluding Finland and Sweden which tend
to have low levels of inequality in disposable income and would
reduce the EU average.

Social welfare adequacy benchmarks and social protection
expenditure

There is no agreed social welfare payment adequacy benchmark.
Four possible proxy indicators are outlined above. Table 6.1
summarises the position with regard to two of these options and
further details are provided in Appendix 1. The uprated
Commission on Social Welfare £60 rate yields a relatively positive
picture, particularly for pensions. The other measure indicates a
relative dis-improvement in the situation of social welfare payeesin
2001 relative to earlier years. The difference in the pattern evident
for the CSW and the other rate reflects the fact that the former is an
absolute measure established in 1985 and uprated to the present.
The other measure reflects increases in the genera income
standards over the past decade-and-a-haf. The same pattern is
evident for all measures: old-age contributory pensioners fare best,
non-contributory pensioners do somewhat less well and people on
unemployment benefit and long-term social assistance do least well.
The relative advantage of the former groups is improved over time,
particularly that of contributory old-age pensioners.

One of the background indicators, Social Protection Expenditure as
percentage of GNP (Appendix 2: C5), attempts to establish
Ireland’s comparative situation in the area of social provision for
income adequacy. In principle, socia protection accounts for EU
comparison should bring together receipts and expenditure of al
public and privately-financed schemes considered to provide social
benefits. In practice, in the case of Ireland, it has not been possible
to compile comprehensive information in two important areas:

e privately-funded pension schemes; and
® wages and salaries paid by employers when employees are
absent due to sickness.

This has to be borne in mind in any comparisons with datafor other
countries (CSO, 2000). Even taking these factors into account it is
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unlikely that Ireland’s position in terms of total expenditure would
change significantly relative to its EU partners.

TABLE 6.4

Expenditure on Social Protection as a Percentage of GDP — GNP for Ireland

Country 1990 1997 1998
Ireland (GNP)1 21.0 193 18.1
Ireland % of GDP 18.4 17.2 16.1
Denmark 28.7 30.5 30.0
Netherlands 324 29.4 28.5
UK 22.9 27.3 26.8
EU 254 28.1 271.7

Source: Eurostat, (1998, 1999a), Social Protection, Expenditure and Receipts,

Note:

Table B1.1 and Social Protection in the EU in 1998, News Release, No.
134/2000. GNP Figuresfor Ireland from: Central Statistics Office
(2000), National Income and Expenditure 1999, Tables 5 and 29.

1. Asoutlined in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Ireland is unique amongst EU
countries in having a substantial difference between GDP and GNP. In
1995 GNP was 12 per cent less than GDP, and in 2000, GNP was 16 per
cent less than GDP. Since GNP represents the resources available for
redistribution it is the appropriate base for measuring effort on Socia
Protection. In recognition of the fact that EU, OECD, ILO and UN
publications use the standard GDP base for expenditure comparisons
for al countriesincluding Ireland, the relevant GDP figures are
presented below:

Ireland 1990 1997 1998
% of GDP 184 17.2 16.1

In 1998, the latest year for which figures are available, Ireland’s
expenditure as a percentage of GNP was dramatically lower then
the EU average and only Portugal, Spain and Greece approximate
the Irish figure (Table 6.4). But Ireland differs from other EU
countries in an important respect which influences its socia
expenditure. Ireland’s low social expenditure is due partly to itslow
old-age dependency (Table 6.5) and associated relatively low
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expenditure on old-age and survivors benefits — over four per cent
of GNP compared to over twelve per cent in the EU15 in 1997 and
1998. The exclusion of this category of expenditure still leaves Irish
expenditure below the EU average, but exceeding Spain, Italy,
Greece and Portugal when Irish expenditure is calculated as a
percentage of GNP (Table 6.6).

TABLE 6.5
Age Dependency Ratios; EU Countries 1999

Young Old age Total Age
Country Dependency Dependency Dependency

(0-14) (65 and over)
EU 15 254 24.0 494
Netherlands 27.2 19.9 47.1
Denmark 27.2 22.2 494
Ireland sEils 17.0 50.4
United Kingdom 29.4 24.0 534

Source: Eurostat (2000), European Socia Statistics Demography, 2000 Edition.

Health Satus

Based on 1999 data, Ireland ranked thirteenth of the fifteen EU
countries (Denmark and Portugal rank fourteenth and fifteenth) by
the WHO in terms of Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy (DALE)
of the total population at birth. Its rank is fifteenth for both males
and females at age sixty. While the range of years of foregone life
relative to the best-performing EU countries, France and Sweden, is
less than four years, for the population measure it is over five years



TABLE 6.6

European Union Countries: Social Protection Expenditure as a Percentage
of GDP — GNP for Ireland —including and excluding Expenditure on Old
Age and Survivors 1997 and 1998

1997 1997 1998 1998

Total Social | Excluding | Total Social | Excluding

Protection | Expenditure | Protection | Expenditure

Country Expenditure | onold age | Expenditure | on old age
and and

survivors survivors
EU 15 28.1 15.4 27.7 15.0
Netherlands 29.4 18.3 285 16.8
Denmark 30.5 185 30.0 185

Source: Eurostat (1998) Statisticsin Focus: Population and Social Conditions —
Social Protection in Europe (3/2000 and 15/2000).

Note: 1. Seenote 1to Table 6.4 re GNP and GDP. The corresponding GDP
figures for the above table are as follows:

Ireland 1997 1997 1998 1998
% of GDP 17.2 12.9 16.1 121

for females at birth and at age sixty (Table 6.7). While the gender
advantage for females evident in the life expectancy rates persists
into the disability-adjusted rates, the relative advantage is less than
in other EU countries. In view of the convergence of Ireland to the
EU average in living standards, reflected in GNP and GDP per
capita, Ireland should converge over timein DALE. Failureto move
in this direction should give rise to policy action. It is noteworthy
that significant improvements since 1968 to 1999 in infant, neonatal
and perinatal mortality are evident and the improvements continued
throughout the 1990s. Despite this, the Irish rates for infant and
perinatal mortality continued to be higher than the EU averagesin
1997 but the provisional neonatal comparable figures were slightly
lower than the EU average in 1997 (Appendix 2: Background
Indicator C10).
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TABLE 6.7

Life Expectancy and Disability
Adjusted Life Expectancy (DALE) in Years, EU Countries, 1999

Exp';(';gncy Disability Adj l(.lgAe(Ii_ ||§ ;fe Expectancy

at Birth

T8 - =

%g %‘% =& % =B
.| 3 (53|2E| § |58 3 |38
sty S| B|ZB|FS| 2 (25| &8 |BE
France 749|836 | 3 | 731|693 | 168 | 769 | 217
Sweden 771 | 819 4 730 | 71.2 | 16.8 | 749 | 19.6
Spain 753 | 81| 5 | 728 | 698 | 168 | 757 | 20.1
Italy 754|821 | 6 | 727|700 162 | 754 | 199
Greece 755|805 | 7 | 725 | 705 | 169 | 746 | 188
Netherlands | 75.0 | 81.1 | 13 | 720 | 69.6 | 15.4 | 744 | 19.7
UK 747|797 | 14 | 717 | 697 | 157 | 737 | 186
Belgium 745|813 | 16 | 716 | 687 | 158 | 746 | 196
Austria 744|800 | 17 | 716 | 688 | 152 | 744 | 187
L uxembourg 745 | 814 | 18 711 | 680 | 158 | 742 | 19.7
Finland 734|807 | 20 | 705 | 672 | 145 | 737 | 185
Germany 737|801 | 22 | 704 | 674 | 143 | 735 185
Ireland 733|783 | 27 | 696 | 675 | 139 | 717 | 166
Denmark 729|781 | 28 | 694 | 672 | 142 | 715 172
Portugal 720 | 795 | 20 | 693 | 659 | 140 | 727 | 17.7

Sour ce: World Health Organisation (2000) The World Health Report 2000 Health
Systems. Improving Performance. Geneva and Washington: WHO.

Note: 1. Rank refersto the Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy of the total
population at birth.

While 1999 is the first year for which DALE are available, it is
anticipated that they will be available on an ongoing basis. This
indicator cannot be exclusively linked to health services, although
they form part of the mix of living standards which, together with
lifestyle choices, result in this outcome measure. Despite the
complexity involved in making causal connection in health status
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measures, it is of crucial importance that they be monitored on a
regular basis and that the 1999 benchmark be used as a benchmark
against which progress is measured. It is of course important that
socio-economic group differences be borne in mind and that data
that would alow their measurement be made available as soon as
possible.

As outlined above, five background health indicators and associated
data are outlined in Appendix 2. Because of its salience in
discussions of the health service the health expenditure measure is
briefly considered here.

As with socia protection expenditure the appropriate base for
calculation of health effort in Ireland is GNP (see Social Protection
Expenditure above and Chapter 2, Section 2.3). Public health
expenditure consists of current and capital spending from Govern-
ment (central and local budgets), external borrowings and grants
and social or compulsory health insurance funds. Private health
expenditure includes direct household spending, private insurance,
charitable donations and direct service payments by private
corporations.

Data are available from the OECD Health Database up to 1998 and
these are used for comparative purposes in Table 6.8. Data for
Ireland are available from the Department of Health and Children,
in their publication, Health Satistics, but the latest published
figures relate to 1996 and were published in 1999 (Table 6.9). The
public health expenditure figures are available for 1998 and 2000.

The trend in expenditure from the two sources is the same: an
increase from 1990 to 1996. The Irish heath/GDP figures are
consistently higher than the OECD figures. This may be due to the
fact that Irish health expenditure data include payments made to
various persons and for various services under the Community
Welfare Programme. These are most likely excluded by the OECD
in its classification of health expenditure. The 1998 OECD figures
indicate a decrease in the percentage of GNP spent on health. These
figures indicate that Irish expenditure as a percentage of GNP is
consistently lower than that of Denmark and the Netherlands. But
this must be interpreted within the context of the marked increase in
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GNP in Ireland since the mid-1990s, the associated real increasesin
health expenditure, and the demographic structure of the popula
tion. As outlined in Table 6.5, Ireland has relatively low old-age
dependency. This means that the relatively high and more expensive
demands on the health services made by older people are relatively
lessin Ireland than in other EU countries.

TABLE 6.8

Health Expenditure in Compar ative Context
Ireland percentage of GNP, other EU percentage of GDP!

Total Expenditure 1990 1996 1998
Ireland % GNP 75 8.2 7.4
Ireland % GDP 7.0 7.2 6.4
Denmark 8.4 8.3 8.3
Netherlands 8.8 8.8 8.6
UK 6.0 7.0 6.7

Public Expenditure 1990 1996 1998

Ireland % GNP 5.4 5.2 4.8

Denmark 6.9 6.8 6.8

Netherlands 6.1 6.0 6.0

UK 5.0 59 5.6

Private Expenditure 1990 1996 1998

Ireland % GNP 2.1 2.0 15

Denmark 15 15 1.6

Netherlands 2.7 2.8 25

UK 1.0 11 11

Source: OECD Health Database, OECD, 2000.

Note:

1. Asoutlined in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Ireland is unique amongst EU
countries in having a substantial difference between GDP and GNP. In
1995 GNP was 12 per cent less than GDP, in 2000, GNP was 16 per
cent less than GDP. Since GNP represents the resources available for
redistribution it is the appropriate base for measuring effort on health.
In recognition of the fact that EU, OECD, ILO and UN publications use
the standard GDP base for expenditure comparisons for all countries
including Ireland, the relevant GDP figures for total expenditure are
presented below:

Total Expenditure

1990

1996

1998

Ireland % GDP

7.0

7.2

6.4
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TABLE 6.9

Estimated Overall Health Expenditure as a Per centage of GNP and GDP —
Ireland 1990-20001

1990 1994 1996 1998 | 2000
Total Expenditure | 2058.8 £m | 2909.7 £m | 3272.9£m | N/A N/A
As % of GDP
— Total public 54 6.2 5.6 54 55
— Totd private 1.8 1.8 1.7 N/A N/A
Total 7.2 8.0 7.2 N/A N/A
As % of GNP
— Total Public 6.1 6.9 6.3 6.1 6.5
— Total Private 2.0 2.0 19 2.0e 2.0e
Total 8.0 8.8 8.2 8.1 8.1

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999) Health Statistics 1999, Table
L6 and updates for 1998 and 2000.

Note: 1. Thisincludes Total Public Non-Capital and Capital Expenditure and
Total Private Expenditure.
e. Private component for 1998 and 2000 estimated.

Cross-national comparisons of health systems can inform health
policy and the breakdown between public and private provides an
indication of the distribution of the financial burden of health care.
But, as outlined in the previous section, indicators of health care
spending can be misleading and should be examined in the context
of indicators on the quality of care, outcomes and health status.

6.3 SUMMARY

Four indicators to measure progress on social inclusion and equality
are identified in Table 6.1. Despite this, establishing benchmarks
against which progress can be measured is hampered by the
consistent time-lags in data availability or the absence of agreed
measures of particular indicators. The most recent year for which
poverty data are available is 1998. The two headline indicators,
proportion of households in ‘consistent poverty’ and in relative
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income poverty, are measured by data from the Living in Ireland
Survey. The third indicator, social welfare payments as a
percentage of an adequacy benchmark, was acknowledged in the
PPF as desirable. However, there is no agreement on the measure of
the adequacy benchmark. Four interim measures are outlined, and
data on each are avalable for 2001. Disability-adjusted life
expectancy is benchmarked for 1999, which is adequate because of
the nature of the measure. The limitation in this instance is the
absence of disaggregation by socio-economic group.

Clear trends in poverty can be ascertained from the early 1990s to
1998. Consistent poverty, which is the overarching objective of the
National Anti-Poverty Strategy, has been progressively reduced
since 1994. Consistent poverty refers to disposable income below
50 or 60 per cent of average income combined with enforced lack of
certain basic necessities. On the other hand relative income poverty
at the 50 per cent level increased consistently over the period while
at the 60 per cent level it fluctuated around the same level. It may be
argued that in a situation of increasing average incomes an increase
in income inequality at the extremes is not surprising. This
interpretation must be tempered by the recognition that in the early
1990s figures Ireland had relatively high income poverty and
income inequality within the EU context. There is no agreed
adequacy benchmark for social welfare payments. The proxy used
indicates a decrease in adequacy relative to the 50 per cent average
income threshold between 1997 and 1998 despite an increase in
rates. In 1999 Ireland ranked thirteenth in the EU on disability-
adjusted life expectancy at birth and fifteenth in the EU on this
measure at age sixty for men and women. This is the first year for
which figures are available. This poor performance points to the
need for continuing monitoring and policy action if the performance
does not improve.
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CHAPTER 7

ENSURING SUCCESSFUL ADAPTATION TO
CONTINUING CHANGE

Operational Framework 1V of the PPF covers a relatively diverse
range of issues, each of which isidentified as one of the six policy
objectives to ensure successful adaptation to continuing change:

IV.1 Create aframework to facilitate lifelong learning;
IV.2 Create a society in which access to the labour market is open

toall;

IV.3 Develop childcare of high quality and family-friendly
policies;

IV.4 Create a framework for the further development of the
Information Society;

IV.5. Promote Ireland’s role in the international community; and
IV.6 Promote North/South Partnership.

7.1 INDICATORS

With the exception of the promotion of North/South Partnership,
which is primarily dependent on institutional development and is
the responsibility of the North/South bodies, each of the objectives
outlined above is linked to a quantitative headline indicator. The
first four of these are supplemented with background indicators.

Continuing Education and Training

The first headline indicator, HIV.1 Percentage of the 25-44 and
45-64 age groupsin continuing education and training is directed to
measuring progress on a significant aspect of lifelong learning. As
the Council pointed out in its last Strategy (NESC, 1999), a vibrant
lifelong learning infrastructure is essential for successful adaptation
to continuing change. Lifelong learning is of course not confined to
continuing education and training — it refers to learning throughout
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the entire lifespan. The OECD measure of continuing education and
training takes an encompassing view. Consistent with this education
and training may include in-company training, private tuition,
correspondence courses or distance learning, community education,
etc. This measure may relate specifically to job-related training, to
recreational interests or personal development. It does not include
education within the formal school system. Consequently, adults
returning to secondary school to undertake the Leaving Certificate
are not included here.

Participation in adult education and training that is job-related has a
key role to play in maintaining human capital and improving
productivity. With the growth of technology, the importance of
encouraging workers to constantly upgrade their skills has become
increasingly important. However, adult education and training that
is not job-specific but related to personal development also has a
key role to play in developing human capital, an adaptable work-
force with a capacity to learn and change, and an active citizenry.

Cross-national data are available in the OECD’s Education at a
Glance, 2000 (Table C1.4). Although this is an annual publication,
the data used in both the 1998 and 2000 editions refer to 1994/1995
data collected as part of the International Adult Literacy Survey,
which has not been replicated. Although information is available on
a country-by-country basis, no information is provided for the
participating countries as a whole and therefore there is no readily
available EU-level comparator.

Although there is no current source of information on adult and
continuing education in Ireland, this is an area where the potential
for new data exists. The CSO is currently reconsidering and
redesigning the education question to be included in the Quarterly
National Household Survey. In addition, it will include a Eurostat
module on lifelong learning in the Quarter 2, 2003 QNHS. Thisis
likely to be replicated every few years.

Recognising the importance of continuing education and training in
facilitating adaptation to change, the Council recommends:

e that the education question currently under consideration for the
QNHS be modified to include adult and continuing education.
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The Council appreciates the space constraints on the QNHS but
believes that the importance of lifelong learning warrants its
inclusion.

This measure of continuing education and training is supplemented
with four background educational indicators (Table 3.2 column B: B
(iii) Education). These background indicators are selected to
establish the context within which provision of, and participation in,
lifelong learning must be understood: Percentage of the population
(25-64) that has attained at least upper second-level education and
subgroups within this (B.6); Percentage of Adults at each literacy
level — prose, document and quantitative (B.7); Second level
education completion status (B.8); and Net enrollment in tertiary
education (B.9).

Employment Rates

The second policy objective directed to achieving adaptation to
continuing change is the creation of a society in which accessto the
labour market is open to all. The Employment rate for men and
women (HIV.2) is a summary indicator of openness of access to the
labour market — the higher the employment rate for subgroups, such
as women, the better the access. The two bases of disaggregation
used here are gender and region.

The employment rate for Ireland is usually calculated on the basis of
the ratio of the number of people in employment (ILO definition)
and the population aged fifteen years and over. This differs from the
employment rate used in international publications, which refers to
those aged fifteen to sixty-four years in employment (broadly
between the end of compulsory education and compulsory retire-
ment). The cross-national data are used here for the overall employ-
ment rate and the gender breakdown. The figures provided are taken
from the annual OECD publication, Employment Outlook, June 2000
(Statistical Annex, Tables B and C). The regional breakdown (NUTS
2 and NUTS 3) is based on CSO unpublished data.

The Employment rate for men and women should be considered
within the context of the background labour market indicator on
part-time employment (Appendix 2: B3), the headline childcare
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indicator (HIV.3), and the background indicators on family-friendly
policies (Appendix 2: B4 and B5).

Childcare

The PPF makes a commitment to develop childcare of high quality
supported by family-friendly policies. There are few data available
at a centra level on childcare in Ireland. A range of Government
departmentsisinvolved in supporting the provision of childcare and
responsible for the collation of information on various provisions
and initiatives. Little is known about the number of pre-school
places that are available in community and private facilities and
even less about after-school provision. Following the introduction
of notification regulations in 1996, the Department of Justice,
Equality and Law Reform undertook the creation of a Childcare
Census and Database in 1997/1998. Thisincludes data on employer,
community and private pre-school service providers who had
notified the Health Boards of their services but excludes
Government programmes which provide a mixture of childcare and
early education, such as Early Start. These data are available on a
county-by-county basis in locations such as county libraries. A
National report on the findings is being prepared by the Area
Development Management Ltd. and should be available in mid-
2002.

In view of the importance of childcare for social and economic
inclusion and its increasing policy relevance, the Council believes
that it is essential that data adequate to facilitate evidence based
planning and provision be collected on a timely basis. This should
include the evidence on the costs of childcare to families. Data
issues are currently being considered by the Inter-Departmental
Synergies Committee on Childcare, which is chaired by the
Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform.

This indicator should be considered within the context of the two
family-friendly policies background indicators in Table 3.2 and
Appendix 2: Percentage of workers in enterprises adopting family-
friendly policies such asjob sharing, work-sharing, part-time work,
flexi-time, flexi-place/teleworking, term-time working (B4) and
Employment Rate for women 20-49 with and without pre-school
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children (B5) and the part-time employment labour market indicator
(Table 3.2 and Appendix 2, Background Indicator: B.3).

Information Society

The fourth indicator of adaptation to continuing change is the
Percentage of workers in the ICT sector (HIV.4). This gives an
indication of the ICT intensity of the economy. The Information
Society Commission published its report Benchmarking Ireland in
the Information Society in May 2000. Its objective was to identify
the most appropriate set of indicators to facilitate the measurement
of Ireland’s progress in developing the Information Society. Thisis
one of the indicators it used, but the latest data are for 1997. The
Information Society Commission ended its period in office in
December 2000. Proposals for a new Information Society
Commission are under consideration by the Government. It is not
clear if the proposed body will have responsibility for collecting
information but it does seem likely that it will advise on the most
appropriate data.

This indicator is supplemented with four indicators relating to the
Information Society in Table 3.2 and Appendix 2: Percentage of
ICT related exports (A16), Internet users and on-line hosts per
1000 population (A17), Percentage of schools linked to high speed
networks (A18), and IT graduates as a percentage of all graduates
(A19). These form part of the context within which this
headline indicator should be considered. In addition, the National
Competitiveness Council in its Annual Competitiveness Report
provides a considerable amount of information under a range of
headings relevant to the creation of a framework for the
development of the Information Society.

Overseas Development Aid

An important element of Ireland’'s adaptation to change is the
promotion of its role in the international community. A significant
measure of its commitment in this area is reflected in the fifth
headline indicator, Official Development Aid (ODA) as a
percentage of GNP. Ireland has long aspired to reaching its UN
commitment of 0.7 per cent of GNP,
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7.2 MEASURING ADAPTATION TO CONTINUING
CHANGE
Data on the five headline indicators for measuring adaptation to
continuing change are provided in Table 7.1. With the exception of
Official Development Assistance (ODA) as a percentage of GNP
and the employment rate for men and women, the data situation in
relation to the proposed indicatorsis very poor. Essential data are
either not available or are very dated.

TABLE 7.1
M easuring Adaptation to Continuing Change

Headline Indicators 1997 2000
HIV.1 Percentage of 25-44 and 45-64 age
. 2 . - N/A N/A
groupsin continuing education and training
HIV.2 Employment rate: Male: 67.6 73.5 (1999)
Female: 44.6 51.3(1999)
HI1V.3 Percentage of 0-4 and 5-9 year oldsin N/A N/A
registered childcare and/or education
HI1V.4 Percentage of workersin the | CT Sector 4.6 N/A
I 0,
HIV.5 Over seas Development Aid as % of 031 035
GNP per annum

Note:  N/A: not available.

The percentage of adults aged 25 to 44 and 45 to 64 in continuing
education or training over a given period of time is a crucid
indicator of the commitment to lifelong learning. Unfortunately, the
latest data are for 1994-1995 from the OECD Adult Literacy
Survey. It is not possible to establish trends over time but the 1994-
1995 dataoutlined in Appendix 1 (HIV.1) indicate that Ireland fared
extraordinarily poorly relative to the Netherlands and the UK at that
stage. Considering participation in continuing education and
training within the context of the background education indicators
illustrates that there is a considerable need for such education and
training. While the percentage of the population (25-64) that has
attained at least upper second-level education and subgroups within
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this (B.6) has improved over time, Ireland’s performance is till
considerably lower than most of our EU partners, only Spain,
Portugal, Greece and Italy have lower attainment levels. Although
Irish performance for the 25-34 age-group has improved
considerably over the 1990s (Appendix 2: B.6), the second level
education completion status (B.8) figures for 1999 indicate that
only 82 per cent of the junior cycle entry cohort completed their
second level education at the upper level and that over 3 per cent
left with no qualification. It is noteworthy that the situation is worse
for males than for females and that social class differences are
marked. These figures give considerable cause for concern but the
most marked problem is the current educational status of the
percentage of adults at each literacy level — prose, document and
guantitative (B.7). The data are from the International Adult
Literacy Survey, conducted in the 1994-1996 period. Between 23
and 25 per cent of the Irish population aged 16-65 performed at
Level 1 and a further 28 to 32 per cent at Level 2 in the prose,
document and quantitative literacy. Performance at Level 3 is
considered desirable in order to avoid difficulties in coping with
social and economic life in contemporary society. Only the UK
Level 1 performance comes close the Irish one. In contrast to
Ireland’s relatively poor performance on these indicators, its
performance on net enrolment in tertiary education (B.9) is positive
comparatively and in the trend of increasing participation over time.
Ireland ranks fourth of the eleven EU countries for which data are
available and sixth of twenty-four OECD countries. However, as
with the completion rates there are marked socio-economic
differences in participation ratios for both males and females.
Participation in tertiary education does not obviate the need for
continuing education and training in the current economic context
although it does mean that access is considerably easier than for
someone with alower education level and particularly with literacy
difficulties. This is borne out strongly in the data on job-related
training in Ireland, which indicates that less than 9 per cent of those
with lower second level education or less receive job-related
training, compared to 19 per cent of those with upper secondary
education and 34 per cent of those with tertiary education
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(O’ Connéell, 1999). In summary, the very limited and dated informa-
tion available on participation in continuing education and training
gives considerable cause for concern and points to the urgency of
adequate data to facilitate evidence-based decision making in this
area. The proposa made above relating to a question in the
Quarterly National Household Survey is an essential first step.

In contrast to continuing education and training, the second policy
objective directed to achieving adaptation to continuing change, the
Employment rate for men and women (HIV.2), presents a relatively
positive picture both in data availability and in the trend in
performance (Table 7.1). The employment rate has increased consis-
tently between 1990 and 1999 and the increase was marked between
1997 and 1999 (Tables 7.2). This pattern held for men and women
and the increase was very considerable for women. The overal
employment rate was just marginally below the EU average in 2000
although considerably below the rates for Denmark, the Netherlands
and the UK, and this was particularly evident for women.

TABLE 7.2
Employment Rates by Gender, ILO Classification (15-64 years)

Men Women Total
1990 | 1997 | 1999 | 1990 | 1997 | 1999 | 1990 | 1997 | 1999
Ireland 678 | 676 | 735 | 36.6 | 446 | 51.3 | 52.3 | 56.1 | 62.5
Denmark 80.1 813|812 | 706| 694 | 71.6 | 754 | 754 | 76.5
Netherlands | 75.2 | 77.9 | 80.3 | 46.7 | 56.9 | 61.3 | 61.1 | 67.5 | 70.9
UK1 821 | 774|784 | 640| 671 | 676 | 724 | 70.8 | 71.7
EU 15 74.7 | 70.4 | 72.0 | 48.7 | 50.7 | 53.1 | 61.6 | 60.6 | 62.6

Source: OECD (2000), Employment Outlook, June 2000, Statistical Annex,
TablesB & C.

Note: 1. Agegroup 15-64 refersto 16-64 in the case of the UK.

As with the overal rate and the rates for men and women, the
employment rate increased in all regions between 1990 and 1997
and 1997 and 2000 (Table 7.3). There is till considerable leeway to
be made up before the BMW rate reaches the national average. This
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isreflected in each of its planning regions but particularly in Border
and Midland regions.

TABLE 7.3
Employment Rates (ILO) for Personsaged 15 yearsor over classified by
Region
(NUTS3 and NUTS2)
LFS 1990 LFS 1997 Q22000

NUT S3 Regions

Border 422 45.9 50.5
Dublin 47.0 51.1 60.5
Mid-East 45.8 52.8 60.1
Midland 457 49.8 52.8
Mid-West 45.2 47.2 56.3
South-East 44.5 46.7 535
South-West 441 47.7 54.3
West 47.6 48.2 55.0
NUT S2 Regions

Border, Midland and Western 44.9 47.6 52.7
Southern and Eastern 45.7 49.5 57.7
State 45.5 49.0 56.4

Source: Central Statistics Office, Labour Force Surveys April 1990 and 1997
and Quarterly National Household Surveys Q2 (Mar-May) 2000.

The employment rate for men and women has different conse-
guences depending on whether it is full or part-time (Appendix 2:
B3) and each of these is influence by availability of childcare
(HIV.3) and the extent of family-friendly policies (Appendix 2: B4
and B5). It is noteworthy that part-time employment as a percentage
of the labour force and as a percentage of men's and women's
employment, increased over the 1990-1999 period in line with the
increase in the employment rate. The increase was particularly
marked for women and by 1999 both rates were above their
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respective EU averages although lower than the UK rates. Almost 32
per cent of women in employment in 1999 were part-time compared
to 8 per cent of men. As noted in the previous section there are no
national level data on child care provision. What information is
available indicates that despite extensive consultation on childcare
provision over the past decade, demand exceeds supply and that
costs are high relative to other EU countries (NESC, 1999: 287-300;
Goodbody Economic Consultants, 1988). Childcare is increasingly
recognised as a significant barrier to labour force participation for
women and the absence of acceptable childcare provision probably
contributes to the relatively high rate of part-time work.l The
widespread use of informal child care arrangements identified in the
Goodbody Economic Consultants study (1998) is more conducive to
part-time work than is formal provision.

As with childcare there are no data on a national basis available on
family-friendly practices. Percentage of workers in enterprises
adopting family-friendly practices, such as job sharing, work-
sharing, part-time work, flexi-time, flexiplace/teleworking, term-
time working) (Appendix 2: B.4). Under the Programme for
Prosperity and Fairness the Government and Social Partners agreed
that a National Framework for Family-Friendly Policies should be
established to support family-friendly policies at the level of
enterprise. IBEC, Public Sector employers and the ICTU agreed to
undertake a number of actions within the framework (p.44). A
National Family-Friendly Framework Committee was charged with
the task of implementing this agreement. The Committee is
comprised of representatives of IBEC, Public Sector employers and
the ICTU and chaired by the Department of Enterprise, Trade and
Employment. The Committee is currently examining how the
situation with regard to the numbers of enterprises adopting family-
friendly practices can be monitored.

1. Goodbody Economic Consultants (1998) in their study for the Partnership
2000 Expert Working Group on Childcare, estimated that demand for
childcare in Ireland could increase by 25 to 50 per cent in the period from the
late 1990s to 2011. This estimate assumed a 37 per cent increase in the female
labour force participation rate, a halving of the ratio of part-time to full-time
employed workers and a doubling of take-up of childcare by women on home

duties.
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TABLE 7.4

Employment ratesfor men and women aged 20 to 44 with and without a
child aged 0-5, EU 12

Comparative | Men Women Men Women
Index No No Child Child

children | children | aged 0-5| aged 0-5
Ireland 1.9 81 81 87 46
Germany 18 83 83 90 49
L uxembourg 1.8 93 84 98 49
UK 17 85 87 90 58
Spain 1.7 88 67 90 40
Netherlands 1.6 88 86 95 60
Italy 1.6 91 68 92 45
France 15 79 72 91 56
Greece 15 82 60 96 48
Austria 13 89 85 94 68
Belgium 1.2 87 7 92 66
Portugal 1.2 92 83 96 72
EU 11 17 84 79 91 52

Source: Central Statistics Office (1997), Labour Force Survey 1997, Table 3.

