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Executive Summary
Each year the Women’s Budget Group analyse the financial statements announced by the
government. Over the last four years we have warned against austerity and its impact on gender
equality and this year is no different.
The message from the Chancellor in his Autumn Statement 2014 was that austerity is working and
although the economy growing again, we need to continue to tighten our belts. What has
concerned the WBG is that whilst the Chancellor may be focussed on eliminating the fiscal deficit,
he has failed to see the real problems of the care deficit, the deficit in affordable housing and the
deficit in high quality paid work, all of which impact particularly on women.
In order to tighten our belts, the Chancellor has proposed yet more cuts to public spending, cuts
that will last throughout the next parliament and result in total government spending as a
proportion of national income being reduced to a ratio not seen since the 1930s. Yet successive
rises in the personal allowance have undermined the government’s ability to raise revenues to pay
for vital public services which women (and men) need.
Consistently social security has been framed as a “burden” or a “cost”, yet there are positive
arguments for social security provision - spending on the security of society - not least in terms of
supporting caring and helping with the costs of caring, that are particularly relevant to women.
Again, the Women’s Budget Group are disappointed to see that the Autumn Financial Statement
comes with little or no assessment on the impact on gender (or any other) equality. The purpose
of this document is then to provide a gendered perspective on the announcements made on 3rd
December 2014 and to make recommendations about how the government could use financial
statements to improve women’s economic equality.
Of the announcements made in the Autumn Financial Statement 2014, the Women’s Budget
Group are particularly concerned that:

● The new test to show people are involved in ‘genuine and effective’ self-employment to claim
working tax credits will discriminate against women and others with caring responsibilities.
● Although welcome, the increased eligibility for tax and National Insurance exemptions for care
workers and their employers is insufficient to deal with the care deficit. Women are the
majority of paid and unpaid care workers and are also the majority of its recipients.
● Raising of the personal tax allowance will mainly benefit men (57 per cent)
● The rise in personal tax allowance comes at the same time as working-age social security
benefits and tax credits are being uprated by only 1 per cent, a fall in real terms.
● Because the higher earnings tax threshold was raised by slightly more than the personal
allowance, higher income taxpayers (except for those with incomes of £121,200 or above),
disproportionately men, will gain more than basic rate taxpayers.
● Those on means-tested benefits and tax credits will have most of any gain from the raising of
the personal allowance clawed back in reduced benefits. Among those gaining anything, women
will be disproportionately represented among this group.

● The money the government has “saved” from cutting vital public services has not gone to
reducing the deficit but instead has been given away to income tax payers in the form of higher
allowances which has clear gender effects.
● The reform to the Stamp Duty Land Tax will only benefit people who can afford to buy houses
and flats, and not to those who rent. Women are under-represented among buyers and
over-represented among renters, as compared to men. Lone parents (mainly women) in
particular are the category least likely to be owner-occupiers and most likely to rent.
● As the cost of living continues to increase, the benefits level become increasingly inadequate.
The cost of items which make up the bulk of purchases by low income groups are rising faster
than many others.
● The welfare cap announced in 2013 will continues to hit women harder than men. The WBG
believes that social security spending should not be singled out for an arbitrary cap, which is a
crude mechanism that fails to differentiate between varying reasons for additional spending,
and which frames increases in benefit spending as negative or a sign of failure.
● The abolition of employer National Insurance contributions for apprentices will does not help
tackle the gender segregation in apprenticeships which keep women out of the full range of
higher skilled occupations, including traditionally male- dominated ones.
● Restricting the above measure to apprentices under the age of 25 discriminates against women,
who are more likely to take up apprenticeships later in life.
● Putting more money into academy chains, who are not bound to follow the national pay and
conditions framework, risks encouraging lower pay, including inferior maternity pay, poor
working practices and increased instances of discrimination among teachers, the majority of
women are women.
● The rise in the personal tax allowance is misguided because it is resulting in a loss to
government revenue (more than £12 billion per year compared with 2010), it reduces the
impact of increased employment levels on the deficit and it is badly targeted to the poorest
(those earning below the threshold) gain nothing.
The Women’s Budget Group recommends:

● That all new measures from the Treasury are fully and robustly assessed for their impact on
gender equality
● New funding is needed for social care, not just spreading supposedly ring-fenced NHS budgets.
Of particular concern is the chronic underfunding of community health services, which are
frequently the necessarily link between front line and domiciliary care services.
● That self-employed women and women business owners should be supported, specifically:
○ Reforming the apprenticeship system which continues to be the most gender
segregated of all educational provision should be a priority.
○ The rules for VAT exemption should be extended to micro-businesses selling digital
products, which are predominantly led by women.
○ The part-time self-employed should be included in active labour market and
business support strategies rather than penalised.

○ The New Enterprise Allowance start-up period should be extended. The current
requirement that participants replace benefits with self-employed earnings within
three to six months discriminates against women who may take longer to establish
their business if they are have caring responsibilities.
○ The gender impact of the government’s business finance investment programme
should be assessed to ensure that women’s businesses benefit from a fair share of
government supported business investment.
● Regional policy should be aimed at rebalancing of the UK economy in the long-term away from
(male dominated) finance and towards investment in social infrastructure. Investing in social
infrastructure has to be key to developing an inclusive regional policy that works for women.
● A full and transparent gender audit is needed to assess how much of the UK’s reported ODA
expenditure is actually working towards securing gender equality and poverty reduction
amongst the world’s most impoverished people. Both using Overseas Development Aid for the
promotion of gender equity and spending 0.7 per cent of GDP on it are commitments
enshrined in law.
Plan F
Plan F uses feminist economic policy to put care and quality at the heart of the regeneration of the
UK economy. It requires tackling the deficit by:
● preventing the UK becoming a low-wage, low-productivity economy by labour market
policies that ensure that real wages and productivity grow in line with each other. It is only
in such circumstances that we can get upward convergence in men’s and women’s wages .
● providing good public services and investment in social infrastructure financed by
progressive taxation, rather than cuts in public spending and tax give-aways. Investing in
social infrastructure, including child and adult care, would create jobs , fill a growing social
need and increase productivity.

Introduction
The Autumn Statement paints a rosy picture of Britain as the economy with the strongest growth
in the developed world. What the Chancellor fails to mention is that this growth is once again built
on the shaky ground of consumer debt (the Office for Budget Responsibility expects the household
sector to run a financial deficit of more than 3 per cent of GDP by 2020). The most important risks
to the British economy are home-made rather than external. George Osborne celebrates the
Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) forecast that real earnings will grow for the next five years,
saying: “Lower food and fuel prices are good news for households, reducing the cost of living and
helping to make families feel more financially secure.” (HM Treasury, Autumn Financial Statement
2014. p. 6). But he makes no mention of the rise in housing costs, nor of OBR forecasts that real
earnings won't return to pre-crisis levels over next 5 years real earnings will fall short of pre-crisis
levels for the next five years. Moreover, any increase in real earnings is unlikely to be equally
distributed, so low earners will have to wait even longer.
Low earnings are the key reason why tax revenues have not grown as expected, and why public
borrowing has increased despite draconian public spending cuts. The OBR estimates that £8 billion

