DEPARTMENT OF SOCI AL POLI CY AND | NTERVENTI ON

Barnett House, 32 Wellington Square, Oxford OX1 2ER
Tel: +44(0)1865 270325 Fax: +44(0)1865 270324

Www.spsw.ox.ac.uk

UNIVERSITY OF

OXFORD

Fran Bennett, Oxford Institute of Social

Policy & Holly Sutherland, Institute for
Social and Economic Research

The importance of independent
income: understanding the role of
non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits

6/2011




The importance of independent income: understanding the role of non-means-tested earnings

Editor:
Professor Martin Seeleib-Kaiser

Department of Social Policy and Intervention
University of Oxford

Barnett House

32 Wellington Square

Oxford

OX1 2ER

martin.seeleib@spi.ox.ac.uk

replacement benefits



The importance of independent income: understanding the role of non-means-tested earnings
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Non-technical summary

Most analyses of income distribution are carrietlaiwa family/household level. But it is also
possible to examine ‘individual income’ (receivedibdividuals in their own right). Such
income may be particularly important for women,agivtheir unequal access to resources
compared with that of men. The report of the UKiblal Equality Panel (NEP) in 2010
showed that between 1995-97 and 2006-08, mediandigidual income for women rose
from 53% to 64% of men’s. We adopt a similar conadpindividual income’ in this paper

to that used by the NEP.

Non-means-tested earnings replacement benefitérifmatory, such as JobSeeker’s
Allowance, and noncontributory, such as Carer®wHnce) are one form of individual
income. In this paper, we consider the implicatifmmshouseholds/families and also for
individuals if such benefits were to be abolished.

The 1980s and 1990s saw cutbacks in non-meanstesteings replacement benefits for
those of working age. From the late 1990s, theve lh@en some piecemeal improvements,
but by and large a continuing general decline. @harmave included tightening contribution
conditions and behavioural conditionality, the aimh of some benefits and dependants’
additions, and cuts in survivors’ benefits — a pmmovement in which women are more

likely to have been caught.

Non-means-tested earnings replacement benefitesgémportant to household incomes
now than they were a decade ago. Some 60% of atésnaae men and some 40% are
women. Policy simulation of the abolition of thdsmefits shows that 9.3% of households,
8.9% of working age family units and 6.3% of woidiage people would be affected. About
one third of family units would receive no compdimathrough increases in means-tested
payments, with one third fully and one third pdlyiompensated. The risk of poverty
among people in households previously receivingmeans-tested earnings replacement
benefits would rise by 9-10 percentage points. IBipgople (especially men) are more likely

to be compensated by the means-tested systemdhates.

Individuals in couples are less likely to be congadad via means-tested payments because
their partner may have other income. Within couples average value of non-means-tested
earnings replacement benefits is about 20% higirenén, but such benefits make up a

smaller proportion of men’s incomes. Women losiegéfit are much more likely to be
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members of couples who are not compensated d méans-tested incomes that rise to
compensate are shared equally within the couplejemdlose’ less than men in absolute
terms - but this is mainly because women havetteksse; as a proportion of individual

incomes, women lose more.

Most recent proposals for ‘welfare reform’ do ndtieess the issues that we highlight here -
the unit of assessment, or eligibility criteria fmnefits (how people qualify for them — for
example, whether benefits are means-tested orBwt)until recently, these would be likely
to have been seen e major issues involved in debates about any refdrtheosocial
security system. And they are crucial to the funfrthe non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits for individuals considerethia paper. The aims of the social security
system are seen increasingly narrowly in the Ukayoas providing a ‘safety net’, rather
than social protection over the lifecycle or a ad§citizenship for all. But moving further
away from ensuring an independent income for imldigls not only runs counter to gender
equality goals but also fails to reflect social eleyments which increasingly involve

expectations of all individuals being self-suffitie
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Abstract

We argue that independent entitlement to inconmap®rtant. This implies that earnings
replacement benefits paid to individuals fulfilaange of functions which means-tested
benefits, assessed at the family rather than iddatilevel, cannot. The argument also
highlights the need to consider gender differemaéise receipt of income. We explore the
implications of a scenario in which non-means-g@nings replacement benefits are
abolished and means-tested benefits and tax cféld#isme of the gap. This illustrates the
effects of UK trends and in proposals for furthefiorm -- in the decline in non-means-tested
benefits and the increase in means testing -- tekémeir ultimate conclusion.

JEL D31, 138

Keywords Income, Benefits, Means testing, Gender
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1. Introduction

The report of the National Equality Panel (NEP, @0&xamined what income is received
directly by individuals. This provides a differepicture compared with the traditional

portrayal of income distribution based on houselwwddme, which does not take account of
which individual adult within households receives dorm of income. Given the differences

in access to various kinds of resources betweenandnwvomen in couples, the right to an
independent income can be a particularly importesue for women. Research has
demonstrated that benefits which individuals atéled to in their own right can give them a

greater say in household finances, and can alsousgal for some women in unequal couple
relationships (e.g. see Gooeleal, 1998).

This alternative perspective is highly relevantpalicy formulation, and in particular to

proposals for the type of ‘welfare reform’ put fawd recently. In the main, however, the
authors of such proposals do not consider the captins for access to income by
individuals within couples. Most treat means-tesiadome (which depends on joint

assessment of the needs and resources of botlersanina couple) as identical in its nature
and effects to income which is not subject to amsdast but to which individuals may gain
entitlement in other ways. But these are fundantigntifferent forms of income: means-

tested income (whoever receives it) is contingemtaopartner’'s presence, activities and
resources, whereas non-means-tested income giwtgidunls independent access to
resources in their own right.

In order to highlight the role of existing non-medested earnings replacement benefits as
part of the individual incomes of adults of workiage, we analyse below the implications of
a scenario in which such benefits are abolishedti(ge 4). These benefits include
contributory JobSeekers Allowance (JSA) and coatdty Employment and Support
Allowance (ESA) (the replacement for Incapacity &), as well as noncontributory
Carer’s Allowance (CA).

There is currently no government proposal to ahadlese benefits, and we do not suggest
there is; our scenario is intended to illustrate implications of their comprehensive
replacement, leaving a solely means-tested systiwever, several recent proposals for
‘welfare reform’ have suggested abolishing or restrg some or all such benefits (see
section 5). And the UK coalition government haseadly proposed time-limiting the
contributory element of ESA for those in the woetated activity group to one year from
2012 (HMT, 2010a), and in the Welfare Reform Bilcluded a proposal to abolish the
noncontributory form of ESA for young disabled pkeopltogether. Given the direction of
these and other recent policy developments, angarticular current pressures on public
expenditure, it is also possible that further psade of this type will be seriously considered
in the future.

This paper does not examine those non-means-tbsteefits whose primary function is to
compensate for additional costs (such as Child f#eard Disability Living Allowance).
Instead it explores the significance of accessdn-means-tested benefits whose primary
function is earnings replacement, not only for fa@eihouseholds as a whole but also for
those individuals entitled to them:

‘In particular, it is important to consider thepact of policy change on the degree of
autonomy enjoyed by men and women, and the wayhichwvithin-household inequalities

1
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may be affected, both immediately and over theddarse. This entails an attempt to look
inside the family at individuals, rather than takiwhat is sometimes called a “unitary
household” perspective.’ (Bennett, 2010, p. 100).

The rest of this paper is structured as follonecti®n 2 examines the concept of ‘individual
income’, as developed by the National Equality Paarel sets out the arguments in favour of
individual access to benefits, in terms of the trighfinancial autonomy, independent action
and securitySection 3outlines the recent history of non-means-testediegs replacement
benefits — including some improvements, but mowdrictions and reductions, which we
argue are likely to have particularly affected womend therefore counterbalanced any
increasing entitlement because of higher laboulkeigrarticipation Section 4analyses the
implications of abolishing non-means-tested eamimgplacement benefits, both for
households/families and at an individual levesHbws how the means-tested system would
fail to protect all families from the loss and hamdividuals with earning partners are
particularly vulnerableSection 5describes recent proposals for ‘welfare reformg draws
out the implications of our analysis for these refs; and the lastection (6)draws some
conclusions.

2. Individual income and individual benefit entitlement
Income

The report of the National Equality Panel (NEP, @04.179) was unusual in placing some
emphasis on the importance of measuiimjvidual incomes when examining inequalities
between groups, in particular between men and woihéescribed net individual income as
‘the resources available to individuals in theirrowght, and over which they will have
strongest control’. The report did demonstrate thatmedian net individual income received
by women in their own right (including benefits atac credits as well as wages) rose from
53% of that of men in 1995-97 to 64% in 2006-08; Wwaomen still received only £180 per
week on average, compared with £281 for men. Indeed in ten women have weekly
individual incomes of below £49, and more than laa#f in the bottom 40% of the individual
income distribution. This includes women of pensage, whereas our analysis focuses only
on the working age population; but the NEP repa@l1(Q, p. 160) notes that women have
much lower individual incomes than men at all agbsugh the distribution is very wide
within groups prior to state pension age, espgcfall women).