The likely influence of the low level of childcare provision and
family-friendly practices upon the employment rate is suggested by
the data on employment rates for men and women aged 20-44 with
and without a child aged 0-5 (Appendix 2: B5). Anaysis of data
from the European Labour Force Survey indicates that the presence
of achild in the household markedly reduces women’'s employment
rates while increasing those of men. A comparative index was
constructed that compares employment rates for men and women
without children and with a child of 0-5 years. The closer the value
of the index to one the more similar is the impact of parenthood on
the employment rates of women and men (Table 7.4). Ireland,
Germany and Luxembourg scored highest, that is worst, on the
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index (European Commission, 1999). In interpreting this table it is
important to bear in mind that the mid-range scores for Spain, Italy
and Greece are due to the fact that they have exceptionally low
employment rates for women without children.

The latest year for which data are available on the percentage of
workersin the ICT sector is 1997 at which stage Ireland performed
well relative to its EU partners (Table 7.5). A similar pattern is
evident in relation to the background Information Society indic-
ators: Percentage of information and communication technology-
related exports (Appendix 2: A16, data for 1998) and the trend is
positive in relation to the Number of Internet users per 1,000
population although useislow relative to several of our EU partners
(Appendix 2: A.17).

TABLE 7.5
Percentage of the Workforcein the ICT Sector
1996 1997
Ireland - 4.6
Denmark 38 51
Netherlands - 38
UK 3.8 3.8

Source: Information Society Commission (2000) Update on Benchmarking
Ireland as an Information Society, September 2000. OECD (2000)
Measuring the IT Sector, Paris: OECD 2000.

The education system is crucial to the development of the Informa-
tion Society in Ireland. This is recognised by the eEurope 2002
Action Plan under which member states commit themselves to:

® provide al schools and students with convenient access to the
Internet and multi-media resources (where appropriate using
Structural Funds) — deadline end 2001,

® provide training, where appropriate to all teachers — deadline

end 2002;
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® adapt school curricula to enable new ways of learning, using
information and communication technologies — deadline end
2002; and

® ensure that all pupils have the possibility to be digitally literate
by the time they |eave school — deadline end 2002.

By 2000 considerable progress was evident in the provision of
computers in Irish schools and the trend in Internet access
particularly at the post-primary level (Appendix 2: A.18 percentage
of schools linked to high-speed networks).

TABLE 7.6
Official Development Assistance as a Percentage of GNP (ESA 79)
Per centage of GNP
1986/87 1997 1999
Ireland 0.23% 0.31% 0.31%
Denmark 0.88% 0.97% 1.01%
Netherlands 0.99% 0.81% 0.79%
UK 0.29% 0.26% 0.23%

Source: ESA 79 data taken from the UN Human Devel opment Report 2000:
Table 14. with the exception of the 1999 figure for Ireland, which is
supplied by the Department of Foreign Affairs.

The final indicator relating to Ireland’s adaptation to change is
Overseas Development Aid as a percentage of GNP (HIV.5). This
reflects a recognition that Ireland’s role in the internationa
community includes contributing materially towards the develop-
ment of the international community as a whole. Ireland has long
aspired to reaching its UN commitment of 0.7 per cent of GNP in
Overseas Development Aid (HIV.5). Now that the fruits of develop-
ment are being realised in Ireland this commitment should also be
realised. In 1999 Ireland’s ODA reached 0.31 per cent of GNP. This
compares unfavourably with several of the smaller EU countries
(Table 7.6): Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden and Luxembourg
which are the only EU countries to have reached the 0.7 per cent
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target by 1999. Only these countries and France disbursed higher
assistance than Ireland in 1999. In 2000, Ireland’s aid reached 0.35
per cent of GNP (Department of Foreign Affairs). The Irish
Government has reiterated its objective of achieving the 0.7 per cent
target by 2007.

Summary

Five indicators to measure adaptation to continuing change are
identified in Table 7.1. However, the necessary data to benchmark
progress are available for only two of these: the employment rate for
men and women and overseas development aid as a percentage of
GNP. The most recent data for percentage of workers in the ICT
sector are for 1997. For participation in continuing education and
training, the only data are for 1995 and there are currently no
collated national data on the percentage of 0-4 and 5-9 year oldsin
registered childcare.

The trend in the employment rate throughout the 1990s was an
increasing one, particularly for women. By 1999 the overal rate
was just marginally below the EU average although considerably
below of some of our EU partners, particularly for women. As
pointed out above national data on percentage of children in
registered childcare are not available but the indications are that the
level of supply is not adequate to meet demand. This together with
the low level of family-friendly practices is undoubtedly associated
with the lower employment rate for women, particularly women
with children aged 0-5. It is noteworthy that the increase in the
employment rate over the 1990s was accompanied by a
considerable increase in part-time work particularly for women.
This is undoubtedly associated with the low level of registered
childcare.

Data on the percentage of workersin the ICT sector date from 1997
when Ireland was performing relatively well compared to some of
our EU partners. The data on the Information Society background
indicators demonstrate a positive trend but data for 2000 is available
for only one of these indicators — the percentage of schoolslinked to
high speed networks.
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The very limited and dated information available on participation in
continuing education and training gives considerable cause for
concern, particularly when considered in the context of the
associated background education indicators. The proposal made
relating to a question on such participation in the Quarterly National
Household Survey is an essential first step towards facilitating
evidence-based decision making in this area.

Ireland’'s overseas development aid as a percentage of GNP
increased marginally between 1999 and 2000. Whileit is recognised
that the absolute contribution has increased significantly over the
past few years due to the growth in GNP, by 2000 Ireland had only
come half-way towards meeting its UN commitment in this area.

In conclusion, benchmarking Ireland’s commitment to ensuring
successful adaptation to continuing change is severely limited due
to data deficiencies.
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CHAPTER 8

MONITORING PROGRESSON THE
PROGRAMME FOR PROSPERITY
AND FAIRNESS

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Council commented on the successful performance of the Irish
economy in its last Strategy document (NESC, 1999) and here
reiterates its view that it is essential that the conditions for the
continuity of this success be maintained. However, it recognises that
economic success is only one pillar of a successful society. The
Council’s vision of a successful society, which was outlined in
Opportunities, Challenges and Capacities for Choice (NESC,
1999), is broad ranging and encompasses al of the overarching
objectives reflected in the four Operational Frameworks of the PPF
considered here. The realisation of this vision will necessitate not
only the progress reflected in GDP and GNP and the associated
economic indicators that are fundamental to a successful society but
also amore equal regional distribution of prosperity as measured by
GVA and Disposable Income. In terms of the PPF operational
frameworks it will necessitate balanced progress within and across
all four of the frameworks considered in this report. At this stage the
conclusion is that the spectacular success on some key dimensions
must be situated within the context of modest or little progress on
other essential elements of a successful society.

8.1 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report establishesindicators for the key policy objectives of the
PPF, and identifies the associated benchmarks for the year 2000, or
ascloseto that as possible, against which progress can be measured.
It examines the trends over the 1997 to 2000 period where possible.
This has not been possible in all instances due to the absence of
timely data and in some instances data of appropriate quality. These
issues are considered in Chapter 9.
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The review of data on the policy objectives directed to enhancing
prosperity and economic inclusion and the associated indicators
presents a mixed picture. Productivity and employment growth
match the impressive progress on several other economic indicators.
However, the regional breakdown indicates a more mixed picture
and reinforces the importance of benchmarks relating to regional
balance. The trend in relation to al of the environmental indicators
considered is negative and is reflected in the relative deterioration
of Ireland’s position on greenhouse gas emissions between 1997
and 2000. This trend points to concerns about the sustainability of
development. Unfortunately there are significant data deficiencies
in relation to two of the other indicators important in relation to
sustainability and the underpinning of competitiveness, namely
R&D expenditure and the proxy indicator on transport
infrastructure expenditure per capita. Ireland’s performance on each
is poor but data are available only for 1997. Finally, housing, which
is important in relation to social and economic inclusion and
sustainability, presents a mixed picture. Despite the increase in the
total number of units the balance between public and private
housing is shifting in favour of the latter. While this might be
positive and reflect an increased commitment to home ownership it
is a cause for concern and policy action in a situation of decreasing
purchase affordability.

Measuring progress on socia inclusion and equality is hampered by
the consistent time-lags in data availability. The most recent year for
which data are available is 1998. Clear trends can be ascertained
from the early 1990s to 1998. Consistent poverty, which is the
overarching objective of the National Anti-Poverty Strategy, has
been progressively reduced since 1994. Consistent poverty refersto
disposable income below 50 or 60 per cent of average income
combined with enforced lack of certain basic necessities. On the
other hand relative income poverty at the 50 per cent level increased
consistently over the period while at the 60 per cent level it
fluctuated around the same level. It may be argued that in a situation
of increasing average incomes that that an increase in income
inequality at the extremes is not surprising. This interpretation must
be tempered by the recognition that in the early 1990s figures
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Ireland had relatively high income poverty and income inequality
within the EU context. There is no agreed adequacy benchmark for
social welfare payments. The proxy used indicates a decrease in
adequacy relative to the 50 per cent average income threshold
between 1997 and 1998 despite an increasein rates. The most recent
year for which information on the programme composition of health
expenditure is available is 1996, and consequently an assessment of
trends is precluded.

Successful and continuing adaptation to change as the dynamic
expression of competitiveness was identified by the Council as an
essential characteristic of a successful society. Adequate data on
which to monitor progress from 1997 are available for only two of
the five headline indicators identified as appropriate for the
measurement of adaptation to continuing change. These are the
employment rate and overseas development aid, each of which has
improved over the period. The most recent data for participation in
continuing education and training are for 1995 and there are no
national data on childcare numbers. Data on percentage of workers
inthe ICT sector isavailable only for 1997.

In conclusion, none of the findings emerging in this report are
entirely new. What is significant is that they are considered as a unit
and as such point to the importance of considering economic, social
and environmental dimensions of policy as a linked whole, each
element of which must demonstrate progressif overall progressisto
be sustainable and if prosperity and fairness are to be achieved.






CHAPTER9

SOURCESAND DATA FOR BENCHMARKING
PROGRESS

Agreement on indicators is only the first step in the process of
benchmarking progress. The next step is the issue of data sources
and availability. This is addressed in Table 9.1 in relation to the
headline indicators and issues relating to each indicator are
addressed in more detail in the methodology and data notes. Table
9.2 provides a similar overview for the background indicators. The
final column in each of these tables indicates the action necessary to
improve the data situation and identifies the responsible agency.

First, considering the headline indicators in Table 9.1, no action is
necessary in relation to seven of the indicators — HI.2, HI.3, HII.1,
HIl1.2, HI1.4, HII.6, and HIV.5. Fairly minor action is necessary in
relation to another two: HI.5, and HIV.2. Efforts to improve the
recency of availability of data should be made in relation to GVA
and Disposable Income (HI.1). In relation to the occupational injury
rate (HI.5) and the employment rate (HIV.2) it is necessary to
reconcile the Irish and EU data. In relation to one, that is, Disability-
Adjusted Life Expectancy (HIII.4) the globa measure relates to
1999 and is adequate provided it is regularly provided. However, a
breakdown by socio-economic group is essential for analysis of
social exclusion. A proxy measure is being used for Infrastructural
Expenditure per capita (HI1.5). Data on the proposed measure will
come on stream through a Department of Finance database linked to
the NDP. Significantly, these data will be available from county
level up for each of the programmes, measures and projects under
the NDP.

In relation to the coverage of occupational pensions (HI.4) a survey
is proposed, the Benchmarking Working Group examined the
adequacy of social welfare payments (HIV.3) although it did not
agree on an adequacy benchmark for such payments and an Inter-
Departmental Synergies Committee on Childcare is examining data

| * |
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issues (HIV.3). In relation to the latter it is noteworthy that there are
now several reports on childcare but still marked deficienciesin the
data necessary for evidence-based decision making.

The data on consistent poverty (HIl1.1) and relative income poverty
(HI11.2) indicators relate to 1998. The associated income inequality
indicators are available for 1997. The feasibility of shortening the
unavoidable time-lag associated with the generation of these kinds
of data will depend on additional research resources. Given the
context of rapid economic and socio-economic change and the
Government and Socia Partner commitment to the National Anti-
Poverty Strategy, the feasibility of reducing the time-lag in data
availability to twelve to fifteen months should be examined by
the Department of Social Community and Family Affairs and
the Nationa Anti-Poverty Strategy Inter-Departmental Policy
Committee in conjunction with the ESRI.

Two of the remaining four indicators require the initiation of action
by the Council, the first with the CSO in relation to the QNHS and
the second with the Department of Health and Children. In relation
to the percentage of 20-44 and 45-64 year-olds in continuing
education and training (HIV.1) it is recommended that:

® the education question currently under consideration for the
QNHS be modified to include adult and continuing education.

The final two indicators are drawn from the Annual Competitive-
ness Report (National Competitiveness Council, 2000), namely the
R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP (HII.3) and the
percentage of workers on the ICT sector (HIV.4). Data on both
relate to 1997.

Table 9.2 outlines the data issues relating to fourteen of the
background indicators. These are the fourteen on which the most
significant data deficiencies are evident. Six are dependent on action
by the National Competitiveness Council in relation to the timeliness
of data (A1l, A12, A1l4 and A15; D5 and D6). The issue of family-
friendly work practices (B4) isunder review by the National Family-
Friendly Framework Committee established under the PPF.

The possibility of improvement in the data situation in relation to

‘100‘



two of the other indicators is dependent on inclusion in the QNHS
(B5 and B7). Improvement in the data situation in relation to
housing is dependent on joint action by the CSO and the
Department of Environment and Local Government (C7 and C8).
Improvement in the two hedth indicators (C10 and C14) is
dependent on action by the Department of Health and Children and
the Ingtitute of Public Health. The final health indicator presents
comparability problems when considered relative to OECD data;
thisis being reviewed by the Department of Health and Children.

Adequate data to measure the percentage of health expenditure on
primary/Community Care (C13) is not available at present. The
feasibility of generating an appropriate measure of the commitment
to Community Care should be explored with the Department of
Health and Children.

In conclusion, it is noteworthy that much of the highest quality and
most current data are available in those areas in which EU-wide
comparisons are most regularly demanded. Since the EU is now
strongly committed to agreement on Structural Indicators on which
progress can be measured on aregular basis, it is probable that there
will be positive data generation consequences. While the EU
Structural Indicators are still in the process of development it is
worthwhile to review the proposed PPF indicators in relation to
them.
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9.1 EU STRUCTURAL INDICATORS

The conclusion of the Lisbon Council called for indicators in four
policy domains: employment, innovation, economic reform and
socia cohesion. Following this mandate, the Commission proposed
twenty-seven key indicators and five general economic background
indicators. With the exception of the Economic Reform domain the
proposed PPF indicators match relatively well the indicators
proposed by the Commission. ‘Economic Reform’ as outlined by
the Commission is not a dimension of the PPF.

Under the Employment heading the Commission proposes seven
indicators:

1. Employment rate;

Female employment rate;
Employment rate of older workers;
Unemployment rate;

L ong-term unemployment rate;!
Tax rate on low-wage earners; and

Lifelong learning (adult participation in education and
training).

N o o~ wDN

With the exception of the employment rate of older workers all of
these indicators are relevant to the PPF exercise. Apart from the
lifelong learning indicator, data are available on arelatively timely
basis.
Under the heading of Innovation and Research the Commission
proposes eight indicators:

1. Public expenditure on education;

2. R&D expenditure;

3. Infrastructure expenditure;

4. ICT expenditure;

1. Thisisalso listed under the Social Cohesion heading.
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5. Level of Internet access;
6. Patentsin high-tech areas;
7. Exportsof high-technology products; and
8. Venture capital.
The first four of these are relevant to the PPF exercise although, as

is recognised by the Commission, there are considerable data
problemsin relation to some of them.

Under the Social Cohesion heading the Commission identifies six
indicators:

1. Distribution of income (quintile ratio);

2. Poverty rate before and after social transfers;

3. Persistence of poverty;

4. Jobless households;

5. Regional cohesion (variation if GDP per capita across
regions); and

6. Early school leaving not in further education and training.

These six indicators, plus the long-term unemployment rate which
Is listed above under employment are being examined by an
Indicators Sub-Group of the Social Protection Committee and are
likely to be revised when that group reports. The mandate of the
sub-group isto improve indicators in the field of poverty and social
exclusion, to develop indicators capable of illustrating the role of
social protection and support the process of modernising systems on
which Member States are engaged. The task of the sub-group is to
develop commonly agreed indicators in order to underpin the policy
co-ordination process in view of these common objectives. The
group is expected to report by the end of 2001. While difficultiesin
agreeing a common analytica and statistical framework are
acknowledged, the work of the sub-group is expected to provide a
basis for progress in developing common measurement approaches
inthefield of social protection, a process which will be enhanced by
the ongoing development of a new household survey, the Survey of
Income and Living Conditions. This survey should also enhance the
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comparability of income inequality and poverty across the EU. The
sub-group has commenced work on indicators for pensions and
housing, and is also to consider the issue of health indicators. This
EU-wide examination of indicators and data issues is of very great
importance and should eventually lead to much improved possibil-
ities for policy making and monitoring of progress.

In the meantime it isworth considering the initial list outlined above
with reference to the PPF indicators. Four of the indicators are
included in the PPF exercise: the distribution of income, regional
cohesion, early school leaving and the quintile ratio. The other three
measures proposed by the Commission would enhance the
measurement of progress on the PPF overarching objectives, but
data deficiencies preclude their consideration at present. These are:
the poverty rate before and after social transfers, persistence of
poverty and jobless households. If the agreement of Structural
Indicators at the EU level results in data on these and all the other
indicators proposed becoming available on atimely basis, the era of
realistic evidence-based decision making will be a reality. The
proximity of this situation will be enhanced by a commitment to
address the data deficiencies identified in this report.
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HEADLINE INDICATORS

Framework |:
Living Standards and Wor kplace Environment

Policy Objective:
1. Achieve Higher Living Standards

Indicator 1.1: Irish GNP and GDP per capita as a percentage of EU
GDP per capita nationally and by region.

Definition: GNP: the total value of goods produced in the country,
less profits generated by foreign-owned companies. GDP: the total
value-added produced in the country, including profits of foreign-
owned companies. GDP is used for the majority of countries, but
due to the high level of foreign investment and foreign owned
companies in Ireland there is a relatively large difference between
GDP and GNP. In 2000 GNP was 16 per cent less than GDP
(Central Statistics Office, 2001: Tables 5 and 6).

In view of the difference between GNP and GDP in Ireland and the
fact that GNP represents the resources available for redistribution, it
isthe appropriate base for the measurement of progressin several of
the indicators used in this report. In recognition of the fact that EU,
OECD, ILO and UN publications use the standard GDP base for
expenditure comparisons for al countries including Ireland, the
relevant GDP figures are presented in footnotes.

In order to obtain regiona figures, nationa figures are divided
between the regions according to regional shares of national Gross
Value Added (GVA). Gross Value Added (GVA) at basic pricesis a
measure of the value of the goods and services produced in aregion
at the value which the producers receive, minus any taxes payable
and plus any subsidies receivable as a consequence of their
production or sale. GVA differs from household income in three
respects. (i) GVA includes the total profits of companies. Company
profits arising in the state, which accrue to non-residents are

‘116‘



considerable, (ii) the workforce that produces GVA in aregion may
not live there and may bring their incomes home to a neighbouring
region, and (iii) personal income includes items such as social
welfare benefits and factor income from abroad, which are not
included in GVA. The second regional measure, Disposable Income
per Capita, overcomes these problems. Disposable Income is
defined as total income (that is primary income plus social benefits
and other current transfers) minus current taxes on income, social
insurance contributions and other current transfer payments.

The regions for which the accounts have been compiled are the
eight Regional Authorities established under the Local Government
Act 1991 (NUTSIII — under the Nomenclature of Territorial Units
classification used by Eurostat) and the NUTSII regions, which
were proposed by the Government and agreed by Eurostat in 1999.
These are groupings of the NUTSIII regions.

Rationale for Inclusion: GDP is a standard measure of overall
economic performance and provides a picture of living standards at
a given point in time. GNP is the appropriate measure for severa
purposes in Ireland (see Definition above and Chapter 2, Section
2.3)

Used asan Indicator by: Per capita GDP and growth rates are used
by OECD, UN, World Bank, Eurostat, and the National
Competitiveness Council.

Data Availability and Sources. Figures are available from the
CSO in National Income and Expenditure and the statistical release
Regional Accounts. The Regional Accounts were first published by
the CSO in 1996 and the most recent data refer to 1998. As GVA
can be influenced by the performance of any one company in a
given year, the three-year average for 1996-1998 is also provided
below.

For cross-national comparison, data are available for GDP in the
Eurostat publication, Satistics in Focus, Gross Domestic Product in
the EU.

The gender breakdown of GDP per capitais taken from the United
Nations Development Programme’s Human Development Report.
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In this, as in other cross-national comparisons, GDP per head is
expressed in terms of Purchasing Power Parities (PPPs). These are
‘the rates of currency conversion that equalise the purchasing power
of different currencies by eliminating differences in prices between
countries’, (OECD, National Accounts. Aggregates 1960-1997, Vol
1 p.159). These PPPs are then most commonly expressed in terms

of US dollars.

BASELINE SITUATION
(1) GDP and GNP Per Capita IR£1995 Constant Market Prices

1994 1997 1999 (preliminary)
GNP per capita 9,467 11,774 13,384
GDP per capita 10,523 13,489 15,721

Source: CSO (2000), National Income and Expenditure 1999.

(2) GDP Per Capita PPPs (US$) Current Prices

1996 1997 (estimated)
Irdland | 18,484 20,634
EU 19,699 20,546

Source: OECD (1999), National Accounts Main Aggregates 1997, Vol 1, Table
2.

‘118‘



(3) Indices of GVA per person at Basic Prices, (EU =100) NUTSII and
NUTSII11 Regions and Disposable Income per Capita (State=100) NUTS

Regions

. Average
Region 1991 1996 1997 1998 1996-1998
GVA: EU=100
Border, Midland
& Western 60.2 713 76.0 80.0 75.9
Border 63.3 73.0 80.1 84.1 79.3
Midland 56.9 67.0 70.9 731 70.4
West 58.3 71.8 74.4 79.2 75.3
Southern & Eastern 81.1 102.2 114.1 118.1 111.7
Dublin 104.7 125.3 139.0 145.6 137.0
Mid-East 50.9 79.6 90.2 79.4 83.0
Dublin plusmid East! | 91.7 114.0 126.8 128.8 123.4
Mid-West 71.1 88.6 93.0 97.4 93.2
South-East 64.0 81.6 85.0 85.2 84.0
South-West 75.8 94.7 113.9 125.4 111.9
State 76.0 94.0 104.0 108.0 102.2
Disposable Income
per Capita
State = 100 100 100
Border, Midland,
& Western 90.8 91.4
Southern & Eastern 103.3 103.1

Source: CSO (2001), Satistical Release: Regional Accounts, January 2001.

Note: 1. The mid-East region (Kildare, Meath and Wicklow) and the Dublin
region are affected by a substantial proportion of their workforce living
in one region and commuting to work in another. Hence these two

regions are combined as well as being shown individually.
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(4) Real GDP per Capita (PPP$), 1997

Female Male
Ireland? 11,585 29,973
Denmark 19,733 27,741
Netherlands 14,483 27,877
UK 15,736 25,917

Source: United Nations Development Programme (1999), Human Devel opment
Report 1999, Oxford University Press, p.138.

Note: 1. The manufacturing wage was used for Ireland.
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Framework I:
Living Standar ds and Wor kplace Environment

Policy Objective:
1. Achieve Higher Living Standards

Indicator |.2: Percentage of Tax Payers subject to the higher rate of
income tax

Definition: The term “tax payers’ is usualy taken to refer to the
three categories of income tax payers. people paying tax at the
marginal rate, the standard rate and the higher rate. Those exempt
from tax are excluded from this ‘tax payer’ term, but areincluded in
the count of tax units.

The changes in the higher rate of tax and the thresholds at which
income becomes liable to the higher rate of tax are outlined in the
table below for 1990/1991 to 2001/2002.

Rationale for Inclusion: Central to the Programme for Prosperity
and Fairness (PPF) is support for tax reform and tax reductions to
improve the position of al tax payers, an increase in real take-home
pay of those covered by the programme, especially those with
below average earnings, and development of the structure of the tax
system to deliver benefits and focus resources in an equitable
manner.

According to CSO earnings stetistics, average weekly industrial
earnings in March 1999 were £305.57 (£15,900 a year). A single
earner in that year entered the higher rate tax band once their
earnings reached £14,000 i.e. at less than 90 per cent of average
industrial earnings.

The PPF contains an objective of ensuring that over time, at least 80
per cent of tax payers will not be subject to the higher rate of
income tax. (In the Programme for Government, the Government
commitsitself to reaching this target by 2002.)

Used asan Indicator by: PPF.
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Data Availability and Sources. Data are available from the
Revenue Commissioners and the Department of Finance Budget
Papers.

There are four categories of tax units on the Revenue tax files.
These are asfollows:

those exempt from paying tax because their income is below the
personal allowances or the income tax exemption limits;

those on low incomes just above the income tax exemption
limits who pay tax at the special Marginal Relief Rate of Income
Tax;

those paying tax at the Standard Rate of Income Tax; and
those paying tax at the Higher Rate of Income Tax.

Data on rates of income tax payable internationally are contained in
the OECD publication, Taxing Wages, most recently published in

2

000.

BASELINE SITUATION
Estimated Distribution of Total Tax Unitsby Tax Bands

() @) (©) (4) ©) (6)
Exempt [Marginal | Standard | Higher | Total Tax | Total Tax
Relief Rate Rate | Units1-4| Payers2-4

1990/19911 322,000 88,440 | 440,140 |324,430|1,175,010 | 853,010

1996/1997 [346,310| 146,780 | 508,017 |388,892|1,389,999 | 1,043,689

1998/19992 393,642 | 81,898 | 642,774 |462,786|1,581,100 | 1,187,458

1999/20002 473,977 | 24,903 | 655,418 |510,203|1,664,501 | 1,190,524

2000/20012 |553,201 | 7,946 | 716,559 |445,694 (1,723,400 | 1,170,199

2001/20022 |667,775| 4,522 | 694,515 |402,187 (1,768,999 | 1,101,224
post-Budget

Source: Revenue Commissioners, Policy Legislation and Statistics Division and

Department of Finance (2001), Budget 2001.

Note: 1. The higher rate in 1990/91 incorporates two rates, 48 per cent and 53

per cent.
2. Provisional and likely to be revised.
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Per centage of Tax Payers subject to higher rate of Income Tax / Higher Rate
of tax and Threshold at which it ispaid

1990/1991 38.0 48% and 53% 6,500
1996/1997 37.3 48% 9,400
1998/1999 39.0 46% 10,000
1999/2000 42.8 46% 14,000
2000/2001 38.1 44% 17,000
2001/2002 36.5 42% 20,000
(post-Budget)

Source: Revenue Commissioners, Policy Legislation and Statistics Division and
Department of Finance (2001), Budget 2001.

Top Rate of Income Tax — European Comparison

Ireland 48% 46% 42%
Denmark 60% 51%? -
Netherlands 60% 60% -
UK 40% 40% 40%

Source: Forfés (2000), Annual Competitiveness Report 2000, using data from
International Tax Summaries — Coopers and Lybrand, 1998 and OECD
(2000), Taxing Wages 1999-2000.

Note: 1. Includestax to Central Government of 15% and local income tax of
35.82% (OECD, 2000: 207).
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Framework I:

Living Standar ds and Wor kplace Environment

Policy Objective:

1. Achieve Higher Living Standards

Indicator 1.3: Percentage of minimum wage not subject to tax.

Definition: As above.

Rationale for Inclusion: The rationale for this is that it “is an
agreed policy objective of the Government and the social partners
that, over time, all those earning the minimum wage will be

removed from the tax net” (PPF paragraph 1.1.3).
Used asan Indicator by: PPF.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available from the
Revenue Commissioners and the Department of Finance Budget

Papers.

BASELINE SITUATION

HI.3 Percentage of
minimum wage not
subject toincome
tax —based on a
40-hour week:

2001: 84% up to
June.
Tax liability entry
point £144 per week
set by Budget 2001.

79% from July 2001
duetoincreasein
minimum wage but
no change in entry
point for tax liability.
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Framework I:
Living Standar ds and Wor kplace Environment

Policy Objective:
1. Achieve Higher Living Standards

Indicator 1.4: Coverage of occupational pensions as a percentage
of the National Pensions Policy Initiative (NPPI) targets (by sex,
age and occupational group).

Definition: The NPPI, produced by the Pensions Board, was
published in 1998. It provides an assessment of the situation
regarding pension provision in Ireland and sets out a strategy for
future development. In examining the issue of adequate and
comprehensive pension coverage the report describes the present
pension system in Ireland in terms of two pillars: (a) the social
welfare system (Contributory and Non-Contributory means-tested
pension), and (b) voluntary supplementary pensions. It sets an
overall target for supplementary pension coverage (Pillar 2) i.e. that
70 per cent of the total workforce over age 30 make or have
supplementary pension provision. The Board set interim targets of
62 per cent after five years and 66 per cent after ten years.

Rationale for Inclusion: All retired persons should have an
adequate income to enable them to live with dignity and to sharein
the benefits of economic growth (PPF 1.2). In 1995 less than 50 per
cent of the workforce had supplementary pension cover. This means
that significant segments of the workforce and their dependants are
at risk of experiencing a sharp drop in living standards when they
become pensioners. It is recognised in the agreement that the
current level of coverage of occupational pension schemes needs to
be increased, taking into account the NPPI target for occupational
pensions coverage of 70 per cent of the total workforce over 30
years.

The NPPI identified three issues relating to pension coverage: (a) it
Is a poverty issue — the elderly are one of the groups at most risk of
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poverty in Ireland at the present time, (b) without active policies
encouraging them to save for retirement, people are reluctant to do
so and as a consequence they can suffer a sharp drop in their living
standards when they reach retirement, and (c) there are macro-
economic, public finance and national savings objectives to be
taken into account.

Used asan Indicator by: PPF

Data Availability and Sources: No comprehensive and timely data
are currently available. The PPF (1.4.2) indicates that a survey of
occupational pension coverage is to be carried out in order to
monitor progress towards the NPPI target. This is being
commissioned by the Pensions Board. Annual statistics based on
tax-relief data are not feasible at present. The feasibility of inclusion
of a question on pension coverage in the Quarterly National
Household Survey on an annual basis could be pursued by the
Council.
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BASELINE SITUATION 1995 AND TARGETS

Supplementary Pension Coverage: Ultimate and Interim Tar gets by
Employment Status, Gender and Agefor 5 and 10 years after
Implementation of Proposals

Age |[1995! |5years|10years|Ultimate
target | target | target

% % % %
All at work 46 53 57 60
Of which: | All workersaged] Upto29| 28 34 35 35
30-65 | 54 62 66 70
Self-employed 27 36 43 44
Employees 51 58 61 64
— Public sector 83 90 90 90
— Private sector 38 48 53 58
Males 49 54 58 59
Of which: | Self-employed: |Upto29| 24 28 32 32
30-65 | 29 38 45 45
Employees: Upto29| 29 35 35 35
30-65 | 73 75 75 75
Females 40 51 56 61
Of which: | Self-employed: |Upto29| 1 16 32 32
30-65 | 20 33 40 45
Employees Upto29| 29 35 35 35
30-65 | 54 65 70 75

Source: The Pensions Board (1998), Securing Retirement Income: National
Pensions Palicy Initiative, Report of the Pensions Board, Table 5.1.

