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Abstract: Measures of economic output captured by traditional national account metrics emphasise the
importance of paid work over unpaid work which can lead to inefficient policy decision making. We
utilise Irish census data to measure the economic value of informal care in Ireland. Our results reveal
the considerable value of informal care in Ireland ranging between €2.1 and €5.5 billion, depending
on valuation approach. They also show a gendered distribution of informal care activities and the
consequences of transposing market-based gender compensation asymmetries directly onto non-market
activity. We discuss evidence of best practice in long-term care policy across Europe, which involves a
combination of income supports for informal carers and substantial investment in formal home care
provision. We also discuss apparent incongruences in current Government policy, which appears to
prioritise a formal residential care model over more community-based care models, contradicting
previously stated policy objectives and best practice in Europe.

I INTRODUCTION

Projected future demographic changes in Europe reveal a “greying” population
(European Commission, 2015). Ever greater gains in life expectancy are

increasing the number of people living well beyond retirement age. In Ireland, for
example, the old-age dependency ratio is expected to double by 2046 (Central
Statistics Office, 2013). Ageing demographics heighten the demand for both formal
and informal care services. Concurrently, constrained public finances limit
expenditure on formal long-term care services (Rogrigues et al., 2013), placing
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greater pressure on informal care provision. This is occurring at a time when fertility
rates continue to decline (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010) and when family and
community ties are becoming ever looser (OECD, 2011), limiting the supply of
informal care. 

The number of carers providing informal care is a multiple of those providing
formal care in Ireland (Gannon and Davin, 2010) and across Europe (Triantafillou
et al., 2010). According to the latest Irish Census 187,112 people identified
themselves as unpaid carers, 61 per cent of whom were women (Central Statistics
Office, 2012), which represents a rise of 16 per cent since 2006. This trend is set to
continue and reflects national policy developments initiated in 2001 when the
government’s Primary Care Strategy underlined a shift away from hospital to
community-based care (Department of Health, 2012a). Recent funding decisions,
however, have delivered a mixed message (Timonen et al., 2012), outwardly
encouraging home-based care while simultaneously undermining its value from a
funding perspective.

From a national accounting perspective, informal care can be considered a form
of unpaid work whose importance, but not value, has been recognised since the
1930s (Kuznets, 1934). Unpaid work includes the production of goods or services
that are consumed by those within or outside a household but not for sale in the
market (OECD, 2011). Traditional economic measures, including the System of
National Accounts (1993), omit large elements of unpaid work due to a range of
technical issues focused on definitions of the “production boundary” (Goldschmidt-
Clermont, 1998; Goldschmidt-Clermont, 2000). This omission can lead to incorrect
inferences with regard to changes in national wellbeing and economic activity over
time (Ferrant et al., 2014). Efforts have been made to identify and classify various
forms of unpaid work through Time Use Surveys (for example: Eurostat, 2004) and,
following the recommendations of the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi Commission (Stiglitz
et al., 2009), to monetarily quantify this type of economic activity through the
construction of satellite accounts (Office for National Statistics, 2016); however
gaps still remain. 

When measuring the value of informal care it is especially important to consider
gender. Women are more likely than men to provide informal care at all life stages
(Ferrant et al., 2014), and in particular, women of working age (Hoffmann and
Rodrigues, 2010). In Ireland, women spend almost five times longer on caring
activities per weekday than men. This disparity, while falling, remains apparent for
women in full-time employment (McGinnity et al., 2005). Such systematic gender
asymmetries creates a “double burden” whereby women increase their labour
market participation due to increasing opportunities without trading off their
household duties bestowed by social norms. This is contrary to the predictions of
bargaining theory (Chen et al., 2007). 
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This paper begins by providing an overview of informal care prevalence and
the related current policy landscape across Ireland and Europe. A discussion of the
dominant informal care valuation approaches in the literature follows. The next
section applies two of these informal care valuation approaches to Irish Census data
(CSO, 2012) and examines the gendered distribution and age distribution of the
derived results. Discussion is subsequently undertaken of informal care’s place
within the general production boundary, disparities in approaches to valuation,
gendered distributional issues and the future of Irish long-term care policy.

II INFORMAL CARING IN IRELAND AND EUROPE – AN OVERVIEW
OF PREVALENCE AND POLICY

In line with population trends and ageing demographics, the number of informal
carers in Ireland has risen by almost a quarter from 2002 to 2011 since the initiation
of comparative data collection. In the 2011 census 187,112 individuals reported
providing unpaid care equating to just over 4 per cent of the population. Of these,
61 per cent were female. Since 2006, the number of male carers has increased
proportionately more than female carers (20 per cent compared with 14 per cent),
perhaps indicative of fewer labour market opportunities in traditionally male
dominated sectors. The most common age category for female and male carers in
2011 was 45-49 years (15 per cent of all carers), although a substantial number of
carers were in older age groups beyond retirement age (greater than 65 years of
age) (13 per cent). Indeed, older age groups experienced the largest increases across
all age groups since 2006 (38 per cent for carers greater than 65 years compared to
7 per cent for carers aged 15-64) indicating an ageing profile of carers which has
the potential to impact greatly on the value of informal care depending on the
costing methodology applied (as described later).

Nearly two-thirds of all informal carers were participating in the labour force
(59 per cent) in 2011, although this rate declined with increasing hours of care
provided. For example, carers reporting one to 14 hours unpaid help per week had
a 71 per cent labour force participation rate compared to a 38 per cent rate for carers
reporting 43 or more hours per week. Female informal carers operating in the labour
force were mainly employed in clerical roles (9 per cent) and personal services and
childcare work (13 per cent), whereas male carers were primarily employed in
farming, fisheries and forestry work (11 per cent) and building and construction
(11 per cent). Among those not in the labour force, over two-thirds were women
and this cohort indicated that they were also involved in work within the home.

Current policy approaches to support informal carers in Ireland primarily
consist of direct income supports. For those eligible, this includes either a means-
tested carer allowance, or a newer form of social insurance benefit (dependent on
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employment related eligibility conditions). A half carer’s allowance is also available
for people in receipt of another social welfare entitlement. These payments represent
a form of income support rather than payment for caring, and do not represent the
market value of the labour provided (Rodrigues et al., 2013). Full time carers are
also eligible to receive the carer’s support grant from the Department of Social
Protection (previously titled the respite care grant), while married couples or civil
partners where one spouse or civil partner works in the home caring for a dependent
person can apply for a home carer’s tax credit. Underpinning this range of supports
is the Carer’s Leave Act, 2001, which entitles employees to unpaid leave to provide
full-time care and attention for a dependant up to a maximum of 104 weeks (Barry,
2010; Department of Social Protection, 2017). 

In addition to direct income supports for informal carers, formal home-based
care support is also offered in Ireland. This is in line with recent evidence (Donnelly
et al., 2016) suggesting that the primary desire for those that require care is to
receive that care in their home. Such support also accords with best practice in a
number of European countries that use a combination of income supports and
formal home help to relieve the burden on employed informal carers and facilitate
them in remaining in employment if desired (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010).
Currently, home-based support in Ireland consists primarily of home help and home
care packages offered by the Health Service Executive who provide a package of
care which includes additional home-help hours, nursing services and therapeutic
services (Care Alliance Ireland, 2015). Since 1 September 2016 only approved
organisations that meet specified national standards are selected to provide these
services, of which there are 32. Additional formal supports can include respite care
and transitional care.

In Europe, like Ireland, a blend of long-term care provision policy supports are
provided. Indeed, a growing complexity of interaction between family and state in
the provision of care exists across Europe. This is a reflection of the role of
government, family, and the market in each Member State as opposed to simply a
consequence of the number of those in need of informal care (Triantafillou et al.,
2010). Despite the complexity, trends have emerged. 