As the NEP report points out, the calculation df individual incomes is in many ways the
polar opposite case to the assumption of equairghaf resources within the household, and
‘will be important ... to the extent that actuategt of an income source indicates control
over its allocation’ (p. 180).Net individual incomes clearly expose much greater gender
differences tharhouseholdincomes because, with the equal sharing assumpgender
differences only arise from differences betweenitltemes of single men and women and
from the proportions of each sex who are sifidtds important, therefore, as noted above, to
recognise that this assumption of equal shariigesisual basis on which poverty, inequality

! Note that having control over the allocationrfdme is not necessarily the same as being the

beneficiary. This is particularly the case withaedjto resources intended to benefit children.
2 Nonetheless, this still shows women’s medianiimedo be 7% lower than men’s, mostly due to the
lower pension incomes and greater longevity of wome

2
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and income distribution issues are discussed -ttatdhis is not neutral, as is often assumed,
but one end of a spectrum of possible assumptions.

There are many arguments for paying benefits awithdhl entitlements to income, rather
than on the basis of household or family need. Wensarise them here.

Individual benefits give autonomy

In the qualitative research carried out with mex awomen in low- to moderate-income
couples in the Within Household Inequalities andlRuPolicy project in the Gender
Equality Network® we found that ‘togetherness’ in terms of shariaqify finances was
valued by both men and women, but that access tadapendent income was particularly
meaningful for the women we interviewed.

Most men and women in our sample were in paid whdwever low paid, and therefore
receiving an income primarily via wages rather themefits. Very few were in receipt of
income replacement benefits which were not measisde It was clear, however, that where
it occurred, receipt of an independent benefit imec- in these cases, CA for caring - gave
several women a degree of individual autonomy iatveeemed to be a very unequal couple
relationship, or helped to give them more say icigiens within the couple about household
finances, or allowed them to organise their fingnge the way they wished. CA was
particularly likely to be seen as belonging to thdividual - perhaps in part because it is
awarded to someone caring for another person, lae@fore resembles a wage (however
inadequate its level). It seemed to be less likietyr other benefits to go ‘into the pot’ to be
spent on general household items, and more likelyet spent on specific items decided by
the claimant themselves.

Independence of action

Non-means-tested benefits can also provide an i@pofoundation for people to build on
through their own efforts. For example, if one parsn a couple is on contributory JSA or
ESA, their spouse can remain in paid work, or gebawithout this affecting the claimant’s
benefit at all - whereas if they are on the eq@rntimeans-tested benefit, this is not the case.
Partners of non-means-tested benefit claimantdearertain that in trying out a ‘mini-job’,
for example, any income they earn will not affdutde benefits at all. In addition, if an
individual is a claimant in their own right, it more likely that the support they need to re-
enter employment can be more clearly identified prodided.

Prevention of in-work poverty

If one partner in a two-earner couple loses thairand has no entitlement to a non-means-
tested benefit, the cost of preventing the famalirig into poverty rests primarily with the
other partner. ‘In-work poverty’ (measured in thgual way, in terms of total household
income} becomes more likely in couples with one partnidiristwork. Men who have been
the main breadwinner may find it particularly diffit to be dependent on a partner who still
retains paid work. Claiming Working Tax Credit (W)Ii@ay be possible if the partner works

3
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http://www.genet.ac.uk see project 5.
Millar and Gardiner (2004) examined whether aad fow-paid workers’ households manage to
escape poverty.
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30 hours per week or more (or 16 hours in a famiti children)® But the take-up rate of
WTC is very low for those without children in padlar, and the amount is reduced as
earnings rise, unlike a non-means-tested earnemagement benefit.

Security of income

Claimants involved in recent qualitative researtioud a single working age benefit, as
reported by Sainsbury and Weston (2010), emphasisedmportance of having a ‘known
and secure income they could rely on and plan timisehold budgeting around’ (p.35); this
is of course a characteristic of a non-means-telsegetfit, which does not vary with each
change of household circumstances or each variafomcome of either partner. This
suggests that non-means-tested benefits are maesl 40 today’s conditions, in terms of
both family fluidity and flexible labour marketss ahey provide a more secure base for
individuals to rely on.

Advantages of focus on individuals for families

As they are paid to individuals, non-means-testathirgs replacement benefits do not
involve a ‘couple penalty’ (the label for what sopeople identify as monetary disadvantage
in terms of the amount of financial support avdéalvhen two individuals live together as a
couple, rather than living separately). If benddits focused on individuals, there is not likely
to be a differential between the rates for singtepgte and couples, as the latter will merely
be twice the former.

Moreover, strengthening individual access to inca@heuld not be seen as representing a
threat to family stability, but rather the reverkewis (2006) found that individuals often see
a measure of personal financial security as nepegsarder to take the risk of commitment
to a couple relationship; for all but one of theispondents (who were largely women), ‘the
security of some financial independence was desdrib as providing the necessary security
for the relationship to flourish’.

3. Recent history of non-means-tested earnings r@gement benefits and current
recipients

The recent history of the non-means-tested earmegiacement benefits examined in this
paper has been mixed. Here, we provide an ovenoéwnajor policy changes, both

improvements and restrictions, and indications heff likely impact of these changes on
women compared with men. This gives us the corftexdur examination of the implications

of abolishing these benefits later in the paper.

Contributory and noncontributory benefits

Several of the working age benefits we are consigehere are part of the contributory
benefits system, requiring National Insurance (ddhtributions to have been paid (and/or
credited) in order for claimants to qualify for the

° It is proposed that the 16 hour rule will ris€2tbhours per week between the members of the eoupl

in future. (The universal credit which will be iattuced from 2013 will abolish earnings rules agilitbe
available to people in or out of paid work.)
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» Contributory JobSeekers Allowance (JSA) for unemgtbpeople (previously called
Unemployment Benefit until JSA was introduced i®@9when the means-tested and
contributory elements were aligned in various ways)

* Employment and Support Allowance, which has bothtrdoutory and means-tested
elements, and includes an initial assessment pewbdth is replacing Incapacity
Benefit (which itself replaced Invalidity Benefithor people with long-term health
conditions rendering them incapable of work templyrar permanently; and

* Bereavement Benefits, which used to be only forowisl but have been extended to
widowers in recent years, whilst being simultan&past back.

The wider NI system also includes some non-meastsdeearnings replacement’ benefits
which depend solely on the category a claimans faito (and often residence conditions),
without contribution conditions:

* Industrial Disablement Benefit, the only benefitBeveridge’s NI scheme available
to married women paying reduced contributions;

 ESA with no contribution conditions for younger alded people, which replaced
Severe Disablement Allowance, intended for disalpledple with no or insufficient
NI contributions (now abolished for new claimants);

» Carer’s Allowance (Invalid Care Allowance from th@70s until 2003); and

* Maternity Allowance, which used to be contributobyt is so no longer (instead
having a low weekly earnings threshold).

Overview of changes to non-means-tested earningaaement benefits

We focus in this paper on policy changes since f99@wever, as Horton and Gregory
(2009) point out, in the 1980s and 1990s there avasries of cuts in contributory benefits,
including abolition of the earnings-related suppdainto short-term benefits, and the limiting
of non-means-tested Unemployment Benefit from tevdbs six months with the introduction

of JSA; long-term benefits were also increased avith prices (rather than the higher of
prices or earnings) from the early 1980s. Thereevileerefore some ‘notable milestones’ in
terms of the contraction of contributory benefitgl dhe favouring of means-tested provision
instead (Williams, 2009, p. 160).

Turning to the late 1990s onwards, with a few eXoag, ‘it is difficult to describe the last
decade as having seen anything other than a cargirdecline in working age national
insurance benefits’ (Bennett, 2010, p 108). And ribeent changes may have had a more
substantial effect in reducing women’s entitlementisrough tightening contribution
conditions and behavioural requirements for claitmar counter-balancing women’s
increased entitlement due to the growth in theipleyment. At the same time, dependants’
additions to non-means-tested benefits and sursilmenefits — sometimes called ‘derived
benefit rights’ because they depend on someonés edsgitiement — have been curtailed.
Women are more likely than men to have been caimgkhis pincer movement, and less

6

Hills (2003) and Williams (2009) give the recéigtory of changes to contributory benefits.
;

Though note that dependants’ additions to besyefiire paid to the claimants of those benefitherat
than being an individual entitlement of the depensithemselves.
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likely to have been able to claim means-tested fiitsrte make up the shortfall, especially if
they were living in couples.

Improvements in access and/or level

Some policies have improved access to, and/or ekiel lof, non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits. These fall into three groumpgrovements in maternity provisions;
improved access to contributory benefits for thase low earnings; and easements in
combining benefits with earnings. These were ditonluced under Labour governments
between 1997 and 2010 and are described below.

There has been a series of positive changes tamtgteenefits in recent years, including
increases in the length of maternity leave andatheunt of payment. Many women qualify
for Statutory Maternity Pay, paid by their emplaydibut refunded by the state); but
Maternity Allowance may be available to those wioondt. In 2000, entitlement to Maternity
Allowance was extended beyond those who qualified contributions to all qualifying
women earning £30 per week or more — although likisefited only a small number of
women, at least at first.

Improved access to contributory benefits for thoselow earnings was achieved in 1999
through changes meaning that NI contributions dradyl to be paid on earnings above the
weekly lower earnings limit (LEL), rather than olh @arnings as before, thus abolishing the
NI ‘entry fee’. This change benefits all those @agrabove the LEL. But as a percentage of
income it is of more benefit to those earning jadiove the LEL - likely to be
disproportionately women. Then the earnings lev&ltach liability for contributions started
was raised to the ‘primary earnings threshold’ gf@d with the personal income tax
threshold). People earning above the LEL but belwVvprimary earnings threshold’ did not
have to pay contributions, but were treated asghdbhey had done so in terms of rights to
benefits. Breweeet al. (2002) thought this was perhaps an attempt to drolstntributory
benefits by making them more suited to the flexitalbour marke®. It would also have
benefited women disproportionately. (Men have ghimew rights, however, from the
replacement of Widow's Pension by Bereavement Adloge and Widowed Parent’s
Allowance, now available to both sexes, though amoae restricted basis.)