Note: 1. Some of the figures for 1995 are actual, and some are estimated.
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Framework I:
Living Standards and Wor kplace Environment

Policy Objective:
2. Achieve Improvement in the Work Environment

Indicator 1.5: Occupational Injury rate per 1,000 at work.

Definition: Occupational Injury rate per 1,000 at work. This refers
to where a person incurred an injury at work or in the course of
work in the twelve months prior to the survey. There is some
variation in the survey question used in the Labour Force Survey
(LFS) and in the Quarterly National Household Survey (QNHS).
The LFS refers to incurring an injury at work or in the course of
work that required a person to consult a doctor or take time off
work, while the QNHS asks if a person incurred any injuries, apart
from illnesses, which occurred at work or in the course of their
work. It then separately asks if the injury required consultation with
adoctor and if the person needed to take time off work as aresult of
thisinjury.

Rationale for Inclusion: One of the objectives of the Programme
for Prosperity and Fairness (PPF) is to reduce the number of
accidents and to underpin the joint responsibility of employers and
employees in relation to the prevention of accidents in the
workplace and the adoption of a health and safety culture (1.3b).

Used asan Indicator by: PPF, Eurostat.

Data availability and Sources. Data are available from the Central
Statistics Office (CSO). The latest information available relates to
Quarter 2in 1999. While a question on thisissue is asked as part of
the Quarterly Nationa Household Survey and previously the
Labour Force Survey, it is not published, but is available on request
from the CSO. While information is available from Eurostat, the
definition it uses is different to that used by the CSO, making
comparative analysis difficult.

1. The QNHS wasintroduced in September 1997, replacing the annual LFS.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Injury in the previous twelve months— Incidence per 1,000 personsin

employment
1993t 19971 19992
Male 19 19 25
Female 9 9 12
Total 15 15 20

Source: CSO (2001), specia analysis from the Labour Force Survey 1993,

Note:

Labour Force Survey 1997 and Quarterly National Household Survey,
Quarter Two, 1999.

1. Labour Force Survey data— the question posed in the survey asked if
in the past twelve months the person incurred an injury at work or in the
course of work that required them to consult a doctor or take time off
work.

2. The Quarterly National Household Survey — the question asksiif in
the past twelve months, the person incurred any injuries, apart from
illnesses, which occurred at work or in the course of their work. It then
goes on to ask separately if “thisinjury required consultation with a
doctor” and if the person needed to take time off work as aresult of this
injury. In 88 per cent of cases reported (in Q2 1999) the person did in
fact need to see adoctor.
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Incidence (per 1,000 in employment) of Work-Related Injury in previous 12
months by Sector of Employment — 1999, Quarter 2

Sector of Employment Total Male |Female
Total 20 25 12
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 28 28 24
Other Production Industries 26 32 11
Construction 33 35 0
Wholesale and Retail 12 15 9
Hotels and Restaurants 25 29 22
Transport, Storage, Communication 24 28 13
Financial and other Services 7 8 7
Public Administration; Defence; Social Security 16 22 6
Education and Health 15 18 14
Other 14 21 8

Source: CSO (2001), special analysis from the Quarterly National Household
Survey, Quarter Two, 1999.
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Framework I1:
Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Policy Objective:
1. Underpin Ireland’s Competitiveness

Indicator I1.1: Labour Productivity (annual percentage change).
Definition: The unit of output per unit of labour input.

Rationale for Inclusion: This is a measure of a dynamic,
competitive and technologically advanced economy, indicating a
flexible workforce, as well as adaptable businesses. In the Irish
case, one particular facet of this indicator should be noted, that is
that labour productivity is significantly higher and has grown faster
in foreign-owned than in Irish-owned companies. High labour
productivity is therefore, to a significant degree, reflective of the
high level of FDI in Ireland and its technological nature.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, Eurostat, Nationa Competi-
tiveness Council.

Data Availability and Sour ces. Data are available for Ireland in the
National Income and Expenditure reports produced annually by the
Central Statistics Office (CSO). This appears as GDP and GNP at
constant market prices per person a work (Table B, Main
Aggregates). The most recent data refer to 1999. However, labour
productivity is more commonly reported in terms of growth or
decline over a given period. For information on Ireland and EU
comparisons the EC Economic Data Pocket Book provides annual
average growth rates. For wider international comparisons, data are
available in the OECD Main Economic Indicators, the most recent
edition of which was published in 2000. The Forfas Annua
Competitiveness Reports provide annual average change figures
using EU data.

‘131‘



BASELINE SITUATION
Labour Productivity, Ireland 1994, 1997 and 1999

Per person at work 1994 1997 1999
GDPIRE 31,764 36,908 38,852
GNPIRE 28,578 32,216 33,076

Source: CSO (2000), National Income and Expenditure 1999.

Labour Productivity, percentage changel (prices, wages and labour costs)

1990 1997 20002
Ireland 3.2 6.1 &)
Denmark 17 21 18
Netherlands 17 1.0 14
UK -0.5 14 21
EU (15) 1.2 1.8 1.9

Source: Eurostat (2000), EC Economic Data Pocket Book December 2000.

Note: 1. Percentage change p.a.:GDP at 1995 market prices per person
employed
2. DG ECFIN economic forecasts, Spring 2000

Productivity (Annual Aver age Change 1991-1996, 1992-1997 and 1994-1999)

Productivity (annual aver age change)

1991/1996 | 1992/1997 | 1994/1999
Ireland 8.2% 4.4% 3.8%
Denmark 1.8% 2.2% 2.3%
Netherlands 1.7% 1.4% 1.3%
UK 2.3% 2.4% 1.4%
EU 2.0% 0.0% 1.6%

Source: Forfés (2000), Annual Competitiveness Report 2000 (taken from EC
Economic Data Pocket Book, 2000) and Forfas (1999) Annual
Competitiveness Report 1999 (taken from European Monetary Institute
Convergence Report, March 1998).
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Framework I1:
Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Policy Objective:
1. Underpin Ireland’s Competitiveness

Indicator I11.2: Employment (annual percentage change).

Definition: Two definitions are commonly used: the proportion of
people of working age 15 to 64 in employment (OECD, Eurostat
Labour Force Surveys), and the proportion of people aged 15 years
and over in employment (calculated from the Irish QNHS surveys).

Rationale for Inclusion: This is the clearest indication of the
demand for labour and reflects economic activity and growth.2 High
employment rates should also, although do not necessarily, indicate
and contribute to improved socia circumstances.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, Eurostat, UN.

Data Availability and Sources. The employment rate for Ireland
can be caculated on the basis of the number of people in
employment (ILO definition) and the population aged 15 years and
over. This calculation has a different basis from the employment
rate used in international publications, which refers to those aged 15
to 64 years. The international data are used here to allow for
comparisons. The figures provided are taken from the annual OECD
publication, Employment Outlook, June 2000 (Statistical Annex,
Tables B and C).

In comparing the situation in Ireland to that in other countries, and
particularly our fellow EU member states, consideration has to be
given to the appropriate age groups that one compares. It has been
common practice to look at the population aged 15 — 64 years, that is,
broadly between the end of compulsory education and compulsory
retirement. Participation rates are also commonly cited for the total

2. Labour force participation and unemployment rates which are influenced by,
and are indicators of, labour supply and demand are included bel ow.
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population aged 15 years and over, and also for what is sometimes
referred to as the primary working age group, that is, those aged 25 —
54 years. Each of these groups presents a different comparative
picture. Due to Ireland’s relatively large youth population and
relatively small older population, Ireland differs significantly from
most EU states. For this reason, the most appropriate comparison is
probably based on the 25-54 year age group. In addition, employ-
ment rates are not gender neutral with women having lower
employment rates than their male counterparts in most countries.

BASELINE SITUATION
Employment per centage change, 1987, 1990, 1997, 2000

1987 1990 1997 20001
Ireland 0.6 83 3.6 472
Denmark 0.9 -0.8 2.2 0.8
Netherlands 16 3.0 34 2.5
UK 2.6 0.3 16 0.9
EU 15 11 15 0.8 15

Source: OECD (2000), OECD Economic Outlook December 2000, and OECD
Employment Outlook June 2000, and Eurostat (2000), EC Economic
Data Pocket Book December 2000.

Note:

2. QNHS February 2001.

1. DG ECFIN economic forecasts, Spring 2000.

Percentage Change in Employment Rates 1997 to 1999

Ireland EU 15 OECD

Men 15-24 22.4% 5.3% 3.0%
25-54 5.7% 1.5% 0.3%

Women 15-24 20.5% 7.6% 6.3%
25-54 13.2% 3.5% 0.8%

Total 15-24 21.8% 6.2% 4.5%
25-54 8.8% 2.3% 0.5%

Source: OECD (2000), Employment Outlook, June 2000, Statistical Annex,
Tables B and C, and OECD (2000), Economic Outlook, June 2000,
Statistical Annex, Table 20.
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Framework I1:
Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Policy Objective:
1. Underpin Ireland’s Competitiveness

Indicator I1.3: Research and Development (R& D) expenditure as a
percentage of GDP.

Definition: This comprises al of a country’s expenditure on
research and development activities as a proportion of GDP. It
includes expenditure by Government, businesses and industry and
investment from abroad.

Rationale for Inclusion: R&D isan important driver of progressin
an economy and society and is essential to increasing innovation.
The indicator illustrates the level of priority attached to the
development of a knowledge-based economy, thereby contributing
to the development of increased productivity and competitiveness.
Investment in R&D is essential to ensure that Ireland can position
itself at the cutting edge of industrial development and innovation.
The creation of linkages between industry, academia and the social
partners can aid in maximising the return on the State’s investment
in R&D to the benefit of al in society. In addition, investment in
R&D contributes to the development of a skilled and adaptable
workforce and a population that can embrace the changes emerging
as aresult of rapid and ongoing technological advances.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, EUROSTAT, Information
Society Commission.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available for Ireland and
the OECD in the publication Science, Technology and Industry
Outlook. The most recent edition of this was published in January
2000. The most recent data included for Ireland relate to 1997 (see
Annex, Table 8). Data are also available from the Information
Society Commission.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Expenditureon R& D as a proportion of GDP

Ireland 0.8% 1.4% 1.4% -
Denmark - 2.0% 2.0% 2.06%
Netherlands - 2.1% - -
UK — 1.9% 1.9% —
EU 2.0% - 1.8% -

Source: Information Society Commission (2000), update on Benchmarking
Ireland in the Information Society and OECD (2000), Science,
Technology and Industry Outlook.
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Framework I1:
Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Policy Objective:
2. Useincreased prosperity to enhance our quality
of lifein the context of afairer and more
inclusive society.

Indicator I1.4: Emission of Greenhouse Gases (GHGS) relative to
Kyoto limits

Definition: The net figure refers to total gross emissions less CO,
sinks in forests. The reduction target of the Kyoto agreement
involves six gases. carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), nitrous
oxide (N,0), sulfur hexaflouride, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). No figures currently exist in Ireland for
the last four gases, athough the EPA estimate that they account for
less than 1 per cent of the total national emissions. Research is
currently being undertaken on producing an inventory of these
gases, funded by the NDP and the EPA, with results expected in
2002. It is the net emission of the three main greenhouse gases,
(carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,) and nitrous oxide (N,O))
that is presented here. In the period 2008-2012 Ireland’s Kyoto
commitment is to limit the net growth in emissions to 13 per cent
above 1990 levels, or to 62 MT CO, equivalent (Department of the
Environment and Local Government, 2000).

Rationale for Inclusion: The level of greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere is one of the most widely accepted indicators of the
state of the environment. The concentration of greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere has increased rapidly in recent years. The predicted
consequences of this increase in human production of GHGs is an
increase in global temperatures. Without action climate-change
related effects around the globe are expected to include rising sea
levels, increased intensity and frequency of storms, droughts,
floods, spread of disease and ecosystem and agricultural disruption.
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The magjor human emissions of GHGs in Ireland include carbon
dioxide (CO,), in particular the burning of fossil fuels, methane
(CH,) and nitrous oxide (N,O). Energy use is the single most
important contributor of GHGs. Agriculture is the other major
contributor. At the UN climate conference in Kyoto in December
1997, the industrialised world agreed a protocol to reduce green-
house gas emissions. The Kyoto agreement uses 1990 as its
benchmark year. Under the Kyoto Protocol, industrial countries
agreed to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions (six gases) by 5 per
cent of their 1990 levels by 2008-2012. Within this requirement the
EU as a whole agreed to reduce emissions by 8 per cent. As part of
this commitment and recognising Ireland’s converging rate of
economic growth, it was agreed that the ceiling on Ireland’s growth
in greenhouse gas emissions would be 13 per cent above 1990
levels. The Government is legally bound under the agreement to
take action to reduce the emissions. The National Climate Change
Strategy produced by the Department of the Environment and Local
Government outlines the programme for action.

Used as an Indicator by: Irish Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), National Climate Change Strategy, UN, OECD, World
Bank.

Data Availability and Sources. Data for Ireland are collected by
the EPA and included in its reports. These provide the most regular
data sources. Data for Ireland are also provided in the OECD
publication, Environmental Performance Reviews. Ireland
published in June 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Total Net Green House Gas Emissions, Ireland 1990 and 1998 and
projectionsfor 2000 (in kilo tonnes)

Carbon | Methane | Nitrous HFC Net total %
Dioxide (CHy) Oxide PFC emissions | increase
(CO, (N,0) SF6L asCO,
equivalent2
1990 | 31,575 12,836 9,085 256 53,752 -
1998 | 40,028 13,631 10,069 256 63,239 17.65%
2000 | 42,675 13,139 9,630 799 65,252 21.39%

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2000) National
Climate Change Strategy Ireland and Environmental Protection Agency
(2000) Emissionsto Air 1990-1998.

Note: 1. The base year for these gases (HFCs, PFCs and SF6) is 1995 as
agreed to in the Kyoto protocol, as data for emissionsin 1990 are
inadequate and emissions were insignificant until 1995. The initia
estimations are that in 1995 total emissions of all these gases together
represented 0.5 per cent of total emissions. Thisis expected to rise very
rapidly to the period 2010. Much of theriseis due to the replacement of
CFCswith HFCs.

2. Net emissionsistotal emissionsless sinks (Kyoto basis).

The Burden-Sharing Targets Agreed by EU Member States
(Emissions measured in M tonnes of CO; Equivalent)

Changefrom | Emissions Target
1990 (%) 1990 2008-2012
Ireland +13.0 55 62
Denmark —21.0 72 57
Netherlands —-6.0 217 204
UK -125 790 691
EU Total -8.0 4,264 3,922

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2000), Report
of the Consultation Group on Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trading.
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Framework I1:
Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Policy Objective:
2. Useincreased prosperity to enhance our quality
of lifein the context of afairer and more
inclusive society

Indicator 11.5: Infrastructural Investment Expenditure Per Capita.

Definition: State expenditure on infrastructure per capita nationally
and regionaly in purchasing power standards (PPS). The latter is
essential for comparisons across the EU.

Rationale for Inclusion: The National Development Plan (NDP)
clearly states that our infrastructure is under strain and insufficient
to meet current or future economic and social needs. Infrastructural
development has been unevenly distributed across the regions, with
most taking place in mgor urban centres, their hinterlands and
access routes to these. More balanced infrastructral investment is
necessary if regional imbalances in economic growth are to be
addressed and further FDI attracted to the regions. In addition,
infrastructural investment has social implications, as it affects
settlement patterns, employment opportunities, availability of
services and general quality of life. This is of considerable
importance to the Government’s Regional Development and Spatial
Strategies.

Used asan Indicator by: Department of Finance.

Data Availability and Sources. Some data are available from the
Department of Finance for the 1993-1999 period. However, thisis
not considered to be very reliable. Data for the current National
Development Plan (NDP) period of 2000-2006 will start to come on
stream later this year. The Department of Finance are currently
developing a database for this purpose. Data will be available from
county level up and for each of the Operational Programmes, Sub-
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Programmes, Measures and projects under the NDP. These data will
be more reliable, consistent and regular than previous data on
regional infrastructural expenditure.

Proxy: Until data become available Transport Infrastructure
Investment per capita is the proxy for Infrastructure Investment per
capita. It provides a comparative ranking for Ireland within the
European Union. It is available for the 1990-96 period in the EU
Transport in Figures Statistical Pocket Book (2000) and the Annual
Competitiveness Report (National Competitiveness Council, 2000).
In the 1990-1998 period Ireland ranked thirteenth in the EU on this
indicator. This is consistent with its ranking on road and rail
infrastructure (Appendix 2: Infrastructure A14 and A15).
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Framework I1:
Prosperity and Economic Inclusion

Policy Objective:
2. Useincreased prosperity to enhance our quality
of lifein the context of afairer and more
inclusive society

Indicator 11.6: Housing Unit Stock and Completions: Local
Authority and Private

Definition: Thisisthe number of existing housing units (stock) and
the number of completions in a given time period. The rate per
1,000 population takes into account popul ation change.

Rationale for Inclusion: It is widely accepted that housing
shortages are one of the main constraints on Ireland’s continued
economic growth and competitiveness, as well as a threat to social
cohesion and quality of life. Changing demographics, mainly
increased longevity, arise in the number of people in the household
formation stage and decreasing family sizes, as well as an
expanding population due to inward migration, are among the
factors contributing to the current and projected housing shortages.
The stock of housing provides a snap shot picture of available
housing unit at any one time while completions provide a dynamic
indicator of change in the supply of housing.

Distinguishing between social and private housing is important. As
house prices and private rents continued to rise, the demand for
social housing has risen very substantially in recent years. The
supply of new socia housing units is an indicator of the
Government’s commitment to providing accommodation to those
who can least afford housing from their own resources. Social
housing completions have an impact on other housing sectors.
Many of those who are eligible for social housing currently residein
unsuitable or unaffordable private rented accommodation. Social
housing provision can lessen the demand for private rented stock,
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thereby lessening some of the pressure in this currently over-
crowded and generally expensive sector of accommodation.

Thisindicator should be used in conjunction with targets sets in the
National Development Plan 2000-2006 and the Department of the
Environment and Local Government report, Action on Housing
(2000).

Used as an Indicator by: Department of the Environment and
Loca Government, Irish National Development Plan, Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: Data on total housing stock on an
annual basis is available on request from the Department of the
Environment and Local Government. These are estimates for each
year other than years in which a full Census of Population is
completed. The estimates are based on the actual figure for the
previous census year, plus additions less an obsolesence rate. Data
on Local Authority stock and all house completions is compiled on
a quarterly basis by the Department of the Environment and Local
Government and published in the Quarterly and Annual Housing
Satistics Bulletin. Completions in al tenure types are based on the
number of new connections to the Electricity Supply Board. There
is a time-lag of approximately six months on these figures. The
2000 report became available in April 2001.

Two additional points should be noted in relation to these figures.
First, while the total number of local authority houses completed is
reported below, this does not represent the actual net increase in
stock in local authority houses as many existing properties are sold
during any one year. However, this is accounted for in both the
Loca Authority and total stock figures for the following year. This
is why the difference between the Local Authority stock figures for
consecutive years is lower than the number of completions and
acquisitions for the same year. Second, data on completions of
private houses include those that are specificaly built as
holiday/second homes, investment properties and new houses that
are built for general purchase but are purchased as second homes.
Ideally, these should be separated and removed from the figures, as
they do not meet a primary housing need.
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Housing Unit Stock and Completions 1990-2000

Housing Stock Housing Completions

L ocal Private? Ratio of Local Private | Ratio of
Authority? (per 1,000 Local | Authority3 | (per 1,000 | Local

Year | (per 1,000 | Ppopulation) | Authority| (per 1,000 | Population) |Authority

population) to Private| Population) to Private

1990 | 98,495 (28.1)| 916,505 (261) | 1:9.3 |1,003(0.3) | 18,536 (5.3)| 1:185
1995 | 95,735 (26.6)| 1,019,265 (283)| 1:10.6 | 3,842 (1.1) | 26,604 (7.4)| 1:6.9
1996 | 97,219 (26.8)( 1,026,019 (283)| 1:10.6 |3,573(1.0))|30,132(8.3)| 1:84
1997 | 98,394 (26.9) 1,078,606 (295)|  1:11 | 3,217(0.9) | 35454 (9.7)| 1:11
1998 | 98,862 (26.7)( 1,113,138 (300) | 1:11.2 | 3,282 (0.9) |39,093 (10.6)| 1:11.9
1999 | 99,259 (26.5)( 1,151,741 (308)| 1:11.6 | 3,713 (1.0) |43,024 (11.5)| 1:11.6
2000 | 99,163 (26.2)| 1,193,837 (315)| 1:12.0 | 3,207 (0.8) |46,657 (12.3)| 1:14.6

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (1999), Annual
Housing Satistics Bulletin 1999 and requested figures provided by the
Department of the Environment and Local Government; CSO (2000),
Population and Migration Estimates April 2000: Dublin: Central
Statistics Office.

1. This stock figure refersto the number of Local Authority houses let
on 31st December of the previous year.

2. These figures are based on estimates provided by the Department of
the Environment and Local Government.

3. Thisincludes housing completions and acquisitions.

Notes:
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Voluntary Housing Completions 1990-2000

Year Voluntary House Completions
1993t 890

1994 901

1995 1,011

1996 917

1997 756

1998 485

1999 579

2000 (p) 951

Source: Department of Environment and Local Government, Housing Policy
and Statistics Unit.

Note: 1. Prior to 1993 the number of voluntary house completions was
included in the private house completion figures. There are no data on
voluntary housing stock.

(p) Provisional.
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Framework I11
Social Inclusion and Equality

Policy Objective
1. Reduce Income Poverty and Social Exclusion

Indicator 111.1: Percentage of households in ‘ Consistent Poverty’.

Definition: Consistent Poverty refers to the percentage of
households whose disposable income is below 50 per cent or 60 per
cent of the average disposable income and which also experience an
enforced lack of certain basic necessities. These necessities are
heating; one substantial meal each day; chicken, meat or fish every
second day; a‘roast’ or equivalent once a week; a warm coat; new
rather than second hand clothes; and, being able to pay everyday
household expenses without falling into arrears. The rate of
consistent poverty is expressed as a range. The lower point of this
refers to the proportion of households experiencing income poverty
at the 50 per cent line and enforced deprivation of at |east one of the
above items, while the higher point refers to those experiencing
income poverty at the 60 per cent line and enforced lack of one or
more items.

Rationale for Inclusion: Consistent poverty is the measure of
poverty used in the Irish National Anti-Poverty Strategy. Although
poverty and social exclusion are not synonymous, the rate of
poverty reflects the level of socia and economic exclusion in a
society. It aso reflects a society’s commitment to the eradication of
poverty and increased social justice.

Used asan Indicator by: Irish National Anti-Poverty Strategy.

Data Availability and Sources. The consistent poverty rate is
derived from the Living in Ireland Survey, which is undertaken on
an annual basis by the Economic and Social Research Institute. The
most recent figures relate to 1998 and are available in Layte, R.,
B. Maitre, B. Nolan, D. Watson, C.T. Whelan, J. Williams and
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B.Casey (2001), Monitoring Poverty Trends and Exploring Poverty
Dynamics in Ireland, Dublin: ESRI. These data were available in
late 2000 but a two-year time-lag is significant in the context of a
rapidly changing society. The delay is even greater for disaggre-
gated analysis; for example, by age, marital status, gender and
region. In addition, because the data are based on a survey of those
residing in private households they exclude some of the poorest
people in Ireland, including the homeless, Travellers, and women
and children in refuges. In addition, there are no comparative data
on consistent poverty rates for the EU or OECD countries.

BASELINE SITUATION

Percentage of Irish Households Experiencing Consistent Poverty at the 50%
and 60% Relative Income Poverty Line, 1994-19981

1994 1997 1998

9-15% 7-10% 6-8%

Source: Layte, R., B. Maitre, B. Nolan, D. Watson, C.T. Whelan, J. Williams
and B. Casey (2001), Monitoring Poverty Trends and Exploring
Poverty Dynamicsin Ireland, Dublin: ESRI, and National Anti-Poverty
Strategy (2000), Social Inclusion Srategy: Annual Report of the Inter-
Departmental Policy Committee 1999/2000.

Note: 1. Consistent Poverty refers to the combined experience of income
poverty at the 50 per cent or 60 per cent relative income line and
enforced deprivation of one or more items considered to be necessities
(seelist above).

The 40 per cent, 50 per cent and 60 per cent relative income lines
for a single adult in 1994, 1997 and 1998 are presented below.
These are also expressed as a range. This reflects the equivalence
scale used to weight households and income according to the
number of adults and children in various households.

The scale used for the overarching NAPS target is one based on the
scalesimplicit in Irish social welfare rates whereby the first adult is
given avalue of 1, each additional adult, defined as persons aged 14
and over, isgiven avalue of 0.66 and each child 0.3. Cross-national
analysisis usually based on the OECD scale where the first adult is
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given a value of 1, each additional adult 0.7 and each child 0.5 or
the ‘modified OECD’ scale where each additional adult is given a
value of 0.5 and each child 0.3 (Layte et al: 2001).

Average Weekly Income per Adult Equivalent at the 40%, 50% and 60%
Relative Income Poverty Lines, Ireland, 1994, 1997 and 1998

1994 1997 1998

40% Line £48.80-£52.56 £62.33-£67.00 £70.89-£76.38
50% Line £61.00-£65.70 £77.92-£83.77 £88.62-£95.48
60% Line £73.21-£78.83 £93.50-£100.52 | £106.34-£114.58

Source: Layte et al (2001).

Proportion of Irish Householdsin Each Planning Region Experiencing
Consistent Poverty at the 60% Relative Income Poverty Line,
1987, 1994 and 1997

1987 1994 1997
East 136 136 8.9
South-West 16.3 13.0 1.1
South-East 16.9 183 134
North-East 20.6 12.8 14.0
Mid-West 19.7 134 7.3
Midlands 19.7 131 9.1
West 138 7.3 4.8
North-West and Donegal 22.9 235 115
State 16.4 14.9 9.8

Source: Fahey, T. and J. Williams, ‘ The Spatial Distribution of Disadvantage in
Ireland’ in Nolan, B., PJ. O’ Connell, and C.T. Whelan, (eds.) (2000),
Bust to Boom: The Irish Experience of Growth and Inequality, Dublin:
Economic and Social Research Institute and Institute of Public
Administration; and Nolan, B., C.T. Whelan and J. Williams, (1998)
Where are Poor Households?, Dublin: Oak Tree Press with the Combat
Poverty Agency.

|



Framework 11
Social Inclusion and Equality

Policy Objective
1. Reduce Income Poverty and Social Exclusion

Indicator 111.2: Relative Income Poverty (below 40 per cent, 50
per cent and 60 per cent lines).

Definition: Relative poverty relates to the concept of exclusion
from what is deemed an adequate living standard established by
referenceto ‘normal’ or ‘usua’ activitiesin agiven society dueto a
lack of financial resources. It is usually expressed as the proportion
of households or individuals that fall below a proportion of either
the mean or median income of al households or the tota
population. The most common low income thresholds are 40 per
cent, 50 per cent and 60 per cent of median or mean incomes. The
incidence of poverty refers to the number or proportion of the total
population that fall below relative poverty lines. Poverty risk refers
to the proportion of a specific group that experience poverty. For
example, the poverty risk of households headed by an unemployed
person is the proportion of all households headed by an unemployed
person that experience poverty.

Rationale for Inclusion: Relative income poverty is accepted as a
key indicator of economic and social exclusion in cross-national
analysis of developed countries. It is one of the key components of
the consistent poverty measure on which the overarching NAPS
target is based.

Used asan Indicator by: National Anti-Poverty Strategy, Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available for Ireland for
the mid- and late-1990s from the Irish Living in Ireland Surveys
(L11S). These surveys are undertaken as part of the European
Community Household Panel (ECHP). Data are currently available
from the 1998 LIIS Survey, and data have been collected for 1999
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and 2000. It isnow almost certain that the final ECHP, and therefore
the final LIIS, will take place in 2001. Data for these years are
available from the ESRI. Eurostat is now concentrating on
information needs at European level and within this on new data
collection priorities and mechanisms in relation to poverty and
inequality. National statistics bodies and research institutes are
feeding into this process and will play a role in determining and
shaping the indicators for which datawill be collected.

Disaggregated data on relative poverty are available on a limited
time series basis in the annual Monitoring Poverty Trends reports
prepared for the National Anti-Poverty Strategy Inter-Departmental
Policy Committee by the ESRI. While not presented in these
reports, data can be broken down by gender, age and marital status
on a commissioned basis. Regional data are available for planning
regions (NUTSI1).

BASELINE SITUATION

Incidence of Poverty: Proportion of Households and People Below the 40%,
50% and 60% Relative Income Poverty Lines, 1994, 1997 and 1998, Ireland?

1994 1997 1998
40% Line
Households 4.8 6.3 10.5
People 5.2 6.3 8.1
50% Line
Households 18.6 224 24.6
People 17.4 18.1 20.0
60% Line
Households 34.1 34.3 334
People 304 30.1 28.6

Note: 1. Based on Equivalence Scale 1/0.66/0.33.
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Risk of Poverty: Proportion of Various Household Types Falling Below the
50% Relative Income Poverty Line, 1994, 1997 and 1998, Ireland

1994 1997 1998
1 adult 22.5 40.1 50.8
2 adults CLE 141 17.3
3 or more adults 10.0 12.1 12.0
2 adults, 1 child 14.0 17.0 14.8
2 adults, 2 children 12.7 12.8 131
2 adults, 3 children 225 28.2 9.8
2 adults, 4 or more children 36.7 39.5 24.9
Others with children 32.7 26.2 28.6
All 18.6 22.4 24.6

Risk of Poverty: Proportion of Households with Reference Per sons of
Various Labour Force Status Falling Below the 50% Relative Income
Poverty Line, 1994, 1997 and 1998

1994 1997 1998
Employee 2.8 4.0 2.3
Self-employed 151 171 15.8
Far mer 215 16.3 22.0
Unemployed 573 54.9 56.2
I1l/disabled 50.7 60.4 72.6
Retired 10.2 233 28.7
Home duties 332 48.6 58.4
All 18.6 223 24.3

Source: Layte, R., B. Maitre, B. Nolan, D. Watson, J. Williams and B. Casey,
(2000), Monitoring Poverty Trends and Exploring Poverty Dynamicsin
Ireland, Dublin: ESRI.
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Risk of Poverty: Proportion of Householdsin Each Planning Region
Experiencing Income Poverty at the 60% Relative Income Poverty Line
1987, 1994 and 1997

1987 1994 1997
East 19.3 20.1 31.6
South-West 31.0 34.4 34.4
South-East SELE 40.0 479
North-East 35.7 38.2 51.1
Mid-West 329 39.2 36.3
Midlands 41.1 39.7 38.6
West 31.0 35.5 36.3
North-West and Donegal 42.6 435 44.0
State 29.0 34.7 36.7

Source: Fahey, T. and J. Williams, ‘ The Spatial Distribution of Disadvantage in
Ireland’ in Nolan, B., PJ. O’ Connell and C.T. Whelan (eds.) (2000),
Bust to Boom: The Irish Experience of Growth and Inequality, Dublin:
Economic and Social Research Institute and Institute of Public
Administration; and Nolan, B. C.T. Whelan and J. Williams (1998),
Where are Poor Households?, Dublin: Oak Tree Press with the Combat
Poverty Agency.
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Framework 11
Social Inclusion and Equality

Policy Objective
1. Reduce Income Poverty and Social Exclusion

Indicator 111.3: Sociad Welfare payments as a percentage of
adequacy benchmark.