has been lost this year as a result of “subdued earnings” leading to a shortfall in income tax and
national insurance contributions. This figure is predicted to rise to £15.2 billion by 2018/19.
Osborne refers to the decline in the gender pay gap in his statement, saying that it has reached its
lowest level since 1997: a 9.4 per cent gap in median earnings of male and female full-time
workers. However, what he fails to add is that this is due to a downward convergence between
male and female pay. The median earnings of both men and women have declined since 2008,
and the earnings of men have declined more than the wages of women. Real median gross annual
earnings (after controlling for inflation in RPI) of men who work full-time have declined by 10.1 per
cent as of 2014 compared to 2008, whereas real median gross annual earnings of women who
work full-time have declined by 6.6 per cent for women (own calculations based on ONS Annual
Survey of Hours and Earnings, 2014). This is partly due to men losing jobs in well-paying industries
and then being only able to find jobs in lower paid industries, while many women have always
earned little more than the minimum wage so their wages could fall less. Effectively the pay and
conditions that many women have experienced for years, now apply to increasing numbers of
men. This does nothing to improve job market conditions for women. The Women’s Budget Group
wants to see the gender pay gap reduced through a levelling up of women’s wages, not through a
levelling down of men’s.
The gender pay gap in Britain is still one of the highest in the developed world, measured in terms
of mean full-time equivalent monthly wages1 . According to a recent ILO Global Wage Report
(2014:49) covering 39 developed and emerging economies, the mean gender wage gap in Britain is
surpassed only by the USA and Russia2 . Moreover, only 38.9 per cent of the gender wage gap in
the UK can be explained by observable characteristics such as education, experience, economic
activity, location, work intensity and occupation. Compare this to Germany where 80.4 per cent
can be explained by such factors (ILO, 2014:49).3 There is a substantially higher unexplained
gender pay gap in Britain.
The most important feature of the Autumn Statement was not highlighted in the Chancellor’s
speech. It is the proposals for “spending cuts on a colossal scale” that will last throughout the next
parliament and reduce total government spending as proportion of national income to a ratio not
seen since the 1930s, according to Paul Johnson of the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS)[4]. Current
and promised tax cuts, which mainly benefit those with higher incomes, are expected to make
future expenditure cuts even more severe. Osborne has yet to detail these cuts and thus an
unspecified threat looms which could transform the role of the state in Britain. The IFS estimates
that “just to keep the pace of departmental spending cuts over the next parliament to that which
has been achieved over this parliament - that is cutting at just over 2 per cent a year – would
require welfare cuts and or tax rises of about £21 billion a year by 2019-20.” Such cuts to public
services and social security benefits will worsen income inequality in general. They will also
worsen inequalities between women and men, since benefits are a larger proportion of women’s
incomes and women are more dependent on public services in order to balance employment with
caring responsibilities.
The coalition government has failed to meet its budget deficit reduction target, despite spending
cuts. The deficit it will be £90 billion in 2014, more than twice its target level of less than £40
billion. This is largely because the squeeze in earnings has hit state revenues. But it has also been
1

This measure includes part-time workers, scaling up their hours of work, as well as full time workers.
ILO (2014:49) presents the level of the average gender wage gap at the national level. Available at
http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---dcomm/---publ/documents/publication/wcms_32467
8.pdf
3
We calculated the ratio of the explained wage gap to the actual wage gap using the ILO estimations reported in
Figure 37 on p.49; data accessible at: www.ilo.org/gwr-figures.
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exacerbated by earlier tax giveaways, raising the personal allowance in successive stages so that
many of the lower paid no longer pay income tax, undermining the government’s ability to raise
revenues to pay for vital public services, without borrowing.
But there is no problem in financing the deficit by borrowing since interest rates are so low.
Indeed, the cost of government borrowing is lower than expected. The OBR forecasts that
spending on debt interest will be about £16 billion lower in 2017-18 than it expected at the time
of the March 2014 budget. However, the Chancellor plans to not only eliminate the deficit through
massive expenditure cuts, but also to achieve a budget surplus of £23 billion by 2019-20.
The Women’s Budget Group believes that eliminating the budget deficit is the wrong policy target.
To achieve a sustainable and equitable recovery in living standards, a different public policy mix is
required. First, a massive programme of public investment on social infrastructure is needed; this
covers child care, elderly care, health, and education as well as the more widely recognised
physical infrastructure of housing, public transport and affordable renewable energy. Second, we
need labour market policies to ensure that real wages and productivity grow in line with each
other enabling upwards convergence in men’s and women’s wages, so that the UK does not
become a low wage, low productivity economy. We need a reversal of the past decades’ fall in
labour’s share in national income. If the recovery is equality-led rather than household debt-led,
the budget deficit will take care of itself, as tax revenues rise.

Gender Impact Assessment
The Treasury continues to provide inadequate gender impact assessments, despite the
requirements of the public sector equality duty. Whereas the Treasury always provides a
comprehensive analysis of the impact of measures on household incomes, by income quintile, it
does not provide a comprehensive analysis of the impact of measures on the incomes of the
different protected groups.
The Women’s Budget Group has consistently called for gender equality impact assessments for all
policies and a cumulative assessment carried out on the total impact of budget measures. It was
left to researchers at the House of Commons library to provide an assessment of the overall
impact of direct tax and benefit measures on the incomes of women and men. They show that,
taking account of measures announced in the Autumn Statement, £22 billion of the £26 billion
‘savings’ that the Treasury has made since June 2010 have come from women – 85 per cent of the
total, with only 15 per cent coming from men4.
The paucity of gender equality impact assessments in some Treasury documents is noticeable. In
some cases a claim of no equality impact is made without any attempt to produce evidence.
Absence of evidence is not evidence of absence. In other cases the government has relevant data
but does not use it. The gender impact assessment of tax measures in the TIINs (Tax Information
and Impact Notes) which accompany draft legislation, for example, are wholly inadequate.
In a large number of assessments, the government states that the equality impact of a particular
measure is not of consequence because it reflects the composition of the people paying (or being
exempted from) the tax. This is to misunderstand the whole point of equality impact assessment,
which is to investigate the differential impact of policy across protected characteristics for the
population as a whole.

4

http://www.thetimes.co.uk/tto/news/politics/article4303623.ece

Looking at the rise in personal tax allowance as an example, the government gives no gender
disaggregated data on who will benefit nor how it will benefit those with lower incomes
(disproportionately women) and those on higher incomes (disproportionately men).
The “welfare” cap is likely to affect women more than men because a higher percentage of
women’s individual income is made up of benefits. But there was no gender impact assessment
following the announcement of the cap in 2013, despite analysis carried out for the Equality and
Human Rights Commission showing that women lose more than men from the direct tax and
welfare changes up to 2015.
Elsewhere, the gender impact of the government’s business finance investment programme
should be assessed to ensure that women’s businesses benefit from a fair share of government
supported business investment.
The Women’s Budget Group welcomes the extension of the employment allowance for National
Insurance contributions to personal carers and the attention that has been paid to considering the
gender equality impact of this measure. However we would urge the same care is taken for all
policy areas and not just measures that can be shown to benefit women.

Tax and the social security system
Tax
In the Autumn Statement, the Chancellor announced yet another rise in the personal allowance,
this time by £100, and a rise in the threshold for paying higher rate tax. As the Women’s Budget
Group has pointed out in responses to previous rises in the personal allowance, such measures:
● result in large losses in revenue, by now more than £12 billion per year compared with
2010;
● reduce the ability of any recovery in employment levels to generate government revenue
and impact on the deficit;
● are badly targeted, so that the poorest who earn below the existing threshold
(predominantly women) gain nothing, while those who earn between the old and the new
threshold gain less than other taxpayers because they do not get the full benefit of the
new personal allowance.
This time because the higher earnings threshold was raised by slightly more than the personal
allowance, higher income taxpayers (except for those with incomes of £121,200 or above) will
actually gain more than basic rate taxpayers.
This one of the few measures for which a gender breakdown of its impact is given by HMRC5. It
says:
“In 2015-16, women are projected to account for 42 per cent of all taxpayers and men 58 per cent.
From the additional £100 increase, the estimated impacts for 2015-16 are:
● 122,000 individuals will be taken out of tax altogether, of which 44,000 (36 per cent) are
men and 79,000 (64 per cent) are women….
● 27 million individuals gain an average of £22, of which 15.7 million (58 per cent) are men
and 11.4 million (42 per cent) are women….. Average gains do not differ significantly by
gender…..
5

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/385092/TIIN_2142.pdf

● 442,000 individuals lose an average of £9, of which 374,000 (85 per cent) are men and
68,000 (15 per cent) are women under 68 years old….. Average losses do not differ
6
significantly by gender….."
The figures are presented to give the impression that women gain from constituting the majority
who are taken out of tax, rather than that they gain less than those who can make full use of the
increased personal allowance. The government has identified that more women than men will be
taken out of tax altogether, and that the majority of the highly paid who will lose an average of £9
a year are men. But, yet again, they fail to identify the numbers of women and men who will gain
nothing because their incomes are too low. Nor do they provide an assessment of the distribution
of gains between those with lower incomes (disproportionately women) and those with higher
incomes (disproportionately men). As with other measures, the Treasury implies that there is no
problem with its gender equality impact because: "Equalities impacts will reflect the composition
of the income tax-paying population”. The wider impact of this measure is considered in the
Benefit cuts section of this response.
The Chancellor also introduced a reform of the structure, rates and threshold of Stamp Duty Land
Tax, which will reduce tax on purchases of properties below £500k and raise them on higher value
properties. Here the equalities impact statement notes that: “The impact of these changes will
reflect the demographic composition of buyers across the spectrum of property values. This
measure is not expected to have an impact on any of the other legally protected equality groups.7
Any benefits of this measure will accrue disproportionately to people who can afford to buy
houses and flats, and not to those who rent. Women are likely to be under-represented among
buyers and over-represented among renters. Assuming that “any of the other legally protected
equality groups” means those defined by non-demographic protected characteristics, it seems
likely that this measure would have a differential impact with respect to the “other” protected
characteristics of pregnancy and maternity, given that many people move house in anticipation of
a new addition to their family. The wider impact of this measure is considered in a later section of
this response under Housing.
A more considered gender impact assessment was undertaken for the Treasury’s decision to
extend employment allowance for National Insurance contributions to personal carers. This was
correctly deemed to benefit more women than men. It said: “ Women are more likely to be
primary carers, and as a result prevented from working themselves. In 2011, 57.7 per cent of
unpaid carers were female and 42.3 per cent were male in England and Wales (Office of National
Statistics, 2013). By relieving the cost of employing a care and support worker this measure could
decrease the demands made on unpaid carers. For demographic and social reasons, women are
also more likely than men to employ carers for themselves, and so accordingly will benefit more
8
from this measure.”
The Women’s Budget Group welcomes the attention paid to considering the gender equality
impact of this measure, though wonders why only on a measure shown to benefit women such
care is taken. Our comments on the wider impact of this measure as a way of helping unpaid