Easements in combining NI benefits with earninggehiacluded increases in the level of
income which those on CA are allowed to earn bethe#r benefit is reduced (Patterson,
2002). In addition, from 2002 ‘permitted work’ rglallowed Incapacity Benefit claimants to
try out work more flexibly than under previous mil@mproved again in 2006) (Patterson,
2007); such earnings limits are only temporary, &éosv, as claimants are trying out work. It
is not known whether these changes affected menwammden differently (leaving aside

differences in the numbers of claimants).

Restrictions in entitlement and reductions in bedefels

However, these positive moves are exceptions taulgethat most changes in recent years
have restricted entitlement to non-means-testediregg replacement benefits, in particular
contributory benefits, and/or reduced their le@bme of the most significant of these are
outlined below. These changes have not been intextibecause of a deficit in the NI Fund;
indeed, it has been in surplus for many years,isuwdrrently projected to remain so until at

8 This was a direction of change that had beengseg by the Commission on Social Justice (1994).

6
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least 2070-71, according to the Government Actuging recommended minimum balance is
16.7% of annual benefit expenditure; at the endviaich 2009, the balance was 72%
(£50,631 million) (National Audit Office, 2009).dtead, the two motivations appear to have
been a growing belief in ‘supply side’ solutionsunemployment and wider worklessness,
and hence increasing emphasis on activation - letiefit receipt being seen as ‘passive’,
and therefore ideally to be reduced; and an inecka&snphasis on the narrow, safety net
function of social security.

Horton and Gregory (2009) argue that a possiblparse to people having insufficient
contributions to qualify for NI benefits could halveen a shift in entitlement criteria, to allow
more people to claim. As noted above, some moveag weade in this direction. But in
general the response was a growth in means tegtimgarily because of a desire to reduce
social security spending. We explore below the iogpions of these changes for men and
women.

Restrictions for claimants over the past decade hiasluded the tightening of contribution
conditions in various ways. From 2001, for examglajmants for IB usually had to have
paid contributions in one of the last three yeaather than in any previous year as before
(though with some exceptions, including carers)ttéPson, 2002). This tightening of the
contribution conditions was likely to affect womemore than men (Deacoet al, 2007),
because their earnings are more likely to be inpted for various reasons. There have been
consistent efforts to try to prevent people movinog to sickness benefits from
unemployment.

The Welfare Reform Bill 2008 tightened contributioonditions further on the introduction
of ESA, meaning that claimants must now usuallyehpaid contributions in one of the last
two years. (This brought the new contributory ES¥oiline with contributory JSA.) The
Government argued (DWP, 2008, para. 6.23) thatainted to stop people qualifying after
working for as little as four weeks; and it hastpoted carers’ entitlement to ESA. But
making the contributory system less inclusive isetbeless likely to have a disproportionate
impact on women, given their disadvantaged laboarket position relative to that of men.
The equality impact assessment of the tighteningootribution conditions (published only
at the end of 2010 (DWP, 2010d)) argues that bec&®% of contributory incapacity
benefits claimants are men and 42% women (61% s&3% for ESA), this is more likely to
affect men. But this difference is partly due te thwer state pension age for women, which
is going to be increased soon. Moreover, the assegsmakes no attempt to estimate how
men and women may be differentially affected byightening of contribution conditions
such as this.

2001 saw the abolition of the noncontributory béareévere Disablement Allowance (SDA).
It was replaced by a provision allowing young peoplho had not paid contributions to
qualify for IB instead. However, this exemption wast extended to others who had been
able to get SDA, including older disabled peoplehame without paid work and people
earning below the LEL (both more likely to be womeBince 2008 some people can get
ESA without having paid contributions, with exigfiprotections retained for carers and
young disabled people, but not for all (DWP, 20p&8a. 6.24). Although SDA was lower
than IB, it provided an important source of indegrmt income for many individuals, often
women; this function has now been undermined. (lwedgovernment is proposing to abolish
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the concession allowing access to ESA without aritartion record for young disabled
people.)
Conditionality and assessment tightened up

Conditionality has been tightened for those on m@ans-tested (as well as means-tested)
benefits.There has been a clear shift towards more focysmahwork. Tighter conditionality
can result in the loss of benefit, or the failurequalify for it at all. Unemployed claimants
have seen their pre-existing conditions tightemed series of moves (eg see Patterson, 2007;
Davis and Patterson, 2009); but so-called ‘inattl@mants, including IB claimants as well
as lone parents (see below), have also been tdrgetesimilar process, The replacement of
IB by ESA in 2008 (DWP, 2006) was set in the cohtaxachieving an 80% employment
rate overall. This extension of activation for ‘oti@e’ people is likely to have affected
women in particular, given their significant ovepresentation amongst lone parents and the
partners of benefit claimants, as well as the &sireg number of women on IBs.

Claimants originally defined as ‘incapable of worktierefore experienced increasing
conditionality from 2001 onwards. Sometimes thispgened simultaneously with a
tightening of contribution conditions (for examplejth the introduction of ESA). The
medical test was tightened in several waves, stami 2001, and was then replaced with the
work capability assessment for ESA in 2008 (DWPRspneelease, 19 November 2007). Far
more claimants than expected failed the new tebe Tabour Government had also
announced its extension to all existing IB clainsamiot just new ESA claimants and those
under 24 as previously proposed (HMT, 2008). Someralments will now be made as the
result of an independent review (Harrington, 2018ut nonetheless the increased
conditionality for ill and disabled people is ligeto push more claimants on to JSA, and
therefore off non-means-tested benefits fasteergihat contributory JSA only lasts for six
months. The one extension of conditionality whiclaswreversed was work focused
interviews for claimants of CA.

Abolition of benefits

Some benefits have also been abolistedddition to SDA (see above), the 1999 Welfare
Reform and Pensions Act abolished the contributigiow’s Pension and replaced it with
Bereavement Allowance and Widowed Parent’s Alloveamhich are available to both sexes
but are more limited in scope (Williams, 2009; Petbn, 2002). These changes are likely to
have affected women more in terms of losses. Soaséirgy benefits have been reduced for
some claimants; for example, half of an occupatid®mefit over £85 per week counted
against IB entitlement from 2001.

Child additions to NI benefits were stopped for nelaimants after 2003, and those for
existing claimants are being phased out. Other ehésnof some benefits were also abolished
— for example, age-related additions to IB for rdarmants (DWP, 2008, para. 6.20) (later
also reduced for existing claimants). There is momn(higher) long-term rate under the new
ESA, though the payment for those in the ‘suppostug’ (more severely ill or disabled, and
SO not expected to move towards paid employmeni igractice higher than this. Most
significantly, however, adult dependant additioasmost non-means-tested benefits have
also now been abolished, including those for IBneéats (on the introduction of ESA), and
most recently also those for CA and MA recipiefisis means that claimants cannot claim
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additional benefit for their spouseslprating amendments have also sometimes redueed th
value of benefits; where this affects non-meantetebenefits more, access to independent
income for individuals will be reduced in value.

Recipients of non-means-tested earnings replacebsemfits

Table 1 gives the numbers of recipients of non-ragasted earnings replacement benefits at
various points over recent yeafsThe proportion of male to female claimants fallktte
over this time, and remains roughly 56% to 44%aioir of mert! Although we know of no
comprehensive study which analyses these figuresjrderpretation of this relative stability
is that the impact of the changes identified abbas been balanced out overall by the
increasing entitlement of women due to the growttheir share of employment, relative to
men: greater numbers of women are therefore gaimidigidual rights to access a reduced
version of the UK’s system of non-means-testediegsreplacement benefits.

By far the most significant non-means-tested eagshireplacement benefits for adults of
working age in terms of claimant numbers is IB/ESImbers in receipt have been falling
over the period shown in Table 1 and this is theefiefacing the most significant cutback, as
the coalition Government plans to time limit cobtiiory ESA for those in the work-related
activity group to a year. The male:female ratio reasained broadly stable at 60% to 40% in
favour of men. However, a study of new IB claimams006/07 by Kemp and Davidson
(2009) showed that, for women who had partnersp#reers were more likely to be in paid
work (nearly two thirds, compared with half of nevale claimants’ partners). This suggests
that a higher proportion of female claimants thasmenwill lose (or have already done so)
from the restrictions, as they are less likely taldy for replacement means-tested benefits.

Conclusion

In general, men are more likely to qualify for admiitory benefits, because these are more
suited to more consistent and full-time presenadenabour market; fewer women are likely

to qualify (though they may be more likely to clasmme noncontributory non-means-tested
benefits). But cutbacks to benefits may be morelyiko affect women, depending on what

kinds of restrictions are imposed; and in additibaying an independent income may be
more important to women, because they are mordyliktherwise to be dependent on a

partner’s income.

The implications of the kinds of changes descrigbdve are often not fully acknowledged
by policy makers. For example, in its 2008 GreempdPaon welfare reform, the DWP
declared:

‘People who no longer qualify for contributory ESader the new arrangements will
be able to apply, instead, for income-related ESBWP, 2008, para. 6.24)

9 Non-means-tested benefit claimants could onlintiéependants’ additions for spouses in most cases,

not partners, although there was a provision undiéch someone looking after your children could rioas the
equivalent of a spouse for this purpose, which mtet cohabitees in couples with children mightrttoas
adult dependants.