Definition: Department of Social Welfare rates of payments as a
percentage of an adequacy benchmark.

No adequacy benchmark has been agreed. Recognising the complex
issues involved in developing a benchmark for adequacy of adult
and child social welfare payments including the implications of
adopting a specific approach to the ongoing uprating or indexation
of payments, the PPF mandated the establishment of a Working
Group to examine the issues, including their long-term economic,
budgetary, PRSI contribution, distributive and incentive
implications in light of trends in economic, demographic and |abour
market patterns (3.2). The Group, which was composed of the social
partners, completed its final report in September 2001.

Proxy: The Group did not agree on an adequacy benchmark for
Social Welfare payments. The Group did, however, examine four
options:

(i) The50 per cent average income threshold or poverty ling;
(if) 27 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earnings,
(iii) 30 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earnings; and

(iv) The Commission on Socia Welfare £60 rate in 1985 prices
uprated to 1999.

(i) The50 per cent average income threshold or poverty line

Based on the Living in Ireland Survey, the average weekly
household equivalent income for 1998 was £187.23, giving a 50 per
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cent Relative Income Poverty Line of £93.62 in 1998 terms. Asthis
is a net measure the Group decided to up-rate this figure using
increases in Net Average Industrial Earnings (NAIE) yielding
£128.15in 2001.

(if) 27 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earningst

When existing relativities are preserved the Pension Board's target
rate for old age pensions of 34 per cent of the previous year's GAIE
produces a basic welfare (Supplementary Welfare Allowance) rate
of £93.10. This is equivalent to 27 per cent of the previous year’'s
GAIE. This was estimated to be £101.00 for the lowest social
welfare rate in 2001.

(i) 30 per cent of Gross Average Industrial Earnings

The selection of this option by the Group was essentially arbitrary
and designed to provide a balanced range of options for
consideration. Thiswas estimated to be £112.50 in 2001 terms.

(iv) Uprating the Commission on Social Welfare £60 rate

The Commission on Social Welfare, which reported in 1986,
estimated the minimally adequate social welfare payment to be in
the range of £50-£60 per week in 1985. The benchmark against
which the adequacy of social welfare payments was judged up to
1999 was the floor of this range, that is £50 per week in 1985 prices
and £71.80 in 1999 prices, and this was achieved in the 1999
Budget. Uprating the upper end of the range for inflation using the
CPI yields £93.25 in 2001.

Rationale for Incluson: The Programme for Prosperity and
Fairness contains a commitment to “ensure that the rea value of

1. Socia Welfare payments have increased more in percentage terms than GAIE
since 1987 but have increased less than NAIE. The difference between the
gross and the net AIE reflects the impact of taxation changesin the latter. The
NESC has pointed out that “this difference suggests that if a steady
relationship is to be maintained with the disposable income of the general
population a percentage of the NAIE rather than the GAIE should be used as a
benchmark This would have the advantage of a built-in mechanism for
indexation over time (NESC, 1999:390).
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social welfare payments is maintained and where possible enhanced
to ensure that all share in the fruits of economic growth” (3.2).

Data Availability and Sources. Data shown below are taken from
the Fina Report of the Socia Welfare Benchmarking and
Indexation Group.

BASELINE SITUATION

Examples of currently weekly rates of social welfare paymentsand
equivalents under the benchmark options (maintaining relativities) 2001

Social Welfare | Current | Commission| 27% of 30% of 50%
Payment Rate on Social Gross Gross Weekly
Welfarein | Average | Average | Household
2001 terms |Industrial | Industrial | Income
Earnings | Earnings

Supplementary
Welfare
Allowance &
Unemployment
Assistance
(short-term)

£84.00 £93.25 £101.00 | £112.50 £128.15

Carers
Allowance

Old Age Non
Contributory £95.50 £106.00 £114.90 | £127.90 £145.70
Pension

£88.50 £98.30 £106.50 | £118.50 £135.00

Unemployment
Benefit

OldAge
Contributory £106.00 £117.70 £127.50 | £142.00 £161.70
Pension

£85.50 £94.90 £102.80 | £114.50 £130.40

Source: Final Report of the Social Welfare Benchmarking and Indexation Group
(2001), Dublin: Government Stationery Office.
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Social Welfare Payments as a Percentage of Grossand Net Average
Industrial Earnings (GAIE and NAIE)

1999 2001
Long term Social Assistance as % of GAIE 24% 23%
Long term Social Assistance as % of NAIE 31% 27%

Source: National Economic and Social Council (1999), Opportunities,
Challenges and Capacities for Choice, p.388-389, and the Department
of Social, Community and Family Affairs,

Note:  1n 1999 the long-term rate of Social Assistance was £73.50. Gross
Average Industrial Earningsin 2001 amount to approximately £375 per
week (uprated figure using estimates from the Department of Finance).
If thisfigure is applied to a single person claiming the basic allowances,
following tax and PRSI deduction it translates to a NAIE of
approximately £310.36 per week. In 2001, the long-term rate of Social
Assistance was £85.50.

Social Welfare Payments as a Per centage of uprated Commission on
Social Welfare £60 rate

1999 2001
Old Age Contributory Pensions: 103% 114%
Old Age Non-Contributory Pensions: 91% 102%
Unemployment Benefit and Long term Social Assistance:|  85% 92%
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Framework 11
Social Inclusion and Equality

Policy Objective
2. Improve the Health Status of the Population

Indicator 111.4: Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy at Birth and
Age 60.

Definition: Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy (DALE) (some-
times called Healthy Life Expectancy) is broadly defined by the
World Hedlth Organisation as “...the expectation of life lived in
equivalent full health” (The World Health Report 2000 Health
Systems: Improving Performance). It is calculated on the basis of
overall life expectancy less years of ill health, which are weighted
according to severity of the disability/illness. Some of the informa-
tion used is taken from national vital statistics registrations, and
some from national/international surveys. The measure takes into
account physical and cognitive disability, general health status and
major disabling conditions in each country.

Rationale for Inclusion: Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy
(DALE) is an indicator of the life expectancy and the long-term
health of the population. It reflects changes not only in health care
and medicine, but also in other areas such as housing, education and
environmental services. It also has implications for a wide range of
socia policies relating to ageing. DALE has a number of additional
advantages as a summary measure of health status. Firgt, it is easily
related to the more commonly used life expectancy, but goes
beyond this by recognising that not al of a population’s life will be
lived in good health. This is of particular relevance in developed
countries, such as Ireland, where standard life expectancy is high,
older populations are increasing and as a consequence disability/
serious illness must be a key priority in terms of long-term health
and health care. Secondly, because good health for as much of life
as is possible has to be the primary objective of any health system,
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performance on thisindicator is relevant to health care, services and
provision.

Used as an Indicator by: WHO, Eurostat, OECD, UN, World
Bank.

Data Availability and Sources. Disability Adjusted Life
Expectancy was compiled for the first timein 2000 on a country-by-
country basis by the World Health Organisation. These data are
available in The World Health Report 2000 Health Systems:
Improving Performance. While not available prior to 1999, the
WHO intend to use DALE as a key component of its measurement
of health system performance and therefore data will be available
for future years.
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Life Expectancy and Disability Adjusted Life Expectancy (DALE) in Years,
OECD Countries, 1999

Exptggn o | Disability Adj ?gﬂ ||§ ;fe Expectancy
at Birth
= £
22| = £Elg | = =
sE|Z & | < % =8
v |E3[([Ls| B [B2| 8 [8F
Country =z E 2 ; 5| § |8 g E E s
= e =8 |§ ® = =3 s L2
Japan 776 | 84.3 1 745 | 719 | 175 | 77.2 | 21.6
Australia 76.8 | 82.2 2 73.2 | 70.8 | 16.8 | 755 | 20.2
France 749 | 83.6 3 731 | 69.3 | 16.8 | 76.9 | 21.7
Sweden 77.1 | 81.9 4 73.0 | 71.2 | 16.8 | 749 | 19.6
Spain 75.3 | 82.1 5 728 | 69.8 | 16.8 | 75.7 | 20.1
Italy 754 | 82.1 6 72.7 | 70.0 | 16.2 | 75.4 | 19.9
Greece 755 | 80.5 7 725 | 705 | 16.9 | 746 | 188
Switzerland 75.6 | 83.0 8 725 | 695 | 16.0 | 755 | 20.6
Canada 76.2 | 819 | 12 720 | 70.0 | 16.0 | 74.0 | 189
Netherlands 75.0 | 81.1 13 720 | 69.6 | 154 | 744 | 19.7
UK 74.7 | 79.7 14 717 | 69.7 | 15.7 | 73.7 | 18.6
Norway 75.1 | 82.1 15 71.7 | 68.8 | 151 | 746 | 19.7
Belgium 745 | 81.3 16 716 | 68.7 | 15.8 | 74.6 | 19.6
Austria 74.4 | 80.0 17 716 | 68.8 | 15.2 | 744 | 18.7
L uxembourg 745 | 814 | 18 711 | 68.0 | 158 | 742 | 19.7
Iceland 76.1 | 80.4 19 70.8 | 69.2 | 149 | 723 | 17.0
Finland 73.4 | 80.7 20 705 | 67.2 | 145 | 73.7 | 185
Germany 73.7 | 80.1 22 704 | 674 | 143 | 735 | 185
USA 738 | 79.7 24 700 | 675 | 15.0 | 726 | 184
Ireland 73.3 | 78.3 27 69.6 | 675 | 139 | 71.7 | 16.6
Denmark 729 | 78.1 28 694 | 67.2 | 142 | 715 | 17.2
Portugal 72.0 | 79.5 29 69.3 | 65.9 | 140 | 727 | 17.7
New Zealand 739 | 79.3 31 69.2 | 671 | 144 | 71.2 | 170

Source: World Health Organisation (2000), The World Health Report 2000
Health Systems: Improving Performance, Geneva and Washington:
WHO.

Note: 1. Rank refersto the Disability-Adjusted Life Expectancy of the total
population at birth.
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Framework IV
Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change

Policy Objective
1. Create a Framework to Facilitate Lifelong L earning

Indicator 1V.1: Percentage of 25-44 and 45-64 year adults in
continuing education and training.

Definition: Thisis the proportion of adults aged 25 to 44 and 45 to
64 in education or training over a given period of time. Education
and training tend to be broadly defined and may include in-
company training, private tuition, correspondence courses, or
distance learning, community education etc. This measure may
relate specifically to job-related training, to recreational interests or
personal development. In international comparisons it does not
include education within the formal school system, therefore, an
adult returning to secondary school to undertake the Leaving
Certificate is not included here.

Rationale for Inclusion: Participation in adult education and
training that is job-related has a key role to play in maintaining
human capital and improving productivity. With the growth of
technol ogy, the importance of encouraging workers to upgrade their
skills constantly has become increasingly important. However, adult
education and training that is not job specific but related to personal
development also has a key role to play in developing human
capital, an adaptable workforce with a capacity to learn and change,
and an active citizenry.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD.

Data Availability and Sources: International data are contained in
the OECD’s Education at a Glance, 2000 (Table C1.4). Although
this is an annual publication, the data used in both the 1998 and
2000 editions refer to 1994/1995 data collected as part of the
International Adult Literacy Survey, which has not been replicated.

‘160‘



Although information is available on a country-by-country basis, no
information is provided for the EU as a unit.

Although there is no current source of information on adult and
continuing education in Ireland, this is an area where the potential
for new data exists. The CSO is currently reconsidering and
redesigning the education question included in the Quarterly
National Household Survey. The Council recommends that this take
into account the need for information on continuing education and
training.

BASELINE SITUATION

Per centage of 25— 64 Year Olds Participating in Continuing Education and
Training by Age and Gender, 1994-1995

25-34yrs | 3544yrs| 45-54yrs | 55-64yrs | 25-64yrs
Ireland
Men 26 21 20 10 20
Women 30 30 19 8 24
All 28 25 20 9 22
Netherlands
Men 51 42 36 13 38
Women 42 40 29 20 34
All 46 41 32 16 36
UK
Men 57 52 44 23 46
Women 51 55 40 24 44
All 54 54 42 23 45

Source: OECD (1998), Education at a Glance, 1998 Edition.
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Percentage of 25 to 44 and 44 to 64 year olds participating in education and
training by gender (1994-1995)

25-44 yrs | 44-64yrs | 25-64yrs
Ireland
Men 24 15 20
Women 30 14 24
All 27 15 22
Netherlands
Men 46 25 38
Women 41 25 34
All 44 24 36
UK
Men 54 34 46
Women 53 32 44
All 54 33 45

Source: OECD (1998), Education at a Glance, 1998 Edition.
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Framework |
Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change

Policy Objective
2. Create a society in which accessto the labour
market isopen to all

Indicator 1V.2: Employment rate.

Definition: Two definitions are commonly used: the proportion of
persons aged 15 to 64 years who are in employment by the working
age population (OECD, Eurostat Labour Force Surveys) and the
persons aged 15 years and over in employment as a percentage of
the population (calculated from the Irish QNHS surveys).

Rationale for Inclusion: This is the clearest indication of the
demand for labour, reflecting economic activity and growth. High
employment rates should also, although do not necessarily, indicate
and contribute to improved socia circumstances as it is widely
agreed that employment is the most effective route out of poverty.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, Eurostat, UN.

Data Availability and Sources. The employment rate for Ireland
can be calculated on the basis of the ratio of the number of peoplein
employment (ILO definition) and the population aged 15 years and
over. This calculation has a different basis from the employment
rate used in international publications, which refers to those aged 15
to 64 years in employment (broadly between the end of compul sory
education and compulsory retirement). The international data are
used here to allow for comparisons. The figures provided are taken
from the annual OECD publication, Employment Outlook, June
2000 (Statistical Annex, Tables B and C).

Employment rates are not gender neutral. Women have lower
employment rates than their male counterparts in most countries.
Hence it is important that the breakdown of employment rates for
men and women are presented. The figures provided are again taken
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from the annual OECD publication, Employment Outlook, June
2000 (Statistical Annex, Tables B and C).

The regional classifications presented are based on the NUTS
(Nomenclature of Territorial Units) classification used by Eurostat.
The NUTSS regions correspond to the eight Regional Authorities
established under the Local Government Act, 1991 (Regional
Authorities Establishment) Order, 1993, which came into operation
on 1 January 1994. The NUTS2 regions, which were proposed by
the Government and agreed by Eurostat in 1999, are groupings of
the NUTS3 regions. A breakdown of employment rate by region, as
given below, is not currently published in the Quarterly National
Household Survey (QNHS), but can be requested from the Central
Statistics Office.

BASELINE SITUATION
Employment Rates by Gender, ILO Classification (15-64 years)

Men Women Total
1990 | 1997 | 1999 | 1990 | 1997 | 1999 | 1990 | 1997 | 1999
Ireland 67.8 | 67.6 | 735 | 36.6 | 446 | 51.3 | 523 | 56.1 | 62.5
Denmark 80.1| 813|812 | 706 | 69.4 | 71.6 | 754 | 75.4 | 76,5
Netherlands | 75.2 | 77.9 | 80.3 | 46.7 | 56.9 | 61.3 | 61.1 | 67.5 | 70.9
UK1 821 | 774|784 | 640 | 67.1 | 67.6 | 724 | 70.8 | 717
EU 15 74.7 | 704 | 72.0 | 48.7 | 50.7 | 53.1 | 61.6 | 60.6 | 62.6

Source: OECD (2000), Employment Outlook, June 2000, Statistical Annex,
TablesB & C.

Note: 1. Agegroup 15-64 refersto 16-64 in the case of the UK.
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Employment Rates (ILO) for Personsaged 15 yearsor over classified by
Region (NUTS3 and NUTS2)

LFS 1990 LFS 1997 Q22000

NUT S3 Regions

Border 42.2 459 50.5
Dublin 47.0 51.1 60.5
Mid-East 45.8 52.8 60.1
Midland 457 49.8 52.8
Mid-West 452 47.2 56.3
South-East 44.5 46.7 53.5
South-West 441 47.7 54.3
West 47.6 48.2 55.0
NUT S2 Regions

Border, Midland and Western 44.9 47.6 52.7
Eastern and Southern 45.7 49.5 57.7
State 455 49.0 56.4

Source: CSO, Labour Force Surveys April 1990 and 1997 and Quarterly
National Household Surveys Q2 (March-May) 2000.
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Framework IV
Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change

Policy Objective
3. Develop high quality childcare and family-friendly
policies

Indicator 1V.3: Number of Childcare Places per 1,000 children
aged 5 years and under (pre-school) and 6 to 15 years (after-school).

Definition: the number of childcare places available for (i) pre-
school children and (ii) school-going children under the minimum
school leaving age per 1,000 children in the relevant age groups.

Rationale for Inclusion: The issue of childcare has moved to the
forefront of economic and social policy in the past number of years
and is included in the National Development Plan as well as the
previous and current national agreements. The availability of
childcare is essential for a number of reasons. These include
increased participation in the labour force, particularly by women,
the attainment of family-friendly policies that support both
economic and socia inclusion, the attainment of equality in the
work force and combating educational disadvantage.

It is important to distinguish between places available for pre-
school children and the range of care types available to them (play
groups/schools, creches, childminders etc.) and after-school care
(childminders, in-school provision, community-based after-school
groups etc.). The demand for services for these two groups, the
nature of services required and the patterns of usage of these can be
expected to vary substantially. In relation to pre-school places a
clear distinction should be made between full-time places, such as
those provided by créches, and part-time places, such as those
provided by playgroups. This is of centra importance in
considering the issue of labour force participation. Of importancein
relation to all types of childcare is the identification of the main
funders or combination of funders of the services, that is parents,
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the State or employers, as this is vital to the issue of affordability
and the development of policy options to meet the demand for
childcare.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD.

Data Availability and Sources. There are few data available at a
central level on childcare in Ireland. A range of Government
departments is involved in the provision of childcare and
responsible for the collation of information on their various
provisions and initiatives. Since 2000, however, the Department of
Justice, Equality and Law Reform has been coordinating th delivery
of childcare. Nonetheless little is known about the number of pre-
school places that are available in community and private facilities
and even less about after-school provision. Following the
introduction of notification regulations in 1996, the Department of
Justice, Equality and Law Reform undertook the creation of a
Childcare Census and Database in 1999. This includes data on
employer, community and private pre-school service providers who
had notified the Health Boards of their services, but excludes
Government programmes which provide a mixture of childcare and
early education, such as Early Start. These data are available on a
county-by-county basis in locations such as county libraries. A
National report on the findings is being prepared by the Area
Development Management Ltd. and should be available in mid-
2002. In addition, the 33 recently established County Childcare
Committees are being required to develop and update the statistical
data on childcare services in each county. Data issues are also being
considered by the Inter-Departmental Synergies Committee on
Childcare, which is chaired by the Department of Justice, Equality
and Law Reform.

Given the importance of childcare and its increasing policy
relevance it is essentia that comprehensive data relating to
availability, access and affordability are collected. The inclusion of
a module in the Quarterly Nationa Household Survey has been
explored by the Department of Justice, Equality and Law Reform
and will probably be included in the June-August 2002 Survey.
Initial results are expected by the end of 2002.
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Framework IV
Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change

Policy Objective
4. Createaframework for the further development of
the Infor mation Society

Indicator 1V.4: Percentage of workers in the Information and
Communications Technology (ICT) Sector.

Definition: The percentage of the workforce employed in the ICT
sector.

Rationale for Inclusion: This indicator gives an indication of the
ICT intensity of the economy. The Information Society Commission
published its report, Benchmarking Ireland in the Information
Society, in May 2000. Its objective was to identify the most
appropriate set of indicators to facilitate the measurement of
Ireland’s progress in developing the Information Society. This is
one of theindicatorsit used.

Used as an Indicator by: The Information Society Commission,
OECD.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available from the OECD
in its publication, Measuring the IT Sector, OECD (2000), but the
most recent data are for 1997.

BASELINE SITUATION
Percentage of the Workforcein the ICT Sector

1996 1997
Ireland - 4.6
Denmark 3.8 51
Netherlands - 3.8
UK 3.8 3.8

Source: Information Society Commission (2000), Update on Benchmarking
Ireland as an Information Society, September 2000.
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Framework IV
Successful Adaptation to Continuing Change

Policy Objective
5. Promotelreland’srolein the I nter national
Community

Indicator 1V.5: Net Official Development Assistance (ODA) as a
percentage of GNP,

Definition: ODA is defined by the UN as ‘Grants or loans to
countries or territories that are undertaken by the official sector,
with promotion of economic development or welfare as the main
objective, on concessional financia terms” (UN Human
Development Report, 1999.)

Rationale for Inclusion: ODA is a measure of the commitment of
national governments to closing the gap between the First and Third
Worlds, to global economic, social and environmental development
and world-wide social justice. Ireland has set a target of increasing
ODA to 0.7 per cent of GNP by 2007.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, UN, Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: Figures for Ireland are produced
by the Department of Foreign Affairsin their Annual Report and are
given below. International data are published in the United Nations
Human Development Report. The most recent edition of this was
published in 2000. Two possible measures are used in calculating
ODA as a percentage of GNP: ESA 79 and ESA 953. The OECD
and the UN used the former measure up to 1999. The latter measure
was introduced across the EU in 1995 as a new system for
calculating GNP,

3. ESA79 and ESA95 refer to two systems of national accounts applied by EU
countries. ESA95 was, as the name suggests, introduced in 1995 and until
1997 Ireland operated a partial ESA95 system that incorporated two of the
most substantial changes in the ESA79 system. These were the treatment of
royalties as payments for services, where they had been treated as factor
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BASELINE SITUATION
Official Development Assistance as a Percentage of GNP (ESA 79)

1986/1987 1997 1999
Ireland 0.23% 0.31% 0.35%
Denmark 0.88% 0.97% =
Netherlands 0.99% 0.81% =
UK 0.29% 0.26% =

Source: UN Human Development Report 1999, Table 14. The 1999 figure for
Ireland is supplied by the Department of Foreign Affairs.

income under the ESA79 system, and the attribution of the entire profits of
multinationals to the parent company in the transition from GDP to GNP.
Under ESA79 only profits remitted were treated in this way. By 1998 Ireland
was operating a full ESA95 system of accounts with changes introduced in
respect of the treatment of capital formation, imputed rent, insurance and
Government fees and taxes. Further details of these changes can be found in
the Department of Finance's annual National Income and Expenditure

publication.
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BACKGROUND INDICATORS

METHODOLOGY AND DATA NOTES
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BACKGROUND INDICATORS

A. ECONOMIC

A. Economic

A(i) Macroeconomic Performance (2.1)

Indicator A.1l: GDP and GNP percentage change
A.2: GNP and GDP per capita percentage change

Proxy: For international comparisons, GDP is the commonly used
measure.

Definition: GNP: the total value of goods produced in the country,
less profits generated by foreign-owned companies. GDP: the total
value-added produced in the country, including profits of foreign-
owned companies.

Rationale for Inclusion: This is a standard measure of overall
economic performance. The per capita data provide a picture of
living standards at a given point in time, while the growth rates
reflect the changes over time. Gross Domestic Product is used for
the majority of other countries, but due to the high level of foreign
investment and foreign-owned companies GNP is considered the
more appropriate measure to apply to Ireland. Unlike in other
countries, this high proportion of foreign-owned companies results
in arelatively large difference between GDP and GNP.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, UN, World Bank, Eurostat,
National Competitiveness Council.

Data Availability and Sources. Per capita GDP and GNP and
growth rate data are published annually by the CSO in National
Income and Expenditure. The most recent data relate to 1999. For
international comparison, data are available for GDP in the OECD
publication, National Accounts: Main Aggregates, Volume 1. The
most recent edition of this annual publication containing relevant
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information covers the period 1960 - 1997. ‘Real GNP and GDF
refer to them at constant 1995 market prices.

In this and other international comparisons, GDP and GNP per head
are frequently expressed in terms of Purchasing Power Parities
(PPPs). These are ‘the rates of currency conversion that equalise the
purchasing power of different currencies by eliminating differences
in price levels between currencies (OECD, National Accounts
Main: Aggregates 1960-1997, Volume 1, p.159). These PPPs are
then most commonly expressed in terms of US Dollars. The EU
provides a similar measure of GDP per capita and growth in terms
of Purchasing Power Standards (PPS). The data presented here on
international growth rates refer to the annual growth rate of GDP
(OECD Economic Outlook, No. 67, June 2000). The growth ratesin
GNP are taken from the Department of Finance’'s Budget 2001
publication.

BASELINE SITUATION

Growth Ratesin GDP (percentage change from previous year) at constant
mar ket prices

1990-91 1997 1999 20001
Ireland 1.9%2 10.7% 9.8% 9.9% (7.5)
Denmark 1.0% 3.1% 1.6% 2.2% (2.0)
Netherlands 4.1% 3.8% 3.6% 4.3% (4.1)
UK 0.6% 3.5% 2.1% 2.9% (3.3)
EU 3.0% 2.5% 2.3% 3.4%

Source: OECD (2000), Economic Outlook, No. 67, June 2000, Statistical
Annex, Table 1, also in Eurostat (2000), EC Economic Pocket Book
December 2000 and CSO (2000), National Income and Expenditure
1999.

Note: 1. Figuresfor 2000 are OECD projections, those in brackets are EC
projections.

2. 1990/1991 figure.
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Growth Ratesin GNP, Ireland (percentage change from previous year)

2.3% 9.3% 7.8% 8.6%

Source: Department of Finance (2000), Budget 2001 and CSO (2000), National
Income and Expenditure 1999.

GNP and GDP per capita at Constant (1995) Market Prices, Ireland

GNP Per Capita 8,418 11,774 13,384
GDP Per Capita 9,408 13,489 15,721

Source: Central Statistics Office (2000), National Income and Expenditure
19909.

GDP Per Capita PPPs (US$) Current Prices

Ireland 18,484 20,634
EU 19,699 20,546
OECD 20,576 21,487

Source: OECD (1999), National Accounts Main Aggregates 1960 1997,
\olume 1, Table 2.
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A. Economic

A(i) Macroeconomic Performance (2.1)

Indicator A.3: GNDI per capita percentage change.

Definition: Gross National Disposable Income per capita
percentage change.

Gross National Disposable income represents the income available
for consumption expenditure and savings by adding net receipts of
current international transfers to national product.

Rationale for Inclusion: This is a standard measure of overall
economic performance.

Data Availability and Sources. GNDI growth rate data are
published annualy by the CSO in National Income and
Expenditure. The most recent data relate to 1999.

BASELINE SITUATION
Gross National Disposable Income per capita per cent change

1990 1997 1999
GNDI £ million 26,752 47,718 60,0191
Annual Percentage changein 5
GNDI (from previousyear) 4.9 14.0 10.7
GNDI per capita 7,637 13,0363 16,0283

Source: Central Statistics Office (1990), Labour Force Survey 1990, Table 2
and (2000), National Income and Expenditure 1999, Table 7.

Note: 1. Preliminary.
2. Change from 1990-1991.

3. Based on preliminary population figures of 3,660.6 million in 1997,
3,744.7 millionin 1999 and 3,786.9 million in 2000. Data from the
Central Statistics Office. Population in 1990: 3502.7 million.
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A. Economic

A (i) Macroeconomic Performance (2.1)

Indicator A.4: Inflation

Definition: Inflation is measured by the rate of increase in a price
index. Two measures can be used:

(@) The GDP deflator measures the average annual rate of price
change in the economy as awhole for the period shown.

(b) The Consumer Price Index reflects changes in the cost to the
average consumer of acquiring a basket of goods and services that
may be fixed or changed at specified intervals.

Which index is used depends on which set of pricesin the economy
is being examined. The GDP deflator reflects changes in prices for
total gross domestic product. It is the most general measure of the
overall price level and takes into account changes in Government
consumption, capital formation, international trade and private
consumption. As a general measure for use in policy, however, it is
defective because of the long lags in deriving estimates and because
it is often only an annual measure.

Consumer price indexes are produced more frequently and available
on amore timely basis. They are also constructed explicitly, based
on surveys of the cost of a defined basket of consumer goods and
services. Consumer price indexes should, however, be treated with
caution. The definition of a household and the geographical (urban
or rural) and income group coverage of consumer price surveys can
vary widely across countries, as can the basket of goods chosen.
Although a useful indicator for measuring consumer price inflation
within a country, the CPI is of less value in making comparisons
across countries (World Bank, 2000: 243).

Rationale for Inclusion: Controlling inflation is one of the primary
goals of monetary policy and is intimately linked to the growth in

money supply.
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Data Availability and Sour ces. Data are available from the Central
Statistics Office in their publication National Income and
Expenditure, published annually. Comparative data are available in
the World Bank publication, World Development Indicators (2000),
which provides annual average growth rates between 1990 and
1998, and in the OECD publication, OECD Economic Outlook,
most recently published in 2000. Data are also available from the
Department of Finance.

BASELINE SITUATION

Annual Percentage Changesin the GNP Deflator, GDP Deflator and the
Consumer Pricelndex, Ireland

1990-99 | 1990-91| 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1998-99 | 1999-2000
GDPDeflator | 3.4 18 44 5.8 38 43
GNPDeflator | 3.6 21 49 6.2 3.0 41
Consumer 2.2 3.2 15 2.4 16 5.6
Price Index

Source: CSO (2000), National Income and Expenditure, 1999 and (2001),
National Income and Expenditure, 2000.

Consumer Pricelndex

AverageAnnual % Growth | AverageAnnual % Growth
1980-1990 1990-1998
Ireland 6.8 2.2
Denmark 5.5 2.0
Netherlands 2.0 24
UK 5.8 3.0

Source: World Bank (2000), World Development Indicators, Table 4.16.
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Consumer Prices— Percentage change from previous period

1990 1997 1999
Ireland S 14 16
Denmark 2.6 22 25
Netherlands 25 22 2.2
UK 9.5 31 16

Source: OECD (2000), Economic Outlook, Table 16.

GDP Deflator s — Percentage change from previous period

1990 1997 1999 2000
Irelandt 0.7 4.4 3.8 4.3
Denmark 3.6 16 2.6 2.6
Netherlands 2.3 2.0 15 2.7
UK 7.6 2.9 2.9 3.2

Source: OECD (2000), Economic Outlook, Table 14, and Department of
Finance, Budget 2000.