Informal caring by a family member is far more common in Nordic Europe
than Southern Europe. The nature of the care, however, is considered far more
intensive in the Southern states (Hoffman and Rodrigues, 2010). Persons engaged
in caring, regardless of gender or age, are less likely to participate in the labour
market than non-carers. Exceptions to this include Sweden, Norway, Finland,
France, Hungary, Latvia and Slovenia. In recent years the demographics of care
provision have been changing across Europe with a move towards the “outsourcing”
of care to migrant carers. Such an approach has developed in order to assist
households to balance employment and caring responsibilities.
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Across Europe, income supports are the primary means of supporting informal
carers. Approximately 66 per cent of EU Member States provide cash benefits to
finance informal care (Riedel and Kraus, 2011). Over 50 per cent of all countries
provide a cash benefit to the recipient of care with slightly more providing the
benefit directly to the informal carer (Riedel and Kraus, 2011). In the case of care
recipients, half of the countries provide payments without means testing. Cash
benefits are on average 30 per cent below the average wage rate (Hoffman and
Rodrigues, 2010).

Regulations governing the amount of care payments, duration of payment, as
well as recipient of payment differ significantly across Europe. For example,
Germany and Austria choose to provide informal care support to the carers primarily
through cash benefits as opposed to support services. This has allowed informal
caring to become a legitimate paid (albeit at less than the market rate) occupation
outside of the labour market. This contrasts with the Scandinavian model where
informal care is seen as the responsibility of the state and as such these countries
provide public provision of care services more so than cash allowances (Rodrigues
et al., 2013). In cases where carers are provided with incomes comparable to
traditional labour market rates, for example in Denmark, almost all are based on
the extent of care required and are for a finite time. 

Almost 80 per cent of EU countries offer leave arrangements (statutory) for the
informal care of dependent relatives (Rodrigues et al., 2013). In the majority of
cases, leave is unpaid and for a limited and specified time period. In a number of
countries including Holland, France, Austria and Belgium, the state encourages
carers to reduce their participation in the labour market rather than opt out. In the
Austrian case, in 2002 the Familienhospizkarenz policy was introduced to allow
informal carers to take work leave, change jobs or change working hours in order
to care for a family member for a six-month period (Riedel and Kraus, 2011). 

A range of non-monetary benefits exist across Europe which support informal
carers. For example, in Austria in 2004 a telephone-based counselling service was
set up to care for informal carers. In addition, an internet-based information hub
for carers to connect with each other and exchange information and feedback was
established (Riedel and Kraus, 2011). In 2006, the Austrian government introduced
the “counselling voucher” to enable recipients of care to have a nurse visit and
advise them on benefits, care-led issues, etc. (Leichsenring et al., 2009). Similarly,
in Germany, informal carers have the option to attend training and information
sessions as well as avail of counselling services. 

In a number of countries across the EU, the options of respite care, day care
centres, and home care for those individuals in need of informal care exist. The rate
of provision of home care is higher in Scandinavia than Southern Europe. Informal
care is, as a consequence, often more readily and easily provided by family members
as the burden of care is manageable given that home care is likely to have addressed
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more demanding care tasks. This is a particularly pertinent issue for women who
have traditionally been the main carers. As the educational attainment and labour
force participation of women has increased, so too the average age of starting a
family has extended. This has the effect of creating the “sandwich generation”
where women are raising a family and providing informal care simultaneously
(Miller, 1981). Such a model is not sustainable and supplementing informal care
may be a way forward.

The funding for home care services derives from a range of finance
mechanisms across Europe. For example, in Germany and the Netherlands a com -
pulsory long-term insurance and co-payments system is employed, whereas in
Scotland and Sweden home care is funded through national and local taxes with
small co-payments (Health Research Board, 2017). A key feature noted by a recent
Health Research Board (2017) review across European countries included a trend
towards increasing co-payments combined with tightening eligibility requirements
and the encouragement of increased informal care by relatives to fill the formal
home care gap, in line with rising demand and limited funding.

Overall, it is apparent that attempts have been made across Europe to
compensate informal carers with income support schemes such as cash-for-care
benefits which are paid directly to carers (carer allowances), or those in need of
care (attendance allowances) (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010), similar to Ireland.
Nevertheless, criticism of such schemes abound, particularly concerning the risk
of perpetuating social roles and trapping women in unwanted roles, a process
termed “refamiliarisation” of care (Kroger and Silipa, 2005). The following sections
provide an illustrative estimate of the economic value of this ongoing informal care
in the case of Ireland from a societal perspective, and therefore help to invigorate
the policy debate from a monetary perspective. 

III INFORMAL CARE VALUATION APPROACH

Although various definitions of informal care permeate the literature, for the
purposes of this study we follow the definition employed by the Irish Census of
Population. A carer is someone who 

provides regular, unpaid personal help for a friend or family member with a
long-term illness, health problem or disability (including problems which
are due to old age). Personal help includes help with basic tasks such as
feeding and dressing (www.census.ie).

This closely accords with the simplest definition in the literature where informal
care is care provided by people from a care recipient’s social network: family,
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friends, acquaintances or neighbours (Brouwer et al., 2001). It is also important at
this point to highlight the composite nature of this non-market activity, which
consists of heterogeneous parts produced (paid or unpaid) by one or more members
of the social environment of the care recipient as a result of the care demands of
the care recipient (van den Berg et al., 2004). The latter interpretation is important
as it emphasises the diversity embedded in the provision of informal care which
may entail a wide range of caring activities such as personal care for people with
limited autonomy, household work, administrative tasks, supervision, and emotional
support (Oliva-Moreno et al., 2016).

Informal care valuation approaches can be divided into two main categories:
revealed preference methods including the opportunity cost approach and the
replacement cost approach; and stated preference methods including contingent
valuation and conjoint analysis (van den Berg et al., 2004). Stated preference
methods use willingness to pay or willingness to accept questions and discrete
choice experiments to elicit a monetary value for non-market activities from
participants (Hoefman et al., 2013). For example, in the case of the willingness to
accept approach, informal caregivers are asked how much monetary compensation
they minimally require to provide an additional hour of informal care (van den Berg
et al., 2005). It has been argued that stated preference approaches are more sensitive
to the preferences and circumstances of informal caregivers compared to revealed
preferences approaches and that they, in theory, can capture a broader impact of
providing care on carers’ lives (Garrido-Garcia et al., 2015). In particular, stated
preference methods can potentially account for the utility or disutility that carers
may experience due to the act of caring (van den Berg and Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2007)
which is ignored by revealed preference approaches. This can include the physical
and psychological burden that can be associated with care (Garrido-Garcia et al.,
2015), in addition to potential positive feelings derived from caring for a family
member, friend or relative. Nevertheless, stated preference approaches exhibit a
number of drawbacks focused on inconsistencies between an individual’s
preferences and their wellbeing. Problems involve respondents being uncomfortable
indicating monetary compensation for caregiving, the measurement of intention
rather than revealed preference, strategic answers and double counting
(Koopmanschap et al., 2008). Stated preference approaches can also be affected by
biases such as anchoring effects (Van Exel et al., 2006). Consequently, revealed
preference methods dominate the literature and have been chosen to value informal
care here. 

In the absence of market transactions, and therefore market prices, to value
unpaid production, key assumptions have to be made when employing revealed
preference valuation methods. If it is assumed that the time spent on unpaid work
reduces the time available to undertake paid work and is therefore a cost, we can
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follow the opportunity cost approach (OCA) (Becker, 1965). This entails valuing
each hour of unpaid work according to the value of the foregone time in paid labour.
Opponents note that the OCA yields different values depending on who is
undertaking the task, and that values can be driven by the socio-economic
characteristics of the population under study (van den Berg et al., 2004;
Koopmanschap et al., 2008; Giannelli et al., 2011). In addition, the opportunity to
choose paid working hours is often constrained under real world economic
conditions, therefore the OCA has been criticised for not being consistent with
macro-level concepts of national accounts (European Commission, 2003; Giannelli
et al., 2011). In practice, explicit assumptions are necessary with regard to valuing
employed workers and those not in paid employment, those in the labour force and
those outside the labour force etc. These issues have been examined in this paper
through implementing various OCA “scenarios” as outlined below. 