10 The data are the most recent, together with teayg/that are relevant for the analysis in thefdlhg
section, which is based on the 2008/09 policy wealr uses data (and hence recipients of non-mestestte
earnings replacement benefits) from 2003/04..

! Note that ESA cases will include both contribytand means-tested elements of ESA, though
IB/SDA figures for earlier years do not include dnee Support for incapacity.
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Table 1 Non-means-tested earnings replacement bertatcipients by gender and for selected years (thsands)

2003/4 2008/9 Latest Date

All Male Female All Male Female All Male Female
JSA contributory 166.0 119.7 46.4 2241 167.8 56.2 292.4 212.8 79.5 Feb-10
Incapacity benefit / ESA (and Feb-10
SDA)* 1,843.7 1,132.6 711.1 1,553.7 9348 618.9 1,503.4 909.9 5935 eb-
Maternity allowance 24.9 - 249 514 - 514 52.2 - 522  Feb-10
Carer’s Allowance* 386.1 100.6 2855 465.7 1259 339.8  499.8 1395 3604  Feb-10
Industrial Disablement
benefit 3423 2769 654 3279 2629 65.0 324.1 259.6 64.7  Dec-09
Bereavement benefits 492 167 325 592 17.6 416 62.4 18.6 439  Feb-10
Total benefit payments 2,812.2 1,646.5 1,165.8 2,682.0 1,509.01,172.9 2,734.3 1,540.4 1,194.2
% of total by sex of recipient  100.0% ggoy 41%  100% 56% 449 100.0% 56% 44%

Sources: DWP benefits statistiaisp://statistics.dwp.gov.uk/asd/index.php?pagee@idownloaded 1 October 2010; DWP 5% sample stagistic
http://83.244.183.180/5pc/tabtool.html downloadedatch 2011.

Notes: * working age, in payment only; 2008/9 figsido not contain ESA recipients; 2010 figures@ionESA recipients of non-means-tested paymentg¢sdor ESA:
DWP Information Directorate: Work and Pensions Liaidjnal Study; figures include those in GB andaaat). IB figures exclude credit cases (informafimm DWP 5%
sample statistics}.JSA excludes cases with means-tested payments(imfitymation from DWP 5% sample statistics)
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This has been repeated in subsequent official deatsn Whilst technically correct, this
ignores the fact that many couples — in particti@ase in which women lose their right to
non-means-tested benefit — will not get alternatveans-tested benefits because the other
partner’s income is too high (Bennett, 2010), apravious reforms (Deacast al.,2007). In

the example of the proposal to time-limit contrimyt ESA for those in the work related
activity group, if they lost their jobs through apmacity this would mean they would no
longer receive an income as an individual afteeary

It could be argued that the recent policy changeson-means-tested benefits in the UK run
counter to current demographic and social trenasti@ one hand, we are being told with
increasing urgency that we should be more self-aupg (Lewis and Bennett, 2003and
the abolition of dependants’ additions and derivedefit rights reinforces that message). Yet
other changes to contributory benefits which tighteoth contribution conditions and
behavioural conditionality are affecting those waongas well as men) who are struggling to
do just that — ie support themselves - within tlastraints of the continuing division of
labour between the sexes, and a gendered laboukemaknd ironically, the more
individualised types of (non-means-tested) benefitich are more likely to encourage both
partners in couples to work, and which thereforghthibe thought more appropriate to the
current climate favouring individual self-sufficieyy are being downgraded, in favour of
jointly assessed benefits which inevitably lesse® incentive for individuals to be self-
supporting.

4. The importance of non-means-tested earnings regement benefits for household,
family and individual income

Below we use policy simulation to explore the effeof abolishing all non-means-tested
earnings replacement benefits for people of worlagg and letting the means-tested system
fill some of the gap. Of course, outright abolitiohthese benefits is not on any political
agenda. The point here is to draw out the impbeegtiof a shift away from non-means-tested
earnings replacement benefits for individual adaodtwards family-assessed means-tested
benefits and tax credits.

In practice, such shifts are likely to be carried im a piecemeal way, as we have seen from
the recent history described above. Analysis ohestage will play an important role in
understanding the effects. For example, in relatiotihe recent proposal to time-limit to one
year receipt of contributory ESA for those in therlvrelated activity group from April 2012,
the National Association of Welfare Rights Advisestimated that up to 400,000 people
could see benefits cut or lost altogether. The gowent estimated that 60% of those who
lose ESA will be able to claim some means-teste8l; #8s means that 40% will ndt.

But it is also important to understand the ‘bigtpre’ implications of such a shift, taken all
together. We make use of POLIMOD, based on Famigsdrrces Survey data (see
Appendix), and take as our starting point the 2098JK tax/benefit system. The benefits
abolished in our simulations are those listed iblédl., i.e. JSA (contributory), Incapacity

12 House of Commonidansard Written Answers 19 November 2010, cols. 908-909ak also
Kennedy (2010).
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Benefit!®> Maternity Allowance, Severe Disablement Allowanc8arer's Allowance,
Industrial Disablement Benefit and Bereavement BendPotentially compensating for the
loss in family income are increased entitlementd$@ (income-tested), Income Support,
Child Tax Credit, Working Tax Credit, Housing Bemeind Council Tax Benefit.

Table 2 shows that budgetary savings of £10.5brygar would result from abolishing non-

means-tested earnings replacement benefits entaetprding to POLIMOD. This estimate

compares quite well with the total expenditure bese benefits in 2008/09, which was
£11.3bn according to DWP statistics (see Appenbiahle Al). The underestimate is partly
due to a certain amount of under-reporting of r@cef benefits by respondents to the Family
Resources Survey (FRS), on which POLIMOD is basethbined with the fact that we use
data from 2003/04, updated for changes in prica$ ianomes but not for changes in

population characteristics. Numbers on contributd®A in particular have risen between
2003/04 and 2008/09 (see Table 1) and spendingahterms has risen by 26% (DWP
expenditure statistics — see Table Al in the Appgnd

Table 2 Budgetary effects

£bn per year in 2008/09 prices Incomplete take-up Full take-up

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A Scenario B

Abolition of income replacement benefits 10.514 10.514 10.514 10.514
Increase in means-tested benefits/credits -4.503 -5.105 -5.561 -6.299
Reduction in income tax -0.191 -0.191 -0.191 -0.191

Net budgetary saving 5.819 5.218 4.762 4.023

Scenario A: Without passported premia. Scenarid/Bh passported premia
Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

According to the FRS (and POLIMOD), 6.3% of workiage people would be affected by
the abolition of these benefits. Equal proportiaismen and women would be affected,
which is a somewhat higher proportion of women pietits than that implied by DWP
statistics-*

The reduction in non-means-tested benefit spendioigid be offset to some extent by the
rising cost of the means-tested system. The sizhisfeffect depends on the assumptions
made about how means-tested benefits would be tadjum the abolition of some non-
means-tested benefits. In particular, entittemenpremia (additional payments) within the
Income Support system can currently be establiflyececeipt of certain non-means-tested

13 Our data refer to a period before the replacemghtcapacity Benefit (IB) by Employment and
Support Allowance (ESA).

14 This is mainly because Table 1 counts receigloh benefit, whereas the POLIMOD analysis counts
receipt of any benefit (some beneficiaries recenege than one benefit). Counting each benefit usieg-RS
gives rise to a ratio of 54:46, which is closehattshown in Table 1. The remaining discrepandikéty to be

due to under-reporting of benefit receipt in theSFR
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benefits. One possibility is that these means-teptemia are effectively abolished along
with the corresponding non-means-tested benefisefond possibility is that the premia
would be retained, with eligibility established some other way. We explore both
possibilities, referred to here as scenario A (authpremia) and scenario B (with premia
retained). In Table 2 under scenario B (which we tisoughout as the central assumption),
means-tested benefits rise to fill about half the teft by income replacement benefits, at a
cost of £5.1bn. Without premia, the extent of congag¢ion by means-tested benefits and tax
credits is less, and the cost is lower, at £4.5bn.

These estimates assume that take-up of means-testedits remains incomplete and that the
take-up rate remains unchanged after the abolitiaron-means-tested earnings replacement
benefits (see the Appendix for more information wbihhese assumptions). However, it is
quite likely that take-up would increase if theyalailable support was via the means-tested
system. We also show the effects assuming full-tgkdéoth before and after abolition of
non-means-tested earnings replacement benefitanfosl 3 and 4 of Table 2). The cost of
increased means-tested benefits is then 22% hitftear under the incomplete take-up
assumptiort®

There is also a modest reduction in the amountnobme tax that would be collected
(£0.19bn), because some of the benefits being (hgpoally) abolished are taxable. Overall,
there would be a net budgetary saving of £5.22brygarunder scenario B with incomplete
take-up. This would be £0.6bn higher if passpogesmia were lost from Income Support
(scenario A), and £1.2bn lower if take-up of metasied benefits were complete. It is
interesting to note that this cost is lower, evenominal terms, than that shown for a similar
analysis of the tax/benefit system for October 1@®herland, 2000). Then, the net revenue
gain under the partial take-up assumption was Hn58r 30%, greater than the 2008/09
estimate shown in Table 2. This is a quantitativeasure of how much less significant the
individual non-means-tested earnings replacemeneftiesystem is today compared with
nearly a decade ago. Its reduced role in aggregatéoe explained by a number of factors,
including a less generous earnings replacemengrayand lower coverage of that system, as
explained in section 3 above.