Note: Irish figuresfor 1997 and 1999 are from the Department of Finance,
Budget 2000, Satistics and Tables; 2000: CSO (2001) National Income
and Expenditure, 2000.
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A. Economic

A(i) Macroeconomic Performance (2.1)

Indicator A.5: General Government financial balances — surplus or
deficit as a percentage of nominal GDP.

Definition: Trends in Genera Government financial balances;
surplug/(deficit) as a percentage of nominal GDP.

Rationale for Incluson: The Programme for Prosperity and
Fairness agreed by the socia partners is predicated on and
dependent upon achieving continued strong non-inflationary
economic growth. It states that in conditions of strong growth and
against a background of favourable demographic trends, fiscal
policy is to be conducted with the goal of maintaining significant
budgetary surpluses in each year of the Programme. This fisca
parameter will lead to a further reduction in the burden of national
indebtedness, freeing up further resources to underpin the
sustainability of public policies (2.1).

Used asan Indicator by: OECD.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available in the OECD
publication Economic Outlook. The most recent edition of this was
published in 2000. Data are also available in the Department of

Finance publication, Budget 2001: Statistics and Tables, published
in 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Trendsin General Government Financial balances— surplus/ (deficit) asa
percentage of nominal GDP

1990 1997 20001
Ireland (2.2 0.7 4.7
Denmark (2.0 0.1 2.8
Netherlands (5.7) (2.1 0.6
UK (1.5) (2.0) 11

Source: OECD (2000) OECD Economic Outlook December 2000 p.272, and
Department of Finance (2000), Budget 2001, Statistics and Tables.

Note:  Figuresfor 2000 are projections.
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A. Economic

A(i) Macroeconomic Performance (2.1)

Indicator A.6: Debt/GNP
Debt/GDP

Definition: The National Debt is calculated net of domestic and
foreign liquid assets whereas the General Government Debt is
calculated on a gross basis. The debt of commercia state bodies is
excluded from both the National and General Government debt.

The General Government Debt includes the cumulative gross debt
of the local authorities and the non-commercial State-sponsored
bodies as well as nearly all of the National Debt measured on a
gross basis. It excludes Centra Government liabilities to
institutions classified within the General Government Sector; these
are included in the National Debt.

Rationale for Inclusion: This is a standard measure of overall
economic performance.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available from the
Department of Finance in their publication (2000), Budget 2001:
Satistics and Tables.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Trend in National Debt and General Gover nment Debt

1990 25,083 99.0 26,802 93.7
1997 30,689 66.1 34,342 65.1
1999 31,383 53.1 34,621 50.1
2000 39.1

Source: Department of Finance (2000), Budget 2001, Statistics and Tables.
2000: www.irlgov.ie.

Note: 1. ESA basisfrom 1990.

General Government grossfinancial liabilities—as a per centage of nominal

GDPL

[ e [ aeer | 2000 |
Ireland 93.7 65.1 429
Denmark 65.8 64.7 50.8
Netherlands | 75.6 703 59.7
UK 39.1 58.9 49.7
EU (15) 58.2 75.7 70.9

Source: OECD (2000) OECD Economic Outlook December 2000, p.276.

Note: 1. General Government gross financia liabilities are based on
ESA95/SNA93 definitions.

2. Figures for 2000 are OECD projections.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A.7: Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) inflows as a
percentage of GDP.

Definition: Foreign Direct Investment Inflows as a percentage of
Gross Domestic Product.

Rationale for Inclusion: The internationally traded FDI sector has
made a very strong contribution to Irish economic growth and
development. Given the need to continue to achieve a significant
level of job gains and to achieve a better regiona distribution of
internationally-traded sector employment, Ireland will need to
continue to offer an eattractive overall package to mobilise
investment. Financial incentives are only one component of the
overall package of support for FDI; other key factors are the
availability of a skilled and educated labour force, a consistent and
transparent corporate tax regime, high quality infrastructure and
competitiveness business services (NESC, 1999).

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, National Competitiveness
Council.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available in the OECD
publication Main Economic Indicators. The most recent edition of
this was published in 2000. Data are also avalable in the
Competitiveness Council’s Annual Competitiveness Reports, which
are based on the OECD data.
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BASELINE SITUATION
FDI Inflow as a per centage of GDP

1997 1998
Ireland? 2.72 31
Denmark 0.82 3.7
Netherlands 24 59
UK 29 4.7
EU 1.2 -

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000), Annual Competitiveness
Report 2000.

Note: 1. GNP for Ireland.
2. Datarefers to 1996.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A.8: Percentage of Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) by
Region.

Proxy: New Employment created by foreign-owned companies by
Region.

Definition: Employment Creation by foreign-owned firms i.e. the
number of new permanent jobs created by foreign-owned firms.

Rationale for Inclusion: The proportion of FDI by region is not
available and according to the IDA is unlikely to be produced in the
future. New employment created by foreign owned firms acts as a
proxy for the level of investment in the regions by foreign-owned
companies. This reflects employment created due to new invest-
ment by foreign-owned firms entering the regions, and aso
employment created by the expansion of foreign-owned firms
aready in place.

Used asan Indicator by: Forfés.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are collected on an annual
basis through the Forfas Employment Survey. This covers foreign-
owned firms supported by IDA, Enterprise Ireland, Shannon
Development and Udaras na Gaeltachta. Data on Irish-owned firms
Isalso collected and is shown below for comparative purposes. This
Is available for the eight NUTS Il regions, athough only the total
number of jobs created is published in the annual report. Dataon job
gains (new jobs), job losses and net change has been supplied by
Forfas.
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BASELINE SITUATION

New Permanent Jobs Created by Foreign-Owned Companies Supported
by IDA Ireland, Enterprise Ireland, Shannon Development and
Udar as na Gaeltachta 1994, 1997, 2000.

Job Gains Job L osses inNgngllg;r?l;t

1994 | 1997 | 2000 | 1994 | 1997 | 2000 | 1994 | 1997 | 2000
All regions |11,564|16,126(25,371|—6,347|-6,224|-9,330| 5,217 | 9,902 | 16,041
South-East | 876 | 946 |1,075| -821 | 543 | 925| 55 | 403 | 150
Border 1,452 {1,042 | 1,807 | —327 | -803 |-1,469| 1,125| 239 | 338
Mid-West |1,710|1,508 | 2,617 | —829 | 677 | 939 | 881 | 831 | 1,678
South-West | 1,289 | 1,662 | 4,359 (-1,359-1,186| —721 | —70 | 476 | 3,638
Dublin 3,136 | 6,318 | 9,940 |-1,701]-1,756/—3,105| 1,435 | 4,562 | 6,835
West 1,346 (1,794 | 2,640 | =753 | =702 | =770 | 593 | 1,092 | 1,870
Mid-East | 1,284 (2,272 | 2,252 | —295 | —130 | 680 | 989 |2,142| 1,572
Midlands 471 | 584 | 681 | —262 | 427 | —721 | 209 | 157 | 40

Source: Figures provided by Forfas.
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New Permanent Jobs Created by Irish-Owned Companies Supported
by Enterprise Ireland, Shannon Development and Udar as na Gaeltachta
1994, 1997, 2000.

All Regions |11,488|14,435 | 6,138 | -9,555(-8,297 11,505 1,933 | 6,138 | 6,847
South-East | 1,444 | 1,325 | 300 |-1,269/-1,025(-1,019| 175 | 300 | 308
Border 1,765 (1,746 | 435 |-1,392|-1,311|-1,913| 373 | 435 | —263
Mid-West | 1,137 | 853 | 133 | —931 | —720 (-1,065| 206 | 133 | -3
South-West | 1,393 | 1,673 | 656 |-1,343-1,017|-1,116| 50 | 656 | 2,188
Dublin 2,833 | 5,490 | 2,888 |-2,926|—2,602|-3,814| —93 | 2,888 | 3,511
West 1,292 (1,407 | 653 | —726 | =754 |-1,206| 566 | 653 | 694
Mid-East | 1,069 1,140 | 601 | —732 | 539 | —750 | 337 | 601 | 545
Midlands 555 | 801 | 472 | 236 | -329 | 622 | 319 | 472 | 133

Source: Figures provided by Forfas.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A.9: Total Investment as a percentage of GNP and GDP

Definition: Gross fixed capital formation (GFCF) as a percentage
of GNP and GDP. This refers to public and private capital
formation.

Gross fixed capital formation consists of resident producers
acquisitions, less disposals, of fixed assets during a given period
plus certain additions to the value of non-produced assets realised
by the productive activity of producer or institutional units. Fixed
assets are tangible or intangible assets produced as outputs from
processes of production that are themselves used repeatedly or
continuously in processes of production for more than one year
(Central Statistics Office)

Rationale for Inclusion: This is a standard measure of overall
economic performance.

Used asan Indicator by: Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sour ces: Data are available from the Central
Statistics Office, in their annua publication National Income and
Expenditure. This was last published in August 2000 and contains
data up to and including 1999. International data are available on
request from Eurostat.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Gross Fixed Capital Formation at Current Market Pricesand asa
percentage of GNP and GDP

Description 1990 1997 1998 1999
£ million

Dwellings 1,146 3,359 4,185 5,209
Roads 211 420 506 605
Other building and construction 1,294 2,359 2,906 3,546
Costo sssnq atec é‘i’:gstrang o 186 | 404 | 522 686
Transport Equipment 1,082 1,628 1,960 2,937
Agricultural Machinery 92 174 197 225
Other machinery and equipment 1,167 1,960 2,654 2,621
Software 60 109 131 192
Exploration 12 161 138 79
Artistic originals 37 76 75 76
Grossfixed capital formation 5,287 10,650 | 13,275 16,175
As % of GDP 185% | 20.2% | 22.0% | 23.4%!1
As % of GNP 21.0% | 23.0% | 25.0% | 27.4%!?

Source: Central Statistics Office (2000) National Income and Expenditure 1999,
Tables5 and 15.

Note: 1. Preliminary.

Gross Fixed Capital Formation as a Percentage of GDP

1997 1998 1999 2000
Ireland 20.2 220 234 —
Denmark 20.3 21.3 21.2 229
Netherlands 215 215 221 222
UK 17.3 18.6 191 19
EU 15 20.0 20.6 211 21.3

Source: Provided by Eurostat, Economy and Finance Information Section.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A.10: Nominal unit labour costs, average annual
percentage change.

Definition: Change in labour costs per unit of output produced.

Rationale for Inclusion: Labour costs are central to competitive-
ness.

Used as an Indicator by: Eurostat and OECD.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available from the
Department of Finance. Date are aso available in the Eurostat
publication, EC Economic Data Pocket Book, most recently
published in 2000 and the OECD publication OECD Economic
Outlook. The most recent edition was published in December 2000.

BASELINE SITUATION
Index of Unit Labour Costsin the Business Sector — National Currency

Ireland Netherlands UK
1987 100.0 100.0 100.0
1990 99.7 100.0 126.8
1997 108.0 111.6 151.4
19991 113.9 116.9 165.5

Source: Department of Finance (2000) Budgetary and Economic Statistics May
2000, Table 44.

Note: 1. Estimate.
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Nominal Unit Labour Costs percentage change

1990 1997 20001
Ireland 1.0 05 | 25(2.2)2
Denmark 23 13 | 1924y
Netherlands| 1.5 11 | 2.4(20)
UK 96 29 | 26(3.7)2
EU (15) 6.2 10 | 0.9(13)2

Source: Eurostat (2000), EC Economic Data Pocket Book December 2000 and
OECD (2000) OECD Economic Outlook, June 2000, p.257.

Note: 1. Figuresfor 2000 are DG ECOFIN economic forecasts (Spring 2000).
2. Figuresin brackets are OECD projections for 2000.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A.11: Manufacturing Export Diversification by Country
and Sector.

Definition: Thisindicator measures:

(a) the degree to which exports are concentrated in one market or a
number of small markets. The more evenly spread the export
pattern of a country the lower the standard deviation; and

(b) the degree to which industrial exports are concentrated in one
sector or asmall number of sectors.

Rationale for Incluson: The greater the degree of export
concentration, the greater the level of vulnerability to asymmetric
sectoral or geographical shocks. Irish export concentration is
currently extremely concentrated, reflecting the high dependence of
the Irish economy on multinational enterprises and the UK.

The top five exporting sectors of manufacturing industries
accounted for 59.9 per cent of Irish exports in 1999, compared to
58.2 per cent in 1998. These sectors include computer equipment,
organic  chemicals, e€lectricd machinery, medical and
pharmaceutical products and telecoms equipment (National
Competitiveness Council, 2000:68).

The top five markets for Irish exports in 1999 were the UK,
Germany, USA, France and the Netherlands. They accounted for
63.6 per cent of exportsin 1999.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, National Competitiveness
Council.

Data Sources and Availability: Data are available in the National
Competitiveness Council’s Annual Reports, which refer to the
OECD database. However, while the most recent edition was
published in 2000, the data given relate to 1995, which makes it
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relevant only as a benchmark for the period before Ireland’s rapid
economic expansion.

BASELINE SITUATION

Manufacturing Exports Concentration — standar d deviation of exports by
country and sector

Ireland 0.0481 0.115
Denmark 0.0405 0.086
Netherlands 0.0468 0.090
UK 0.0413 0.107

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000), Annual Report 2000,
Table A8.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A.12: Investment by Business in Research &
Development (R&D).

Definition: This is the amount of money invested in R&D by
Businesses as a proportion of GDP.

Rationale for Inclusion: In a global economy increasingly driven
by technology and technological changes, simply following the lead
set by other countries will ultimately limit productivity. It is
important that as much R&D asis possible takes place here in order
to ensure that Ireland develops both a skill base and a reputation for
excellence in this increasingly important area. Businesses have a
key roleto play here in supplementing Government investment.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, National Competitiveness
Council.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available for Ireland in
the Annual Competitiveness Reports (Table A7) produced by the
National Competitiveness Council. These draw on material from the
OECD and also provide an international comparison. The most
recently published data on investment by business on R&D refer to
1997 for the majority of countries.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Investment in R& D by Businesses as a Per centage of GDP

1996 1997

Ireland 1.13 1.18
Rank 13 of 27 | Rank 10 of 26

Denmark 1.05 1.191
Rank 11 of 27 | Rank 9 of 26

Netherlands 1.09 1.15
Rank 10 of 27 | Rank 11 of 26

UK 1.34 1.22
Rank 8 of 27 | Rank 8 of 26

EU 1.15 1.14

OECD 1.45 1.53

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000) Annual Competitiveness
Report 2000, Table A7, and (1998) Annual Competitiveness Council
Report 1998, Table A7.

Note: 1. 1998 data.
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A. Economic

A(ii) Competitiveness (2.1)

Indicator A. 13: Government Appropriations and Outlays on R&D
as aproportion of GDP (Gboard).

Definition: This comprises Government expenditure on Research
and Development activities as a proportion of GDP.

Rationale for Inclusion: Thisillustrates the level of priority given
by national government to the development of a technologically
advanced economy, a knowledge-based society, a skilled and
adaptable workforce and population that can embrace technological
advances. It is important that as much R&D as is possible takes
place in Ireland in order to ensure that both a skill base and a good
reputation in this increasingly important area is developed. This
indicator can, in most instances, be further broken down to
expenditure by sector, thereby showing the level of priority attached
to different sectors.

Used asan Indicator by: Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available for Ireland and
the OECD in the Eurostat Yearbook: A Statistical Eye on Europe.
The most recent edition of this was published in 2000 and the most
recent data contained here relate to 1998.

BASELINE SITUATION
Government Appropriationsand Outlayson R& D as a proportion of GDP

(Gboard)
1997 1998
Ireland 0.32% 0.31%

EU15 | 0.79% | 0.76% (estimate)

Source: Eurostat (2000), Satistical Yearbook: A Satistical Eye on Europe.
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A. Economic

A(iii) Infrastructure (2.3)

Indicator A.14: Road Infrastructure indicator.

Definition: Thisisacomposite indicator using data on the length of
the motorway network, the trunk road network, secondary roads and
the population density.

Rationale for Inclusion: The road infrastructure indicator is one of
the key competitiveness indicators used by the National
Competitiveness Council. An effective, well-functioning transporta-
tion infrastructure is essential to overall economic performance and
competitiveness. In view of the lrish economy’s peripheral
geographic location and its very high dependence on international
trade and flows of inward investment, transport and logistics
facilitating the movement of goods and people quickly, reliably and
at reasonable cost are essential for competitiveness.

The strong economic growth of the past number of years has
highlighted the inadequacies of the country’s physical infrastructure
and the need for substantial modernisation. Transport infrastructure
investment in Ireland is among the lowest in the EU and hasled to a
significant capacity constraint. The top performing quarter of
countries spent an average of almost 2.7 times as much on
infrastructure per capitaas Ireland did over the period 1990 to 1996.

Roads are the predominant mode of internal traffic in Ireland. Such
a high dependence on roads is atypical of most other EU member
states. At the same time road density is below the EU average. In
terms of road infrastructure Ireland is at the bottom of the
international comparison. In view of the wide gap that has opened
up between the capacity of Ireland’s road network and the demands
being made upon it, further convergence in car ownership levels
towards international norms will severely exacerbate pressure on
road capacity. Thiswill make intensification of transport congestion
inevitable and act as a serious constraint on the economy’s growth.
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Significant upgrading of the road network is therefore urgently
required.

The Council notes that while improvements in the road network are
required, improvements in public transport, particularly in urban
areas, can provide an aternative to private car use that is consistent
with environmental concerns, lessen congestion and reduce
commuting times.

Used as an Indicator by: National Competitiveness Council, EU
and OECD.

Data Availability and Sour ces. National Competitiveness Council,
Annual Competitiveness Reports — using data from the EU
Transport in Figures Satistical Handbook 2000 and the European
Conference of Ministers of Transport (OECD) Satistical Trends in
Transport 1965-1994.

BASELINE SITUATION

1992 1994 1996
Ireland 2,029 4,336 4,773
Denmark 11,981 12,545 39,336
Netherlands 24,039 22,653 39,257
UK 12,229 11,569 11,786
EU = = 47,000

Source: National Competitiveness Council, Annual Competitiveness Report
2000, Annual Competitiveness Report 1999, Annual Competitiveness
Report 1998.
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A. ECONOMIC

A(iii) Infrastructure (2.3)

Indicator A.15: Rall Infrastructure indicator.

Definition: Thisisacomposite indicator using data on the length of
the raill network, the percentage electrified and the population
density.

Rationale for Inclusion: An effective, well-functioning
transportation infrastructure is essential to overall economic
performance and competitiveness. In view of the Irish economy’s
peripheral geographic location, its very high dependence on
international trade and flows of inward investment, transport and
logistics facilitating the movement of goods and people quickly,
reliably and at reasonable cost are essential for competitiveness.

The strong economic growth of the past number of years has
highlighted the inadequacies of the country’s physical infrastructure
and the need for substantial modernisation. Transport infrastructure
investment in Ireland is among the lowest in the EU and has lead to
a significant capacity constraint. The top performing quarter of
countries spent an average of almost 2.7 times as much on
infrastructure per capita as Ireland did, over the period 1990 to
1996.

Currently roads are the predominant mode of internal traffic in
Ireland, which is atypical of most other EU member states. At the
same time rail haulage is among the lowest in the EU, and is twice
aslow asthe EU average. Rall infrastructure is the worst in the EU
and rail vehicles are among the lowest per capitain the EU. Without
adequate infrastructure, businesses will not use the railways and
without sufficient usage rail services are not attractive for
investment. In addition, improvementsin public transport, including
rail, particularly in urban areas, can provide an alternative to private
car use that is consistent with environmental concerns and will
lessen congestion and reduce commuting times.
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Used asan Indicator by: National Competitiveness Council.

Data Availability and Sour ces. National Competitiveness Council,
Annual Competitiveness Reports — using data from the EU
Transport in Figures Satistical Handbook 2000 and the European
Conference of Ministers of Transport (OECD) Satistical Trends in
Transport 1965-1994.

BASELINE SITUATION

1992 1994 1998
Ireland 288 287 291
Denmark 2,897 3,878 6,107
Netherlands 8,744 8,771 8,815
UK 5,851 6,034 5,902
EU = = 9,410

Source: National Competitiveness Council, Annual Competitiveness Report
2000, Annual Competitiveness Report 1999, Annual Competitiveness
Report 1998.
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A. Economic

A(iv) Information Society (4.4)

Indicator A.16: Percentage of ICT-related exports.

Definition: Percentage of information and communications tech-
nology-related exports.

Rationale for Inclusion: This indicator measures the technology
intensity of external trade. This provides an indication of develop-
ment of the ICT sector and the level of dependence of an economy
ontradein thisarea.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, Information Society
Commission.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available in the OECD
publication, Measuring the ICT Sector, most recently published in
2000, and from the Information Society Commission.

BASELINE SITUATION
Percentage of ICT-related Exports

1998
Ireland 32.6
Denmark 8.3
Netherlands 14.6
UK 15.0

Source: Information Society Commission (2000), Update on Benchmarking
Ireland as an Information Society, September 2000.
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A. Economic

A(iv) Information Society (4.4)

Indicator A.17: Internet users and on-line hosts per 1,000
popul ation.

Definition: Internet users and on-line hosts per 1,000 population.

Rationale for Inclusion : Internet access is a key indicator in
measuring participation in the Information Society. One of the aims
of the Information Society Commission was to encourage the
uptake of new technologies among the general popul ace.

The Commission identified a gap between those classed as ‘early
adopters’ of new technology and those who are ‘late adopters'.
Early adopters are identified as being young, urban, employed and
professional, with high incomes and high educationa attainment.
L ate adopters are characterised as being older, rural/deprived urban
and outside the workforce (e.g. housewives, non-professional) with
lower income and lower educational attainment. Individuals and
communities experiencing social exclusion generally in society are
also at most risk of exclusion from the Information Society.

New technology can contribute to greater equality in sociad,
economic and political terms by allowing individuals and groups to:
® enhance citizenship and social rights;
® share experience and information and learn from others;
® acquire skillsto improve economic independence;
[ J

promote partnership and community development through
supporting strong local networks; and

® overcome the traditional disadvantages of geographical
isolation.

In order to succeed as an Information Society the potential of new
technology must be harnessed for the benefit of all citizens
(Information Society, 2000).
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Used as an Indicator by: OECD, United Nations, Information
Society Commission.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available from the
Information Society Commission, the OECD report, IT Outlook,
most recently published in 2000. and the United Nations Develop-
ment Programme, Human Development Report, published annually.

BASELINE SITUATION
Number of Internet Usersper 1,000 population

1995 1998 2000
Ireland 11.2 72 214
Denmark 38.3 179 432
Netherlands 38.8 125 429
UK 25.6 137 328

Source: Information Society Commission (2000), Update on Benchmarking
Ireland as an Information Society.

PCsper 1,000 population

1996 1998 1996 1998
Austria 148.0 252.0 Spain 94.2 144.8
Belgium 167.3 286.0 Sweden 214.9 361.4
Finland 182.1 349.2 UK 192.6 263.0
France 150.7 207.8 Australia 311.3 411.6
Germany 233.2 304.7 || Canada 1925 330.0
Greece 334 51.9 China 3.0 8.9
Ireland 145.0 2717 India 15 2.7
Italy 92.3 173.4 Japan 128.0 237.2
Netherlands | 232.0 3176 | US 362.4 458.6
Portugal 60.5 813

Source: World Bank (1998, 2001) World Development Indicators 1998, 2001.
Datafor 1999 included in the World Devel opment Indicators 2001 are
from the International Telecommunication Union’s (ITU) World
Telecommunication Development Report 1999.
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Households with a home computer (Quarter 3/1998 and Quarter 4/2000)

Source: Central Statistics Office (2001), Quarterly National Household Survey,
Home Computing, Fourth Quarter 2000, CSO.



Internet connection as a per centage of households with a computer

1998 2000
Regional Authority
Border 221 62.0
Dublin 310 66.5
Mid-East 26.0 64.1
Midland 217 55.4
Mid-West 234 58.1
South-East 253 63.0
South-West 2888 62.9
West 230 57.0
Sex of reference person
Male 28.2 64.8
Female 25.1 61.4
I LO Economic Status of reference person
In employment 27.9 64.9
Unemployed 20.1 54.0
Not economically active 24.4 58.8
No. of persons employed in the household
None 239 52.7
1 26.7 61.9
2 285 64.9
3 or more 23.7 64.5
All households with a computer 26.8 63.0

Source: Central Statistics Office (2001), Quarterly National Household Survey,
Home Computing, Fourth Quarter 2000, CSO, Table 3.
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A. Economic

A(iv) Information Society (4.4)

Indicator A.18: Percentage of schools linked to high-speed
networks.

Definition: High-speed networks refers to those who have internet
access by ISDN.

Rationale for Inclusion: Under the eEurope 2002 Action Plan the
member states commit themselves to

provide all schools and students with convenient access to the
Internet and multi-media resources (where appropriate using
Structural Funds) — deadline end-2001;

provide training, where appropriate to all teachers — deadline
end-2002;

adapt school curricula to enable new ways of learning, using
information and communication technologies — deadline end-
2002; and

ensure that al pupils have the possibility of being digitally
literate by the time they leave school — deadline end-2002.

The objectives of the Department of Education and Science for the
2000-2002 period are :

that every classroom will be connected to the Internet with high-
speed access;

that the ratio of pupils to computers will be significantly
reduced,;

that Irish teachers will have the most comprehensive training
available to them; and

that technology will be used to implement the most advanced
curriculum support programme in the world.

The Information Society Commission have adopted the indicator:
Number of PCs per 1,000 pupils. This, they state, will give an
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indication of the penetration of new technologies within schools.
They recognise that this is a basic measure, which could be
supplemented with an indicator on PCs with Internet connections to
get amore comprehensive picture.

Data source: Some data are available from the National Centre for
Technology in Education, which was established under the aegis of
the Department of Education and Science to implement the Schools
IT2000 initiative. It carried out a survey in 1998 and again in 2000.
In the 2000 survey all primary and post-primary schools were sent
guestionnaires, with areturn rate of 80 per cent. Some data from the
survey are provided below, although a report has not yet been
published. Some of the preliminary data are also published in the
Third Report of the Information Society Commission (December,
2000).

BASELINE SITUATION

Per centage of schoolslinked to high-speed networks
(Based on figures available from the NCTE for June 2000)

1998 2000 % increase

Approximate no. of 36,048 59,651 65%
computersin primary and
secondary schools

Ratio of Pupilsto PCs Primary Schools | Primary Schools

35:1 17.7:1
Post Primary Post Primary
Schools Schools
16:1 13:1
Per centage of schools Primary Schools|Primary Schools
with Internet access - 14.9%
(ISDN) connection Post Primary Post Primary
Schools Schools
5.3% 69%

Source: Information Society Ireland (2000), Third Report of Ireland’s
Information Society Commission, December 2000 and the National
Centre for Technology in Education (unpublished data).
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A. Economic

A(iv) Information Society (4.4)

Indicator A.19: IT graduates as a percentage of all graduates.

Proxy: Computer science and mathematics graduates as a propor-
tion of al graduates.

Definition: The number of tertiary students graduating in computer
science and mathematics as a proportion of al graduates. This
includes those qualifications awarded by both non-university
tertiary institutions and universities.

Rationale for Inclusion: Given the now well-recognised growth in
the information and knowledge-based society and economy, it is
essential that a sufficient skillsbaseisavailableto Irish industry if it
is to keep pace with developments in this area. This is becoming
increasingly important with the growth in e-commerce. In addition,
the development of a workforce with a high level of technological
skills is essential if Ireland is to maintain its competitive position
and continue to attract foreign direct investment.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD, Information Society Commission

Data Availability and Sources: Although the OECD is now
producing information on graduates in computing, with data
available for 1998, the suggested proxy is considered more
appropriate as many mathematics courses contain training or
modules in computer programming.

Data are available for Ireland in the OECD publication, Education
at a Glance, which aso providesinternational data. The most recent
report was published in June 2000 and contains data referring to
1998 for the majority of countries. However, the basis of the
indicators used changes between previous reports and the current
one. Therefore, the data for 1998 given below are based on the
amalgamation of two categories. computing, and mathematics and
statistics. These are separated in the most recent report but were
presented as one category in previous editions.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Computer Science and Mathematics Graduates as a Proportion of all

Graduates
Ireland 6% 10.3% 6% 6.4%
OECD Average 3% 3.9% 3% 3.5%

Source: OECD (2000), Education at a Glance, 2000 Edition.
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B. Socio-Economic Indicators Promoting Autonomy/
Self Sufficiency

B(i) Labour Market (2.1)

Indicator B.1: Unemployment percentage of the Labour Force

Definition: Much discussion has taken place on the most
appropriate definition and consequently the count of the unem-
ployed. In Ireland three measures are used: the ILO unemployment
count, the Principa Economic Status (PES) count and the Live
Register count (see page 411-412 of Opportunities, Challenges and
Capacities for Choice for more detail on these measures). Here, the
ILO definition and count is used due to its rigour in classifying the
unemployed and its wide use in international comparisons. Using
this definition, the unemployed constitute those who have not
worked for pay for even one hour in the previous week, who have
actively sought work in the previous four weeks and who are
available to take up employment within two weeks.

Rationale for Inclusion: The unemployment rate is an indicator of
both the supply of and demand for labour, with low unemployment
being associated with economic growth and stability. In addition,
the risk of income poverty and consistent poverty, and therefore of
social exclusion is found to be high among the unemployed.
Reducing the rate of unemployment will go some way to reducing
both economic and social exclusion.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD, UN, Eurostat, World Bank.

Data Availability and Sources: For Ireland data are available up to
1997 in the annual Labour Force Surveys produced by the CSO.
Figures relate to the month of April, as this corresponds with the
date of the annual survey. Since 1997, data are available from the
Quarterly Nationa Household Survey. This provides one of the
most up-to-date counts of the unemployed and is given below. The
data used for international comparison are taken from the OECD
publication, Economic Outlook, June 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Unemployment Rates by Age and Gender for the Population
Aged 15 years and over

April 1990 April 1997 | Mar —May | Sep—Nov
2000 2000
Men 12.7 10.4 4.3 3.9
Women 14.0 10.3 4.2 3.8
Total 13.2 10.3 4.3 3.9

Source: Central Statistics Office, Labour Force Survey 1997 and Quarterly
National Household Survey, Fourth Quarter 2000.

Unemployment Rates by Age and Gender — I nternational Comparison

Ireland EU 15

1990 1997 1999 1990 1997 1999
Men
15-24 18.9 16.9 8.6 13.6 18.8 16.1
25-54 11.8 9.7 5.7 5.8 8.1 6.9
55- 64 85 6.4 4.2 6.2 9.3 84
Total 15-64| 12.8 10.6 6.1 6.7 9.6 8.2
Women
15-24 16.1 15.2 8.3 18.3 22.5 18.6
25-54 135 9.3 438 9.2 10.8 9.8
55 - 64 8.3 4.9 43 6.9 9.7 9.0
Total 15-64| 14.0 104 55 10.8 12.4 10.9
Population
15-24 17.6 16.1 8.5 15.8 20.5 17.2
25-54 12.4 9.5 58 6.8 9.3 8.1
55 - 64 8.4 6.0 4.2 6.5 9.5 8.6
Total 15-64| 13.2 105 5.8 8.4 10.8 9.3

Source: OECD, Employment Outlook, June 2000 Statistical Annex, Tables B

and C.
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Unemployment Rate classified by NUT S2 Region

Region April 1997 March —May 2000
Border, Midland and Western 10.5% 5.7%
Eastern and Southern 10.3% 3.8%
State 10.3% 4.3%

Source: CSO, Quarterly National Household Survey, February 2001, Table 6a.