In theory, a further extension of the revealed preference methods could be
undertaken through application of the friction costs approach (FCA). This approach
can be applied only to employed carers as leisure time is essentially treated as
costless. The FCA is based on the assumption that an ill individual, or in this case
a person caring for someone who is ill, can eventually be replaced by another
worker, if involuntary unemployment is present in the economy (Krol and Brouwer,
2014). Following the “friction period”, productivity is assumed restored and the
length of the friction period is predicated on the underlying level of unemployment
and is therefore transient. This approach discriminates further against non-working
carers without overcoming the substantive issues surrounding the OCA discussed
above. In addition, the FCA is highly data intensive and requires detailed estimates
of friction period length and a measure of the elasticity of annual labour versus
annual labour productivity (Krol et al., 2015; Hanly et al., 2012). For these reasons,
we have chosen not to employ the FCA here.

The alternate revealed preference approach traditionally applied in the literature
is referred to as the replacement cost approach (RCA) or the proxy good approach
(Krol et al., 2013). This approach assumes that households save money by
undertaking household tasks such as caring themselves, instead of buying the
market equivalent (in this case formal care, for example residential care).
Consequently, the value of unpaid work is the value of the closet market substitute.
In practice, this could entail applying a separate value or specific wage to each
unpaid task (such as financial help, personal care etc.), however, generally,
researchers tend to use the generalist replacement approach which apportions a
fixed cost price such as the wage of a home help or domestic worker (Krol et al.,
2015). The RCA is not without criticism, with concerns arising over the fact that
productivity levels and working conditions of the paid worker in the market may
not be representative of those of the unpaid worker. 
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Employing both the OCA and the RCA in this paper will facilitate an investiga -
tion of key differences in the valuation of a heterogeneous service provided by a
population exhibiting age and gender asymmetries. 

IV DESCRIPTION OF DATA SOURCES AND VALUATION
APPROACHES

Census data from 2011 (CSO, 2012) were used to derive information on informal
caring in Ireland. We abstracted information on the number of carers and the number
of hours of care per week in 2011 by age group and gender. Time spent caring was
classified into six classes including 1-14 hours per week, 15-28 hours, 29-42 hours,
43-84 hours, 85-167 hours and 168 hours per week. We subsequently applied a
threshold value of 16 hours caring per day following common practice in the
literature (Yabroff and Youngmee, 2009; Hanly et al., 2013). Carer ages were
classified into 5-year age groups: 15-19 years, 20-24 years, 25-29 years, 30-34
years, 35-39 years, 40-44 years, 45-49 years, 50-54 years, 55-59 years, 60-64 years
and 65 years and over. 

Carer-specific labour force participation rates and employment rates were
calculated based on the responses to the principle economic status question in the
census, and were classified by sex and by age group. Median wage data were
sourced from the Structure of Earnings Survey (SES) for 2010 (Structure of
Earnings Survey, 2010) and stratified by sex and age for use with the OCA, and by
occupation for use with the RCA. Wage rates are reported in gross form, prior to
the deduction of tax, PRSI, and superannuation. Wages were subsequently adjusted
to 2011 values using Irish CPI data. A summary of wage rates and labour market
data used in the analysis is provided in Table 1a and 1b.

In order to value informal care time we applied the OCA and the RCA.
Specifically, we multiplied the number of carers in each age category by the
midpoint of hours spent caring in each class to calculate the total number of hours
caring (subject to the threshold of a 16-hour day as outlined previously). This total
was subsequently multiplied by the median national gross wage in Ireland in 2011
(€18.70) in the base case OCA (OCABC). 

Three alternative scenarios for the OCA were employed. In the first scenario,
we applied gender- and age-specific national median wages to informal care time
estimates (OCA1) where female wage rates ranged from €14.10 to €19.51 per hour
and male rates ranged from €13.82 to €23.22 per hour. The second scenario
incorporated OCA1 and extended this to apply gender- and age-specific carer labour
market information including labour force participation rates and employment rates
(OCA2). Informal carers outside of paid employment were valued at a “zero” cost.
The third OCA scenario (OCA3) incorporated the wage and labour market
characteristics of OCA1 and OCA2, but also applied a minimum wage to encompass
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Table 1a: Summary of Wage Rates and Carer Labour Market Data (2011)
Applied in the Analysis (Totals)

Both sexes Median unit cost per hour (€2011)

All age groups (OCABC) 18.70
All age groups (RCA1) 14.63
All age groups (RCA3) 16.79

Table 1b: Summary of Wage Rates and Carer Labour Market Data (2011)
Applied in the Analysis (by Age)

Age Group Median Unit Median Unit Carer Carer
Cost Per Hour Cost Per Hour Labour Force Employment

(OCA1 ) (€2011) (RCA2 ) (€2011) Participation Rate
Rate

Males

15–19 years 13.82 11.15 0.47 0.49
20–24 years 13.82 11.15 0.47 0.49
25–29 years 13.82 11.15 0.80 0.71
30–34 years 19.44 13.68 0.80 0.71
35–39 years 22.40 15.71 0.76 0.66
40–44 years 22.40 15.71 0.76 0.66
45–49 years 22.40 15.71 0.76 0.66
50–54 years 23.22 14.96 0.71 0.78
55–59 years 23.22 14.96 0.71 0.78
60–64 years 23.22 14.96 0.71 0.78
65 years and over 19.75 16.44 0.11 0.96

Females

15–19 years 14.10 10.90 0.41 0.55
20–24 years 14.10 10.90 0.41 0.55
25–29 years 14.10 10.90 0.47 0.79
30–34 years 18.60 12.51 0.47 0.79
35–39 years 19.51 13.28 0.49 0.83
40–44 years 19.51 13.28 0.49 0.83
45–49 years 19.51 13.28 0.49 0.83
50–54 years 19.10 13.64 0.51 0.87
55–59 years 19.10 13.64 0.51 0.87
60–64 years 19.10 13.64 0.51 0.87
65 years and over 16.76 10.44 0.06 0.95

Source: Structure of Earnings Survey; Central Statistics Office.
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all “potential workers” (i.e. unemployed carers, in addition to employed carers). 
A minimum wage rate of €8.65 in 2011 was applied.

Three variants of the RCA were applied. In Scenario 1, the wage of a generalist
worker was used to value hours of informal care (RCA1). Specifically, we applied
an “elementary occupation” (International Standard Classification of Occupations,
ISCO-08:9) average hourly wage of €14.63 (CSO, 2011). Tasks performed by
workers in elementary occupations include those by domestic cleaners and helpers.
Scenario 2 adjusted the generalist wage in RCA1 for age to produce age-specific
estimates of informal care valuation (RCA2). The third scenario employed the wage
rate of home helps or domestics as employed by the public health service (Health
Service Executive) in Ireland (RCA3).

V RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 2 presents the number of carers, the total number of hours of care undertaken
per week, and the average hours of care provided by gender and age group. In total
182,884 persons above the age of 15 provided unpaid informal care. Combined,
they accounted for 5,468,685 hours of care per week (with a threshold applied) or
33.9 hours per week on average. Females provided two-thirds of total caring hours
spending more time caring than males across every age category (average hours of
care for females: 35.4 versus 30.4 for males). 