6

http://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/budgets/as2014/as2014_johnson.pdf
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Though note the strange language here; it is not impact on any legally protected equality group that should be
the issue, but differential impact between those with and those without the various protected characteristics.
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carers or care recipients are included in a later section of this response on Social Care and the
NHS.

Benefit cuts alongside tax give-aways
In 2015-16 most working age social security benefits and tax credits will increase by 1 per cent, a
fall in real terms. This less than inflation increase was set for the three years from April 2013 by
the Welfare Benefits Uprating Act 2013. (Benefits for disabled people and carers, or elements of
other benefits relating to these situations are exempt, though even these go up by only the CPI,
1.2 per cent, itself lower than the RPI by which many benefits were previously uprated.) Child
benefit also rises only by 1 per cent, in this case after being frozen for three consecutive years
since 2010. The combined impact of these decisions means that £2 billion of the £2.5 billion to be
spent on uprating in 2015-16 will be spent on ‘over-indexed’9 state pensions, which will rise again
in April by 2.5 per cent as a result of the ‘triple lock’. WBG welcomes state pensions being
somewhat better protected from rising living costs, though not at the expense of the recipients of
working-age benefits, among whom women and children number disproportionately (as women
also do among those dependent on the state pension).
The money allocated since 2010 to raising the personal allowance is, with the additional rise
announced in this Autumn Financial Statement, now rather more than the annual £12 billion
additional cuts in social security spending planned to be introduced over the first two years of the
next parliament. A new research report entitled “Were we really all in it together?” analysing the
impact of benefit and direct tax changes since the election shows that on average the poorest
income groups have lost the biggest share of income, while all groups in the bottom half of
incomes lost overall. Those in the top half gained from direct tax cuts, with the exception of most
of the top 5 per cent (though in this group those at the very top gained, because of the cut in the
top income tax rate). It also finds that the changes have not contributed to cutting the deficit
because, as noted above, the savings from reducing benefits and tax credits have been spent on
10
raising the tax-free income tax allowance.
These findings differ from the government’s cumulative analyses, which show a greater impact on
higher income households. This is because the government’s figures use January 2010 as their
starting point, whereas this report starts from May 2010, meaning that the impact is limited to
11
coalition government measures. As a result the cumulative distributional analysis by the Treasury
takes credit for the distributional impact of the previous government’s introduction of the
additional tax band, or at least for the 45 per cent rate that it left in place: without that its claim
that “we are all in it together” looks even more tenuous.
But even the distributional analysis accompanying the Autumn Statement acknowledges (in para.
2.11) that when tax and ‘welfare’ (benefits/tax credits) measures are considered together, the
12
average benefit to households is close to zero. In other words, the “savings in welfare spending”
have been given away to income tax payers in the form of higher allowances (and a reduction of
the highest rate of income tax from 50 to 45 per cent). Since women are more concentrated in
9

Statement by Steve Webb MP, Minister for Pensions: House of Commons Hansard, 4 December 2014, cols.
443-449.
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De Agostini, P., Hills, J. and Sutherland, H. (2014) Were we really all in it together? The distributional effects of
the UK Coalition government’s tax-benefit policy changes, Working Paper
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‘Social Policy in a Cold Climate’, London: Centre for Analysis of Social Exclusion. (Note that this excludes changes

in indirect taxation.)
12
Analyses from the Institute for Fiscal Studies follow the Treasury in starting from January 2010 when it does so.

households with low incomes, and are more likely to be in receipt of benefits and to earn under
13
the ever-rising threshold for paying income tax , this has also been a shift from the disposable
incomes of women to those of men.
The House of Commons library calculates that £22 billion from the £26 billion raised from tax and
14
benefit changes since 2010 come from women ; of this figure the cuts which have the most
impact on are tax credits, housing benefit and child benefit. Over the course of this parliament,
the Child Poverty Action Group calculates that child benefit has lost 15 per cent of its value
because of uprating decisions; this is equivalent to a loss of £543(£512) of support over this time
15
for a one child family, and £900(£848) for a 2-child family. The children’s element of child tax
credit has lost 8.5 per cent of its value compared to what it would be worth if the government had
uprated it by CPI, as originally promised in the 2010 budget. This is equivalent to a loss of £1,140
over the course of the parliament for a one-child family, and £2,104 for a two-child family. As
CPAG notes, references to child poverty are now absent from the Budget and Autumn Statement
speeches, and this at a time when child poverty is increasing. Given the links between women’s
16
and children’s poverty, as the WBG has shown, this is likely to have detrimental effects on
women too.

Raising personal tax allowance: benefit or hindrance?
Real increases in the personal tax allowance have longer-term effects on benefits. This is because
they preclude those on low incomes ‘taken out of tax’ from participating in auto enrolment, which
was intended precisely to help low-paid workers save towards a pension. The removal of any
earnings related element of the state pension in the new single tier pension proposed for 2016
onwards makes this even more significant.
In addition, the future of the national insurance (NI) system looks increasingly uncertain. There
had been some recent debate about aligning NI contributions and income tax more closely.
However, the continued real increases in the personal tax allowance create a growing gap
between the point at which NI contributions and income tax start to be paid. Research shows that
17
1.6 million people will pay employee NICs but not income tax in 2015/16. They will be
disproportionately women, given the concentration of women among low-paid and part-time
employees, and higher numbers of women below the lower earnings limit. The lower threshold for
NI contributions may lead to some resentment in future, especially now that no additional pension
can be earned via NICs. NI benefits are based on the individual rather than the family, and so can

13

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/382310/AS2014_distribution
al_analysis_final.pdf
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The Independent, 6 December 2014. There is a greater likelihood that women live on low incomes; and the
differential impact is also caused by women being more likely to get benefits for others (especially children)
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The first figure given is the RPI comparison and the second the CPI comparison in each case. Figures taken from
Child Poverty Action Group policy note published December 2014.
http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/CPAG-Uprating-childrens-benefits-policy-note-Dec-14.pdf
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Women’s Budget Group (2006), Women’s and Children’s Poverty: Making the links.
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David Phillips, IFS, post Budget presentation, 20 March 2014. The Resolution Foundation (press release, 1
December 2014) estimates a current number of 1.2 million but 1.6 million in the next parliament if proposed
increases in the personal tax allowance are pursued.

give women some economic independence.18 At a time of renewed interest in the 'contributory
principle’ - which, as the WBG has argued, could recognise better the contribution made by unpaid
caring work - governments need to think harder about how to retain confidence in the NI system
and how it could be redesigned to be more adapted to today’s situation.