Unemployment Rate classified by NUT S3 Regions

Region Mar-May 1998 | March-May 2000
Border 10.4% 6.6%
Midlands 8.0% 5.5%
West 6.6% 5.0%
Dublin 7.2% 3.4%
Mid-East 7.1% 3.7%
Mid-West 6.9% 4.0%
South-East 9.7% 4.9%
South-West 7.9% 3.8%
State 7.8% 4.3%

Source: CSO, Quarterly National Household Survey, February 2001, Table 6b

and December 1999, Table 4b.
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B. Socio-Economic I ndicator s Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(i) Labour Market (2.1)

Indicator B.2: Long-Term Unemployment as a percentage of the
Labour Force.

Definition: The Central Statistics Office refers to the long-term
unemployment rate as the number of persons unemployed for one
year or more expressed as a percentage of the total labour force. The
ILO classification, as used by the Central Statistics Office in their
Quarterly National Household Surveys, is used bel ow.

The OECD data presented below, while aso referring to persons
unemployed for one year or more, is expressed as a percentage of
total unemployed, rather than total labour force.

Rationalefor Inclusion: Therisk of income poverty and consistent
poverty, and therefore of socia exclusion, is particularly high
among those who are long term unemployed. Reducing the rate of
long-term unemployment will go some way to reducing both
economic and social exclusion. A commitment is given in the
Programme for Prosperity and Fairness to ‘effectively eliminate
long-term unemployment’ (4.2, Objectives).

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, UN, Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: For Ireland data are available up to
1997 in the annual Labour Force Surveys produced by the CSO.
Figures relate to the month of April, as this corresponds with the
date of the annua survey. Since 1997, data are available from the
Quarterly National Household Survey. This provides one of the
most up-to-date counts of the unemployed and is given below. The
data used for international comparison are taken from the OECD
publication, Economic Outlook, June 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Long-Term Unemployment Rate—1LO
(expressed as a percentage of thetotal labour force)

Period L ong-Term Unemployment Rate
April 1990 8.3%
April 1997 5.6%
Mar-May 2000 1.6%

Source: CSO, Quarterly National Household Survey, February 2001, Table 14.

Long-Term Unemployment by Sex

April 1997 Mar-May 2000

Men 6.3% 2.0%
Women 4.6% 1.0%
Total Persons 5.6% 1.6%

Source: CSO (2001), Quarterly National Household Survey, Fourth Quarter,
Table 15 and May 1998, Table 1 & 5.

Long-Term Unemployment by Region —NUTS 11 (expressed asa
per centage of total unemployment)

Region 1990 1997 1999
Border 70.0% 58.7% 50.1%
Midlands 57.3% 55.6% 54.3%
Mid East 65.5% 51.1% 36.9%
West 56.0% 46.9% 41.8%

Mid West 67.9% 50.8% 32.1%
South West 64.2% 49.0% 39.0%
South East 65.4% 57.0% 46.4%
Dublin 62.5% 56.9% 41.0%
State 63.9% 54.3% 40.6%

Source: CSO — Compiled by NDP/CSF Evaluation Unit.
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Long-Term Unemployment by Region —NUTSI11
(expressed as a percentage of total unemployment)

1990 1997 1999
Border, Midlandsand Western | 63.2% 54.0% 48.5%
Southern and Eastern 64.1% 54.2% 40.5%
Source: CSO — Compiled by NDP/CSF Evaluation Unit.
Incidence of Long-Term Unemployment in Europe
(expressed as a percentage of total unemployment)
1990 1997 1999 2000
Ireland 63.9% 54.3% | 40.6%! | 35.29%2
Denmark 29.9% 27.2% 20.5% -
Netherlands | 49.3% 49.1% 43.5% -
UK 34.4% 38.6% 29.8% -
EU 48.6% 50.1% 47.5% -

Source: OECD (2000), OECD Employment Outlook, June 2000, Table G, CSO

(2001), Quarterly National Household Survey, Fourth Quarter 2000.
1. Figure from the QNHS, Feb 2001, Table 14, refers to the period Sep-

Note:
Nov, 1999.

2. Figure from the QNHS, Feb 2001, Table 14, refersto the period Sep-

Nov, 2000.

Incidence of Long-Term Unemployment in Europe
(expressed as a percentage of total male and female unemployment)

1990 1997 1999 2000
Men |Women| Men |Women| Men Women| Men (Women
Ireland 71.1%| 56.8% | 63.3%| 46.9% |49.0%?1 28.0%! |44.9%2 20.1%2
Denmark 27.8%| 32.0% | 26.3%| 27.9% | 20.9%| 20.1% | — —
Netherlands|55.2% | 44.6% |49.9%| 48.5% | 47.7%| 40.4% | — -
UK 41.8% | 23.7% | 44.9%| 27.8% | 34.8%| 21.6% | — —
EU 47.0% | 50.1% | 48.5%| 51.8% | 46.2%| 48.9% | — —

Source: OECD (2000), OECD Employment Outlook, June 2000, Table G,

Central Statistics Office (2001), Quarterly National Household Survey,

Fourth Quarter 2000.
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Note: 1. Figure from the QNHS, Feb 2001, Table 15, refers to the period Sep-
Nov, 1999.

2. Figure from the QNHS, Feb 2001, Table 15, refers to the period Sep-
Nov, 2000.
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B. Socio-Economic Indicators Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(i) Labour Market (2.1)

Indicator B.3: Part-time employment as a percentage of the labour
force.

Definition: The Irish figures below present part-time employment
as a percentage of the total labour force. The OECD data presents
part-time employment as a percentage of employment and refers to
persons who usually work less than thirty hours per week in their
main job.

The CSO do not define ‘part-time employment’. It is left to the
respondent to self-assess the nature of their employment.

Rationale for Inclusion: Historically, the position has been that the
majority of part-time workers were women, and that these jobs in
general were low paid, with no or limited access to pensions and
other benefits, thus having a disproportionate impact on the pay and
conditions of women employees. Over the period 1986 to 1998 the
European Court of Justice has established that unequal treatment of
part-time workers could amount to unlawful indirect discrimination,
where the treatment impacted disproportionately on one sex.

Monitoring the extent of participation in part-time employment also
gives some indication as to the take-up by men and women of the
greater opportunities for flexible employment which are becoming
available, such asjob sharing, work sharing etc.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: For Ireland, data are available up
to 1997 in the annual Labour Force Surveys produced by the CSO.
Figures relate to the month of April, as this corresponds with the
date of the annual survey. Since 1997 data are available from the
Quarterly National Household Survey. This provides one of the
most up-to-date counts of the unemployed and is given below. The
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data used for international comparison are taken from the OECD
publication, Economic Outlook, June 2000.

BASELINE SITUATION
Part-time employment? as a per centage of the labour force

1990 April 1997 | Mar-May 2000
Men 2.9% 4.8% 6.9%
Women 14.6% 20.7% 29.4%
Total Persons 6.9% 11.0% 16.1%

Source: CSO, Labour Force Survey, 1990, Table 29, and Quarterly National
Household Survey, February 2001.

Note: 1. Refersto those classifying themselves as part-time not under-
employed and part-time under-employed as per |LO measurement.

Part-time employment as a proportion of men’s and women's employment

1990 1997 1999
Men Women Men | Women Men | Women
Ireland 42% | 20.5% 7.0% | 27.2% 7.9% | 31.9%
Denmark 10.2% | 29.6% | 11.1% | 242% | 89% | 22.7%
Netherlands - - 8.7% | 30.2% 72% | 26.9%
UK 53% | 39.5% 82% | 409% | 85% | 40.6%
Europe 42% | 27.0% 57% | 29.4% 6.0% | 30.3%

Source: OECD (2000), OECD Employment Outlook, June 2000, Table E.
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B. Socio-Economic Indicators Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(ii) Family-friendly policies (1.3, Annex |V and 4.3)

Indicator B.4: Percentage of workers in enterprises adopting
family-friendly practices such as job sharing, work-sharing, part-
time work, flexi-time, flexi-place/teleworking and term-time
working.

Definition: Family-friendly work arrangements (FFWAS) refer to
the range of work arrangements that exceed the statutory minimum
and which assist employees to combine employment with their
caring responsibilities and personal life outside the workplace. Such
arrangements include job sharing, work-sharing, part-time work,
flexi-time, flexi-place/teleworking and term-time working (Equality
Authority).

Rationale for Inclusion: The development of appropriate measures
to assist in reconciling work and family life isimportant to underpin
economic and equality objectives. Family-friendly working
arrangements assist employees to balance work with life outside the
workplace and also assist employers to recruit and train a versatile
workforce, which is essential in a tightening labour market. The
importance of facilitating equality of opportunity for men and
women in the workplace aso underscores the desirability of
developing policies that can assist parents in reconciling work and
family life.

The 1999 EU Employment Guidelines have detailed the importance
of designing, implementing and promoting family-friendly policies.
The NESC has also indicated a need for striking a balance between
work and family responsibilities.

Used as an Indicator by: Quantitative measure not used, but there
Is increasing emphasis on the concept in analysis of labour markets
by the EU and the OECD.
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Data Availability and Sources. While work has been carried out
by the Equality Authority on family-friendly work arrangementsin
small and medium-sized enterprises, by IBEC with regard to its
members and by the Department of Social Community and Family
Affairs and the IPA on the role of flexible working arrangements in
balancing work and family life, no data are available on a national
basis on the percentage of workers in enterprises adopting family-
friendly practices.

Under the Programme for Prosperity and Fairness the Government
and Socia Partners agreed that a National Framework for Family-
Friendly Policies should be established to support family-friendly
policies at the level of enterprise. IBEC, public sector employers
and ICTU agreed to undertake a number of actions within the
framework (p.44). A Nationa Family-friendly Framework
Committee was charged with the task of implementing this
agreement. The Committee is comprised of representatives of
IBEC, Public Sector employers and ICTU and is chaired by the
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. The Committee
is currently examining how the situation regarding the number of
enterprises adopting family-friendly practices can be monitored.

Until data become available one possible proxy measure which
could be used is the percentage of public service workers in
enterprises adopting family-friendly practices.
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B. Socio-Economic I ndicator s Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(ii) Family-friendly Policies (1.3, Annex 1V and 4.3)

Indicator B.5: Employment rates for men and women aged 20 to
44 years with and without a child aged 0-5.

Definition: A comparative index compares employment rates for
men and women without children and with a child 0-5 years. The
closer the value of the index to one the more similar is the impact of
parenthood on the employment rates of women and men. In
interpreting this table it is important to bear in mind that the mid-
range scores for Spain, Italy and Greece are due to the fact that they
have exceptionally low employment rates for women without
children.

Rationale for Inclusion: While female labour force participation
has been rising rapidly, it still remains low by internationa
standards for women with young children. Despite the substantial
increase in female labour force participation, barriers exist that
hinder even greater participation. The most significant of these is
the availability of good quality, affordable childcare in addition to
other family-friendly workplace policies, such as paid parenta
leave, worksharing, etc. Choice with regard to participation in the
labour market is important in terms of (a) facilitating equality of
opportunity for men and women in the workplace (b) women’s
economic independence, and (¢) maximising labour supply in a
tightening labour market.

Data Sources and Availability: The most recent available data are
from the 1997 European Labour Force Survey.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Employment ratesfor 20 to 44 year olds with and without a child aged 0-5

Comparative| Men Women Men Women
Index No children|No children|Child aged 0-5 | Child aged 0-5
Ireland 1.9 81 81 87 46
Germany 18 83 83 90 49
L uxembourg 1.8 93 84 98 49
UK 1.7 85 87 90 53
Spain 1.7 88 67 90 40
Netherlands 1.6 88 86 95 60
Italy 1.6 91 68 92 45
France 15 79 72 91 56
Greece 15 82 60 96 48
Austria 13 89 85 94 68
Belgium 12 87 7 92 66
Portugal 12 92 83 96 72
EU 12 1.7 84 79 91 52

Source: European Commission (1999), Joint Employment Report 1999,
Luxembourg: Office of Official Publications of the European
Communities.
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B. Socio-Economic Indicators Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(iii) Education (2.1/3.1 and 4.1)

Indicator B.6: Percentage of the population (25-64) that has
attained at least upper second-level education and sub-groups
within this.

Definition: Asabove.

Upper secondary level usually consists of two to five years of
schooling. Admission into educational programmes at the upper
secondary level requires the completion of the lower secondary
level of education or a combination of basic education and
vocational experience that demonstrates an ability to handle the
subject matter. Upper secondary level education may be either
terminal, preparing students for entry directly into working life, or
preparatory, preparing students for tertiary education.

Rationale for Inclusion: A well-educated population is important
for the social and economic well-being of countries and individuals.
Education plays a role in providing individuals with knowledge,
skills and competencies to participate more effectively in society.
Level of educational qualification is particularly associated with
labour market experience, with upper secondary education widely
considered as the minimum level required to protect people, to a
certain extent, from unemployment over their lifecycle. Given the
very close link between labour market experience and poverty,
education is also closely associated with risk and experience of
poverty and social exclusion.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, National Competitiveness
Council, National Anti-Poverty Strategy.

Data Availability and Sources. Data on attainment and retention
are available in OECD, Education at a Glance, last published in
2000, and in the National Competitiveness Council’s Annual
Competitiveness Reports, using OECD Data.
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Data on the socio-economic background of persons with various
levels of education is taken from the study Social Background of
Higher Education Entrants. This is the fourth National Survey of
entrants to higher education compiled for the Higher Education
Authority by Professor Patrick Clancy and Joy Wall on behalf of the
Higher Education Authority.

BASELINE SITUATION

Per centage of the population (25-64) that has attained at least upper second
level education

1992 1996 1998
Men | Women [Total | Men | Women | Total | Men | Women | Total
Ireland 39% | 45% |42% | 47%| 54% [50% |48%| 54% |51%
Denmark [63% | 54% |59% | 70%| 62% |66% |81%| 76% |78%
Netherlands| 64% | 52% |58% | 68%| 57% |63% |69%| 60% |64%
UK1 74% | 62% |68% |81%| 71% |[76%|70%| 50% |60%

Source: OECD (1998 and 2000), Education at a Glance 1998 A1.2b, Education
at a Glance 2000, Table A2.2a., and OECD Education Statistics, 1985-
1992.

Note: 1. Some of the change between 1996 and 1998 is as aresult of a
differencein classification of programmes.

Per centage of the population that has attained at least upper secondary
education, by age group, 1998

25-64 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64
Ireland 51% 67% 56% 41% 31%
Denmark 78% 85% 80% 78% 67%
Netherlands| 64% 74% 68% 59% 50%
UK 60% 63% 62% 58% 53%

Source: OECD (2000), Education at a Glance 2000, Table A2.2a.
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Retention Ratesto the end of the Upper Secondary School Cyclefor Ireland

1994 1997 1999
Male 74.4 74.5 76.5
Females| 83.8 85.5 86.8
Total 79.0 79.9 81.6

Source: McCoy, S. and B. Whelan, (1995, 1998 and 2000) The Economic Satus
of School Leavers: Results from the School Leavers Survey, Dublin:
Department of Education and Science, Department of Enterprise, Trade
and Employment and the Economic and Social Research Institute.
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B. Socio-Economic I ndicator s Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(iii) Education (2.1/3.1 and 4.1)

Indicator B.7: Percentage of the adults at each literary level.

Definition: Respondents to the International Adult Literacy Survey
(IALS) were asked to carry out various tasks that might be
encountered in everyday life. Three scales of literacy were devised
and tested: ‘prose literacy’ (the knowledge and skills required to
understand and use information from texts such as news stories);
‘document literacy’ (the knowledge and skillsrequired to locate and
use information contained in various formats such as job applica
tions, payroll forms, tables); and ‘quantitative literacy’ (the
knowledge and skills required to apply arithmetical operations to
numbers).

Performance at literacy level three is considered desirable in order
to avoid difficulties in coping with social and economic life in a
modern society. The proportion of the population performing at
levels one and two can therefore be taken to represent those persons
below the desirable minimum. For example, at level two a person
could deal only with materia that is simple, clearly laid out, and in
which the tasks involved are not too complex. It denotes a weak
level of skill, but more hidden than level one. It identifies people
who can read, but test poorly. They may have developed coping
skills to manage everyday literacy demands, but their low level of
proficiency makes it difficult for them to face novel demands, such
aslearning new job skills (OECD, 2000).

Rationale for Inclusion: An aternative to measuring the stock of
human capital via educational qualifications is a direct assessment
of adults’ skills. Measures of educational attainment do not certify a
set of skills that is consistent across countries and they ignore less
formal learning. The IALS was designed to measure adult literacy
skills by the assessment of proficiency levels, using materials
derived from specific contexts within countries.
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Adequate literacy skills are essential in order to fully participate in
society, both at an economic level in terms of employment and
therefore income and at an individual level in terms of personal
development and civic participation. They are in turn directly
relevant to risk of poverty and marginalisation. Low literacy skills
are associated with a higher incidence of long-term unemployment
as opposed to short-term unemployment and also have a substantial
impact on wage levels (OECD, 2000).

Used asan Indicator by: OECD, Statistics Canada.

Data Availability and Sources. International data are contained in
the OECD’s Education at a Glance, 2000. Although this is an
annual publication, the data used in both the 1998 and 2000 editions
refer to data collected as part of the International Adult Literacy
Survey (1994-1996). While this survey has not been replicated, it
has been carried out in fourteen other countries/territories/regions
since then. Results for all of these and the countries in which the
survey was originaly carried out are contained in the OECD
publication, Literacy in the Information Age, published in 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Per centage of the population (16-65 years)! at each Literacy Level
(1994-1998)2

IALS IALS IALS IALS

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
Prose
Ireland 22.6 29.8 34.1 135
Denmark 9.6 36.4 47.5 6.5
Netherlands 10.5 30.1 44.1 15.3
UK 218 30.3 313 16.6
Sweden 7.5 20.3 39.7 324
Document
Ireland 253 317 315 115
Denmark 7.8 24.2 42.6 254
Netherlands 10.1 25.7 44.2 20.0
UK 233 27.1 305 19.9
Sweden 6.2 18.9 394 8515
Quantitative
Ireland 24.8 283 30.7 16.2
Denmark
Netherlands 10.3 255 44.3 19.9
UK 23.2 27.8 304 18.6
Sweden 6.6 18.6 39.0 35.8

Source: OECD (2000), Literacy in the Information Age — Final Report of the
International Adult Literacy Survey, OECD, Statistics Canada, Table
2.2, Annex D.

Note: 1. Datafor the Netherlands refer to those aged 16 to 74 years, whilein
the case of Sweden data refer to those aged 16 years and over.
2. Data collection for the IALS project took place between 1994 and
1998, depending on which of the survey cycles a country participated
in. In the case of Ireland, data refer to 1996, Denmark — 1998,
Netherlands — 1994, UK — 1996, and Sweden — 1994-1995.
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Literacy Level and Age Group in the International Literacy Survey —
Ireland North and South?

Age-Group Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4/5
16-25 years 16 29 40 15
21 26 35 19
26-35 years 16 31 39 14
18 31 35 17
36-45 years 22 30 88 15
22 30 32 15
46-55 years 34 29 28 9
28 31 28 13
56-65 years 39 31 21 9
40 34 19 7

Source: McGill, P.and M. Morgan (2001), Ireland’s Learning Poor: Adult
Educational Disadvantage and Cross Border Co-operation, Centre for
Cross Border Studies, Table 3.1.

Note: 1. Table entries are percentages of the sample at each literacy level
(Prose Literacy). For each age group, the results for Northern Ireland
arein bold italics.
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B. Socio-Economic I ndicator s Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(iii) Education (2.1/3.1 and 4.1)

Indicator B.8: Second level education completion status.

Definition: Percentage of junior cycle entrants (i) who completed
upper second level, (ii) who completed school at lower second
level, and (iii) who left school with no qualifications.

Lower secondary education continues the basic programmes of the
primary level, but in a more subject-oriented manner. This usually
consists of 2-6 years schooling (the mode of OECD countries is
three years). Lower secondary education may either be terminal
(students then enter directly into working life) or preparatory (i.e.
preparing students for upper secondary education or skills training).

Rationale for Inclusion: A well-educated population is important
for the social and economic well-being of countries and individuals.
Education playsakey rolein providing individuals with knowledge,
skills and competencies to participate more effectively in society.
Level of educationa qudlification is particularly associated with
labour market experience, with upper secondary education widely
considered as the minimum level required to protect people, to a
certain extent, from unemployment over their lifecycle. Given the
very close link between labour market experience and poverty,
education is also closely associated with experience of poverty and
social exclusion, with those with only lower second level education
facing a high risk of both.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD.

Data Availability and Sources: OECD, Education at a Glance, last
published in 2000.

Data on the socio-economic background of persons with various
levels of education is taken from the study Social Background of
Higher Education Entrants, published in 2000. This is the fourth
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National Survey of entrants to higher education compiled for the
Higher Education Authority by Professor Patrick Clancy and Joy
Wall on behalf of the Higher Education Authority.

BASELINE SITUATION

Percentage of junior cycle entrants (i) who completed upper second level,
(if) who completed school at lower second level and (iii) who left school
with no qualifications

L evel completed 1994 1997 1999
Senior Cycle
Male 74.4 74.5 76.5
Female 83.8 85.5 86.8
Total 79.0 79.9 81.6
Junior Cycle
Male 19.2 20.8 195
Female 12.7 11.7 10.7
Total 15.9 16.4 152
L eft with no qualifications
Male 6.4 4.7 39
Female 35 2.8 25
Total 4.9 3.7 32

Source: McCoy, S. and B. Whelan, (1995, 1998) The Economic Status of School
Leavers: Results from the School Leavers Survey, and McCoy, S. and
J. Williams, (2001) 1999 Annual School Leavers Survey, Dublin:
Economic and Social Research Institute, Department of Education and
Science and Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment.
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Percentage Distribution of School L eaversby Educational Level and
Father’s Socio-Economic Group 1996-1998 Surveys

Father’s % No % Junior (% Leaving Total

Socio-Economic Group| Qualifications| Cert. Cert. No. | %
Farmers 16 9.6 888 |1,136 | 100
Other Agricultural 6.3 22.0 717 | 159 | 100
Higher Professional 0.3 7.7 920 | 364 | 100
Lower Professional 0.6 5.6 938 | 341 | 100
,\EA’;‘E;LG;S I 11 8.2 90.7 | 795 | 100
Salaried Employees 0.5 9.7 89.7 | 185 | 100
',\I”;Er’]"l‘\"/le:r'ﬁale 23 138 838 | 556 | 100
Other Non-Manual 3.7 196 767 |1,064 | 100
Skilled Manual 31 17.0 798 |1,836 | 100
Semi-Skilled Manual 3.2 21.6 751 | 185 | 100
Unskilled Manual 9.1 25.4 654 | 865 | 100
Unknown 105 21.8 67.7 | 669 | 100
Total 3.7 15.7 80.6 |8,155 | 100

Source: Clancy, P. and JWall, (2000), Social Background of Higher Education
Entrants, Higher Education Authority, Table F4.
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Percentage Distribution of School L eaversby Educational Level and
Father’s Socio-Economic Group 1989-92

Father’s % No % Junior (% Leaving Total

Socio-Economic Group| Qualifications| Cert. Cert. No. | %
Farmers 2.7 13.9 833 | 950 | 100
Other Agricultural 12.3 24.7 630 | 146 | 100
Higher Professional 0.0 2.9 971 | 315 | 100
Lower Professional 0.4 3.4 957 | 233 | 100
,\EA';‘E;‘;@S 2 18 7.8 9.7 | 679 | 100
Salaried Employees 16 4.7 932 | 191 | 100
:\T(t)f]"l'\]le:r'ﬁ; 35 11.9 843 | 402 | 100
Other Non-Manual 7.7 21.7 705 | 770 | 100
Skilled Manual 5.9 18.1 759 |1,367 | 100
Semi-Skilled Manual 9.9 28.4 617 | 162 | 100
Unskilled Manual 16.2 31.2 525 | 628 | 100
Unknown 32.4 18.9 486 | 37 | 100
Total 5.8 16.3 778 |5880 | 100

Source: Clancy, P. and J. Wall, (2000), Social Background of Higher Education
Entrants, Higher Education Authority, Table A8.
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B. Socio-Economic I ndicator s Promoting
Autonomy/Self Sufficiency

B(iii) Education (2.1/3.1 and 4.1)

Indicator B.9: Net enrolment in tertiary education.

Definition: The indicator is based on net enrolment for students in
the age group 18-21. Net_enrolment rates are calculated by dividing
the number of tertiary students in a specific age group by the total
population in that age group (times 100). The figures are based on
head counts, that is, they do not distinguish between full- and part-
time participants.

The net entry rate of a specific age is obtained by dividing the
number of first-time entrants to each type of tertiary education by
the age of the total population in the corresponding age groups
(times 100).

New (first-time) entrants are those enroling at the relevant level of
education for the first time. Students who complete university level
non-degree programmes and transfer to degree programmes are not
regarded as first-time entrants at the university level.

Tertiary level education is divided into:

(@) Non-University Tertiary level of education: Programmes at his
level generally do not lead to the awarding of a university degree or
equivalent. A minimum condition of admission into a programme at
thislevel isusually the successful completion of a programme at the
upper secondary level. In some countries, evidence of the
attainment of an equivalent level of knowledge, or the fulfilment of
specific conditions, permits admission. In terms of subject matter,
the core programmes at this level often tend to parallel those for
which university degrees are granted. They are usually shorter,
however, and more practical in orientation.

(b) University Tertiary level of education: This level of education
refers to any programme classified as leading to a university degree
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or equivaent. It is intended for students who have successfully
completed prerequisite programmes at the upper secondary level
and who continue their education in a programme that generally
leads to the award of a first university degree or a recognised
equivalent qualification.

Rationale for Inclusion: Tertiary education is associated with
better access to employment and higher earnings. Entry ratesto both
university level and non-university level tertiary education are an
indication, in part, of the degree to which high-level skills are being
acquired by the population. High tertiary entry and participation
rates help to ensure the development and maintenance of a highly-
educated population and workforce.

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, World Bank.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available in the OECD
publication, Education at a Glance. This was most recently
published in 2000.

Data on the socio-economic background of persons entering higher
level education is taken from the study Social Background of
Higher Education Entrants (2000). This is the fourth National
Survey of entrants to higher education compiled for the Higher
Education Authority by Professor Patrick Clancy and Joy Wall on
behalf of the Higher Education Authority.

BASELINE SITUATION
Net entry ratesfor tertiary—evel education by sex 1996

Non-University University

Men Women Men Women
Ireland 23 24 28 30
Denmark 11 9 26 43
Netherlands - - 32 36
UK 24 27 39 43

Source: OECD (1998), Education at a Glance, Table C3.1.
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Net entry ratesfor tertiary-level education by sex, 1998

Non-Univer sity University

Men Women Men Women
Ireland 23 26 27 30
Denmark 23 42 29 32
Netherlands 1 1 50 54
UK 25 30 45 51

Source: OECD (2000), Education at a Glance, Table C3.1.

Note:  In 1997 the OECD introduced arevised International Standard
Classification of Education (ISCED-97). As participation at the tertiary
level isincreasing, programmes available to students are becoming
more varied. Although universities and colleges of higher education in
almost all countries are still the most important provider of tertiary
education, this also takes place in other institutional settings. The
institution of a programme can no longer serve as an adequate proxy for
its ‘level’. The revised ISCED-97 focuses on a series of proxies for
educational content in order to classify programmes in similar ways
across countries. Duration, programme orientation, the qualifications of
the teaching staff and the level of further education for which
programmes prepare graduates are some of these. First stage tertiary
programmes are subdivided into type A programmes, in many countries
equivalent to the university level, and tertiary type B programmes,
which focus on practical, technical, and occupational skills. This new
classification of educational programmes accounts for some of the
difference between 1996 and 1998 at the tertiary level.

Net enrolment in tertiary education (Non-University and University level)
for personsaged 18-21 years

1990 1994 19961
Men Women Total
Ireland 20.3 30.1 30.9 30.5 31.4
Denmar k2 7.4 8.9 9.4 9.1 85
Netherlands 17.9 21.3 23.0 221 24.0
UK 16.1 233 23.8 23.6 26.9

Source: OECD (1998), Education at a Glance, Table C3.3, 1996 Table P6.1.
Note: 1. Thereisno breakdown by sex in the OECD 1996 figures.
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Note: 2. Thelower figure for Denmark reflects the fact that the transition to
tertiary level education in Denmark is often delayed, in some cases by a
period of time spent in the workforce. First time entrants to the
university level are typically older and show a much wider range of
entry ages. In Denmark more than half of students enter university level
education for the first time after the age of 22.

Estimated Proportion of Age Cohort Entering Full-Time Higher Education
by Father’s Socio-Economic Groupl

Socio-Economic Groups 1986 1992 1998
Farmers 42% 53% 75%
Other Agricultural Occupations 12% 24% 35%
Higher Professional 2% 85% 100%
Lower Professional 47% 42% 48%
Employers and Managers 45% 67% 84%
Salaried Employees 58% 48% 55%
Intermediate Non-Manual Workers 28% 27% 33%
Other Non-Manual Workers 11% 26% 31%
Skilled Manual Workers 13% 28% 34%
Semi-Skilled Manual Workers 11% 19% 23%
Unskilled Manua Workers 4% 12% 22%
Total 25% 36% 46%

Source: Clancy, P. and J. Wall (2000), Social Background of Higher Education
Entrants, Higher Education Authority, Table F1.

Note: 1. The participation rate tracks the progress of different social groupsin
terms of estimating the proportion of that group entering higher
education.
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Percentage Distribution and Participation of New Entrantsto Higher
Education by Father’s Socio-Economic Status and Gender (1998)

Socio-Economic % Distribution Participation Ratio
Groups Male Female Male Female
Farmers 16.0 17.3 1.70 1.84
Agricultural Workers 0.8 0.7 0.40 0.35
Employers and Managers 21.6 21.6 1.46 1.46
Higher Professional 10.3 9.9 1.98 1.90
Lower Professional 10.6 9.7 1.38 1.26
Non-Manual 10.1 8.7 1.38 1.26
Manual Skilled 135 13.7 0.71 0.72
Semi-Skilled 7.2 7.6 0.68 0.72
Unskilled 2.8 &8 0.33 0.39
Own Account Workers 7.0 7.5 0.90 0.96
Total percentage 100 100

Total 8,229 9,290

Source: Clancy, P. and J. Wall (2000), Social Background of Higher Education
Entrants, Higher Education Authority, Table 4.
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Participation Ratios by Socio-Economic Group?