Table 2: Number of Carers and Hours of Care in Ireland 2011, by Gender 
and by Age

Age Group No. of No. of Average
carers hours of hours of care 

care per week per week 

Both sexes

15–19 years 4,244 61,691 17.3
20–24 years 5,761 103,250 21.3
25–29 years 8,153 176,550 25.6
30–34 years 11,972 312,735 30.3
35–39 years 17,127 477,983 31.5
40–44 years 23,089 647,879 31.4
45–49 years 27,504 753,645 30.3
50–54 years 25,993 728,929 30.9
55–59 years 20,180 621,302 34.2
60–64 years 14,115 497,308 39.9
65 years and over 24,746 1,025,725 49.2
All ages 182,884 5,468,685 33.9
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Table 2: Number of Carers and Hours of Care in Ireland 2011, by Gender 
and by Age (Contd.)

Age Group No. of No. of Average Male Hours 
Carers Hours of Hours of Care Caring as a %

Care Per Week Per Week of Total
Caring Hours

Males

15–19 years 2,024 29,143 14.4 47.2
20–24 years 2,523 40,542 16.1 39.3
25–29 years 3,240 59,695 18.4 33.8
30–34 years 4,657 99,371 21.3 31.8
35–39 years 6,551 149,628 22.8 31.3
40–44 years 8,797 218,529 24.8 33.7
45–49 years 10,273 253,066 24.6 33.6
50–54 years 9,642 250,013 25.9 34.3
55–59 years 7,654 214,359 28.0 34.5
60–64 years 5,421 168,434 31.1 33.9
65 years and over 10,143 392,310 38.7 38.2
All ages 70,925 1,875,088 30.4 34.3

Females

Female Hours 
Caring as a % 

of Total 
Caring Hours

15–19 years 2,220 32,549 14.7 52.8
20–24 years 3,238 62,708 19.4 60.7
25–29 years 4,913 116,855 23.8 66.2
30–34 years 7,315 213,364 29.2 68.2
35–39 years 10,576 328,355 31.0 68.7
40–44 years 14,292 429,350 30.0 66.3
45–49 years 17,231 500,579 29.1 66.4
50–54 years 16,351 478,916 29.3 65.7
55–59 years 12,526 406,943 32.5 65.5
60–64 years 8,694 328,874 37.8 66.1
65 years and over 14,603 633,416 43.4 61.8
All ages 111,959 3,531,907 35.4 65.7

Source: Central Statistics Office.

In the base case (OCABC), unpaid informal care was valued at €5.3 billion (Table 3).
This equated to an average value of €32,593 per informal carer in 2011. Informal care costs
increased with age, peaking at €47,870 per carer 65 years of age and over on average. 
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Alternative valuation approaches, in the main, tended to decrease the value of
informal care (from 10 per cent to 60 per cent below the base case) (Figure 1). For
example, applying elementary wage rates to value carer time according to RCA1
resulted in an informal care cost of €4.1 billion, 22 per cent below the base case.
Indeed, all alternative valuation approaches lowered costs compared to the base
case, except for OCA1 which applied gender and age specific wages. In the extreme
case of OCA2, which employed gender- and age-specific wage and labour market
data, the costs of informal care were reduced by 59 per cent (to €2.1 billion).

Figure 1: Percentage Change of Informal Care Cost (Total: 2011) from the
Base Case by Valuation Approach

Overall, females accounted for almost two-thirds of the total cost (65.3 per cent:
€3.4 billion versus 34.7 per cent: €1.8 billion for males) in the base case. This
equated to €34,440 on average per female informal carer compared to €29,602
per male informal carer. The proportion of male to female costs, however, changed
according to valuation type. In the extreme case, female costs as a percentage of
total costs fell from 65.3 per cent to 55.3 per cent based on applying gender- and
age-specific wage, labour market rates and the minimum wage (OCA3) to hours of
care. This decrease in the female proportion of total costs was shown wherever
valuation adjustments were made for gender and age labour market data. 

Further assessment of the gender aspects of informal care costs was undertaken
in Table 4. According to these results, the major divergence in male/female costs in
comparison to male/female hours does not occur until after 30 years of age. In
subsequent age groups, females provided an average of almost twice as many hours
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of care as males; however, the value of this care is only 1.7 times the male value on
average. Indeed, in the 65 years and over age group, females provide 1.6 times as
many hours of care as males, but this care was valued at 1.4 times the male value. 

Table 4: Female-to-Male Ratios of Hours of Informal Care and Costs of
Informal Care by Age Group

Age Group Female to male Female to male 
care hours care costs (based on OCA1)

15–19 years 1.12 1.14
20–24 years 1.55 1.58
25–29 years 1.96 2.00
30–34 years 2.15 2.05
35–39 years 2.19 1.91
40–44 years 1.96 1.71
45–49 years 1.98 1.72
50–54 years 1.92 1.58
55–59 years 1.90 1.56
60–64 years 1.95 1.61
65 years and over 1.61 1.37

5.1 Informal Care’s Place Within the General Production Boundary
Knowledge of the value of informal caring is important in understanding the true
societal value of work in the economy. Despite its societal importance, this work
(and unpaid work more generally) has been marginalised and undervalued due to
its existence outside of the System of National Accounts (SNA) production
boundary and conventional statistics (Beneria, 1999). While the general production
boundary implicitly assumes a “third party criterion” (Reid, 1934), which judges
activity productive if it can be delegated to someone else (European Commission,
2003), a criterion met by informal care, the SNA production boundary is more
limited and explicitly excludes many non-market activities such as informal caring
(European Commission, 2003). Focusing solely on market activity provides a biased
picture of living standards, especially when economic activity appears to increase
but is simply the result of a shift from household production to the market provision
of similar goods and services (Stiglitz et al., 2009). Such an occurrence arises when
increased workforce participation leads to a reduction in informal caregiving and
more reliance on formal care provision. Consequently, the estimates of informal
care provided here illuminate an often hidden resource in society with considerable
economic value and supports calls to broaden income measures in the
macroeconomy to non-market activities (Stiglitz et al., 2009).
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The estimated value of informal care in Ireland (€5.3 billion: OCABC) far
exceeded the expenditure by Government on home-based long-term care (€1.34
billion: 2013) or long-term residential facilities (€2.69 billion: 2013) in Ireland
(CSO, 2015), and equated to 3.8 per cent of Irish GNP in 2011. This is a
conservative estimate and does not include the hours of care of those carers who
failed to state an informal care time estimate in the census (allocating a mean
number of care hours to this additional subgroup resulted in a total OCABC estimate
of €6.0 billion). This finding accords with similar values for informal care
estimated internationally. For example, the value of informal care in the US has
been estimated between 1.4 per cent and 4.0 per cent of GDP in 2012 using the
OCA and RCA (Chari et al., 2015), while in Spain it ranged between 1.7 per cent
and 4.9 per cent of GDP (Oliva-Moreno et al., 2015). It should be noted here that
the comparison of a non-market good, like informal care, with GNP or GDP is only
used for comparative purposes with similar studies in the literature. As discussed
previously (Chisholm et al., 2010), the valuation of non-market production alters
the macroeconomic metric of interest as national accounting statistics aggregate
only market-based activity. Therefore direct comparisons between both metrics are
limited. Regardless of approach, the estimated value of informal care is
considerable, and given recent demographics trends, the demand for this resource
is anticipated to increase further. Given recent evidence that points to informal care
acting as a substitute service for formal care, and not complementary as previously
hypothesised (Van Houtven and Norton, 2004), this development may have serious
implications for the future burden of care in Ireland across formal and informal
sectors.