Social security spending cap and cuts
The proposed cap on spending on social security and tax credits (the so-called ‘welfare cap’) was
announced in 2013, and in Budget 2014 the Chancellor confirmed the arrangements and amount.
The only benefits excluded from the cap will be the basic and additional pension, and for working
age people some cyclical benefits - Jobseeker’s allowance (and similar elements of universal
credit) and associated housing benefit. There will be a margin of 2 per cent for forecasting
divergences. The cap makes no allowance for new decisions on policy priorities, additional needs,
population increases or other circumstances resulting in additional expenditure. Increases in social
security/tax credit spending will have to be financed from the same budget.
The context of the cap is the coalition government’s prioritising of spending cuts over tax
increases in its austerity programme. The government says that it is cutting the benefits budget to
prevent higher cuts in other departments. However, the resources expended on increasing the
personal tax allowance in real terms, together with the refusal to countenance progressive tax
rises, belie the argument that massive cuts in benefits and services are inevitable; political choices
are being made.
The other important element of this broader context is the growing evidence of the inadequacy of
benefit levels in relation to the cost of living (with the costs of items on which low-income groups
spend a high proportion of their incomes rising faster than many others); and of the detrimental
impact of sanctions and benefit delays on many claimants. Together, these developments have
been significant causes of the growing use of foodbanks, as recent reports have demonstrated.19
The report by Perry et al. (2014), for example, argues that while ill health, bereavement, caring
responsibilities or relationship breakdown had brought users to the edge, it was gaps in the social
safety net which forced them to turn to foodbanks for help. Sanctions, delays in decisions on
payments and, for people on employment and support allowance, being declared ‘fit for work’
20
were all common reasons for referral. The evidence shows that budgeting on a day to day basis
for families on low incomes is more likely to be carried out by women, and they are therefore
more likely to bear the burden of trying to make the money stretch in the face of these
21
circumstances.
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See, for example, WBG (2006) Women’s and Children’s Poverty: Making the links.

The cap is likely to affect women more than men because a higher percentage of women’s
22
individual income is made up of benefits (see above). Analysis carried out for the Equality and
23
Human Rights Commission found that women lost and will continue to lose more than men from
the direct tax and welfare changes already carried out or planned between 2010 and 2015. But the
announcement of the cap in 2013 was accompanied by no gender impact assessment. In addition,
given the point above about women being the main weekly budgeters in low-income families
(often sacrificing their own needs), they will be likely to be acting as the shock absorbers of the
cuts, whoever is affected by these in the family.
The WBG believes that social security spending should not be singled out for an arbitrary cap, and
that there should be reasoned debate about the desirability or otherwise of increases. There are
positive arguments for social security provision, not least in terms of supporting caring and helping
with the costs of caring, that are particularly relevant to women. A cap on spending is a crude
mechanism, which fails to differentiate between varying reasons for additional spending, and
which frames increases in benefit spending as negative or a sign of failure.
The Office for Budget Responsibility’s first report on benefit spending trends was published
24
recently. These reports could form the basis of a more nuanced debate about the reasons behind
any increases in social security spending. The main pressures for additional social security
spending come from the ageing population (as the OBR has noted, in its careful positioning of the
cap in a broader context), as well as market-led price rises (e.g. increased housing costs). Rising
social spending should be expected in a civilised, caring society that decides to provide for its
vulnerable members. Nevertheless, the OBR notes that as a share of national income there has
been no clear trend in social security spending over the past 30 years, with a smaller cyclical
25
increase recently than after the 1990s recession. Social security spending is expected to fall
between 2014-15 and 2019-20. This does not sound like a budget ‘out of control’.
Any discretionary increases made as a result of policy initiatives should not automatically be paid
for out of a fixed social security budget - as is being done with the proposed ‘tax exempt’ child
care and the increased help with childcare costs in universal credit - but could be financed from
other departments and/or increases in tax. Social security expenditure represents exactly that spending on the security of society - rather than the ‘bills of failure’. Where social security benefits
have to compensate for policy failures in other areas, it is these root causes that need to be
tackled.
The Chancellor confirmed that working age benefits would be frozen for two years following the
next general election. This announcement was followed by his statement that ‘decisions to control
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public spending are never easy’.26 But, as noted above, cuts to benefits are not the only ‘decisions’
that can be made in order to reduce the deficit, even if it is thought that it should be reduced at
the pace that the coalition government has decreed.
And in any case, as noted above, savings on cuts to benefits have been matched to date by
spending on tax changes, thus failing to contribute to deficit reduction. In the meantime, the
impact on women in particular has been serious. And as a Conservative minister, the Chancellor
has also announced that following the general election if in power the Conservatives would
continue to spend money on real increases in personal tax allowances - thus continuing the
27
transfer of resources to date analysed above.

Universal credit
Universal credit (UC), which amalgamates six means-tested benefits into one payment, is being
gradually introduced, with full implementation now postponed well into the next parliament. The
WBG has been involved in briefing government and others about the gender implications of UC
throughout the period of parliamentary debates and beyond (see www.wbg.org.uk).
The most important new announcement about universal credit (UC) is that the work allowances
will be frozen for an additional (third) year, up to April 2018. This is the amount of money that can
be earned before the marginal rate of withdrawal of UC (65 per cent of net income) is imposed on
each pound. This will save £145million in 2019-20; this amounts now to a 6 per cent real terms
cut, according to the Institute for Fiscal Studies analysis.
In addition to the general blunting of incentives caused by this move - which contradicts a primary
aim of UC - this has particular implications for ‘second earners’. Already, many would have found
their incentives to work and to earn more reduced under UC compared with tax credits, as the
government has admitted in previous impact assessments. Freezing work allowances again will
result in even fewer ‘second earners’ finding it worthwhile to earn or to earn more, thus reducing
their access to independent income.
The delay in UC implementation will save some expenditure in 2017-18 (£915m), but in 2019-20
UC will cost some £395m, according to the IFS analysis. The IFS also notes that, as already
announced, the childcare element of UC will rise from 70 to 85 per cent from April 2016 (having
been reduced from 80 to 70 per cent in the previous working tax credit by the coalition
government); this costs £310m in 2019-20.
The distributional impact of UC is not always included in the Treasury’s analyses of the cumulative
impact of changes to tax, benefits and services following the Autumn Statement. This also means
that the effects of freezing the work allowance again are not immediately apparent.
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The Autumn Statement also included announcements that tax credits would be cut when overpayments are
uncertain and that benefits for unemployed migrants ‘with no prospect of work’ would be ended. We do not
analyse the impact of these announcements here.

Savings and pensions
State pension and related benefits
From April 2015, the state basic pension for a single person increases by 2.5 per cent under the
‘triple lock’ (i.e. higher than CPI inflation or earnings inflation) to £115.95 a week (from £113.10).
The same cash increase (£2.85) will apply to the guarantee credit part of pension credit which will
therefore increase to £151.20 from 148.35 for a single person, though the cost of this increase will
be partially offset by a 5.1 per cent rise in the savings credit threshold (in other words, the limit
above which savings credit becomes payable).
The increase in state pension and pension credit guarantee credit are welcome, if small, measures
that particularly help women, who are more likely than men to heavily rely on the state pension
and claim pension credit.
Figure 1 below shows that single female pensioners have persistently lower retirement incomes
(mean income after housing costs) than single male pensioners: £223 a week for women
compared with £262 for men. This is despite measures since 1978 to protect the state pension of
people (mainly women) caring for children and frail adults.

Figure 1: Net income after housing costs of single pensioners by gender 1979 to 2012/13[27]
Note: 2002/03 to 2009/10 based on a previous Family Resources Survey (FRS) grossing regime and
should be treated with caution.
Table 1 gives a breakdown of gross income by source for single pensioners. Male single pensioners
receive on average over £50 a week more than single pensioner women. The data underline how
caring responsibilities and low-paid work damage women’s ability to build up adequate private
pensions. As a result they are more heavily dependent in retirement on a state pension and other
state benefits (62 per cent of income) than men (51 per cent of income). Of 2.3 million pension
credit claimants in May 2014, 61 per cent were women.

Table 1 Sources of gross income of single pensioners by gender in 2012/1328
Gross income and
sources

Women
£/week at 2012/13
prices

Men
As a % of
gross
income

£/week at 2012/13
prices

As a % of
gross
income

Benefit income

£186

62%

£180

51%

Occupational
pension

£69

23%

£105

30%

Personal pension
income

£4

1%

£15

4%

Investment
income

£14

5%

£22

6%

Earnings

£21

7%

£25

7%

Other income

£3

1%

£3

1%

TOTAL GROSS
INCOME

£298

100%

£350

100%

The state pension rise also determines the current value of the flat-rate state pension being
introduced from April 2016. It will be at least £151.25 a week. The updated amount payable from
April 2016 will be announced in the 2015 Autumn Statement. As previously commented by the
Women’s Budget Group, 29 in principle, the flat-rate pension is a welcome development for
women, but on its own does not support an adequate standard of living. This is particularly
important for women given the lack of carer protection in the private pension system.
A related announcement in the Autumn Statement is that Bereavement Support Payment, which
replaces the current bereavement benefits for deaths on or after 6 April 2017 (Pensions Act 2014),
will be exempt from income tax and will also be disregarded for the purpose of Universal Credit
claims. These are welcome changes that simplify the bereavement benefit system. The cost of the
measure is relatively low at £55m in 2017-18, plus a further £40m for the Universal Credit
disregard.30
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Therefore, it is all the more regrettable that the government has not extended bereavement support to the 3
million unmarried couple households. Since men of working age are more likely to die than women of working
age (see Figure 2), this gap in survivor benefits is of particular concern to women.