Socio-Economic Groups Par_tigipation Par_tic_ipation Parfcic_ipation
ratioin 1986 | ratioin 1992 | ratioin 1998
Farmers 1.68 1.46 1.63
Other Agricultural Occupations 0.47 0.67 0.76
Higher Professional 2.86 2.36 2.18
Lower Professional 1.88 1.18 1.05
Employers and Managers 1.80 1.86 1.82
Salaried Employees 2.30 1.33 1.19
w;gesi ate Non-Manua 1.10 0.76 0.72
Other Non-Manual Workers 0.44 0.73 0.69
Skilled Manual Workers 0.50 0.77 0.73
Semi-Skilled Manual Workers 0.42 0.52 0.51
Unskilled Manual Workers 0.16 0.34 0.48

Source: Clancy, P. and J. Wall (2000), Social Background of Higher Education
Entrants, Higher Education Authority, Table F2.

Note: 1. The participation ratio tracks the progress of the groupsin arelative
way against the progress of other groupsin society. If the figure for a
group is greater than one, it means that the group has a higher
participation rate than the average participation of all socia groups.

If the figure isless than one it means that the group has a lower
participation rate than the average participation of all socia groups.
The greater the difference from one, the greater the difference from the
average participation.
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C. Distribution/Equity

C.(i) Taxation (1.1)

Indicator C.1: Tax Receipts as a Percentage of GNP/GDP.

Definition: Tax Receipts as a Percentage of GNP/GDP. Tax receipts
include Exchequer tax revenue, PRSI and Health contributions.

Rationale for Inclusion: The centra macroeconomic policy goals
of the Programme for Prosperity and Fairness can be summarised
in terms of stabilisation, growth and social justice. In this context
and in conditions of strong growth and favourable demographic
trends, fiscal policy isto be conducted with the goal of maintaining
significant budgetary surpluses in each year of the Programme. This
fiscal parameter will lead to a further reduction in the burden of
national indebtedness, freeing up further resources to underpin the
sustainability of public policies (2.1, 5).

Used as an Indicator by: OECD, National Competitiveness
Council, Eurostat.

Data Source and Availability: Data are available in the OECD
publication, Taxing Wages. This is an annual publication most
recently published in 2000. Data are also available in the National
Competitiveness Council’s Annual Reports. The last report was
published in 2000, however the data it contains in regard to this
indicator relate to 1997. They are taken from the EC Economic Data
Pocket Book, Book No. 1, 2000. Data are also available from the
Department of Finance.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Tax Revenues as a Percentage of GDP at market prices

Ireland 35 36 32
Denmark 47 50 50
Netherlands 45 43 41
UK 35 34 37

Source: OECD (2000), Taxing Wages 1999-2000, Annex Table I1.A.

Tax as a Percentage of GDP and GNP

% of GDP 32.6% 31.7% 32.1% 30.1%
% of GNP 36.4% 36.1% 36.9% 35.8%

Source: Department of Finance (2000 and 2001), Budgetary and Economic
Satistics, Tables 4 and 12.
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C. Distribution/Equity

C. (i) Taxation (1.1)

Indicator C.2: Average Tax Rate of the Average Production
Worker (APW).

Definition: The average rate of income tax is calculated as the
amount of tax payable on average industrial earnings. The basis for
the calculation of the APW gross wage is the average earnings from
employment of all persons in the manufacturing sector throughout
the country (OECD, 2000).

Figures are also provided below which take into account income tax
plus socia security contributions. These refer to social security
contributions which are levied on employees gross earnings and
are ear-marked to provide social security benefits. In some countries
socia security benefits are funded through income tax, hence the
separate inclusion of thistable.

Rationale for Inclusion: The Programme for Prosperity and
Fairness contains a commitment to support further tax reform and
tax reductions to improve the position of all tax payers and increase
the take-home pay of those covered by the programme, especially
those with below- average earnings. There was also agreement on
the objective of ensuring that over time at least 80 per cent of
taxpayers would not be subject to the higher rate of income tax
(1.1.2. and 1.1.3).

Used as an Indicator by: National Competitiveness Council,
OECD

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available in the National
Competitiveness Council’s Annual Competitiveness Reports, most
recently published in 2000. Data are also available in the OECD
publication, The Tax/Benefit Position of Production Workers and the
OECD report, Taxing Wages 1999-2000. This is an annual report
and was most recently published in 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Aver age income tax rate (percentage of aver age earnings),
single, no children

1990 1996 1997 2000
Ireland 24.8 22.3 20.5 152
Denmark 439 36.0 35.1 325
Netherlands| 11.1 5.8 6.5 T
UK 18.9 17.4 16.7 15.9

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000), Annual Competitiveness
Report 2000, Table 4a, OECD (1994), The Tax/Benefit Position of
Production Workers 1990-1993, and OECD (2000), Taxing \Wages
1999-2000, Table 12.

Incometax plus employees social security contribution as a percentage of
aver age earnings, single, no children

1990 1996 1997 2000
Ireland 32.6 28.5 26.0 20.3
Denmark 46.5 44.8 44.9 44.2
Netherlands| 40.2 39.2 89S 36.1
UK 26.5 25.8 25.2 23.8

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000), Annual Competitiveness
Report 2000, Table 4a, OECD (1994), The Tax/Benefit Position of
Production Workers 1990-1993, and OECD (2000), Taxing Wages
1999-2000, Table 14.
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C. Distribution/Equity

C.(i) Taxation (1.1)

Indicator C.3: Marginal Tax Rates

Definition: Marginal tax rates show the additional personal income
tax and employee social security contributions paid when wage
earnings rise marginally. They equal income tax plus employee
social security and withdrawal of transfer payments. The table
below shows marginal tax rates at various percentages of Average
Industrial Earnings 1987 to 1999, holding Real Income constant.
The data shown refer to a single person with no children.

Rationale for Inclusion: A distinctive feature of the Irish tax
system in the past has been the relatively high marginal tax rate
faced by single tax payers on average industrial earnings. In 1996,
this marginal rate was the third highest in the EU (NESC, 1998).
This high marginal rate for single people at average earnings occurs
despite the fact that the highest nominal rate of income tax in
Ireland is not particularly high compared to other EU countries.
Thisreflects the fact that the income threshold for the top rate of tax
in Ireland has been lower than in many other countries, with those
on low wages subject to high marginal tax rates. This in turn has
impacted on incentives to take up employment by creating
employment traps.

Used asan Indicator by: OECD.

Data Availability and Sources. Data below are taken from the
OECD publication, Taxing Wages, published in 2000. This is an
annual publication, providing details of taxes paid on wages in al
twenty-nine member countries of the OECD. Data are aso given
from the National Economic and Socia Council’s report
Opportunities, Challenges and Capacities for Choice, published in
1999. Data on average industrial earnings are available from the
Central Statistics Office, while information on tax rates is available
from the Department of Finance.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Marginal Tax Ratesfor single person with no children

Wage level — 1996 1999 2000
% of APW | 6704 |100% | 167% | 67% |100% | 167% | 67% |100% | 167%
Ireland 325|557 | 51.2 | 285| 525 | 488 | 22.0 | 505 | 46.7

Denmark 51.7| 51.7 | 65.3 | 51.0 | 51.0 | 63.3 | 50.7 | 50.7 | 63.3

Netherlands | 47.0 | 55.0 | 50.0 | 44.4 | 53.0 | 50.0 | 45.8 | 53.1 | 50.0

UK 340|340 | 240 | 340 | 340 | 240 | 320 | 320 | 220

Source: NESC (1998), Taxation Paper prepared for Council Meeting 18
December 1998, Table 6, and OECD (2000) , Taxing Wages 1999-2000,
Table 16.

Note: 1. Seeindicator C2 above for note on Average Production Wage.

Marginal Tax Rates at Various Percentages of Average Industrial Earnings
1987 to 1999, Holding Real Income Constant —single person, no children

50% 75% | 100% | 150% | 250% | 500%
1987 4275 | 55.75 | 65.75 | 59.0 59.0 59.0
1996 325 34.75 | 55.75 | 55.75 | 50.25 | 50.25
1997 305 3275 | 54.75 | 54.75 | 50.25 | 50.25
1998 285 30.75 | 52.75 | 52.75 | 4825 | 48.25
1999 285 30.5 525 525 48.0 48.0
Change between
1996 and 1999 -4.0 -425 | =325 | 325 | 225 | 225
Change between
1987 and 1999 -1425 | 2525 | -1325 | 65 | -11.0 | -11.0

Source: NESC (1999), Opportunities, Challenges and Capacities for Choice,
Table A5.2.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C. (i) Taxation (1.1)

Indicator C.4: The Tax Wedge.

Definition: The Tax Wedge is the difference between the cost to the
employer of employing someone and the value of earnings to the
employee. It is defined here as income tax plus employee and
employer social security contributions as a percentage of gross
labour costs.

Rationalefor Inclusion: Thetax system should facilitate economic
growth and employment creation (NESC, 1999).

Used as an indicator by: OECD, National Competitiveness
Council.

Data Availability and Sources: The data below are taken from the
National Economic and Social Council’s report, Opportunities,
Challenges and Capacities for Choice, published in 1999. Data are
also avalable in the National Competitiveness Council’s Annual
Competitiveness Reports, the most recent of which was published in
2000. The OECD publication, Taxing Wages, provides details of
taxes paid on wages in al twenty-nine member countries of the
OECD. This is an annual publication, most recently published in
2000.

‘246‘



BASELINE SITUATION

Average Tax Wedge at Various Percentages of Average | ndustrial Earnings
1987 to 1999, holding real income constant?

50% 70% | 100% | 150% | 250% | 500%
1987 8315 404 52.0 52.6 55.0 57.0
1996 23.7 30.5 37.8 454 48.0 49.1
1997 222 28.9 35.6 43.6 47.0 48.6
1998 20.3 27.0 33.8 41.8 45.6 47.1
1999 17.1 24.6 32.3 40.7 454 46.7
Change between
1996 and 1999 —6.6 -5.8 -55 —4.6 —2.6 2.4
Change between
1987 and 1999 -164 | -158 | —19.7 | -119 | 9.6 -10.2

Source: NESC (1999), Opportunities, Challenges and Capacities for Choice,

Note:

Table A5.3.

1. For asingle person.

Tax Wedge (Income Tax, Employer and Employee Social Security
Contributions and Consumption Taxes) for the Average Production Worker

Source: NESC (1998), Taxation Paper prepared for Council Meeting,

1994 1999 2000
Ireland 55% 32.4% 28.8%
Denmark 63% 44.5% -
Netherlands 55% 44.3% -
UK 44% 30.8% 30.3%

18 December 1998, Table 5, taken from the National Competitiveness
Council (1998), Annual Competitiveness Report, and OECD (2000),
Taxing Wages 1999-2000. Department of Finance.
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C. Distribution/Equity

C.(i1) Income Adequacy (3.2)

Indicator C.5: Socia Protection as a percentage of GNP and GDP.

Definition: Expenditure on socia protection as a percentage of
GNP for Ireland and GDP for other EU countries (see Chapter 2:
Section 2.3).

Socia Benefits are classified in the European System of Integrated
Socia Protection Statistics (ESSPROS) Manual in the following
eight functions:

(i)

(i1)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

Sickness/Health Care: includes paid sick leave, medical care
and supply of medical products;

Old-age: includes old age pensions and provision of goods
and services (other than medical careto the elderly;

Disability: includes disability pensions and the provision of
goods and services (other than medical care to the disabled);

Survivors: income support and support in connection with
the death of afamily member;

Family/children: includes support (other than medical care)
in connection with pregnancy, childbirth, maternity and the
care of children and other dependent family members,

Unemployment: includes inter alia unemployment benefits
and vocational training financed by public agencies,

Housing: includes interventions by public authorities to help
househol ds meet the cost of housing; and

Social Exclusion not elsewhere classified: includes income
support benefits, rehabilitation of acoholics and drug
addicts and various other benefits (other than medical care).

Expenditure includes social benefits, administration costs and other
expenditure by social protection schemes.
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In principle, social protection accounts should bring together
receipts and expenditure of al public and privately-financed
schemes considered to provide socia benefits. In practice, in the
case of Ireland, it has not been possible to compile comprehensive
information in two important areas.

e privately funded pension schemes; and

® wages and salaries paid by employers when employees are
absent due to sickness.

This should be borne in mind in any comparisons with datafor other
countries (CSO, 2000).

Rationale for Inclusion: Expenditure on socia protection can
greatly mitigate the inequality in the distribution of direct income.

Used asan Indicator by: Eurostat, OECD.

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available in Eurostat
(1998, 199a) Social Protection, Expenditure and Receipts and
Eurostat, News Release, Social Protection in the EU. Data are
also available from the Central Statistics Office in its publication
National Income and Expenditure. This was most recently
published in August 2000 and contains data up to 1999.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Expenditure on Social Protection as a percentage of GDP - GNP for Ireland

Country 1990 1997 1998
Ireland (GNP)L | 21.0 19.3 18.1
Denmark 28.7 30.5 30.0
Netherlands 324 294 28.5
UK 229 27.3 26.8
EU 254 281 271.7

Source: Eurostat (1998, 19994), Social Protection, Expenditure and Receipts,
Table B1.1, and Social Protection in the EU in 1998, News Release,
No. 134/2000. GNP Figures for Ireland from CSO (2000), National
Income and Expenditure 1999, Tables 5 and 29.

Note: 1. Asoutlined in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Ireland is unique amongst EU
countries in having a substantial difference between GDP and GNP, In
1995 GNP was 12 per cent less than GDP, in 2000, GNP was 16 per
cent less than GDP. Since GNP represents the resources available for
redistribution it is the appropriate base for measuring effort on Social
Protection. In recognition of the fact that EU, OECD, ILO and UN
publications use the standard GDP base for expenditure comparisons
for al countriesincluding Ireland, the relevant GDP figures are
presented below:

Social Protection as a percentage of GDP

Ireland 1990 1997 1998
% of GDP 18.4 17.2 16.1
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C. Distribution/Equity

C.(i1) Income Adequacy (3.2)

Indicator C.6: Income Inequality: share of top to bottom 10 per
cent of population, share of top to bottom 20 per cent of population
and Gini Coefficient

Definition: The degree of inequality in the distribution of income
across deciles and quintiles of households and Gini Coefficient.

Rationale for Inclusion: The distribution of income isameasure of
command over resources and of inequality in society, including
inequality in earnings, in employment and education opportunities
etc.

The Gini Coefficient is useful as a summary measure of income
inequality and has the advantage of presenting a picture of
inequality in one figure reflecting location on a scale from 0 to 1,
where O indicates perfect equality and a score of 1 complete
inequality. The limitations of the Gini Coefficient lie in the fact that
it isasummary measure and therefore only partially revealswhat is
happening in relation to income inequality. It will not, for instance,
illustrate where the principal inequalities lie. The income quintiles
and particularly the income deciles, on the other hand, require more
attention to detail but reap a clearer and more complete picture of
the pattern of inequality and changes over time.

Quintile and/or Decile Ratios and Gini Coefficient used as
Indicator s by: United Nations, OECD, World Bank, Eurostat.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available for Ireland for
the mid and late 1990s from the Irish Living in Ireland Surveys
(L11S) (for example, see Nolan et a., 2000, Bust to Boom: the
Experience of Growth and Inequality). Data are also available from
Eurostat, in their publication, Satistics in Focus, and from the
World Bank, in their publication World Development Indicators,
most recently published in 2000.
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The Irish data relate to household disposable income for 1994 and
1997. These surveys are undertaken as part of the European
Community Household Panel (ECHP). Data are currently available
from the 1998 LIIS Survey, and data has been collected for 1999
and 2000. It isnow almost certain that the final ECHP, and therefore
the final LIIS, will take place in 2001. Data for these years are
available from the ESRI. Eurostat is now concentrating on
information needs at a European level and on new data collection
priorities and mechanisms in relation to poverty and inequality.
National statistics bodies and research institutes are contributing to
this process and will play a role in determining and shaping the
indicators for which datawill be collected.

Information for EU countries is available from the ECHP but the
time lag-here is considerable, with the most recent information
relating to 1994. To allow for internationa comparison, this
information relates to equivalised! disposable household income
expressed in terms of Purchasing Power Parities. The anaysis is
based on income in a given week, whereas the analysis of the LIIS
is based on income over a year. Therefore, European comparisons
should be made on the basis of international rather than national
data. This is available in the Eurostat publication, Statistics in
Focus: Population and Social Conditions, No. 11, 1998 which uses
1994 asits reference year.

BASELINE SITUATION

Income I nequality: Proportion of Disposable Income Accruing to the
Top and Bottom Decile of Households, 1994 and 1997

Bottom Decile| Top Decile |Gini Coefficient| Decile Ratio
1994 | 1997 | 1994 | 1997 | 1994 | 1997 | 1994 | 1997

I(Irjllasr;d 2.3 21 | 264 | 25.8 | 0.377 | 0.374 |1:115 | 1:12.3
Ireland ‘
(Eurostat) 3.0 NA | 266 | NA | 0.36 NA | 1:89 | NA

EU 13t 2.6 NA | 240 | NA | 032 NA | 192 | NA

Note: 1. Thisdoes not include Finland or Sweden.
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Income I nequality: Proportion of Disposable Income Accruing to the Top
and Bottom Quintiles of Households and Quintile Ratios 1994 and 1997

Ireland

(LIS 56 | 54 | 429 | 423 | 0377 | 0374 | 177 | 1.78

Source: Nolan B. and B. Maitre, ‘Income inequality’ in Nolan B.,
P.J. O’ Connell and C. T. Whelan (eds.) (2000), Bust to Boom: The Irish
Experience of Growth and Inequality, Dublin: Institute of Public
Administration, and Eurostat (1998), Satistics In Focus: Population
and Social Conditions No. 11.

‘253‘



C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iii) Housing (2.9 and 3.7)

Indicator C.7: Housing Affordability indicator - percentage of
gross income spent on housing.

Proxy: Ratio of average house prices to average industrial wage.

Definition: In the context of increasing house and accommodation
prices, there has been much discussion recently in Ireland on
‘affordable accommodation’. However, the meaning of ‘affordable’
or how affordability is measured is an unresolved issue.
Affordability is generally taken to mean that some given standard of
housing or accommodation can be secured without this placing an
undue financia burden on the household income. However, thereis
little agreement as to the meaning or measurement of ‘undue
financial burden’.

In the Planning and Development Bill (1999) persons whose
mortgage repayments would exceed 35 per cent of the net income of
the primary earner plus half of the net income of the second earner
in a two-income household are eligible for ‘affordable housing'.
Thisis not entirely dissimilar to the general rule of thumb applied
by many of the main lending institutions, whereby mortgage
applications which would lead to payments that exceed 35 per cent
of the income of the parties to the application are considered
unfeasible.

The NESF (Report No. 18, 2000) rejected this measure of
affordability in its deliberations as it considered that it excluded a
growing number of lower and middle income households who are
caught in the gap between being able to afford a private mortgage
and being eligible for the various social housing options provided
by the Local Authorities and Voluntary Housing Organisations. This
report points out that these measures do not take account of the
rented sector, either private or public. In particular, there is
increasing anecdotal evidence of rapidly increasing rents in the
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private sector and this needs to be taken into account in considering
any measure of affordability.

The NESC (1999) has previously argued that the ratio of house
prices to average disposable incomes represents a reasonable
estimation of purchase affordability. However, the Council
recognises that this does not take into account all of the relevant
variables, including interest rates. In addition, like the measure
included in the Planning and Development Bill (1999) above, this
ratio only addresses the ownership of houses and does not take into
account the affordability of rented accommodation.

An additional problem posed by these measures is that they are
based only on the cost of purchasing adwelling. No attention is paid
to the quality of the dwelling, nor to ongoing maintenance and
running costs. In addition, for example, state subsidies, mortgage
interest relief, various social housing schemes and the provision of
maintenance are not accounted for in these measures of
affordability.

Canada is one country that uses an affordability index based on a
ratio of ‘major payments or ‘gross rent’ to household income
(measure used tends to be 30 per cent of household income).
Income is calculated as the sum of the total incomes of al family
members aged fifteen years and over and is composed of income
from earnings, Government transfer payments, investment income
and any other income including private pensions and annuities. In
the case of owner-occupied households, ‘ Owner’s Major Payments
include €lectricity, fuel, water and other municipal services,
mortgage payments, property taxes and condominium fees. In the
case of rented accommodation, ‘Tenants Gross Rent’ includes
eectricity, fuel, water and other municipal services as well as
monthly cash rent. (Statistics Canada, 1996). Although this
measure is not perfect, it is a broader affordability index than those
that are based only on house prices and income. The data on which
the affordability index is based are collected as part of the Canadian
Census of Population. (In 1996 17 per cent of owner-occupiers had
‘major payments’ of 30 per cent or more of total household income,
while in the case of tenants, 43.2 per cent had ‘gross rent’ of 30 per
cent or more of household income).
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Rationale for Inclusion: Housing is an important factor in the
quality of life of the population. A maor overall shortage of
accommodation in Ireland has led to difficulties of many kinds. One
of these has been the dramatic escalation of house prices, putting
home ownership beyond the reach of many people with reasonable
incomes.

An objective of Irish housing policy, as expressed by the NESC, is
“the provision of sufficient affordable housing, so that as far as
possible every household enjoys real choice between housing
tenures each of which offers good physical standards, an attractive
neighbourhood, a suitable location and at a price or rent that the
household can afford” (NESC (1999) p.489)). The PPF contains a
commitment to aim to ensure that every household has access to
affordable, secure, good quality housing appropriate to their needs
(3.7).

Used asan Indicator by: Statistics Canada.

Data Availability and Sources. An accurate affordability index
covering all tenures, incorporating maintenance as well as purchase
price and rents is probably the most desirable of all housing
indicators. If such an affordability index were to be developed in
Ireland, key data would have to be made available on a regular
basis, including data on net incomes, mortgage interest relief,
mortgage/rent payments and maintenance and running costs. In the
meantime, the proxy indicator proposed gives an indication of the
purchase affordability.

Data below are sourced from the Department of Environment and
Local Government publication, Housing Satistics Bulletin, and the
Central Statistics Office release on Industrial Earnings and Hours
Worked, published in April 2001.
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BASELINE SITUATION

New House Prices— Aver age price of new housesfor which loanswere
approved by Building Societies, Banks, other agencies and local authorities

1990 (£) | 1996 (£) | 1997 (£) | 2000 (£)
Whole Country | 51,618 68,677 80,506 | 133,249
Cork 48,100 67,219 | 75642 | 131,174
Dublin 63,595 76,439 | 96,111 | 174,622
Galway 53,569 73,283 | 86,557 | 129,022
Limerick 49,032 65,589 71,729 114,854
Waterford 42,453 62,835 72,147 114,758
Other Areas 43,890 64,652 | 74554 | 121,324

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2001),
Housing Statistics Bulletin.

Second-Hand Houses — Aver age price of second-hand houses for which loans
wer e approved by Building Societies, Banks, other agencies and local

authorities

1990 (£) | 1996 (£) | 1997 (£) | 2000 (£)
Whole Country | 49,134 67,438 80,892 | 150,070
Cork 43,161 60,762 | 69,727 | 133,149
Dublin 58,936 82,246 | 103,374 | 194,559
Galway 48,367 69,321 | 79,379 | 130,850
Limerick 43,800 55,969 | 61,632 | 111,982
Waterford 38,623 49,582 | 57,735 | 111,568
Other Areas 41,166 58,480 | 68,004 | 124,783

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2001),
Housing Statistics Bulletin.
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Comparison of Average Earnings and Average Price of New Housein
selected year s 1990-2000

1990 £11,915 £51,618 4.33 £63,595 5.34
1996 £14,748 £68,677 4.66 £76,439 5.18
1997 £15,215 £80,506 5.29 £96,111 6.32
2000

£18,002 £133,249 7.40 £174,622 9.70
(Sept)

Source: Department of the Environment and Local Government (2001),
Housing Statistics Bulletin, and Central Statistics Office (2001),
Industrial Earnings and Hours Worked, September 2000.

Note: 1. Grossearnings for al industrial workers.
2. For which loans were approved.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iii)) Housing (2.9 and 3.7)

Indicator C.8: Housing Quality Indicator.
Proxy: Problems with Accommodation.

Definition: Various definitions can be used. In the UK the indicator
used refersto ‘homes judged fit to live in'.

Rationale for Inclusion: Housing is an important factor in the
quality of life of the population. An objective of Irish housing
policy, as expressed by the NESC, is “the provision of sufficient
affordable housing, so that asfar as possible every household enjoys
real choice between housing tenures each of which offers good
physical standards, an attractive neighbourhood, a suitable location
and at a price or rent that the household can afford” (NESC (1999)
p.489)). The PPF contains a commitment to aim to ensure that every
household has access to affordable, secure, good quality housing
appropriate to their needs (3.7).

Data Availability and Sources: Thereisalack of datain this area.
The National Survey of Housing Conditionsis carried out every ten
years by the Department of the Environment and Loca
Government. The last survey was undertaken in 1990. A new
survey isto be undertaken this year, with results expected in 2002-
2003.

Data are available from the Central Statistics Office’s, Quarterly
National Household Survey, which includes a module on Housing
and Households. This contains information on ‘Problems with
Accommodation’. It was most recently published in December 2000
and related to the third quarter of 1998. This module will not be
repeated until 2003-2004.
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Problemswith Accommaodation: Percentage of Households describing a
problem as seriousor fairly serious

All

households | 42 | 25 | 12 | 3219 | 40 | 30 | 51 |134) 48
Regional

Authority

Border 27 |10 |05 (36|13 |32 | 25|29 |96 | 38

Dublin 58 |45 | 20| 28|19 [38 | 26 | 7.7 |164 | 6.0
Mid-East |42 |11 | 08 | 27 | 20 |39 | 33 | 39 |123| 4.0
Midland 38 |14 |09 | 29|20 (54 | 39|39 |128]| 41
Mid-West | 40 | 09 | 06 | 31 |20 |40 | 35| 35 |118| 54
South-East | 38 | 1.6 | 0.7 | 42 | 23 | 44 | 36 | 43 |132| 45
South-West | 27 | 26 | 1.0 | 25 | 1.3 |38 | 27 | 54 |120| 36
West 41 |20 | 10| 42 |31 |48 | 33 | 26 |122]| 48

Occupancy
Status
Owner

occupied 36 {18 | 07| 07|10 |15 |11 |48 |101| 3.2
with loan

Owner
occupied— | 20 | 09 | 06 | 23 | 22 |37 | 25 | 44 |105| 33
no loan
Acquiring
fromloca |92 | 18 | 04 | 51 |19 |63 | 54 | 54 [194| 6.0
authority

Rented 104 |85 | 35|98 |29 |91 | 73|73 |239|116

Source: CSO (2000), Quarterly National Household Survey: Housing and
Households, 3rd Quarter 1998.
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Problemswith Accommaodation: Percentage of Households describing a
problem as seriousor fairly serious

All

For s el 42 |25 |12 | 32|19 |40 | 30 | 51 [134| 48
Sex of

Reference

Person

Male 39 |20 | 10| 27 |17 |35 | 27 | 43 |120| 43
Female 45 | 30 | 1.3 | 36 |21 |45 | 32 | 58 [147| 53
No. of

persons

employed

in

household

None 38 |29 | 15|54 |27 |60 | 50| 58 |158| 6.3
1 46 |26 | 11 | 31|20 |39 | 30|55 [137| 47
2 39 |19 |10 |16 |12 |25 | 14 | 41 |10.7| 35
3ormore |49 (24 |09 | 14 |13 |28 | 16 | 44 |121| 4.2

Source: CSO (2000), Quarterly National Household Survey: Housing and
Households, 3rd Quarter 1998.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iii) Housing (2.9 and 3.7)

Indicator C.9: Local authority waiting lists.

Definition: Households in need of local authority housing — based
on returns submitted by local authorities to the Department of the
Environment.

Rationale for Inclusion: Housing is an important factor in the
quality of life of the population. An objective of Irish housing
policy, as expressed by the NESC, is “the provision of sufficient
affordable housing so that as far as possible every household enjoys
real choice between housing tenures each of which offers good
physical standards, an attractive neighbourhood, a suitable location
and at a price or rent that the household can afford” (NESC (1999)
p.489). The PPF contains a commitment to aim to ensure that every
household has access to affordable, secure, good quality housing
appropriate to their needs (3.7).

Used as an Indicator by: PPF

Data Availability and Sources. Data are available from the
Department of Environment and Local Government. Data are also
available from the local authorities. Each local housing authority is
required under section 9 of the Housing Act, 1988, to carry out
periodic assessments of the need for the provision of housing for
persons who require housing and are unable to provide for it from
their own resources. The most recent period for which data are
availablerelatesto March 1999. Data are also given on the numbers
of homeless and Traveller household accommodation needs.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Total in need! of local authority housing

1991

1996

1999

23,242

27,427

39,176

Source: Department of the Environment (1999), Assessments of Housing Needs,

1999, Circular N6/99 and 1991.

Note: 1. Net approved need i.e. applications which have been assessed and

approved.

Category of Housing Need by Household Size and Composition, March 1999

Single |2 adults| 1 adult |2 adults| Total
with with
children|children
Homeless 1,501 100 490 128 2,219
Travellerst 111 178 191 926 1,406
Living in unfit or materially
unsuitable accommodation AL e 1,533 | 1403 | 4,796
Living in overcrowded
e B 973 347 5295 | 1,713 | 8,328
Involuntarily sharing
e e P 1,013 208 2,422 443 4,086
Young persons leaving
institutional careor without| 54 6 4 3 67
family accommodation
In need of accommodation
for medical/compassionate 932 269 684 462 2,347
reasons
Elderly 1,930 361 47 25 2,363
Disabled/Handicapped 157 18 37 24 236
Unableto afford existing
e e 3,037 936 6,247 | 3,108 | 13,328
Total 11,149 | 2,842 | 16,950 | 8,235 | 39,176

Source: Department of the Environment (1999), Assessments of Housing Needs,

1999, Circular N6/99.

Note: 1. Traveller households assessed as seeking local authority housing.
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Category of Housing Need, 1996 and 1999

1996 1999
Unable to afford own accommodation 28% 34%
Living in overcrowded accommodation 22% 21%
Living in unfit accommodation 18% 12%
Involuntary sharing of accommodation 11% 10%

Source: Department of the Environment (1999), Assessments of Housing Needs,

1999, Circular N6/99.

Traveller Accommodation Needs, 1996 and 1999

1996 1999
Assessed as Seeking Local Authority Housing 749 1,406
Seeking per manent accommodation in residential
L 734 622
caravan parks/halting sites

Source: Department of the Environment (1999), Assessments of Housing Needs,

1999, Circular N6/99.