5.2 Approaches to Valuing Informal Care
The OCA is the dominant approach to informal care valuation in the literature
(Goodrich et al., 2012; Oliva-Moreno et al., 2016), although its appropriateness is
debated widely (Krol et al., 2013). Recommendations, for example from a review
of methods to cost non-market household production in the EU for household
satellite accounts, advocated the use of the “output approach” or RCA to value
informal care (European Commission, 2003). Both valuation approaches have
limitations. For the OCA, problems exist over the imputation of different values for
the same service depending on who undertook the task (European Commission,
2003; Koopmanschap et al., 2008), which also has distributional and equity issues
(Krol et al., 2013). Market wage rates can be difficult to apply to informal carers
not engaged in market activities necessitating assumptions concerning a
“reservation wage” – a wage rate for which the informal caregiver is willing to
supply at least one hour of paid labour (Koopmanschap et al., 2008) or imputing
wage rates of similar individuals. Often carers in paid employment are not free to
choose their number of working hours as assumed by the OCA due to labour market
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constraints (Giannelli et al., 2011). For the RCA, difficulties arise when the
productivity of the carer is significantly different from that of the market equivalent
(European Commission, 2003) or where there is a distinct difference in utility for
the carer or care recipient between formal and informal care (Koopmanschap et al.,
2008). Nevertheless, the RCA is regarded as agreeing more with household own
account production as valued in the core national accounts, especially when the
generalist approach is applied (European Commission, 2003). 

In our study, the base case OCA (OCABC) produced the second largest valuation
of informal care amongst all the approaches employed. Application of the RCA
reduced valuation between 10 per cent and 30 per cent, depending on the wage rate
applied. Consequently, the recommendation concerning use of the RCA above
appears a more conservative approach to informal care valuation, and one which
exhibits less variability across derived values compared to the OCA. 

Our results revealed that normative assumptions regarding the treatment of
carers not employed in the paid market sector impact significantly on OCA
valuation estimates. The value of informal care according to OCA2 was between 50
per cent and 65 per cent below the base case due to apportioning zero opportunity
cost to carers not participating in market-based employment. The allocation of
minimum wage rates to non-paid carers resulted in estimates that remained between
42 per cent and 62 per cent below the base case (OCA3). The treatment therefore
of “potential workers” – those that are employed or could potentially take up
employment – and issues concerning the valuation of leisure time in the OCA can
be contentious (Giannelli et al., 2011) and are generally avoided by the more
simplistic RCA.

Gender related issues (discussed in more detail below) arise more explicitly in
versions of the OCA than the RCA. A large majority of the decrease in the value of
informal care in OCA2 was a direct consequence of the application of gender-
specific labour force participation rates. The ratio of female to male informal care
costs, compared to hours, grew wider in the 30-34 age group and older. This is due
to lower labour force participation rates in Ireland for females aged 30 and over
compared to men (O’Farrell, 2014), which coincides with a female’s primary
childbearing years (Elborgh-Woytek et al., 2013). The role of child-related career
breaks is evidenced by the higher percentage of female informal carers in this study
(29 per cent) who indicated looking after the home family compared to males (5
per cent). Such disparities exacerbate differences in OCA valuation when
accounting for labour market dynamics.

A further bias was introduced due to gender wage gaps in the economy.
Although the gender wage gap in Ireland (13.9 per cent) (European Commission,
2013) is smaller than across the average of EU countries (16 per cent) (OECD,
2012), it is still noteworthy and remains intact across almost all sectors. In fact, the
horizontal segregation of women and men in Ireland is more distinct than the EU27
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(European Commission, 2013) with both men and women more likely to be found
in gender typical occupations than other EU Member States on average. Female
employment tends to be concentrated in the services sector (Elborgh-Woytek et al.,
2013), and especially education, human health and social work activities (O’Farrell,
2014); sectors exhibiting an above average pay gap. The consequences for informal
care valuation are apparent. The estimate OCA1 applied gender- and age-specific
wage rates to carer hours and resulted in an increased value for male care of 14 per
cent, but a decreased female equivalent value of 1 per cent. Use of the OCA
therefore can lead to gender labour market issues being transferred directly into the
unpaid sectors of the economy. While gender specific labour market issues are also
present in the RCA, this is to a lesser degree, hence its recommended use elsewhere.

5.3 Gendered Distributional Issues in Informal Care Valuation
National accounts systematically underrepresent the value of the unpaid economy
due to their existence outside the market system (Stotsky, 2006). Women
traditionally undertake proportionately more unpaid work than men (Hammer et
al., 2015; Marshall, 2006), therefore the contribution of women to economic activity
has been misrepresented in conventional measures. For example, in Ireland, females
spend five times more time on care compared to males and two and a half times
more time on household production (McGinnity et al., 2005). In fact, summing
both unpaid and paid work time across females and males closes the gender
difference in work time to almost zero in Ireland (McGinnity et al., 2005), similar
to other OECD countries (OECD, 2012). In our sample, the majority (almost two-
thirds) of all care was provided by females. This has important implications for the
perceived economic value of female activity from a national policy perspective, and
their contribution to societal wellbeing.

Calls for policies and incentives to increase the labour force participation rate
particularly amongst women have been made, which would help mitigate the effects
of an ageing population and a declining fertility rate on the labour force (Elborgh-
Woytek et al., 2013; Aguirre et al., 2012). In the EU, a target labour force
participation rate of 75 per cent for women aged 20 to 64 has been set by the end
of this decade (Joint Report, 2011). With the majority of informal carers being
women, and of working age (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010), this targeted increase
in female labour force participation should be understood within a broader societal
perspective of what constitutes “production”, and the entire gender distribution of
work in the economy (Hammer, et al., 2015). Our use of traditional, albeit
underutilised, valuation techniques in this study provides a monetary valuation of
informal care. Given women account for a considerable majority of this care,
attempts to broaden the extant narrow view focused on paid work are essential to
avoid exacerbating issues such as the “double burden” of additional market activity
with no commensurate reduction in household production and the “sandwich
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generation” where women are raising a family and providing informal care
simultaneously (Miller, 1981). 

Greater involvement of women in paid work, and therefore a greater number
of income tax paying individuals, may alleviate temporary public finance shortfalls
in relation to welfare provision (Hammer et al., 2015); however, this may represent
a false economy. Time is a scarce resource, and consideration should be taken of
the reduction in unpaid work time that ensues from a reorientation out of household
production into market participation. A wider perspective on national output would
recognise the significance of activities such as informal caring and the
consequences of a reduction in unpaid work. This is not to suggest that such a
reorientation is negative, particularly with regard to increased female opportunities
for labour force participation, but to point out the opportunity cost involved, which
is far from minimal, of a reallocation of resources from the household to the market
sector. In the case of informal care, such reallocation will put greater pressure on
public and private provision of formal care, which is not currently developed
enough, or in receipt of sufficient funding, to accommodate such large scale
reallocation. 

5.4 Irish and European Informal Care Policy: Lessons to be Learned?
At its core, the provision of community-based care entails the combination of
complementary resources; formal public home care provision and informal carers
who are primarily composed of family members and friends. In reality, by far the
largest proportion of care provided is by informal carers. Estimates range as high
as 90 per cent for care provided by family carers to community dwelling older adults
in Ireland (Care Alliance Ireland, 2015; Donnelly et al., 2016) and 80 per cent across
the EU (Care Alliance Ireland, 2015). A dichotomy exists, however, between the
supply of home-based care and demand for this service. The reserve of informal
carers is anticipated to decrease based on social trends including reduced family
sizes and greater female participation in the labour force (Triantafillou et al., 2010).
Concurrently, demand side developments are on a permanent upward trajectory.
Each year there is an approximate 3.1 per cent increase in those aged over 65 and
a 4.5 per cent increase in those aged 85 and over, which represents a particularly
vulnerable group (Care Alliance Ireland, 2015). Consequently, dependency ratios
in Ireland are projected to rise from 45.7 in 2006 to 52.8 in 2021 (Barry, 2010).
Such long-term trends will render the current informal care model unsustainable
(Wren et al., 2012). A key policy question therefore arises: With increasing numbers
of informal carers entering employment, or attempting to combine care provision
with employment, can current informal care resources be maintained?