Figure 2 Annual risk of death by age and gender, ages 16 to 6531

Workplace pensions & auto-enrolment
Those who earn below the personal income tax threshold are precluded from auto enrolment into
a workplace pension by their employer and do not receive contributions from their employer
towards such a pension. The raising yet again of this threshold increases the numbers who will not
be enrolled in a scheme designed precisely to help low-paid workers save towards a pension.
The HMRC’s equality impact assessment of the raising of the personal allowance shows 79,000
women (64 per cent of the total) and 44,000 men will be “taken out of tax” and thus out of
auto-enrolment. The removal of any earnings related element of the state pension in the new
single tier pension proposed for 2016 onwards makes this even more significant.32

Private pensions
In Budget 2014 major changes were announced to the way in which income can be drawn from
defined contribution pension schemes. From April 2015 all restrictions on accessing
defined-contribution pension savings will be removed once the saver has reached age 55.
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We commented on these changes in our Budget 2014 response,33 noting that reducing the age of
access to trivial pension pots and the increased flexibility for pension pots generally would help
women (who tend to have smaller pension savings than men – see Table 2) particularly in the gap
before their state pension starts. However there is an increased risk of poverty for women in later
retirement.
Table 2 Size of defined contribution pension pot by gender, 2008/1034
Type of pension scheme

Women

Men

Mean

£19,300

£32,100

Median

£7,800

£12,000

6%

10%

Mean

£26,800

£46,900

Median

£12,500

£20,000

8%

18%

Occupational defined contribution scheme

% with this type of wealth
Personal pension

% with this type of wealth

Mean and median amounts exclude those who had zero pension wealth
The package of measures in Budget 2014 was supplemented in late September by
announcements of changes to the taxation of pension pots left on death. The aim of these is to
extend the flexibility to choose between lump sums and income to people who inherit
defined-contribution pension pots, and also to remove high levels of tax when pension pots are
passed on.
An important aspect of the changes is a widening of the scope of people to whom pension pots
can be left. Where the deceased had already started to draw from their pension pot, under
current rules any remaining pot can be left only to people who were dependent on, or
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co-dependent with, the deceased. Under the new rules, the pot can be left to anyone and the
requirement for dependency is abolished.
The high tax charges and restricting benefits to survivors had originally been introduced to prevent
pension schemes being used as a tax-efficient way to pass on money avoiding inheritance tax. So
this package of measures seems to be actively encouraging inheritance tax planning using pension
schemes. The aim may be to make pension saving more attractive, but there can be little doubt
that the measures will appeal to wealthier voters concerned about inheritance.
The government announced the death measures in piecemeal fashion over two days in September
2014 and then revealed further changes in the Autumn Financial Statement. The first
announcement applied only to people inheriting pension pots through arrangements called
‘income drawdown’, which tend to suit only wealthier pensioners. Income drawdown is a pure
investment product where income and lump sums are provided by cashing in part of the pension
pot which remains invested typically in shares. The Financial Conduct Authority has suggested
that, under the new flexible rules, current income drawdown products are unlikely to be suitable
for pots under £50,000.35
Subsequent changes have corrected this skew and created a more level playing field for people
inheriting pension pots, or receiving death benefits, from pension arrangements based on
annuities – typically much smaller than income drawdown. An annuity is a product that mixes
investment and insurance: the pension pot is given up and in exchange an income is paid out for
life, however long that life happens to be. The income from a single-life annuity dies with the
annuity purchaser, but the income from a joint-life last-survivor annuity carried on until the death
of a second person, who under current rules is usually a husband, wife or other partner.
This inclusion of annuities in the new rules is important for women. While annuity rates – like the
rates on all low-risk savings products – have suffered as a result of monetary policy since the 2007
global financial crisis – they remain, at present, the only product that provides
defined-contribution pensioners with protection against longevity risk. Debates about annuities
often crudely focus on return as if they were purely savings products and fail to cost in the value of
this longevity insurance. Interestingly, just as the UK is introducing greater pension flexibility,
other countries, such as Australia, New Zealand and the USA, that have long had such flexibility,
are increasingly concerned that their pensioners either run out of money part way through
retirement or eke out a living on unnecessarily low incomes for fear of running out of savings.36
Women, with longer average life expectancy than men and pension pots that are often too small
to make income drawdown viable, have a particular need for products that pool longevity risk.
A welcome aspect of the changes is the abolition of the current requirement that survivor
benefits (other than lump sums from pots where the deceased dies before age 75 and had not
started drawing benefits) must be left to dependants. This opens the way to leave survivor
benefits to, for example, carers and adult children. This will particularly benefit women who more
often take on caring roles than men. However, it is impossible to say, at this stage, whether this
35
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will mean some surviving spouses and partners being bypassed and left financially insecure after
the death of a partner.
The new death rules described above have not been extended to survivor pensions paid from
defined-benefit schemes and do not include defined-contribution survivor benefits already in
payment before 6 April 2015. This means that survivor pensions paid from these schemes will
continue to be taxed at the survivor’s normal tax rates, whereas the same benefits from a defined
contribution pot drawn on or after 6 April 2015 will be tax free if the deceased was under age 75
at the age of death. Similarly, survivor benefits from a defined benefit schemes and from annuities
already purchased will still be restricted to dependants. It seems invidious that the changes should
discriminate between different cohorts of the bereaved.
Further, the long-term impact of all these changes on the well-being of the retired is uncertain.
Increased flexibility may promote lump sum withdrawals from pension pots that are then spent in
early retirement, leaving insufficient income for later on. On the other hand, experience in other
countries suggests that many older people, nervous of running out of money, eke out a living on
incomes that are much lower than they need to be. Moreover, the changed death benefit rules
make defined-contribution pension schemes a tax-efficient vehicle for inheritance planning, a goal
that may conflict with the original aim of retirement-income provision. Private pensions – being
accessible only to those who can afford them – have always been a regressive way to address
retirement income provision. Whether taxpayers should be expected to fund tax reliefs originally
designed to promote saving for a retirement income, but looking increasingly like a tax perk for
inheritance planning, is debatable.

Savings and investments
In 2015-16, the ISA limit is increased in line with inflation to £15,240 (currently £15,000). As we
have noted previously,37 the ISA arrangement, and thus any extension of its limit, tends to favour
men rather than women given that women tend to have lower incomes and levels of saving. For
example, Figure 3 shows that the level of wealth tends to be low in lone-parent households and
single pensioner households where women are over-represented.
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Figure 3 Financial wealth by household type38
Another change focusing on inheritance will allow widowed husbands, wives and civil partners to
have a one-off increase in their ISA allowance equal to the amount of any ISAs their deceased
partner held at the time of death. This will enable the surviving partner to reinvest money they
inherit into the tax-free shelter of an ISA if they wish to do so. This change will benefit women
more than men as they are more likely to be the surviving partner in a marriage, but only those in
wealthier households. However, this change will not benefit women in unmarried relationships.

Employment and Business
Some of the measures in the Chancellor's announcement had clear gender implications
particularly related to apprenticeships, employment conditions in schools, self-employment, small
business and access to finance.

Apprenticeships
Following on from the £85 million investment in Apprenticeship grants for 16-24 year olds that
was made in the 2014 Budget, the Chancellor has announced the abolition of employer National
Insurance contributions for apprentices under the age of 25. Both measures are designed to
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improve youth training and employment, as well as increase the supply of skilled workers to a
variety of industries. However because employees under the age of 21 are already exempt from
employer NICs from April 2015, the Policy Costings that support the Autumn Financial statement
39
show this measure will have no financial impact until 2016/17.
Employers of older apprentices will not benefit from this measure. But, as noted in the WBG
response to the 2014 Budget, the growth in the take-up of apprentices has been in post-25 year
40
olds, with women more likely than men to be entering apprenticeships later.
Women’s apprenticeships are highly skewed in traditionally female dominated areas. Women
make up a very small percentage of apprentices in the manufacturing and construction sectors,
with the majority being in the service sectors. The Women in Science and Engineering Campaign
reports that in 2012/13, 58,600 women took up apprenticeships in health and social care, 36,990
41
in customer services and 24,050 in children’s care. This compares with numbers in the low
hundreds for areas such as construction (230) and engineering (400). Changing the gender balance
of the apprenticeship system which continues to be the most gender segregated of all educational
provision is therefore a priority which a new measure focused only on younger apprentices in
unlikely to address.
The government should be focused on the education, training and career development of women
at all ages. More needs to be done to restructure the long established apprenticeship system to
encourage women to train for the full range of higher skilled occupations. The difficulty of
increasing the willingness of employers to take on young people in apprenticeships remains, as
does the undesirability of apprenticeships in low paid, low status occupations to talented young
people. This measure is insufficient to address this, while consolidating a bias against older
apprentices and therefore women.