Numbers of Homeless Per sons, 1993, 1996 and 19991

1993 1996 1999

2,667 2,501 5,2342

Note: 1. Thesefiguresinclude those who have no accommodation, thosein
hostels and in Health Board accommodation.
2. Thisfigureis made up of 2,593 males, 1,399 females and 1,242

children.
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Local Authority Housing Needs—March 1999
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County Councils
Carlow 377 12 0 6 25 12 322
Cavan 544 34 7 3 6 0 494
Clare 1,025 | 187 96 4 48 49 641
Cork1 2,801 | 454 680 68 184 23 1,846
Donegal 1544 | 70 129 24 116 20 1,185
DL/Rathdown 1,709 | 64 49 77 128 28 1,363
Fingal 1,657 5 60 9 144 165 1,274
Gaway 1,305 | 254 8 28 25 11 979
Kerry 815 22 15 33 14 5 696
Kildare 1548 | 329 34 23 23 13 1,126
Kilkenny 568 153 49 8 29 0 329
Laois 902 29 142 59 4 0 668
Leitrim 496 106 56 23 56 0 255
Limerick 1,057 | 46 18 0 118 8 867
Longford 511 27 40 13 73 0 358
Louth 273 0 0 2 0 5 266
Mayo 748 5 0 9 0 0 734
Meath 809 40 0 31 142 7 589
Monaghan 374 0 0 0 16 10 348
Offaly 403 1 5 3 12 11 371
Roscommon 392 14 1 4 1 10 362
Sligo 582 106 17 4 7 12 436
South Dublin 2,634 4 0 0 159 75 2,396
Tipperary? 729 59 15 15 41 11 588
Waterford 301 26 18 0 2 0 255
Westmesath 382 6 15 0 9 0 352
Wexford 912 82 0 3 97 31 699
Wicklow 1,035| 79 11 21 86 1 837
Total 1. 26,433| 2,214 | 1,011 470 1,595 507 20,636
County Boroughs
Cork 1642 | 175 92 44 25 g 1,303
Dublin 8,608 | 185 124 1,601 215 6 6,477
Gaway 959 121 64 0 30 3 741
Limerick 730 | 226 0 35 0 13 456
Waterford 1,501 8 302 0 154 0 1,037
Total 2. 13,440| 715 582 1,680 424 25 10,014
Borough Corps. /
Urban Districts
Total 3. 10,842| 564 694 327 641 90 8,526
Total 1+2+3 50,715| 3,495 | 2,287 | 2,477 2,660 622 39,176
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Source: Department of the Environment (1999), Assessments of Housing Needs,
1999, Circular N6/99.

Note:  1.Includes Cork, North, South and West.
2. North and South Riding.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iv) Health (1.4.3 and 3.10)

Indicator C.10: Infant, Neonatal and Perinatal Mortality Rates.
Proxy: Not required.

Definition: Infant mortality refers to the number of live-born
infants that survive less than one year. Neonatal deaths refer to the
live-born infants that survive less than four weeks, while perinatal
deaths refer to still births (foetus weighing 500 grams or more at
24+ weeks gestation) plus live-born children that survive less than
one week.

Rationale for Inclusion: Infant, neonatal and perinatal mortality
are widely used as a measure of the health status of countries. In
particular, they are useful in assessing trends in maternal and child
health care both over time and across countries.

Used as an Indicator by: WHO, Eurostat, OECD, UN, World
Bank.

Data Availability and Sources: Data on infant, neonatal and
perinatal mortality in Ireland are produced by the Department of
Health and Children and contained in their annua publication,
Health Statistics. This also includes international comparisons, but
does not provide disaggregated data across socio-economic or
demographic variables that are relevant here. More detailed
information on perinatal mortality is contained in the Department’s
publication, Perinatal Statistics. While this provides some useful
information in respect of socio-economic, demographic and other
variables, there is a very considerable time-lag in this data, with the
most recent publication relating to 1993.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Infant, Neonatal and Perinatal Mortality in Ireland, 1968-1999

1968 | 1978 | 1989 | 1998r | 1999p

Infant Mortality

(per 1,000 live births) 210 | 149 | 81 | 62 | 55

Neonatal Mortality

(per 1,000 live births) 139 | 98 | 48 | 43 | 39

Perinatal Mortality (per

1 2
1,000 live births and sill births) | 20® | 176 | 104 | 106t | 96

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999), Health Statistics 1999,
Table B11, Dublin: The Stationery Office and Department of Health
and Children, Statistics Office.

Note: P Provisional.
1.1995.
2.1997.

Infant, Neonatal and Perinatal Mortality in EU Member States,
1995 and 1997

I nfant Neonatal Perinatal
Mortality Mortality Mortality
1995 1997 1995 1997 1995 1997
Ireland 6.4 | 6.2(p) 48 | 37(p) | 106 9.6
Denmark 5.8 53 3.52 4.1 7.42 8.04
Netherlands 55 5.0 3.8 3.7 8.8 7.9
United Kingdom 6.2 5.9 4.13 4.08 8.93 8.74
EU Average 56(p) | 53(p) | 42t 4.2 7.7 7.7t

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999), Health Statistics 1999,
Table B13, Dublin: The Stationery Office and the Department of Health
and Children, Statistics Office.

Note: P Provisiona figure
1.1992.
2.1993
3.1994
4.1996.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iv) Health (1.4.3 and 3.10)

Indicator C.11: Life expectancy at birth, 40 years and 65 years.
Proxy: Not required.

Definition: Life expectancy at birth and at various ages is defined
by the OECD as “the average number of years which a person at
that age is expected to live under the mortality pattern prevalent in
the community or country based on a given set of age-specific death
rates found in life tables”. OECD (2000), Health Data 2000.

Rationale for Inclusion: life expectancy at birth and various ages
Is an indicator of the long-term health of the population. Increased
life expectancy reflects changes not only in hedth care and
medicine, but also in other areas such as housing, education and
environment. It also has implications for a wide range of socia
policies relating to ageing.

Used as an Indicator by: WHO, Eurostat, OECD, UN, World
Bank.

Data Availability and Sources. Data on life expectancy in Ireland
Is produced by the Department of Health and Children and
contained in their annual publication, Health Statistics. The most
recent information for Ireland relates to 1995. Cross-national data
used here are taken from the OECD Health Database 2000, which
provides information from the 1960s onwards for each OECD
member country. There are few data and little analysis available on
the social and economic factors that influence this indicator in
Ireland. However, it is known that life expectancy differs across
socio-economic groups. Considerable work has been done on the
area of health and social classin the UK.
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Life Expectancy (Years) by Gender, 1980, 1990 and 1995,

BASELINE SITUATION

Ireland and the EU

At Birth 69.5 70.4 73.0 73.8 72.1 72.7
Atage40years| 32.0 334 35.0 36.0 34.1 35.0
Atage65years| NA 135 137 151 133 14.4
Females

At Birth 75.0 77.2 78.6 80.1 77.6 79.1
Atage40years| 36.2 39.0 39.8 41.3 39.0 40.5
Atage65years| NA 17.3 174 18.8 16.9 18.2

Source: Generated from the OECD Health Database 2000.

Life Expectancy at Birth

Ireland 73.3 78.3
Denmark 72.9 78.1
Netherlands 75.0 81.1
UK 4.7 79.7

Source: World Health Organisation (2000), The World Health Report 2000
Health Systems: Improving Performance. Geneva and Washington:

World Health Organisation.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iv) Health (1.4.3 and 3.10)

Indicator C.12: Health Expenditure as a percentage of GNP and
GDP — Public and Private, GNP for Ireland, GDP for other EU
countries.

Definition: Total heath expenditure includes public and private
current and capital expenditure.

Public health expenditure consists of current and capital spending
from Government (central and local budgets), external borrowings
and grants and socia or compulsory health insurance funds.

Private health expenditure includes direct household spending,
private insurance, charitable donations and direct service payments
by private corporations.

Rationale for Use: The objectives of the Programme for Prosperity
and Fairness include:

® improving the health status of the population;

® improving access to quality healthcare services in order to
strengthen social inclusion and cohesion; and

® improving the effectiveness of the health service, using signifi-
cant increases planned in health spending over the period of the
Programme (3.10).

International comparisons of health systems can inform health
policy and the breakdown between public and private provides an
indication of the distribution of the financial burden of health care.
Indicators on health care spending should however be examined
together with those measuring outcomes.

It isimportant also to note, when making international comparisons,
that Irish health expenditure data include payments made to various
persons and for various services (under the heading Community
Welfare Programme). In other countries these are classified as
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income support measures and are not included in health expenditure
figures.

Used asan Indicator by: World Bank, Eurostat, OECD.

Data Availability and Sources: Data are available from the OECD
Health Database. The most recent data available from this source
relate to 1998. The World Bank publication, World Development
Indicators 2000, utilises both the OECD data and data from the
World Health Organisation. Data for Ireland are available from the
Department of Health and Children, in their publication Health
Satistics. This was most recently published in 1999. However, the
datait contains refer to 1996. More recent data are not yet available
from the Department.

BASELINE SITUATION

Health Expenditure in Compar ative Context
Ireland percentage of GNP, other EU percentage GDP!

Total Expenditure 1990 1996 1998
Ireland % GNP 75 8.2 7.4
Ireland % of GDP 7.0 7.2 6.4
Denmark 8.4 8.3 8.3
Netherlands 8.8 8.8 8.6
UK 6.0 7.0 6.7

Public Expenditure
Ireland % GNP 5.4 5.2 4.8
Denmark 6.9 6.8 6.8
Netherlands 6.1 6.0 6.0
UK 5.0 5.9 5.6

Private Expenditure
Ireland % GNP 21 2.0 15
Denmark 15 15 1.6
Netherlands 2.7 2.8 25
UK 1.0 11 11

Source: OECD Health Database, OECD, 2000.
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Note: 1. Asoutlined in Chapter 2, Section 2.3, Ireland is unique amongst EU
countries in having a substantial difference between GDP and GNP. In
1995 GNP was 12 per cent less than GDP, in 2000, GNP was 16 per
cent less than GDP. Since GNP represents the resources available for
redistribution it is the appropriate base for measuring effort on Health.
In recognition of the fact that EU, OECD, ILO and UN publications use
the standard GDP base for expenditure comparisons for all countries
including Ireland, the relevant GDP figures for total expenditure are
presented below:

1990 1996 1998
Ireland % GDP 7.0 7.2 6.4

2. Thereis some divergence between data from the Department of
Health and Children and that from the OECD. Thisis being examined
by the bodies concerned.

Estimated Overall Health Expenditure as a Percentage of GNP and GDP —
Ireland 1990-20001

1990 1994 1996 1998 2000

Total Expenditure | 2,058.8 £m | 2,909.7 £m | 3,272.9 £m| N/A N/A
As % of GDP

— Total public 54 6.2 5.6 54 55

— Total private 18 18 17 N/A N/A

Total 7.2 8.0 7.2 N/A N/A
As % of GNP

— Total Public 6.1 6.9 6.3 6.1 6.5

— Total Private 2.0 2.0 19 2.0e 2.0e

Total 8.0 8.8 8.2 8.1 8.1e

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999), Health Statistics 1999,
Table L6, and updates for 1998 and 2000.

Note: 1. Thisincludes Total Public Non-Capital and Capital Expenditure and
Total Private Expenditure.

e. Private component for 1998 and 2000 estimated.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C.(iv) Health (1.4.3 and 3.10)

Indicator C.13: Percentage of headth expenditure on primary/
community care.

Definition: Primary/Community care includes the Community
Protection Programme, the Community Health Services Programme
and the Community Welfare Programme. A further breakdown of
these programmes is listed in the table below.

Rationale for Use: The objectives of the Programme for Prosperity
and Fairnessinclude:

® improving the health status of the population;

® improving access to quality healthcare services in order to
strengthen social inclusion and cohesion; and

® improving the effectiveness of the health service, using
significant increases planned in health spending over the period
of the Programme (3.10).

Primary/Community care relates to spending on health promotion
and preventative services in addition to the wide range of services
provided at the community level, which cover the ongoing health
requirements of the population. These include the genera
practitioner service, dental services, family planning, cash
payments, home help services etc.

Used asan Indicator by: PPF.

Data Availability and Sources. Datafor Ireland are available from
the Department of Health and Children in their publication, Health
Satistics. This was most recently published in 1999. However, the
data it contains refer to 1996. More recent data are available from
the Department estimates.
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The most recently published data on Community Care expenditure
relate to 1996 when about a quarter of health expenditure went on
these programmes. While this reflected a slight decrease over 1995,
this was mostly due to the transfer of responsibility for funding the
Disabled Persons Maintenance Allowance to the Department of
Socia Community and Family Affairs. The figures for subsequent
years up to 2000 indicate an absolute increase and a greater share of
the overall increased expenditure for the Community Care
Programme. These figures should be considered within the context
of the caveats outlined in Chapter 6, Section 6.1 regarding health
expenditure measures.

BASELINE SITUATION

Non-Capital Expenditure on Statutory Health Servicesin Actual Termsand
as a Percentage of Gross National Product

Year | Non-Capital Expenditure | Health Expenditureasa
on Statutory Health percentage of Gross
Services (net) National Product (GNP)
£m %

1990 1,463.90 6.03

1995 2,298.98 6.60

1996 2,354.22 6.23

2000 4,220.62 6.48

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999), Health Statistics 1999,
Table L3 and estimates for 2000.
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Percentage of Gross Non-Capital Health Expenditure on
Primary/Community Care 1994-2000

Programme | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
;%Tgﬁ‘g:y 18 | 20 | 22 | 26 | 25 | 28 | 40
ﬁg&“{ﬂ‘g‘;\‘;w 162 | 166 | 17.3 | 164 | 170 | 184 | 176
\(f\;’elr?gg”ity 88 | 74 | 53 | 72 | 71 | 70 | 79
Total 267 | 259 | 248 | 262 | 266 | 282 | 205

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999), Health Statistics 1999,
Table L1, Department of Social, Community and Family Affairs (1996),
Satistical Information on Social Welfare Services 1996, p. 42.

Note: 1. The decrease in expenditure on the Community Welfare Programme
between 1995 and 1996 is due to the transfer of responsibility for
funding the Disabled Persons Maintenance Allowance (cash payments
and grants for disabled persons) from the Department of Health to the
Department of Social, Community and Family Affairsin August 1995.
This payment was later named Disability Allowance.

p. Provisional.
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Estimated Non-Capital Expenditure by Programme and Service for
Community Care Sub-programmes

Programme and Service 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 2000p
1. Community Protection Programme £000 | £000 | £000
1.1 Protection of Infectious Diseases 14,745 | 16,495 | 19,277
1.2 Child Health Examination 8,766 | 9,659 | 9,824
1.3 Food hygiene and standards 7,583 | 8,658 | 8,805
1.4 Drugs Advisory Service 1,450 | 1,801 -
1.5 Health promotion 2,270 | 2,822 | 3,399
1.6 Other Preventative Services 5418 | 8,783 | 13,433
Programme Total 40,232 | 48,218 | 54,738 |177,066
2. Community Health Services Programme
22 %fﬁgﬁg: nggﬁg‘;?g‘édﬂ‘ﬂ; 250,026 | 261,646 | 271,661
2.2 Subsidy for drug purchases 39,057 | 48,704 | 60,999
2.3 Refund of cost of drugs for long termillness | 17,159 | 19,154 | 21,384
2.4 Home Nursing Services 30,569 | 31,713 | 32,288
2.5 Domiciliary Maternity Services 2,390 | 2479 | 2,524
2.6 Family Planning 175 1,283 | 2,385
2.7 Dental Services 25,799 | 33,348 | 34,740
2.8 Ophthalmic Services 5368 | 6502 | 6,834
2.9 Aural Services 1,083 | 1,119 | 1,133
Programme Total 371,626 |405,948 |433,948 | 876,936
3. Community Welfare Programme
1 m r for disabl
3 ggs;loﬁgy ents and grants for disabled 96,176 | 60,447 _
3.2 Mohility Allowance for handicapped persons| 646 806 1,040
33 E&ﬂ%ﬂéﬁﬁ?ﬁw ancesfor 7785 | 8106 | 8,729
3.4 Cash payments to blind persons 1515 | 1,649 | 1,837
3.5 Home-help service 10,703 | 11,081 | 11,458
3.6 Meals on Wheels 1,903 | 1,945 | 1,949
3.7 Grants to voluntary welfare agencies 30,860 | 33,957 | 34,036
3.8 Supply of milk to expectant/nursing mothers
and children < 5 covered by medical cards 1,072 | 1,095 | 1,097
3.9 Pre-school support services 1554 | 1,688 | 1,691
3.10 Boarding out of children 9,634 | 9,845 | 10,490
311 %}g eﬁglali dgg services including 26,032 | 36,308 | 46,777
3.12 Welfare homes for the aged 11,312 | 11,724 | 12,623
3.13 Adoption services 744 770 783
3.14 Other 793 796 867
Programme Total 200,729 {180,217 (133,377 | 351,145

Source: Department of Health and Children (1999), Health Statistics 1999,

TableL1.
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C. Distribution/Equity
C. (iv) Health (1.4.3 and 3.10)

Indicator C.14: Number and Proportion of Public In-Patients
Waiting 6 months or more (children) and 12 months or more
(adults) for Targeted Specialities.

Definition: Number and proportion of public in-patients waiting six
months or more (children) and twelve months or more (adults) for
procedures in Cardiac Surgery, Ear, Nose and Throat, Gynaecol ogy,
Opthalmology, Orthopaedics, Plastic Surgery, Surgery (General),
Urology and Vascular Surgery. These are the ‘ Targeted Specialities
under the Waiting Lists Initiative.

Rationale for Inclusion: Duration spent waiting for specific
procedures represents an indicator of access to, and availability of,
public health services. Time waiting for treatment is aso one of the
key aspects of the health service that shapes peopl€e’s experience of
and attitudes to the health service. The reduction of in-patient
waiting times for specific procedures to less than twelve months for
adults and six months for children is the principle am of the Irish
Government’s Waiting Lists Initiative (WLI), first introduced in
1993. This provides avery clear policy context and ultimate goal for
thisindicator.

Waiting lists and the duration spent on them have a number of
drawbacks as indicators. For instance, there are no standard or
accepted criteria for placing people on the waiting lists for
particular procedures and therefore the lists do not reflect the
variable levels of need of patients. In addition, the reasons for
people coming off the waiting lists also needs to be considered as
some may choose to pursue private treatment, and some may die.
While these drawbacks do not render waiting lists valueless as an
indicator, they signal the need for caution when using this
information.

Used as an Indicator by: Department of Heath and Children,
OECD (forthcoming).
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Data Availability and Sources. Data on the numbers on waiting
lists and the time spent waiting for treatment is compiled by each
hospital, collated by Waiting List Co-ordinators in each Health
Board area and entered onto a database by the Department of Health
and Children for analysis. Data are collected on a quarterly basis.

The genera conclusion from a comparison of waiting lists in
December 1997 and December 2000 is that with the exception of a
marked decrease in the percentage of children waiting for in-patient
orthopaedic treatment for six months or more there are either sharp
increases for most specialities or little change. The percentage of
adults waiting twelve months or more over this period decreased for
cardiac and general surgery but remained about the same or
increased for all other speciaities. These patterns must be
considered with reference to the limitations of waiting lists as an
indicator outlined above and in Chapter 6: Section 6.1.
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BASELINE SITUATION

Children Waiting Six Months or more and Adults Twelve Months or more
for Treatment by Target Specialities, Ireland 1996 - 2000

ADULTSWAITING 12 MONTHS OR MORE

Dec. 1996 | Dec. 1997 | Dec. 1998 | Dec. 1999 | Dec. 2000
Speciality N [% | N [%| N [% | N [%| N |[%
Cardiac Surgery |1,030{ 74 | 969 | 76 | 776 |67 | 816 | 73 | 270 | 54
ENT 1,124| 40 |1,937| 47 |2,864| 58 |3,040| 58 |2,469| 62
Gynaecology 396 | 20 | 600 | 27 (1,079|36 | 799 | 31 | 453 | 33
Opthalmology 647 | 30 | 803 | 29 |1,199| 30 |1,617| 39 | 807 | 27
Orthopaedics 2,188| 45 |3,037| 48 |3,615| 50 |3,704| 60 |2,007| 47
Plastic Surgery | 467 |58 | 883 | 62 | 942 |57 |1,080| 59 |1,141| 68
Surgery (General)| 666 | 27 |1,110| 40 [1,063| 32 |1,069| 34 | 881 | 34
Urology 560 | 37 | 802 | 50 | 829 |55 | 901 | 49 | 821 | 57
Vascular 1,158| 64 |1,781| 65 |1,931| 69 |1,807| 66 |1,488| 65

CHILDREN WAITING 6 MONTHS OR MORE

Dec. 1996 | Dec. 1997 | Dec. 1998 | Dec. 1999 | Dec. 2000
Speciality N [% | N [%| N [% | N [%| N |[%
Cardiac Surgery | 55 [100| 66 |68 | 57 |78 | 67 |76 | 29 | 67
ENT 1,524| 62 |1,714| 57 |2,143| 76 |1,688| 76 |1,347| 80
Opthalmology 162 |64 | 101 | 44 | 256 |71 | 269 | 81 | 169 | 69
Orthopaedics 53 (83| 89 (83| 83 (81 | 64 |64 | 8 | 36
Plastic Surgery 157 ({80 | 218 | 72 | 257 |65 | 445 | 78 | 436 | 84
Surgery (General)| 69 |64 | 48 | 30 | 101 |58 | 147 | 53 | 69 | 45
Urology 20 |77 | 6 |40| 12 |57 | 36 |62 | 9 |47

Source: (1998) Report of the Review Group on the Waiting List Initiative.
Unpublished report to the Department of Health and Children, and

figures provided by the Department of Health and Children.
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D. Environment

D. Environment (2.13)

Indicator D.1: Household and Commercial Waste Arising
(Municipal Waste).

Definition: Two definitions are commonly used in measuring
household and commercial waste arising. Thefirst of these istonnes
(000s) of household and commercial waste collected by or on behalf
of local authorities per annum. The second relates to the waste
generated rather than collected. This figure takes account of the fact
that not all of the population is served by a municipal collection
service. Thefiguresfor Ireland below refer to this latter measure.

Rationale for Inclusion: The generation of waste is now one of the
main problems facing the environment and environmental
management. Waste arising reflects our economic activities,
industrial  development, lifestyle and consumption patterns.
Increasing levels of waste generation place a growing burden on the
environment and on existing waste management services. The Irish
Sustainable Development Strategy has set a target of stabilising
municipal waste by 1999 and a reduction of 20 per cent by 2010.

Used asan Indicator by: EPA, National Competitiveness Council

Data Availability and Sources: Data for Ireland for 1993 to 1998
are available in the 2000 EPA publication, Ireland’s Environment: A
Millennium Report. Maor surveys have been carried out by the
EPA in 1995 and 1998, the latter as part of the development of a
National Waste Database, which will provide information on
various aspects of waste and waste management in the future. Some
international data are available in the OECD publication
Environmental Performance: Ireland 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Household and Commercial Waste Arising (Tonnes): Ireland

1995 1998
1,848,232 2,056,652t

Source: EPA (2000), Ireland’s Environment: A Millennium Report, Table 6.1.

Note: 1. Thisis composed of approximately 1.22 million tonnes of household
waste, 0.755 million tonnes of commercial waste and 81,000 of street
cleansing waste.

Comparative Municipal Waste Generation per Capita, late 1990s

Country Tonnes per Capita
Ireland 560
USA 720
New Zealand 350
Denmark 560
Norway 630
Portugal 380
Switzerland 600
OECD Europe 450
OECD 500

Source: OECD (2000): Environmental Performance: Ireland 2000.
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D. Environment

D. Environment (2.13)

Indicator D.2: Waste Management : Recycling percentage, Landfill
percentage.

Definition: The disposal/recovery of the commercial and household
waste collected by or on behalf of local authorities.

Rationale for Inclusion: The disposal and recovery of waste is
now one of the main problems in environmental management.
Increasing levels of waste generation place a growing burden on the
environment and on existing waste management services. Progress
must be made in reversing the current trend of increasing quantities
of waste and to break the link between economic growth and waste
production (EPA, 2000). It is important to note that EU policy
considers landfill to be the least desirable waste management
practice.

Used asan Indicator by: EPA, National Competitiveness Council.

Data Availability and Sources: Data for Ireland for 1993 to 1995
are available in the Department of the Environment and Local
Government’s 1997 publication, Sustainable Development: A
Strategy for Ireland. Data for 1998 are contained in the 2000 EPA
publication, Ireland’s Environment: A Millennium Report. Data will
continue to be available from the EPA National Waste Database,
which will provide information on various aspects of waste and
waste management in the future. International data are available in
the OECD publication Environmental Performance: Ireland 2000.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Disposal and Recovery of Household and Commercial Waste: Ireland

1993 1995 1998
Landfill 92.6% 92.2% 91.0%
Recycling 7.4% 7.8% 9.0%
Total 100 100 100

Source: EPA (2000), Ireland’s Environment: A Millennium Report,
Environmental Protection Agency, and Department of the Environment,
and Loca Government (1997), Sustainable Development: A Srategy
for Ireland, Dublin: The Stationery Office.

Comparative Municipal Waste Disposal and Recovery, late 1990s

Country Landfill | Incineration | Composting | Recycling | Other
Ireland 92.2 0.0 0.0 7.8 0.0
Netherlands 35.2 26.9 225 155 0.0
France 47.0 45.7 6.9 0.0 0.3
Denmark 21.7 54.4 111 12.2 1.0
UK 80.0 14.3 0.0 57 0.0
EuropeAverage, 66.0 18.0 6.0 9.0 1.0

Source: EPA (2000), Ireland’s Environment: A Millennium Report:
Environmental Protection Agency.
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D. Environment

D. Environment (2.13)

Indicator D.3: Drinking Water Quality.

Definition: Compliance Rate for Coliform bacteria in the Public
and Group supplies. This is an empirical measurement which is
made to assess the overall microbiological quality of water for
human consumption. No Coliforms should be present.

Rationale for Inclusion: Sewerage-contaminated water is a
function of a number of carriers. As the positive identification of
specific bacteria may be a very difficult task an indirect approach is
universally adopted. To date the universal indicator organism has
been the coliforms. Presence of these (specifically Escherichia coli)
in a water supply is proof that sewage (faecal) contamination (of
human or animal origin) has occurred and it is therefore a strong
indication of the risk that pathogens may be present.

Used as an Indicator by: Environmental Protection Agency, EU
(Drinking Water Directive[ 98/83/EU].

Data Sources and Availability: Data are available from the
Environmental Protection Agency in their report, Environment in
Focus. Thiswas most recently published in 1999.

BASELINE SITUATION
Compliance Rate for Coliforms|In Drinking Water

ComplianceRate| a5 | 1994 | 1905 | 1996 1997
for Coliforms %

Public Supplies 91.0 91.4 91.3 924 91.1
Group Schemes 54.9 54.5 56.8 57.6 64.1

Source: Environmental Protection Agency (1999), Environment in Focus,

Indicator 13.
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D. Environment

D. Environment (2.13)

Indicator D.4: River Water Quality.
Proxy: Not required.

Definition: The proportion of rivers that are polluted. This is based
on a four-fold classification: Unpolluted, Slightly Polluted,
Moderately Polluted and Seriously Polluted, on the basis of the
level of various biological and chemical materials.

Rationale for Inclusion: Fresh water constitutes one of the main
economic and social resources of Ireland, providing water for
domestic, industrial and agricultural use. Rivers are the primary
source of fresh water and its quality reflects a number of waste
management policies, including urban and municipal waste
disposal, and the treatment, management and disposa of
agricultural and industrial waste. In addition, as approximately 75
per cent of all drinking water is supplied by rivers, this has
implications for households and the health of the nation. Changesin
policy in relation to waste management, particularly in respect of
phosphorous and nitrogen levels, are expected to show results in
this area over the coming years.

Used asan Indicator by: EPA, OECD.

Data Availability and Sources: The Environmental Protection
Agency conducts an assessment of river and stream water quality
every three years. The biological survey is based on samples taken
from approximately 3,200 locations around Ireland and has been
ongoing since 1971, thereby allowing a historical perspective. In
addition, achemical survey of riversis undertaken on samplestaken
from 2,100 locations.
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BASELINE SITUATION
River Water Quality in Ireland, 1987 - 1997

Percentage of 13,200 km Baseline
River Quality 1987-1990 | 1991-94 | 1995-97
Unpolluted 77.3 72.2 66.9
Slightly Polluted 12.0 16.3 18.2
Moderately Polluted 9.7 10.9 14.0
Seriously Polluted 0.9 0.6 0.9

Source: EPA (1999), Environment in Focus.
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D. Environment

D. Environment (2.13)

Indicator D.5: Average time in minutes-per-day commuting to and
from work.

Definition: Average time commuting to and from work measured in
minutes-per-day.

Rationale for Inclusion: Commuting time in Ireland is
significantly higher than in other EU countries. In 1996 Ireland was
ranked eighth, nearly twice that of the best performing country
(Italy). Asthese figures date from 1996 it is likely that the situation
has changed dramatically since then, due to the massive growth in
the stock of carsin the economy.

Used as an Indicator by: Eurostat, National Competitiveness
Council.

Data Sources and Availability: Data are available in the National
Competitiveness Council’s Annual Competitiveness Report. It
utilises data from the EU publication EU Transport in Figures
Satistical Pocket Book, published in January 2000. The most recent
available data refer to 1996.

BASELINE SITUATION
Aver age Time Commuting to and from work, minutes-per-day

1996
Ireland 40
Denmark 38
Netherlands 44
UK 46

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000), Annual Competitiveness
Report 2000, Table A13.
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D. Environment

D. Environment (2.13)

Indicator D.6: Buses and coaches and cars per 1,000 population.

Definition: Buses and coaches and cars per 1,000 population and
number of registered privately-owned cars per 1,000 population.

Rationale for Inclusion: This indicator is particularly relevant at
the moment in the context on ongoing policy debates on public
transport, as well as spatial and regional development. Increasing
road traffic produces a number of detrimental effects on the
environment. It increases the emission of noxious gases that are
damaging to human health and the natural and built environment,
increased levels of noise pollution, especialy in cities. While the
introduction of emission limits on vehicles is a positive
development, what advantage is gained in terms of quality may be
lost due to increased quantity of vehicles.

This indicator should be considered together with the Headline
Indicator on Rail Infrastructure - 11.5.

Used as an Indicator by: EPA, National Competitiveness Council,
Eurostat.

Data Sources and Availability: Data on buses and coaches are
available from the National Competitiveness Council’s Annual
Reports. This was last published in 2000. The source used by the
Council is the EU Transport in Figures Satistical Pocket Book,
2000. The data, however, refer to 1996 and 1997.

Data on the number of vehicles registered are collected annually by
the Department of the Environment. There is approximately a one
year time-lag on this data, with data for the end of 1999 becoming
avallable in late-2000, and per capita figures are not provided.
Internationally comparative data on a per capita basis are available
in the Eurostat publication, EU Transport in Figures Satistical
Pocket Book.
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BASELINE SITUATION
Total Number of Passenger Cars

1993 1997 1999
Private Cars 891,027 | 1,134,429 | 1,269,245
Total Vehicles | 1,151238 | 1,432,330 | 1,608,156

Source: Department of the Environment (1994, 1998 and 2000), Irish Bulletin
of Vehicle and Drives Satistics 1993, 1994 and 1999.

No. of Cars per 1,000 populationt

1997
Ireland 297.3
EU 15 453.6

Source: Datain thisreport istaken from the EU Transport in Figures Statistical
Pocket Book, January 2000.

Note: 1. Thisappeared as an indicator in the National Competitiveness
Council Annual Report for the first time in 1997.

Buses and Coaches per 1,000 Capita

1997 Rank in Europe
Irelandt 1.61 7
Denmark 2.60 1
Netherlandst 0.71 15
UK 1.43 9

Source: National Competitiveness Council (2000), Annual Competitiveness
Report, Table A13.

Note: 1. 1996 data.
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