We evaluate the effects on personal incomes at tleneels. First, we do this in terms of
household income, which is consistent with the unit of ass&édy used in poverty
measuremenf and the appropriate unit to adopt if one wishefgtmre within household
inequalities. In this analysis, we consider theyaton as a whole, including people over
working age (who may be sharing households witlpfeeaffected by the loss of non-means-
tested earnings replacement benefits). Secondlypores onfamily units(or ‘benefit units’)

in which all adults are of working age (assumedbe¢ounder age 60 for women and 65 for
men). Sutherland (2000) carried out a similar asialgt this level and suggested that within-
couple effects might indicate gender differencetheimpact of this policy change and that it
was important to look at the implications for tidividual incomeof the partners of

15 If abolishing earnings replacement benefits thedeffect of increasing take-up rates then the

additional cost of means-tested benefits wouldigkér still. This scenario is not modelled becatseuld
require an assumption about how much take-up wiogbdove by.

For example, in the annudbuseholds Below Average Incofigures published by the Department
for Work and Pensions.
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employed people. Here, we attempt to do just thdtansider both the effects on single men
and women and the within-couple effects on menvemahen in those couples affected.

Households

The budgetary saving shown in Table 2 translatesctly into reductions in household
income. As Table 3 shows, 9.3% of all householdsildvde affected by the abolition of
working age non-means-tested earnings replacemenefils. Some would be fully
compensated by the means-tested system (2.8% tioa#ieholds under scenario B, with
incomplete take-up).

Table 3 Household effects

Incomplete take-up Full take-up

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A Scenario B

Percentage of all households affected 9.25 9.25 9.25 9.25

Percentage of all households losing income 7.52 6.52 7.34 6.21

Scenario A: Without passported premia. Scenarid/Bh passported premia
Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

Figure 1 shows the proportion of all households@#d by household income decile group,
indicating what proportion of the income lost froman-means-tested earnings replacement
benefits is compensated fully, partially or noaktoy the means-tested benefits system.

Figure 1 Percentage of all households with non-mearstested earnings replacement
benefits: extent of compensation by the means-testaystem for loss of these benefits by
household income levelincomplete take-up)
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2 B no compensation
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e

Household incomedecilegroup

Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data
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Not surprisingly, recipients of earnings replacembanefits tend to be concentrated in
middle- and low-income households. Such caseslapenaore likely than people in higher-
income households to be compensated or partialtypemsated by the means-tested system
(white and grey sections of the bars), although ikiby no means uniformly the case: some
people in the lowest household income groups wawdt be compensated at all (black
sections of the bars). These are people not takingeans-tested benefits and those who are
not entitled, perhaps due to the capital test.h&tdther extreme, a few with above median
household incomes would be fully compensated. Theseases of benefit recipients sharing
households with other family units whose income eayital are not taken into account in the
means test; an example might be a young unemplpgesbn living with their better-off
parents.

Lack of full compensation at low- to middle-inconewels has consequences for the risk of
poverty for people in those households affectedndJa fixed poverty threshold of 60% of
median equivalised household income, under sceranath incomplete take-up poverty
rates would rise by 8 percentage points for theigaffected (from 23.3% to 31.3%), and the
increase is 5 percentage points for children inskbolds affected (from 23.1% to 28.2%).
This would imply an increase in the overall povaiye, and the child poverty rate, of less
than 1 percentage point in each case. One partigubaip faces a particularly large increase
in their poverty rate: those in one-earner couplifscted by the loss of non-means-tested
benefit would see their poverty rate more than tmulirom 7.2% to 17.1%. This
demonstrates how significant non-means-testedreggmeplacement benefits are to ‘in-work
poverty’.

Families (benefit units)

A household level analysis is relevant becaus#aiwva us to explore the implications of the
shift to means testing for the working age popatafior the income distribution as a whole,
and for poverty risk, using established measuresvd¥er, an analysis at the level of the
units used to assess means-tested benefits amdeidits (‘family’ or ‘benefit’ units) allows
us to focus more precisely on the effects of sutlinges. We also limit our analysis to
benefit units where all adults are aged below B@8209 pension age (60 for women and 65
for men).

On this basis, 8.9% of working age family units Veble affected by the loss of non-means-
tested earnings replacement benefits; and undeasoeB, with partial take-up of means-
tested benefits, one third of them would be futhynpensated and two thirds would lose. The
effects over the working age family unit incometdlsition are shown in Figure 2. The
pattern is similar to that shown for all househadhll$-igure 1, except that the prevalence of
receipt of non-means-tested earnings replacemewtfiteis highest in the lower-middle part
of the distribution (decile groups 3 to 5), ratt&an right at the bottom. Full compensation is
also more likely in decile groups 2 to 4 than iinishe bottom decile group. This is partly due
to those assumed to be not taking up their meatseebenefit entittements and Figure 3,
which shows the same information as Figure 2 bth full take-up, confirms that this is part
of the explanation. However, it also shows howrtlteans-tested benefit system fails to fully
compensate half of those affected by the loss ofFmeans-tested earnings replacement
benefits even in the bottom decile group, as wselhahe bottom 30% as a whole.
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Figure 2 Percentage of all family units with non-mans-tested earnings replacement
benefits: extent of compensation by the means-tesgtgystem for loss of these benefits by
family income level(incomplete take-up)
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Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

Figure 3 Percentage of all family units with non-mans-tested earnings replacement
benefits: extent of compensation by the means-tesgtgystem for loss of these benefits by
family income level(full take-up)

18
16
14 I_l
12
10

Ofull compensation

Epartial compensation

A M no compensation

o N B O

I

PRI I T S I

S

Workingagefamilyincome decilegroup

Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

As well as counting the losers, it is importantrteasure the size of the loss, both in absolute
terms and as a proportion of income. Figures 4 fastiow this, using the original income
level of the family (ie while still receiving noneans-tested earnings replacement benefits).
Assuming some non-take-up, Figure 4 shows how tkeage absolute loss (right-hand axis)
is larger for higher-income families (it is neafi§0 per week for the few families in the top
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decile group who are affected). However, in propodl terms (left-hand axis), the loss is
very high for those on the lowest incomes: 30%hia bottom decile group. This is largely
due to the assumption that this loss would nogérgan increase in take-up by those entitled
to means-tested benefits. As Figure 5, which assumietake-up, shows, the proportional
reduction in income is around 10% if all entitlerteeare received. The size of the average
proportional loss is similar across income levetsresponding to an absolute loss that is on
average much larger for better-off families.

Figure 4 Average absolute and proportional loss imcome by level of family income
(incomplete take-up)
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Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

Figure 5 Average absolute and proportional loss imcome by level of family income
(full take-up)
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Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

17



The importance of independent income: understanding the role of non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits

The extent of compensation by the means-testeditesgstem depends to a large degree on
the amount of other income received by the famitjit.un the case of couples, this other
income may be received by the partner (see the sextion). In the case of single people,
this depends only on their own income (and capitath other sources. Figure 6 shows how
the family unit income distribution that we havenswmlered so far is made up in terms of
composition by singles (men and women) and couplégore than 60% of working age
people live in couples. This proportion is higheheagher equivalised family income levels
and only in the bottom 20% of family incomes dagéénpeople outnumber people in couples.
Numbers of single men are somewhat larger than ewntf single women in the relevant
age groups (adults under 65 and 60 respectivelypalticular, there are considerably more
single men than single women in the bottom threenme decile groups.

Figure 6: Composition of family units by income leel (%)
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Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

This compositional feature is reflected in the wayswhich removing non-means-tested

earnings replacement benefits affects single mehvasmen, as shown in Figure 7. Under

both the incomplete and full take-up assumptiongrensingle men than single women are
fully compensated by the means-tested system. réfiscts the fact that on average single
women in receipt of non-means-tested earnings cepiant benefits tend to have access to
other sources of income to a greater extent thagiesmen. Figure 7 also shows how couples
are less likely to be fully compensated than simgeple, due to the effect of the other

partner's income. Exploring this outcome, and whetthere is a within-couple gender

dimension to it, is the topic of the next section.

1 Here, all couples are male-female couples. Saxeauples are treated as single people (of

whichever sex) in this analysis because this is they are treated in the data - and how they whald been
treated by the UK benefit system until 2004.
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Figure 7 Family units with non-means-tested earning replacement benefits: extent of
compensation by the means-tested system for losstikése benefits by family type and
benefit take-up assumption

100
90 1 —
80 + —
70 + —
60 + - —
50 + -

40 1 Ofull compensation
30 1

20 _EI O partial compensation
10 A l B no compensation
o |

women

men |jwomen men

Single Couples Single Couples

Incomplete take up Complete take up

Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

Individuals in couples

In analysing the individual incomes of men and womathin couples, we take a similar
approach to that of the NEP report, discussed abbue making somewhat different
assumptions about the incidence of benefits withs household, and including Housing
Benefit and Council Tax Benefit in the calculat@inncome (see the Appendix). As with the
NEP calculations, we assume that any earningssimant income and individual benefits to
which individuals are entitled are the income @& gerson concerned. On the other hand, all
means-tested benefits and tax credits, togethen @Witild Benefit, are assumed to be
allocated half each to the two members of the aguphoever receives them, on the basis
that they are for the benefit of the family as aoleh The NEP calculations instead allocate
these income components to the person recordéx isurvey data as the recipient.