Employment conditions in schools
Government policies continue to reduce public sector employment. As WBG and the Fawcett
Society have noted, private sector jobs that replace lost public sector jobs tend to be of worse
42
quality, especially for women. In some areas, shifts within the public sector, akin to privatisation,
have resulted in a similar deterioration of working conditions and pay.
The Chancellor announced a further £10m funding to support academy chains in the north to
expand and to sponsor more local schools. Because academies and free schools are are
unaccountable to local authorities and do not have to follow the national pay and conditions
framework, increasing their proliferation may have negative consequences on the pay and
conditions of teachers. Policies which have a negative impact on the pay or terms and conditions
of teachers have a clear gender impact by widening existing gender inequalities as 73.3 per cent of
43
(full and part-time) teachers are women.
Academy schools enjoy certain freedoms in terms of setting terms and conditions and pay of
teachers. No academy school has yet committed to implement the national pay and conditions
framework indefinitely. This is a risk to an equal and fair pay system that is essential for gender
pay equality. In addition, maternity pay is less in some academies than in neighbouring local
39
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authority schools. In some cases, staff who have moved to an academy have not had their
previous service recognised for maternity purposes and have lost all built-up entitlement to
maternity pay.
Such autonomy without the support of Local Authority structures has the potential to lead to
increased incidents of discrimination. Changes to employment terms and conditions may also have
a disproportionate effect on women teachers, for example, in some existing academies there is
Saturday working, others have longer schools days and longer school years. Such conditions of
employment may prevent women with caring responsibilities from working in these schools.

Self-employment
While the Autumn Statement offered some support for businesses, there was little for the
self-employed who have been at the sharp end of the cost of living crisis. Furthermore, some of
the measures announced reduce entitlements and support for the self-employed; a sector which is
increasingly dominated by women.
The Autumn Statement announced changes that will tighten the eligibility conditions for
low-earning, self-employed people claiming tax credits. From April 2015, those earning less than
the equivalent of the minimum wage for a 24 hour working week (£156) will be subject to a new
test to show they are involved in ‘genuine and effective’ self-employment. The Chancellor
estimates that such changes will reduce the Tax Credits bill by £45 million per year. DWP’s
research suggests that most of those “savings” will come from women.
While women comprise around one-third of the self-employed claiming tax credits, a DWP survey
44
weighted to include more low earners, revealed a sample which was two-thirds female. The new
proposed threshold of 24 hours work per week will discriminate against self-employed workers
with childcare and caring responsibilities, predominantly women, and disabled people. Those
groups can access Working Tax Credits (WTC) if they are workers, employed a minimum of 16
hours per week. If they are self-employed, however, from April 2015 they will have to stretch
their income by another 50 per cent and jump through an additional set of hurdles.
The Women’s Budget Group calls for the WTC working hours’ threshold for self-employed people
to match that for employees, thus enabling a level playing-field for people with caring
responsibilities and health conditions, for whom self-employment is often the only option. We
45
further support the Low Income Tax Reform Group's view that legislation already requires all
self-employed claimants to be working ‘for payment or in expectation of payment’ and that this
46
should be enough to enable HMRC to stop fraudulent claims.
WBG believes that rather than penalise those who are self-employed but earn little, government
should ensure that they are included in active labour market and business support strategies
which help them to create a more secure livelihood which fits around those complex needs.

Small businesses
The Chancellor announced that: the government is also providing more support for unemployed
people to start their own business by extending the New Enterprise Allowance scheme from
January 2015. In addition a pilot, to be funded by a budget allocation of £5million, will allow the
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use of children’s centres to reach out to parents and provide them with the skills and employment
support they need .

The New Enterprise Allowance is also being expanded to include dependent partners in a couple’s
JSA or ESA claim. This addresses an anomaly which has seen many women excluded from the NEA
scheme. Since it started in 2011, women, despite being around half of the new self-employed
during this period, currently comprise just 30 per cent of those benefiting from NEA. For the first
47
year of the scheme women comprised just 17 per cent of total beneficiaries.
However, WBG is concerned that the NEA still does not take into account significant gender
differences in the pace of business start-up. It is well documented that women tend to start their
businesses at a more gradual initial pace. This differential pace has no impact on ultimate business
success, but differential access to start-up capital and support does. The NEA scheme requires
participants to replace benefits with self-employed earnings within three to six months and after
this period which prevents women from accessing the funding and support which the scheme
delivers. WBG calls on the government to extend the NEA start-up period so that it does not
unfairly discriminate against women.
Other small business measures announced include the extension of business rate relief for small
businesses until April 2016. Since the economic downturn started, the High Street has become
increasing female-dominated, with women leading 47 per cent of new retail businesses, according
48
to FSB data. There will also be £20 million to provide support first time exporters through UKTI.
WBG welcomes the work that UKTI is already doing to promote its services to female business
owners.
WBG had hoped the Autumn Statement would include a small business exemption for new EU VAT
legislation being introduced on 1 January 2015, which requires all small businesses to apply VAT
on sales of digital products in the country where products are bought, as opposed to the country
where they are sold. While businesses with revenues of less than £81,000 of sales are currently
exempt from registering from VAT in the UK, those selling digital products will not be exempt from
the EU VAT rule. Techcrunch, the leading online news digest, has suggested these new rules "are
especially onerous for women entrepreneurs," who often start their businesses from home, after
49
starting a family or during maternity leave. WBG adds its voice to the campaign to have these
rules changed so that small micro-businesses, predominantly led by women, are not unfairly
discriminated against.

Access to Finance
One of the largest elements of business support announced by the Chancellor - a pledged £400
million to support Venture Capital in Britain - almost entirely excludes women-owned businesses.
Venture Capital (VC) is high-risk capital, supporting a tiny minority of firms, with a very low success
50
rates. Less than 3 per cent of VC businesses supported are estimated to have female directors .
The WBG therefore calls on government to assess the gender impact of its business finance
investment programme and to ensure that women’s businesses benefit from a fair share of
government supported business investment.
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Social Care and the National Health Service
There is surprisingly little mention of social care in the 2014 Autumn Financial Statement. The
silence around social care funding seems to imply that services will be affected by the £10 billion
51
efficiency savings proposed for 2016/17. In a sector which has already been blighted by a funding
gap, caught between rising needs and constrained spending, further cuts in public spending on
social care can only be expected to have adverse effects on individuals with disabilities, the elderly
and other social care service users, and could result in essential community services disappearing.
Women form the majority of all social care users, and an even larger proportion of those
dependent on state support for their care.
Three measures that the Chancellor announced were directly targeted at paid and unpaid social
care workers:
1. Extending the £2000 annual National Insurance Contributions Employment Allowance for
those households which employ a care and support workers.
2. Raising the earnings limit for Carer’s Allowance from £102 to £110 per week in April 2015.
3. Exempting care workers from the impacts of removing the £8,500 threshold below which
employees do not pay Income Tax on benefits in kind.
These marginal changes will no doubt have positive effects for those employing carers in their
home as well as unpaid family carers, but the impact will be very limited in terms of the real lives
of the paid and unpaid care workforce, the majority of whom are also women.

Employing a Carer
The extension of national insurance contributions for households employing a carer may be good
news for those with extra support needs who are using a direct payment or private finance to
organise their own care. This change reflects a general trend in social care towards
personalisation, whereby service users and carers are encouraged to take a leading role in
organising care for themselves or their family members.
The extended employer allowance means that a care worker can be paid up to £22,500 before
their employer has to pay National Insurance contributions. This will somewhat help families
struggling financially to cover the cost of care. Taken together with the higher carers allowance
52
threshold it will provide some support for unpaid carers, the majority of whom are women . The
government is attempting to encourage more carers to balance their responsibilities with paid
work. The new threshold will allow carers to work more hours in a week and still claim carers
allowance.