The stated aim of Irish Government health care policy is to prioritise care to
dependants in the home or in the community to as large an extent as possible. The
rhetoric underlying this has, if anything, intensified over the years with successive
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published strategies emphasising a shift away from hospital to community-based
care since 2001 (e.g. Primary Care Strategy (DOHC, 2001), National Carers
Strategy (DOH, 2012a); Future Health: A Strategic Framework for Reform of the
Health Service 2012-2015 (DOH, 2012b)). This objective also reflects current
thinking on ageing policy described as “ageing-in-place” (Donnelly et al., 2016).
Providing the resources necessary to ensure that people remain in their homes and
communities for as long as possible ensures that the utilisation of the relatively cost
intensive alternative option of residential care can be minimised (Fox et al., 2015).
Rather than being solely a cost reducing exercise, care in the home also accords
with care recipient wishes generally (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010; Donnelly et
al., 2016). 

As discussed in Section II, current policy approaches to support people ageing
in the home include direct income supports for informal carers and formal home-
based care. Despite this, formal home-based care has been underfunded to date
according to recent analysis, even though it acts as a complementary support
mechanism to informal care. HSE funding for formal home-based care was 3 per
cent lower in 2015 compared to 2008, despite a 25 per cent increase in the
population aged 65 years and over (Donnelly et al., 2016). While the volume of
hours provided by home help and home care packages was largely static between
2011 and 2015, the number of hours per dependant appears to have fallen over time
by 40-50 per cent since 2000 (Care Alliance, 2016a). This problem is further
exacerbated by the Nursing Home Support Scheme introduced in 2009, establishing
publically funded subsidised residential care on a statutory basis (Wren et al., 2012),
without providing a similar legal footing to guarantee access to community-based
care (Care Alliance Ireland, 2016b). This has resulted in 4.5 per cent of older people
living in long-term residential care in Ireland, 40 per cent above the EU average
(Donnelly et al., 2016). The carer policy focus therefore appears incongruent to
stated Government aims most recently outlined in the first National Carers’ Strategy
(Department of Health, 2012a). The Strategy’s vision states that: 

Carers will be recognised and respected as key care partners. They will be
supported to maintain their own health and well-being and to care with
confidence. They will be empowered to participate as fully as possible in
economic and social life.

Despite the variety of initiatives available to support informal care in Ireland, there
is a dearth of supports for carers to combine their care work with paid work in the
market (Barry, 2010). Evidence supports the view that a combination of funded
formal home-based support, in addition to supplementary income supports for
informal carers, can not only facilitate higher levels of labour force engagement
amongst carers (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010), but also accords with the care
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recipient’s wishes and appears more cost effective when compared to formal
institutional care (Donnelly et al., 2016; Genet et al., 2011). For example, the most
effective model in reducing the care burden and facilitating carers, particularly
women, in combining care and labour force participation across Europe, has been
implemented in Scandinavian countries. Here, investment in, and rates of, formal
home care provision is greater than in other European countries. Such provision
helps to alleviate the informal care burden, while minimising trade-offs between
care and employment (Hoffmann and Rodrigues, 2010). Supplementary measures
may then include the provision of respite care and measures such as the issuing of
“counselling vouchers” (Leichsenring et al., 2009) to reduce the care burden further,
combined with policies to promote flexible informal care working arrangements.
Such a model is at odds with current Irish policy in this arena which has failed to
prioritise funding to formal home-help services (Timonen et al., 2012). This is a
particularly acute issue for Ireland given the results outlined in this paper where
the highest cost category of informal care, and most common economic status
grouping among informal carers, was paid employment.

Looking ahead, a recently announced Government consultation process has
indicated an intention to place the provision of formal home-based care on a
statutory basis (Department of Health, 2017). In time, this may overcome the current
bias towards the Nursing Home Support Scheme, although a range of issues still
remain which include inconsistency in delivery, quality assurance issues, problems
with working hours and career development in the sector etc. (Care Alliance 2017;
HRB, 2017). Some of these features are the focus of a recent report by the Health
Research Board (HRB, 2017) into approaches for the regulation and financing of
formal home care services in Europe. Following their review of evidence from
Scotland, Netherlands, Germany and Sweden, the authors reported that each of the
four countries had developed quality/performance indicators related to their national
quality standards for formal home care services, except in the case of Sweden, and
that random inspections and surveys are carried out to ensure standards are adhered
to. The key principle noted across the countries was transparency as a guiding
principle to facilitate informed choice for home care recipients and equity of access
through service provision based on standardised health needs assessments and
means adjusted payments. Issues remain, however, concerning the financial
sustainability of these schemes in the future. 

Authorities could also look to developments in the use of complementary
technological supports in home care as a means of supporting traditional
approaches. As discussed (Section II), such approaches have already been employed
in Austria in the form of internet-based information hubs for carers, but could also
be expanded to include medical monitoring equipment in the home or assistive
technology to aid with mobility (Care Alliance, 2017; Lindberg et al., 2013).
Growing evidence exists that information and communication technology tools,
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including the use of text messaging and video technology, gathering and monitoring
data, diagnosis and treatment at distances, and retrieving electronic health records
can successfully augment home care services (Lindberg et al., 2013). The growing
number of smartphone users and associated range of monitoring sensors, in addition
to the proliferation of health apps, offer opportunities to support care provision in
the home and could potentially facilitate informal carers staying in work and
achieving a more equitable work-life balance. Concerns remain, however, with
regard to quality, reliability, and privacy issues, in addition to education and training
in the use of new technologies, all of which must be overcome before such practices
become prevalent (European Commission, 2012; Deloitte, 2015). 

As highlighted by the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi Commission (Stiglitz et al., 2009),
authorities tend to be guided by formal metrics, and in particular those summarised
by monetary aggregates. Lacking this formal monetarisation, non-market activity
such as informal care tends to fall outside priority-setting agendas that are supported
by financial investment. This paper provides an indication of the monetary value
of informal caring in its current state to the Irish economy by applying market values
to an erstwhile non-market “informal activity”. The estimated sum of €5.3 billion
based solely on valuation of the labour apportioned to informal care in Ireland far
exceeds the present funding allocated to long-term care in Ireland by the HSE
(€988 million) (Donnelly et al., 2016), and funding provided for formal com -
munity-based care (€185 million for home help and €135 million for home care
packages).

For a sustainable model of care to be achieved, coordinated and effective
structures need to be in place that adequately compensate and incentivise informal
care, while supporting carers that wish to participate in the labour market and
combine care with paid employment. Cuts to income support (recently restored),
and statutory support for formal residential care, appear at odds with stated
community-based care objectives, and can even undermine short-term financial
aims, by discouraging informal carers to remain in the home. Appraisal of the policy
landscape across Europe, while equally fragmented, can provide perspective and
guidance on efforts to create a sustainable model of informal care. 

VI CONCLUSION

Monetary valuation of market output captured by traditional national account
metrics tend to inform and direct national policy agendas. Activities lacking explicit
valuations are commonly ignored by decision-makers. The results presented here
represent a first step in the process of fully recognising the true economic value of
unpaid caring activity in national output, and, specifically, the contribution of
women to economic activity and societal wellbeing. Through the application of
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alternative valuation approaches, we reveal the considerable economic value of
informal care in Ireland, and discuss the implications of the changing dynamic
between informal and formal care. We discuss evidence of best practice in long-
term care policy across Europe, which involves a combination of income supports
for informal carers and substantial investment in formal home care provision
provided by the state. We also discuss apparent incongruences in Government policy
currently, which appear to prioritise a formal residential care model over more
community-based care models contradicting stated policy objectives, although we
note recent initiatives in the area appear to be reversing this trend. 

REFERENCES

Aguirre, D., L. Hoteit, C. Rupp and K. Sabbagh, 2012. Empowering the Third Billion. Women and
the World of Work in 2012, Booz and Company.

Barry, U., 2010. “Elderly Care in Ireland – Provisions and Providers”, UCD School of Social Justice
Working Papers, Vol 10c, No. 1, pp. 1-34, University College Dublin.