These two assumptions are both arbitrary and siniley have distinct implications for the
interpretation of the results of any analysis. @a tne hand, the NEP analysis implicitly
assumes that receiving the payment implies someship and (as explained above) greater
control over the allocation of this income. On tiker hand, our method involves accepting
the assumption that the benefits intended for aimal unit are shared by it. Thus it is likely
that the within-couple inequality identified in camalysis is less than if means-tested benefits
are not in fact shared equally. Therefore, on esumption, on the loss of an individual non-
means-tested earnings replacement benefit the forempient of that benefit may be
compensated by half of any consequential increasemeans-tested benefit. The partner
would ‘gain’ half of the increase in the couple’gams-tested entitlement. Thus, even where
the couple as a unit is fully compensated, theteb&ia gainer and a loser within the couple,
using these assumptions. If both partners lose swnaneans-tested earnings replacement
benefit, they may or may not be compensated asupleoor in terms of their individual
income, through means-tested benefit income. Ofseoit would be mistaken to interpret the
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‘gain’ of (say) a woman whose partner lost an imlral non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefit and moved on to means-testeefibéwvhich is assumed to be shared) as
a gain in any meaningful sense: it simply servedltstrate the extent of the shift from
individual to couple-based entitlements.

The particular issue we focus on is the extent ickvthe income of partners prevents or

limits compensation for the loss of the non-meassed benefit through the means-tested
system, and whether there are within-couple diffees by gender. The analysis focuses only
on couples affected by the loss of individual nosams-tested earnings replacement benefits
(1,229 sample couples, representing 1.027 millishcduples).

First, Table 4 shows that for 12.5% of couplesaéd, both the man and the woman lose
some individual non-means-tested earnings replacebamefit. Almost the same proportions
of the remainder are affected by the woman’s Idssenefit as are affected by the man’s loss.
However (not shown in the Table), the average valfuine lost benefit is somewhat higher
for the man (£89.54 per week in 2008/09 priceshtf@ the woman (£75.45); and this
represents on average a higher percentage of thews individual income (57%) than the
man’s loss represents for men (51%). This is bexaalthough equal numbers of men and
women are in receipt of individual non-means-tegt@chings replacement benefits, the value
of these benefits is on average higher for meniwitbuples and men on average have higher
individual incomes overall.

Table 4 Couples of working age with loss of non-mea-tested earnings replacement
benefits (ERBs) and extent of couple-level compertgan (full take-up)

At couple level: Man loses ERB Woman loses ERB Both lose ERB Total
% of couplesby level of compensation

Not compensated 37.0 58.4 9.8 43.0
Fully compensated 32.0 14.7 53.6 27.1
Partially compensated 31.0 26.9 36.6 29.9
Total 100 100 100 100
% of couples by who |loses earnings replacement benefit

Not compensated 37.6 59.6 2.8 100
Fully compensated 51.5 23.8 24.7 100
Partially compensated 45.2 39.5 15.3 100
All 43.6 43.9 12.5 100

Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

Table 4 also shows how women losing benefit areentikely (60%) than men losing benefit
(38%) to be in couples not compensated at allecgfig the higher income of men partnered
with women on benefit than the income of women witlle partners on benefit. The
estimates in Figure 3 assume full take-up of méesied benefits. The aim is to show the
implications of thantendedeffects of the benefit system, rather than to ipteshat would
happen to individual incomes within the househalthie event of non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits being abolished. We know ttite labout how take-up behaviour
relates to income (or other inequalities) withie thousehold to do more than draw out the
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implications of the mechanisms in place. Figure®marises the numbers affected, with and
without full take-up, graphicall}?

Figure 8 Couples with non-means-tested earnings rigcement benefits: extent of
compensation by the means-tested system for losstloése benefits by recipient(s) and
benefit take-up assumption
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0

O Fully compensated

O Partially compensated

Total
Total

M Not compensated

Man loses IRB
Both lose IRBs
Man loses IRB
Both loseIRBs

Woman loses IRB
Woman loses IRB

Incomplete take-up Full take-up

Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

The results in the top panel of Table 5 (also assgrfull take-up) show the average income
changes for each of the groups. The bottom rightteells show how women in the affected
group of couples as a whole ‘lose’ less in absoletms than men (£20.77 compared with
£28.56 per week). This is a reflection of our agstiom of equal sharing of couple-based
entitlements, combined with the fact that on averagen’s non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits are higher than women’s. lmapkit what happens to the different
groups serves to illustrate the various mechantbatsoperate.

First, among couples with no compensation througrams-tested benefits, women lose
considerably more than men on average (£49.77 pekwcompared with £30.11). This is
because of the high proportion of couples with womather than men in receipt of non-
means-tested earnings replacement benefits ingtloisp. Men partnered with women on
these benefits tend to have higher other incomas wWomen partnered with men on the same
kind of benefits.

Secondly, for those couples compensated partialig @ull, the amount lost by men tends to
be higher than the amount lost by women. Thislistilated by the figures for the couples
where both lose earnings replacement benefits lare tis full (couple level) compensation
through means-tested payments. Women in theseeigdin’ a little on average and men
‘lose’ a little on average, according to our caftidns. Women gain more from their share of

18 Appendix Tables A2 and A3 show calculations basethe incomplete take-up assumption,

equivalent to those presented in Tables 3 and 4.
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means-tested benefits than they lose from thedbssn-means-tested earnings replacement
benefits — but this arises simply because themiegs replacement benefits are on average
lower. A similar effect is shown for those partyatiompensated.

Table 5 Average individual ‘gains’ and ‘losses’ fron the shift to means testing by extent
of couple-level compensation and by who loses noreans-tested earnings replacement
benefit (ERB) (full take-up)

Woman loses
Man loses ERB ERB

Man Woman Man Woman Man Woman Man Woman
Absolute change in income £ per week

Both lose ERB All couples

Not compensated -75.23 0.00 0.00 -79.66 -65.01 -81.34 -30.11 -49.77
Fully compensated -46.56 47.56 38.15 -37.59 -6.93 8.21 -16.64 17.60
Partially compensated -79.15 27.00 11.01 -60.09 -37.14 -15.63 -37.13 -13.89
All -67.27 23.59 8.57 -68.21 -23.66 -9.25 -28.56 -20.77
% change in income -29.8 0.0 0.0 -52.9 -29.1 -48.9 -8.3 -26.0
Not compensated -24.0 46.6 28.2 -18.8 -3.7 5.3 -9.3 12.7
Fully compensated -44.0 22.0 4.5 -40.7 -22.2 -11.7 -18.2 -10.4
Partially compensated -31.8 14.2 2.5 -43.4  -12.9 -6.3 -10.8 -13.0
All -29.8 0.0 0.0 -52.9 -29.1 -48.9 -8.3 -26.0

Source: POLIMOD using Family Resources Survey data

Thirdly, as shown in the bottom panel of Table &jle/the absolute loss for women may be
somewhat smaller than that for men (across the evhaup of couples), as a proportion of
their individual income it is significantly large26.0%, compared with 8.3% for men.

Summary of main points

* Individual non-means-tested earnings replacemeneflie are less important to
household incomes than they were ten years @agopolicy analysis above suggests
why this might be the case.

 9.3% of households, 8.9% of working age family sirand 6.3% of working age
people (a similar percentage of men and women) avbel affected by abolition of
these benefits.

* Depending on the way in which this was done, aredasumption made about take-
up of means-tested benefits and tax credits, aboatthird of family units would
receive no compensation through increases in swedngtested payments, one third
would be fully compensated and one third would &eiglly compensated.

* Poverty rates would rise by around one percentaga;the risk of poverty among
people in households currently receiving non-meested earnings replacement
benefits would rise by 9-10 percentage points #ythwere abolished entirely.
Although not primarily intended to protect agaipsterty, non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits clearly do play an importate in this respect~urthermore,
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despite its ‘targeted’ nature, the means-testedesysdoes not offer guaranteed
protection from poverty.

* Single people are more likely to be compensatedutiit the means-tested system
than couples because they are less likely to halystantial other incomes.

* Single men are more likely to be fully compensadteth single women: on average,
single women in receipt of non-means-tested easnigplacement benefits have
higher other incomes than comparable single men.

* Individuals in couples are less likely to be congsad because their partner may
have other sources of income.

* Within couples, equal numbers of men and womernrareceipt of non-means-tested
earnings replacement benefits; but the averageevafuthe benefit is about 20%
higher for men.

« In proportional terms, these benefits make up allemproportion of men’s incomes
in couples than they do for women’s incomes (iethetsame outcome as for single
men and women).

* Women losing benefit are much more likely than rusing benefit to be in couples
who are not compensated at all. This is a reflactibthe fact that male partners of
women on such benefits have higher other incomas the female partners of men
on these benefits. This is because generally mattngrs are more likely to be
earning (and earning more) than female partners.

* Assuming that means-tested incomes are sharedlyequ#iin the couple, shifting
from non-means-tested to means-tested paymentisré@suvomen ‘losing’ less in
absolute terms than men; but this is mainly a céth@ of the fact that women’s non-
means-tested earnings replacement benefits areevage lower (ie they have less to
lose). As a proportion of individual incomes indlugl these income replacement
benefits, women in couples lose more than men.