Care workers and care quality
The potentially positive effects of the changes to national insurance contributions need to be
tempered by consideration of how the changes might affect workers. The social care workforce is
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a predominantly female one and the sector has been blighted by poor pay and conditions. The
new threshold for national insurance contributions will tend to keep earnings below that level.
There is also a lack of detail about how workers’ rights may be protected when they are working in
a domestic environment. Individuals hiring a carer for the first time may not understand their
responsibilities as an employer, and workers may not be aware of their entitlements to paid leave,
53
paid breaks and health assessments. The WBG shares concern that the ongoing personalisation
of social care services may be finding efficiency savings at the expense of acceptable pay and
working conditions for care workers.
More than 300,000 workers in the care sector are employed on zero-hours contracts, including 60
per cent of domiciliary care workers. Together with the growth in 15-minute visits, lack of
payment for travel time, the dominance of zero-hours contracts suggests that social care is being
delivered by an insecure workforce that has neither have the time nor resources to provide high
54
quality care.
In short, the WBG is concerned by the limited nature of proposed changes to funding and the lack
of detail about how they will affect social care provided by paid and unpaid care workers in
people’s homes at a time when social care provision is under severe strain. The adequacy of
funding for social care has major implications for women who provide the majority of paid and
unpaid care and are also the majority of its recipients.

Cuts in real levels of funding of social care services.
The AFS revealed a funding boost for the NHS but no additional investment in social care services.
Without investment, the social care funding gap will continue to grow and this may result in more
reliance on NHS services from people who may otherwise be supported by community based
services.
The 2014 budget signalled the inclusion of the £200 million transformation fund for the ‘Five Year
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Forward View’ project. This project aims to adapt NHS services to meet the needs of a changing
demographic of patients, which includes a commitment to integrate health and social care
56
services, bringing together NHS and community services and offering more support to carers.
Whilst a more integrated approach to health and social care is welcome, without serious
investment in social care, community services will not be able to provide the counterpart to the
work of hospitals and GPs that is envisaged. Poor funding to social care has a knock-on effect on
the strength of the NHS. It is disingenuous to claim that the NHS budget is to be boosted or
protected in real terms, if it also has to cover an increasing proportion of expenditure on social
care.
Further, the AFS does nothing to address the existing crisis in social care for older or disabled
people, with nearly one quarter of a million fewer people receiving publicly funded care services in
57
2012/13 than in 2009/10, a reduction of 26 per cent. This has resulted from cuts in the funding
provided to local authorities, which local authorities have found impossible to replace through
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savings elsewhere. In 2013, the Audit Commission found the reductions made to adult social care
58
budgets accounted for over 52 per cent of the total reductions in local government spending
59
with councils facing an average cut of 1.8 per cent in their overall spending power in 2015-16 but
the cut in direct government grants amounts to an average of 8.8 per cent in 2015-16, which,
according to the Local Government Association, gives a more accurate sense of the pressure faced
60
by councils .

The National Health Service
According to the Kings Fund, around a quarter of NHS providers ended last year in deficit, with the
61
sector as whole overspending by £107 million. During the first half of the current financial year,
there was an overall deficit of £254 million among foundation trusts, with 81 trusts reporting
62
deficits, double the number at the end of 2013/14. The NHS Trust Development Authority has
reported an aggregate deficit of £376 million among NHS trusts, with more than a quarter
63
forecasting end-of-year deficits. Some 60 per cent of hospitals in the acute sector are
experiencing financial distress, meaning that problems are endemic across the system.
In this context the additional £2 billion of additional funding for frontline NHS services in England
in 2015-16 is welcome, as is the multi-year £3.1 billion UK-wide investment in the NHS, including
£1 billion to fund advanced care in GP practices over four years in England.
There is concern however that accumulated deficits plus growing legal pay-outs could swallow up
most of this new money, which in any case will not keep pace with growing demand caused by the
changing demographics of the UK population.
Of particular concern to WBG is the absence of any recognition of the chronic underfunding of
community health services, which are often the necessarily link between front line and domiciliary
care services. The encouragement of Competitive Tendering through the Any Qualified Services
has resulted in a third of NHS contracts being awarded to private sector funding, and this is
widespread in non-acute services such as physiotherapy scans and other diagnostic testing. This
policy leads to a geographical scattering of such services away from recognised hospitals and
health centre premises, making access by public or other transport a real hazard for older,
disabled and low income patients. This also adds to the burden of family and community carers
who now need to track and locate the services, and organise transport and frequently spend
additional time accompanying patents – a burden which largely falls on the unpaid shoulders of
women.
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The lack of attention to community health services is alarming. It is already well documented that
such services are now so squeezed that they can barely cope with crisis situations and have no
64
time or resources to deal with preventative or long term supportive therapy. The focus on
finding “efficiencies” within acute and general health services hides the deterioration in
community level support which is crucial for successful health care for an ageing population and
for the integration of health and social services on the ground.

Housing
The Government have committed to building around 10,000 homes in Northstowe and 13,000 in
Bicester in a bid to meet the growing demand for housing. However these measures fall way short
of the government’s own estimates that the UK needs 300,000 new homes a year to keep up with
rising demand.
Homelessness in the UK has grown over the past three years with an estimated 90,569 families
65
now homeless across England, Scotland and Wales . Women make up around a quarter of
homeless people across the UK, and 43 per cent of single parents (mostly women) are social
housing tenants (compared to 12 per cent of couples) with 71 per cent of all single parent renters
66
receiving housing benefit (compared to 25 per cent of all couple renters) .
The reduction in stamp duty announced in this year’s statement will do little to help the most
vulnerable in our society for whom buying a property is out of reach and is likely to benefit men
more as they are more likely to be or become homeowners. In particular, lone parents,
predominantly women, are the category least likely to be owner occupiers (only 29 per cent
compared to an average of 65.3 per cent) and over represented among social renters (41 per cent
compared to an average of 17.3 per cent).
Lone parents also highly likely to rent privately - 30.1 per cent compared to 17.4 per cent over all
67
household types ; and private renting is an increasingly tenuous tenure, as shown by the high
proportion of private renters having lived in their property for less than one year. There is
particular concern about demand for social housing being met, through lack of supply, by the
private rented sector where tenancies are often insecure. The biggest cause of homelessness is
68
the end of a private rental tenancy . This is particularly problematic for all those with care
responsibilities, not only lone parents, but others including women looking after older or younger
generations, whose provision of care is reliant on nearby services and networks.
The government should take greater note of the equalities impact of different forms of housing
support. Policies that support home ownership alone do not help many women. Instead of
reducing costs for homeowners, funding should be directed to protect those on low incomes
requiring social housing, many of whom are women, as well improving the extent, quality and
availability of the social housing stock. In addition, policies to regulate the private rental market
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are important both in increasing security of tenure and in reducing the resources spent on public
support that simply supports private landlords.

Infrastructure
The Chancellor announced new investment spending in physical infrastructure, predominantly
roads (£15 billion), rail and flood defences (£2.3 billion) brought together under the National
Infrastructure Plan. In particular the North of England will benefit from large scale investment in
69
physical infrastructure (an extra £7 billion for the ‘Northern Powerhouse’).
Whilst public expenditure that will create jobs is to be warmly welcomed, the Women’s Budget
Group is concerned that women are unlikely to benefit equally from jobs created in this sector,
because of their under representation within industries using science, technology, engineering and
maths (STEM). Women are only 15.5 per cent of employees in STEM industries that make up 46
70
per cent of all employment in the UK.
71

The UK is currently facing a shortfall of around 40,000 STEM graduates , a problem that will not
be addressed until more is done to encourage women to take up (and stay in) these professions.
The problem is much the same as that in apprenticeships where men dominate apprenticeships in
72
constructions, plumbing and engineering (see earlier in this response under Employment and
Business).
73

Investment in roads also favour men as users, who are more likely to drive than women . Women
are also more reliant on public transport; research by Unison earlier this year found that nearly 40
per cent of women travelled by bus to go shopping or use other public services. Public transport
remains a lifeline for women in low paid jobs who can’t afford other modes of transport. 82 per
74
cent of eligible older women have a concessionary bus pass, compared to 74 per cent of men .
Investment in public transport as well as roads is vital to ensuring that women can benefit from
these investments equally.
Investment in rail infrastructure is also badly needed. But the investments announced in the AFS
will do little to curb the escalating price rises which makes rail travel so inaccessible to those with
low and middle incomes. As a result, rail services are currently used more by those in the
upper-middle income bracket and by men of all ages more than women.
As always, the WBG calls on the Chancellor to invest more in social infrastructure that would not
only create jobs but also fill a growing social need. While the government overlooks such
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expenditure and considers it a “cost”, feminist research demonstrates that investment in social
care would have a higher multiplier effect than investment in physical infrastructure – that is, it
would generates more jobs and ones that are more likely to be stable over the long term –
promote greater gender equality as well as respond to a clear and expanding social need.
Further, investment in childcare and all forms of education, would also contribute to a more highly
skilled and productive workforce, improving productivity. Lack of such investment means that the
UK is trapped in a low skill, low productivity, low wage economy which austerity only exacerbates.