Becker, G. S, 1965. “A Theory of the Allocation of Time”, The Economic Journal, Vol. 75, No. 299,
pp. 493-517.

Beneria, L., 1999. “The Enduring Debate over Unpaid Labour”, International Labour Review, 
Vol. 138, No. 3, pp. 287-309.

Brouwer, W. B., F. F. Rutten and M. A. Koopmanschap, 2001. “Costing in Economic Evaluations” in
M. Drummond and A. McGuire (eds.), Economic Evaluation in Health Care: Merging Theory
with Practice, New York: Oxford University Press.

Care Alliance Ireland, 2015. “Analysis of Home Care Supports Funded by the HSE 2008–2016”,
Available at: http://www.carealliance.ie/userfiles/file/Briefing%20Paper%201%20%3B%20An%
20Analysis%20of%20Home%20Care%20Supports%20Funded%20by%20the%20HSE%20200
8-2016%20June%202016.pdf.

Care Alliance Ireland, 2016a. “Family Caregiving in Ireland”, Available at: http://www.care
alliance.ie/userfiles/file/Family%20Caring%20in%20Ireland%20Pdf.pdf.

Care Alliance Ireland, 2016b. “Pre-Budget Submission for Budget 2017”, Available at: http://www.care
alliance.ie/userfiles/file/Care%20Alliance%20Ireland%20Pre-Budget%20Statement%20-
%20Budget%202017.pdf.

Care Alliance Ireland, 2017. “Discussion Document on the Consultation Process for the Establishment
of a Statutory Homecare Scheme”, Available at: http://www.carealliance.ie/userfiles/
file/Discussion%20Document%20on%20the%20Consultation%20Process%20for%20the%20Es
tablishment%20of%20a%20Statutory%20Homecare%20Scheme.pdf.

Central Statistics Office, 2012. “Census 2011 Profile 8: Our Bill of Health”. Available at:
http://www.cso.ie/en/census/census2011reports/census2011prof ile8ourbillofhealth-
healthdisabilityandcarersinireland/.

Central Statistics Office, 2013. Population and Labour Force Projections 2016-2046, Dublin:
Stationery Office.

Central Statistics Office, 2015. Ireland’s System of Health Accounts, Annual Results 2013
(Preliminary), Available at http://www.cso.ie/en/releasesandpublications/er/sha/systemofhealth
accounts2013/.



Valuing Informal Care in Ireland: Beyond the Traditional Production Boundary 361

Chari A. V., J. Engberg, K. N. Ray and A. Mehrotra, 2015. “The Opportunity Costs of Informal
Elder Care in the United States: New Estimates from the American Time Use Survey”, Health
Services Research, Vol. 50, No. 3, pp. 871-82.

Chen, N., P. Conconi and C. Perroni, 2007. “Women’s Earning Power and the ‘Double Burden’ of
Market and Household Work”, C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers, No. 6269.

Chisholm D., A. E. Stanciole, T. Tan Torres Edejer and D. B. Evans, 2010. “Economic Impact of
Disease and Injury: Counting What Matters”, BMJ, Vol. 340, c924.

Deloitte, 2015. “Connected Health: How Digital Technology is Transforming Health and Social Care”,
available at: https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/uk/Documents/life-sciences-health-
care/deloitte-uk-connected-health.pdf.

Department of Health and Children (DOHC), 2001. “Primary Care: A new direction”, Available at:
www.health.gov.ie/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/primcare-report.pdf.

Department of Health, 2012a. National Carers Strategy, Dublin: Stationery Office.
Department of Health, 2012b. Future Health – The Strategic Framework for Reform of the Health

Service 2012-2015, Dublin: Stationery Office.
Department of Health, 2017. http://health.gov.ie/blog/press-release/minister-mcentee-to-launch-

consultation-process-on-the-establishment-of-a-new-statutory-homecare-scheme-report-on-the-
provision-of-homecare-in-other-countries-to-be-published-shortly/.

Department of Social Protection, 2017. http://www.welfare.ie/en/Pages/carb.aspx.
Donnelly, S., M. O’Brien, E. Begley and J. Brennan, 2016. ‘I’d Prefer to Stay at Home But I Don’t

Have a Choice’: Meeting Older People’s Preference for Care: Policy, But What About Practice?,
Dublin: University College Dublin. 

Elborgh-Woytek, K., M. Newiak, K. Kochhar, S. Fabrizio, K. Kpodar, P. Wingender, B. Clements and
G. Schwartz, 2013. “Women, Work, and the Economy: Macroeconomic Gains from Gender
Equity”, IMF Staff Discussion Note. 

European Commission, 2003. Household Production and Consumption Proposal for a Methodology
of Household Satellite Accounts, Luxembourg: Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities.

European Commission, 2012. “eHealth Action Plan 2012-2020 – Innovative healthcare for the 
21st century”, available at: http://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/ehealth/docs/com_
2012_736_en.pdf.

European Commission, 2013. Tackling the Gender Pay Gap in the European Union, Luxembourg:
Publications Office of the European Union.

European Commission, 2015. The 2015 Ageing Report: Economic and Budgetary Projections for the
28 EU Member States (2013-2060), European Economy 3, Brussels: European Commission.

Ferrant, G., M. Pesando and K. Nowacka, 2014. Unpaid Care Work: The Missing Link in the Analysis
of Gender Gaps in Labour Outcomes, OECD Development Centre.

Fox, S., L. Kenny, M. R. Day, C. O’Connell, J. Finnerty and S. Timmons, 2015. Report on the Housing
and Support Needs of Clúid’s Older Tenants. Dublin: Clúid Housing.

Gannon, B. and B. Davin, 2010. “Use of Formal and Informal Care Services among Older People in
Ireland and France”, European Journal of Health Economics, Vol. 11, No. 5, pp. 499-511.

Garrido-García, S., F. I. Sánchez-Martínez, J. M. Abellán-Perpiñán and J.Van Exel, 2015. “Monetary
Valuation of Informal Care Based on Carers’ and Noncarers’ Preferences”, Value Health, Vol.
18, No. 6, pp. 832-40.

Genet N., W. G. Boerma, D. S. Kringos, A. Bouman, A. L. Francke, C. Fagerström, M. G. Melchiorre,
C. Greco and W. Devillé, 2011. “Home Care in Europe: A Systematic Literature Review”, BMC
Health Services Research, Vol. 11: 207.

Giannelli G.C., L. Mangiavacchib and L. Piccolib, 2011. “GDP and the Value of Family Caretaking:
How Much Does Europe Care?”, Applied Economics, Vol. 44, No. 16, pp. 2111-2131.



362 The Economic and Social Review

Goldschmidt-Clermont, L., 1998. Measuring and Valuing Non-SNA activities, Handbook of National
Accounting, Household Accounting: Experiences in the Use of Concepts and Their Compilation
– Household Satellite Accounts, New York: United Nations.

Goldschmidt-Clermont, L., 2000. Household Production and Issues: Some Preliminary Issues,
Geneva: Bureau of Statistics, International Labour Office.

Goodrich, K., K. Billingsley and H. Al-Janabi, 2012. “The Inclusion of Informal Care in Applied
Economic Evaluation: A Review”, Value in Health, Vol. 15, No. 6, pp. 975-981.

Hammer, B., A. Prskawetz and I. Freund, 2015. “Production Activities and Economic Dependency by
Age and Gender in Europe: A Cross-Country Comparison”, The Journal of the Economics of
Ageing, Vol. 5, pp. 86-97.

Hanly P., A. Timmons, P. M. Walsh and L. Sharp, 2012. “Breast and Prostate Cancer Productivity
costs: A Comparison of the Human Capital Approach and the Friction Cost Approach”, Value
Health, Vol. 15, No. 3, pp. 429-436.