5. Implications for ‘welfare reform’
Introduction

Various proposals have been put forward recentlgetorm existing financial provision for
people of working age. Several were summarisetler@overnment’s consultation document
on welfare reform (DWP, 2010a). Some include sugges about how non-means-tested
earnings replacement benefits might be dealt vaiti in a few, some of these benefits are
restricted or abolished. The Institute for Fiscahdges, in its 2010 ‘Green Budget’, also
tested out various proposals, including the possilvhe-limiting of contributory IB/ESA
(and contributory JSA) and the abolition of €4Breweret al, 2010). The authors do point
out clearly that if CA were abolished (saving a f@6bn), claimants could instead claim IS -

19 The IFS authors appear to bracket CA with thasemeans-tested benefits intended to help meet

additional costs (such as Attendance AllowanceRisdbility Living Allowance), rather than with othe
earnings replacement benefits, which is where weldvargue it belongs.
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but that successful claims would depend on theonme and that of their partner. They also
state (p. 174) in relation to time-limiting IB/ES¥ JSA:

‘The losers from these reforms would be recipieftgontributory JSA or IB/ESA
who also have other private sources of income,garter with an income’ (p. 174).

(Those with capital of over £16,000 would also losé) But they do not attempt any gender
analysis of the impact of these cuts similar todhe we carry out above.

The Government in the 2010 spending review propdiedtime-limiting of contributory
(non-means-tested) ESA for the ‘work related attigroup’ to one year. Its own proposals
for wider welfare reform (DWP, 2010b) did not suggée abolition of nhon-means-tested
earnings replacement benefits, but did raise questabout the contributory principle in
general and the future of CA. Subsquently it dettitteabolish noncontributory non-means-
tested ESA for young disabled people. These banafé therefore very much on the policy
agenda at the moment, and we discuss in this selstw this is dealt with in some reform
proposals. We draw on the analysis in the precedewions when considering the likely
effects of such proposals.

There appears to be a range of different motivatetprs behind the reform proposals from
various organisations. However, it is striking hitte attention is paid in them to either the
unit of assessment (individual, family or househaldthe eligibility criteria for benefits (via
contributions record, category of people or meast)t These omissions make a nuanced
gender analysis less likely, as attention is de@caway from some aspects of benefit
entitlement that can have crucial gender implicegiorlhis lack of attention is not confined to
non-governmental organisations. Statements in govent publications have often implied,
for example, that all benefits and tax creditsgwen to households rather than individuals.
And government-commissioned evaluations of reformslving JobSeeker's Allowance
claimants do not always differentiate between tlmmtrdoutory and the means-tested
elements.

Single working age benefit

The most longstanding proposal of recent yearsria fsingle working age benefit’ (SWAB)

to bring together several earnings replacementfligrier people of working age. This was
put forward by Sainsbury and Stanley (2007) andoesedl by the Freud review (2007). In
practice, the previous Labour government’s longemt welfare reform plans envisaged
instead the abolition of Income Support, with maestrking age claimants receiving JSA or
ESA (and uncertainty about the position of carerén@ome Support).

Sainsbury and Stanley (2007) suggested amalgamatiogt working age earnings
replacement benefits, with a more flexible approsztconditionality. The authors’ main
model of a SWAB included the abolition of contriorgt IB/ESA and JSA, with two
alternatives, one involving these benefits contiguior 12 weeks before being means-tested,
and the other involving an (unclear) ‘individuatismeans test’. Moullin (2007) also included
CA in the benefits which would be collapsed intalsa single working age benefit.

In a report of an exploratory study of the attitsidé benefit claimants and staff towards a
SWAB, Sainsbury and Weston (2010) describe it (pa®3comprising a basic component and
additional components for certain costs. The fikstuld effectively combine JSA, ESA (and
IB), IS and potentially Bereavement Benefits andre€Ca Allowance’. There is little
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discussion of the implications for individuals’ ass to income in their own right; and the
authors do not seem to be aware of the significaglications of their proposals for
individuals and families, and the future of theiabsecurity system more generally.

Mirrlees Review

Brewer, Saez and Shephard (2008), for the Mirrteggew of the tax system organised by
the Institute for Fiscal Studies, suggested amadgizug means-tested benefits (in and out of
work) and tax credits into one programme, calleategrated family support’. This is
described as aiming to strengthen work incentivas pieople on low incomes, increase
simplicity and certainty for families and reducaud and administration costs. The authors
do not discuss what should happen to non-mearedtesirnings replacement benefits for
people of working age in their reform. They thusdge the importance of these as sources of
independent income for individuals.

Individual ‘pots’ of contributions

A scheme proposed by Martin (2009) for the CentreFfolicy Studies (CPS) does discuss
non-means-tested earnings replacement benefitelitdes a hybrid weekly benefit drawing
together the contributory and income-based elema&inggveral main benefits/tax credits, as
well as recasting CA (Davis and Patterson, 20Q9udigests abolishing contributions — or,
instead, making a stronger link between contrimgiand eligibility, with contributions for
individual entitlement (instead of the risk-sharimbich currently takes place). This proposal
at least acknowledges the value of non-means-tésedfits. But its individualised scheme
would disadvantage many women in particular, bezafstheir lower earnings and more
interrupted working lives.

Dynamic benefits

The Centre for Social Justice (CSJ, 2009), in pgttforward its ‘dynamic benefits’
proposals, claims that ‘we remove the distinctiet®en contributory and noncontributory
[means-tested] working age benefits, and betweeavoik and out of work benefits’ (p 267).
This certainly suggests that abolition of non-me@ssed working age benefits is part of the
proposed reform. In general, however, the repambiigs their existence. In fact, it only
examines a rather narrow part of the benefits syspaitting forward only limited goals for a
working age social security system. This schemeldsest to the coalition government’s
‘universal credit’, although this does not inclutie absorption of non-means-tested earnings
replacement benefits.

Abolition by omission

The Taxpayers Alliance (Taylat al, 2010) ‘proposes a simple negative income tax that
would replace most of the benefits ... currentlidpga working-age households’ (p.5). The
problems identified do not appear to implicate mo@ans-tested earnings replacement
benefits for people of working age; yet some ofséhdenefits nonetheless seem to be
abolished as part of the reforms. Rather oddly réh@erms appear to include the abolition of
contributory JSA and ESA (not SDA), but the retentiof CA, Maternity Benefits and
Industrial Injuries and Bereavement Benefits.

The authors argue that most working age househaddd$d only apply for one benefit (p.10).
They do suggest sharing this benefit equally betmtbe adults, ‘thus ensuring that no one
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person has undue financial power’ (p. 38). But thi®s not prevent them proposing the
abolition of many benefits which, because they pagd to individuals within couple
households, achieve precisely this goal under tinesiot system.

Long-term reform, no short-term ideas

A report by Kay (2010) for Policy Exchange suggestising earnings disregards to the
equivalent of 16 hours’ work per week at the minimmwage. The report says the
contributory parts of JSA, IB and ESA ‘should alse included in this change’, but that
doing so would require ‘a lot more thought’ (p. 87)although it still argues that ‘over the
long-term, contributions-based benefits can be dinbinto the fold'.

Government proposals

The government's own consultation document (DWP102) and White Paper (DWP,
2010b) suggested merging means-tested benefittaaraedits for those in and out of work
into a ‘universal credit’, and this has now beeaught to fruition in the Welfare Reform Bill
2011%° The issue of the balance between contributoryathdr benefits was raised in the
White Paper. Contributory benefits will still beigh&o individuals qualifying for them; and in
principle a partner’s earnings or other income wdt count against them. But their longer-
term future has been questioned by several commtoesit@specially given the cementing of
means testing as the central mechanism in the @klssecurity system in the government’s
reforms.

Conclusions

There have been only a few recent publications vbiggest a different direction for reform

of the social security system from those above. ®Wa a report by Field and White (2010)
for the Reform think tank, which argued that loegat workers who lose their job should get
a much higher level of (contributory) JSA, with kéhdepending on the number of years
they had contributed; requalifying for benefit slibalso be made much easier. Another
example is the Fabian Society’s study of anti-ptystrategies (Horton and Gregory, 2009),
which argued in favour of universal benefits, imtjgallar because of their function in binding

society together.

Overall, however,mostrecent reform proposals tend to focus on claimamsitionship to
the labour market and benefit complexity, but notlee unit of assessment - or on the means
test as a major contributor to complexity. And tls@gm largely uninterested in the issue of
independent access to income, or in claimants’ si@lout payments which they have
qualified for in different ways. Sainsbury and Wes({2010), for example, state candidly that
some important issues remain to be resolved abeytroposed SWAB, including the unit of
assessment (ie individual or household) and thesbak entitlement (ie means-tested,
contributory or universal).

But until recently these would have been recognagthe major issues involved in any

reform of the social security system. And they engial to the future of those non-means-
tested earnings replacement benefits for indivelw@nsidered in this paper. Most of the
recent reform proposals, however, concentrateadste completely different issues, such as
disincentives and complexity, seen as key problémsically, however, these are inherent in

20 http://services.parliament.uk/bills/2010-11/weli@ferm/documents.html
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the jointly assessed means-tested benefits andréalts that the reform proposals tend to
endorse, reform and extend.

6. Conclusions

When recent reports on benefit reform do not eitbaore or barely mention non-means-
tested earnings replacement benefits for indivgluddey only see them as relevant to the
amount of benefit paid. For example, Tayobial. (2010, p. 34) state:

‘In relation to the contribution-based benefitswith respect to working-age benefits,
there is no longer any gain from making NI conttibas, since the means-tested benefits
available to those who have made no NI contribsten® just as generous.’

This statement, however, reflects a fundamentalimisrstanding of the nature and importance
of non-means-tested earnings replacement benefitsdividual adults of working age, as we
argue above. @ies such as how people qualify for benefits, &edunit of assessment, are
highly significant - and in particular are crucial relation to whether women in couples
receive any benefit as individuals when out of wékd reformers seem to have lost sight of
the wider goals of the benefits system, which arelimited to encouraging people to move
into work or providing a safety net, but shouldoalavolve the provision of real ‘social
security’ for all.