Regional Investment
A number of announcements were made in the AFS with the intention of addressing the
north/south divide including: investment in railways, the establishment of a Sovereign Wealth
Fund for the north to keep the financial benefits of fracking within the region and other
investments in Newcastle and Manchester.
We welcome moves to address regional inequality in the UK however the amount of money
invested is paltry in relation to need. We are also concerned about the implications of fracking on
the affected communities and do not feel that the Sovereign Wealth Fund goes any way to
address environmental concerns.
Further, this modest attention to the north is heavily skewed in terms of gender, with most of the
money going to sectors that overwhelmingly employ men. It is vital that job creation happens in
the north as well as the south, but we must also ensure that women and men can benefit equally.
Areas of the north have had a particular dependence on job creation by the public sector,
especially local government. The drastic cuts to local authorities have impacted heavily on
employment in northern regions with women - who are the majority of public sector employees being hit particularly hard. New jobs in the private sector that replace jobs lost in the public sector
tend to shift the balance of job opportunities from women to men. As the Fawcett Society
outlined earlier this year, women fare worse in private sector employment where the gender pay
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gap is higher and employment conditions are poorer .
Addressing the north/south divide will take a lot more than the announcements made in the AFS.
At root, it requires the long-promised rebalancing of the UK economy away from (male
dominated) finance and towards investment in social infrastructure. For reasons given earlier
under Infrastructure, investing in social infrastructure has to be key to developing an inclusive
regional policy that works for women.

Overseas Development Assistance
In the Autumn Financial Statement the Chancellor committed to keeping the UK Official
Development Assistance (ODA) at 0.7 per cent of Gross National Income, in keeping with the
International Development (Official Development Assistance Target) Act that will make this a legal
requirement in 2015. However there was no mention of “The International Development (Gender
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Equality) Act 2014” which enshrined in law the requirement for the UK government to promote
gender equality through ODA and humanitarian assistance.
Unfortunately the data published by the Department for International Development (DFID) does
not permit adequate public scrutiny of how ODA money is spent, let alone whether it promotes
77
gender equality. Some money that is spent by departments other than DFID is posted as ODA.
Not all of this appears as self-disinterested as might be expected for ODA and some smacks of
78
double accounting. For example in the most recent data from 2013 , many non DFID agencies
posted some of their expenditure as ODA included the Home Office, the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, the Department for Business, Investment and Skills, other agencies include
the Department of Health, Scottish Government, Department of Work and Pensions, Department
for Culture, Media and Sports and the Welsh Government.
The largest share of the total non-DFID expenditure (£1,399 million) of ODA for 2013 came from
the Department of Energy and Climate Change (£412 million), part of the 2011-15 DECC, DFID and
DEFRA, £2.9 billion scheme to encourage private sector investment into lower income countries’
79
low carbon development (DFID, 2014b). It would seem that the UK Government’s 2014 pledge
of £720 million to the Green Climate Fund is to be taken out of the 0.7 per cent ODA despite the
government’s commitment in 2010 to provide new money, rather than diverting funds already
80
earmarked for ODA. This practice of using the 0.7 per cent ODA to pay for pledges arising from
the UK’s other international policy and institutional commitments is also reflected in the UK’s
£124 million contribution to the Economic Commission’s External Assistance fund, as well as the
£33 million spent by the Home Office on the costs of assistance to refugees for the first 12 months
in the UK and on the costs associated with repatriation.
The £2 million spent on the pensions of retired colonial officers would not strike many people as
obviously falling into the ODA category but is included as is the £30 million savings on commercial
debts negotiated by the Export Credits Guarantee Department, despite not delivering any new
money for development. Finally £100 million is listed against the deeply controversial UK
government-owned CDC Group plc that builds luxury gated communities, hotels and shopping
81
malls in some of the world’s most unequal societies.
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The WBG ask how much of the 0.7 per cent ODA is new money and where do the aims of
promoting gender equality and poverty reduction fit in the apparent fudging, obscuring, and
non-publication of data on how the 0.7 per cent ODA is made up? Now that the promotion of
gender equity as well as the 0.7 per cent commitment are enshrined in law, nothing short of a full
and transparent gender audit will provide the information necessary to assess how much of the
UK’s reported ODA expenditure resources are actually working towards securing gender equality
and poverty reduction amongst the world’s most impoverished people.

Conclusion – the need for a Plan F
While the Chancellor may be celebrating the return of economic growth, the Women’s Budget
Group remain deeply concerned about the economic state of the country and impact of
government austerity policies on gender equality.
Of particular concern are the cuts to public spending which have only increased the burden of care
on women and disproportionately impacted women who make up the bulk of public sector
workers. Cuts in local government spending are also worrying with many local councils having sent
out clear distress signals since the AFS announcement82 . Local government services such as Sure
Start Centres and local transport remain a lifeline for many women across the country yet local
leaders across the country have sent out serious warning signals about the solvency of their
authority in this landscape of cuts.
A failure to address gender job segregation which means women are poorly represented in
science, technology, engineering and maths occupations also means that women are unlikely to
benefit from employment in any of the areas where the government is investing.
Changes to social security, tax and other benefits also continue to exacerbate gender inequality
and although the gender pay gap narrowed recently, that it still stands at 17.6 per cent is very
worrying.
In response to the Coalition government’s economic plan, the Women’s Budget Group has called
for Plan F - a plan for a feminist economy.
We believe that the focus on eliminating the budget deficit is the wrong policy target. Instead we
need an equality-led recovery delivered by sustained investment in social infrastructure and
labour market policies that ensure that real wages and productivity grow in line with each other,
reversing the past decades’ fall in labour’s share in national income.
Only by ensuring that the UK does not become a low-wage, low-productivity economy can
upwards convergence in men’s and women’s wages be enabled. Equality led investment will also
ensure the budget deficit takes care of itself, as tax revenues rise.
In claiming that eliminating the fiscal deficit would create a secure economy, the Chancellor
ignores the care deficit, the deficit in affordable housing and the deficit in high quality paid work,
all of which impact particularly on women. Women know that to tackle these deficits we need
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good public services and investment in social infrastructure financed by progressive taxation. Tax
breaks and reductions in taxes on the wealthy will not achieve this.
Nor will a £15 million investment in physical infrastructure alone address these issues, since it
ignores the investment in physical social infrastructure needed to construct a gender equitable
and caring economy that works for everyone.

Plan F
As the WBG has argued in previous responses and briefings83 to ensure a balance and sustainable
economic recovery that includes women, enables them to be financially autonomous, and
supports gender equality, we need a Plan F, a set of feminist policies to create a caring economy in
which:
● government economic policies are fully and robustly assessed for their impact on gender and
other equalities in advance of their announcement.
● paid care workers (who are mainly women) receive better training, better pay, better
employment rights, better job security;
● unpaid carers looking after family and friends (who are mainly women) receive more support
from public services and social security benefits, enabling them to take paid employment, if
they wish to do so;
● both private sector and public sector employers recognize a duty of care to invest in the
development of high quality care services;
● Universal Credit is reformed to ensure that women with employed partners gain from earning
- as it stands, many families in this situation will lose payments at a higher rate than in the
current situation if they start earning;
● the building of new housing addresses the growing need for social housing. Funding should be
directed to protect those on low incomes requiring social housing, many of whom are women,
as well improving the extent, quality and availability of the social housing stock.
● the national minimum wage would be raised to a higher proportion of median wages;
● social security measures that are destroying women’s links with their families and
communities, such as the bedroom tax and the benefits cap, would be repealed;
● investment in social as well as physical infrastructure would occur ensuring sustained
investment in good quality care for children, older people and those with disabilities.
● more tax revenue would be raised from wealthy people and companies;
● ensure investment in transport infrastructure equally develops public as well as private
transport
● and investment in social housing would be supported, rather than subsidizing lending for
mortgages that does not address the slow pace of building and the consequent housing price
hike
● we would have a long term plan to create greater diversity in our economy, rebalancing it
away from (male dominated) finance and towards investment in social infrastructure
That is the heart of Plan F – to use feminist economic policy to put care and quality at the heart of
the regeneration of this battered UK economy.
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