Hanly, P., A. O´Ceilleachair, M. Skally, E. O’Leary, A. Staines, K. Kapur, P. Fitzpatrick and L. Sharp,
2013. “Time Costs Associated with Informal Care for Colorectal Cancer: An Investigation of the
Impact of Alternative Valuation Methods”, Applied Health Economics and Health Policy, 
Vol. 11, No. 3, pp. 193-203. 

Health Research Board, 2017. “Approaches to the Regulation and Financing of Home Care Services
in Four European Countries”, Available at: http://health.gov.ie/blog/publications/health-research-
board-report-approaches-to-the-regulation-and-financing-of-home-care-services-in-four-
european-countries-an-evidence-review/.

Hoefman R. J., J. Van Exel and W. Brouwer, 2013. “How to Include Informal Care in Economic
Evaluations”, Pharmacoeconomics, Vol. 31, No. 12, pp. 1105-19.

Hoffmann, F. and R. Rodrigues, 2010. Informal Carers: Who Takes Care of Them? European Centre,
Policy Brief, Vienna: European Centre for Social Welfare Policy and Research.

Joint Report, 2011. “Europe 2020 Targets: Employment Rate” Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/europe
2020/pdf/themes/18_employment_target.pdf.

Koopmanschap M. A., J. N. Van Exel, B. van den Berg and W. B. Brouwer, 2008. “An Overview of
Methods and Applications to Value Informal Care in Economic Evaluations of Healthcare”,
Pharmacoeconomics, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp. 269-80.

Kröger, T. and J. Silipa, 2005. Overstretched European Families Up Against the Demands of Work
and Care, Oxford: Blackwell.

Krol, M., W. Brouwer and F. Rutten, 2013. “Productivity Costs in Economic Evaluations: Past, Present,
Future”, Pharmacoeconomics, Vol. 31, No.7, pp. 537-549.

Krol M. and W. Brouwer, 2014. “How to Estimate Productivity Costs in Economic Evaluations”,
Pharmacoeconomics, Vol. 32, No. 4, pp. 335-44.

Krol, M., J. Papenburg and J. Van Exel, 2015. “Does Including Informal Care in Economic Evaluations
Matter? A Systematic Review of Inclusion and Impact of Informal Care in Cost-Effectiveness
Studies”, Pharmacoeconomics, Vol. 33, No. 2, pp. 123-135.

Kuznets, S., 1934. National Income, 1929-1932, New York: NBER. Available at http://www.nber.
org/books/kuzn34-1.

Leichsenring, K., G. Ruppe, R. Rodrigues and M. Huber, 2009. Long-Term Care and Social Services
in Austria, Vienna: European Centre for Social Welfare Policy and Research.

Lindberg B., C. Nilsson, D. Zotterman, S. Söderberg and L. Skär, 2013. “Using Information and
Communication Technology in Home Care for Communication between Patients, Family”,
International Journal of Telemedicine and Applications.

Marshall, K., 2006. “Converging Gender Roles”, Perspectives on Labour and Income, Vol. 18, No. 3,
pp. 7-19.



Valuing Informal Care in Ireland: Beyond the Traditional Production Boundary 363

McGinnity F., H. Russell, J. Williams and S. Blackwell, 2005. Time-Use in Ireland 2005: Survey
Report, Dublin: The Economic and Social Research Institute.

Members, and Healthcare Professionals: A Systematic Review”, International Journal of Telemedicine
and Applications, Vol. 2013, pp. 1-31.

Miller, D., 1981. “The ‘Sandwich’ Generation: Adult Children of the Aging”, Social Work, Vol, 26,
pp. 419-423.

O’Farrell R., 2014. “An Overview of the Irish Labour Market”, NERI Working Paper Series, NERI
WP 2014/No 15.

Office For National Statistics, 2016. “Household Satellite Account (experimental)” Available at:
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/methodologies/householdsatell
iteaccountexperimental.

Oliva-Moreno, J., M. Trapero-Bertran, L. M. Peña-Longobardo and R. Del Pozo-Rubio, 2016. 
“The Valuation of Informal Care in Cost-Of-Illness Studies: A Literature Review”,
Pharmacoeconomics, (in Press).

Oliva-Moreno J., L. M. Peña-Longobardo and C. Vilaplana-Prieto, 2015. “An Estimation of the Value
of Informal Care Provided to Dependent People in Spain”, Applied Health Economics and Health
Policy, Vol. 13, No. 2, pp. 223-31.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2011. Help Wanted? Providing
and Paying for Long-Term Care, Paris: OECD.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), 2012. Closing the Gender Gap:
Act Now, Paris: OECD.

Reid, M., 1934. The Economics of Household Production, New York: Wiley.
Riedel, M. and M. Kraus, 2011. Informal care provision in Europe: regulation and profile of

providers, ENEPRI.
Rodrigues, R., K. Schulmann, A. Schmidt, N. Kalavrezou and M. Matsaganis, 2013. “The Indirect

Costs of Long Term Care”, European Commission, Research Note 8/2013.
Stiglitz, J. E., A. Sen and J.-P. Fitoussi, 2009. “Report by the Commission on the Measurement 

of Economic Performance and Social Progress”, Paris. http://www.stiglitzsen-fitoussi.fr/
en/index.htm.

Stotsky, J., 2006. “Gender and Its Relevance to Macroeconomic Policy: A Survey”, IMF Working
Paper 06/233 (Washington).

Structure Of Earnings Survey, 2010. Eurostat, Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database.
System of National Accounts, 1993. Inter-Secretariat Working Group on National Accounts:

Commission of the European Communities (EUROSTAT), International Monetary Fund. 
Timonen V., M. Doyle, C. O’Dwyer, 2012. “Expanded, But Not Regulated: Ambiguity in Home-Care

Policy in Ireland”, Health Soc Care Community, Vol. 20, No. 3, pp. 310-18.
Triantafillou, J., M. Naiditch, K. Repkova, K. Stiehr, S. Carretero, T. Emilsson, P. Di, S. Rastislav,

B.L. Brichtova, F. Ceruzzi and L. Cordero, 2010. Informal Care in the Long-Term Care System,
European Overview Paper, Athens/Vienna: Interlinks.

van den Berg, B., W. B. Brouwer and M. A. Koopmanschap, 2004. “Economic Valuation of Informal
Care: An Overview of Methods and Applications”, European Journal of Health Economics, Vol.
5, No. 1, pp. 36-45.

van den Berg, B., W. B. Brouwer and M. A. Koopmanschap, 2005. “Economic Valuation of Informal
Care: The Contingent Valuation Method Applied to Informal Caregiving”, Health Economics,
Vol. 14, No. 2, pp. 169-183.

van den Berg, B. and A. Ferrer-i-Carbonell, 2007. “Monetary Valuation of Informal Care: The Well-
Being Valuation Method”, Health Economics, Vol. 16, No. 11, pp. 1227-44.



364 The Economic and Social Review

Van Exel, N. J. A., W. B. Brouwer, B. van den Berg and M. A. Koopmanschap, 2006. “With a Little
Help from an Anchor: Discussion and Evidence of Anchoring Effects in Contingent Valuation”,
The Journal of Socio-Economics, Vol. 35, No. 5, pp. 836-853.

Van Houtven, C. H. and E. C. Norton, 2004. “Informal Care and Health Care Use of Older Adults”,
Journal of Health Economics, Vol. 23, No. 6, pp. 1159-1180.

Wren, M., C. Normand, D. O’Reilly, S.M. Cruise, S. Connolly and C. Murphy, 2012. Towards the
Development of a Predictive Model of Long-Term Care Demand for Northern Ireland the
Republic of Ireland, Centre for Health Policy and Management, Trinity College Dublin.

Yabroff, K. R. and K. Youngmee, 2009. “Time Costs Associated with Informal Caregiving for Cancer
Survivors”, Cancer, pp. 4362-4373.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (None)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