Pascall (2008, p 231) argues:

‘As families have destabilised, and women havengdi the labour market,
governments have changed the rules, to accountsenre measure — for women’s need for
social security as individuals and as parents, withwithout men. But the male model of
working life still lurks below the surface.’

Indeed, ironically - as noted originally by Land98b) - it is just as more women have
become entitled to an independent income through wark that the rules of those benefits
intended to provide the primary income replacementindividuals for interruptions of
earnings have been tightened. Access to an independcome in those situations is
therefore becoming more difficult just as women éndecome more likely to qualify for
these benefits. And just as women are expecte@ iadveasingly self-sufficient in terms of
ensuring their own social protection, an increasergphasis on means testing acts to
undermine that aspiration. Recent proposals folfare reform’ by both the Government
(DWP, 2010b) and outside organisations seem liteegharpen such tensions, as pointed out
in section 5 above.

This trend has been more marked — and there semrbe tess awareness of the issues
involved - in the UK compared with continental Ejpeo however. This is because we tend to
see benefits as primarily a safety net, intendetlieve family poverty at one point in time
(Bennett, 2010). As Clasen (2001, p. 651) argues UK has a ‘poverty rather than wage-
replacement orientation’ in its social security teys. There is less emphasis on social
protection for the individual over the lifecourseor on social provision as a right of
citizenship. When we think of women as benefit pamits, it often tends to be in the role of
conduits for resources intended for others (espeahildren), rather than in relation to their
own needs - or rights (Daly and Rake, 2003).
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In Sainsbury’s and Weston’s recent research (2@&mants in focus groups suggested that
assessment for a single working age benefit (SW&tuld preferably be individualised. It
is not clear what this would mean under a meartedesystem. But the SWAB proposal by
Sainsbury and Stanley (2007) had already put timsdrd as one alternative. Australia has
had a partially individualised means-tested beseditstem for some time (Millar, 2003).
However, unlike the UK, Australia has never had-nwans-tested earnings replacement
benefits for those of working age. And no governmenthe UK has shown any sign of
investigating an individual means-tested benefin -other words, changing the unit of
assessment for means-tested benefits from the yfamikthe individual. A better way to
ensure that individual ‘assessment’ is emphasisiglinvthe UK social security system is
therefore to continue with the non-means-teste@fitsrthat we already have, and to build on
them. The European Commission has identified iddialisation of social security benefits in
a list of issues it describes as key for the madation of social protection systems.

As we noted, dependants’ additions to nhon-mearsede=arnings replacement benefits have
largely been abolished in the last few years. @séfication given for this was that women
were now no longer financially dependent on theirtpers and did not wish to be so, as
stated in one recent UK Green Paper on welfaremefo

‘... we have moved a long way from times whenaswsual for women, in particular,
to depend financially on a partner’. (DWP, 2008a0&.27)

This statement tends to exaggerate the degree maindial independence currently
experienced by many women in the UK. But it doemnseontradictory in the light of it to
tighten up access to, or abolish, benefits whichgise women an independent income, and
substitute instead (if anything) means-tested bnifat are jointly assessed and affected by
their partner’s status and resources - thus maitingore likely that these women remain
dependent. In addition, an emphasis on means-tasteefits reinforces the gendered
division of labour (Millar, 2003) and therefore tento perpetuate the dependence which
government reports have suggested is outdated.

Governments have also recently become increastwigerned about in-work poverty, for
two major reasons. First, in-work poverty makemdre difficult to achieve their ambitions
to eliminate child poverty, because such a highpprioon of children in poverty live in
households in which at least one adult is in paitpleyment. And secondly, and more
generally, it undermines their attempts to ‘makerkwpay’ and thereby encouarge more
people into the labour market. However, theretttelif any recognition that — as the above
analysis reveals — non-means-tested earnings ssp&at benefits are a key tool in the
prevention of in-work poverty and their abolitioowd lead to a much higher rate of poverty
in employment amongst couples.

We would argue, therefore, that non-means-testedings replacement benefits should be
retained and improved to help ensure independetgsacto income for individuals. In
considering amounts of benefit, CA in particular ¢kearly too low (because it is
noncontributory, it was originally set, like othsimilar benefits, at 60% of the level of a
contributory benefitf! Public attitudes are shown to be consistenthairofir of an increase
in financial support for carers; the level of CAoshd be improved. There are also various

2 This was originally a similar level to the amowftenefit for an adult dependant.
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ways to make the contributory system more inclugivhis were thought desirable (see, for
example, House of Commons Social Security Selentr@ittee, 2000).

Finally, however,

‘the contribution of the social security systemwomen’s economic independence
cannot be considered in isolation from other fectwhich undermine that independence.’
(Lister, 1994, p. 44)

In other words, whilst it is important to ensurattimdividuals have access to an independent
income via social security benefits, many othemgfes are required in addition in order to
reduce gender inequality and create a fairer sotoetall.
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Appendix: POLIMOD

POLIMOD is a tax-benefit microsimulation model basen the UK Family Resources
Survey (FRSY? The data used in this analysis were collected0i®3®4 and the income
variables are updated to 2008/09 levels of priced scomes. POLIMOD calculates
liabilities for income tax and National Insurancentributions (NICs) and entitlements to
Child Benefit, Working Tax Credit (WTC), Child TaBredit (CTC), Income Support (IS) -
including income-related JobSeekers Allowance, Ban&redit (PC) including the Savings
Credit (SC), Housing Benefit (HB) and Council Tagrfit (CTB). Otherwise, elements of
income are drawn from the recorded values in theS Ffataset. POLIMOD uses all
households in the FRS sample.

The household income variables have been delibg@dédined to be as similar as possible to
those used in the ‘Households Below Average Inco(hBAI) statistics (DWP, 2010c).
Incomes are measured Before Housing Costs (BHC) iadldde all original incomes
(including private pensions) and all benefits (utlthg public pensions and Housing Benefit)
and tax credits, less income tax and employee aiidesployed National Insurance
contributions. The effects of non-take-up of metwsted benefits and tax credits are
captured by applying the take-up proportions edwgghaon a caseload basis by the
Department for Work and Pensions (DWP, 2007a) akdR¢venue and Customs (HMRC,
2007)?® For example, we assume that some 7% of lone mardatnot receive the
combination of Child Tax Credit and Working Tax @itdo which they are entitled, and that
this proportion is higher in London (37% of all féies with children). Of those entitled to
Pension Credit, 25% do not take it up, with thepprtion much higher (55%) if there is only
entitlement to the Savings Credit component. Inegalih we assume that take-up behaviour is
not affected by changes in the size of benefiamrcredit entitlements.

See Redmonet al. (1998) for more information.

s Where ranges of take-up proportions are publistrexdmid-point is used.
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Table A1l Expenditure on non-means-tested earningeplacement benefits in selected
years £ million per year (2008/9 prices)

1999/2000 2003/04 2008/09 2009/10

Bereavement benefits 1,252 1,145 675 637
JSA contributory 574 576 728 1,069
Incapacity benefit/ESA 8,487 7.645 6,580 6,567
Maternity allowance 47 146 321 339
Severe disablement allowance 1,257 1,064 887 890
Carer’s Allowance 1,044 1,198 1363 1,471
Industrial Disablement benefit 875 838 779 792
Total 13,536 12,612 11,333 11,765

Source: DWP (2010), downloaded from DWP benefiteexiture tables
http://campaigns.dwp.gov.uk/asd/asd4/index.php?pageium_term; 1 October 2010

Table A2 Couples of working age with loss of non-nams-tested earnings replacement
benefits (ERB) and extent of couple-level compensah (incomplete take-up)

Woman loses

At couple level: Man loses ERB ERB Both lose ERB Total
% of couplesby level of compensation

Not compensated 51.3 69.0 26.1 55.9
Fully compensated 27.9 14.3 45.5 24.1
Partially compensated 20.8 16.8 28.4 20.0
Total 100 100 100 100
% of couples by who loses earnings replacement benefit

Not compensated 40.1 54.1 5.9 100
Fully compensated 50.4 26.0 23.6 100
Partially compensated 455 36.8 17.8 100
All 43.6 43.9 12.5 100
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Table A3 Average individual ‘gains’ and ‘losses’ fom the shift to means testing by
extent of couple-level compensation and by who Iaseon-means-tested earnings
replacement benefit (ERB)(incomplete take-up)

Woman loses

Man loses ERB ERB Both lose ERB All couples
Man Woman Man Woman Man Woman Man Woman
Absolute change in income £ per week
Not compensated -80.02 0.00 0.00 -78.40 -77.48 -74.74 -36.59 -46.79
Fully compensated -47.93  49.9437.13 -36.29 -6.84 8.54 -16.14 17.78
Partially compensated -82.29 25.8612.33 -60.62 -43.67 -20.10 -40.65 -14.10
All -71.54 1932 7.37 -69.40 -35.75 -21.35 -32.46 -24.68
% change in income
Not compensated -36.04 0 0 -545 -43.3 -49.7 -11.7 -27.6
Fully compensated -24.6 48.7 27.3 -18.3 -3.7 5.7 9.1 -128
Partially compensated -46.7 226 45 -40.8 -256.7 -154 -19.3 -109
All -35.1 12.2 22 455 -199 -148 -125 -16.0
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