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Governing in a society that is heavily gendered inevitably gives the policy process gender consequences, but it also makes those consequences very difficult to isolate. For gender relationships in a society such as the UK’s are not simply ubiquitous. They are also immersed, and sub-subsumed into wider relationships of class, ethnicity, region and age; and they are themselves in flux.  Policy initiatives therefore not only impact on a stable and isolated set of gender relations. They also impact on what is essentially a moving and often an obscured target. To assess the importance and centrality of those policy initiatives to a world so gendered, it is essential first briefly to establish the nature of those movements and the character of that immersion.

The New Labour Government inherited an economy in which more and more women carried the double burden of paid and unpaid work.
 They also inherited a society in which the vast majority of lone parent families were headed by women,
 and one in which women – either married or living alone – were significantly ‘under-pensioned’ relative to men.
  A greater percentage of women worked outside the home, and for pay, than ever before; but they did so, in the main, from within family structures in which the distribution of domestic roles still left them with the bulk of responsibility for child rearing and the care of the old.
 The rules governing paid work in most privately-owned businesses, the length of the male working day in those businesses, and even the structure of the school calendar in the UK of the 1990s – all remained largely insensitive to the cross pressures they inevitably created for women attempting to mix unpaid work inside the home with paid work outside it; so obliging large numbers of those women to settle for low paid and part-time employment of an inherently unsatisfactory kind.
 These cross-pressures of home and work then fell unevenly on women of different class and ethnic backgrounds. Traditional work roles were most heavily entrenched in Asian ethnic communities. Poverty and job insecurity were greatest among working class women. Access to public health and education were easiest for women (and children) in the middle class…and so on. 

In consequence, New Labour policy was bound to have a differential impact across the whole range of gender relationships in the UK, and was bound to do so whether that impact was consciously planned or not. Decisions on the character and scale of public spending on education and health inevitably touched the lives of all UK citizens, but impacted the lives of women more directly than those of men. Decisions on welfare rights clearly shaped the lives of poor women more directly than that of rich ones; and decisions on taxation fell differently on women no less than on men, depending on the target group at which they are aimed. New Labour came into power with sets of general commitments on public spending that had such differential consequences, and they came into power with specific policy initiatives – and policy silences – that were equally gender-significant. To assess the impact of macro-economic policy on gender relationships in the UK, therefore, we need to examine both the generality and specificity of what New Labour has done, and the generality and specificity of what it has not.

I

The Treasury has been the key department of government in all of this, because of the role Gordon Brown and his ministerial team came to play in the design and over-sight of the entirety of New Labour’s domestic policy. Initiatives from the front-line departments of health, social security, education and industry often held the headlines, but the Treasury was a major designing force behind all of them, and the Treasury team had a view and an agenda of its own. It had a view on how best to trigger economic growth: combining a ‘third way’ enthusiasm for human capital development with a strict set of ‘golden rules’ on public spending (Coates 2005; 36-41, 53-6, 63). It had an agenda on employment. It had an agenda on welfare to work. It had an agenda on poverty-reduction; and it had an agenda on competitiveness and growth. Each one of these agendas, as it was developed and implemented over time, had significant gender consequences. 

New Labour’s Treasury team was sensitive to at least some of those consequences from the very outset of its period in office. Indeed, even earlier, Gordon Brown had linked the need for new thinking in the Party to changing gender roles in the work place. In 1994, he told a widely reported London conference that the time for ‘patriarchal and class-bound Conservatism, the New Right or even past Labour’ was now over: not least because ‘for the first time the majority of women are in the labour force, demanding an economic policy built around the needs of women’ (Brown 1994). New Labour entered office sensitive to those needs but also keen to see that labour force grow, not least because, although it had ambitious plans for public spending, it lacked any equivalent enthusiasm for the taxation hikes that traditionally had paid for them. In macro-policy terms New Labour entered office determined to avoid its ‘tax and spend’ past primarily by widening the tax base itself: lowering the overall economic inactivity rate by raiding (and reducing) the UK’s major pools of reserve labour. It entered office determined to get the unemployed back to work. By its third term in office, it was equally determined to flush out those hiding from work on disability benefit; and between those two initiatives, it worked steadily to facilitate the return of more and more women of child-bearing age to paid employment. This was a government that always set itself performance targets. Less than four in ten lone parents were in paid employment in 1997. The current target is to have seven in every ten lone parents so employed by 2010; and to raise the overall employment rate for people of working age from 70 to 80%. (It is currently just under 75%.)
New Labour’s initial macro-policy stance was focused more on the employment than the gender dimensions of this labour market transformation. Yet even in 1997 the Chancellor was sufficiently sensitive to traditional feminist concerns, and sufficiently aware of the gendered nature of the UK labour market, to give high initial priority to the creation and funding of a national system of child care.  As he told the House of Commons in his first budget speech: ‘from this budget forwards, child care will no longer be seen as an afterthought or a fringe element of social policies but from now on – as it should be – an integral part of our economic policy’ (Brown 1997). That first budget planned for 50,000 young people eventually to train as child care assistants, as part of its ‘New Deal’ for the young unemployed. It also allowed families receiving family credit, housing benefit or council tax benefits to have the first £100 of their weekly child care costs disregarded in the calculation of their in-work benefits; and that was just a beginning. Each subsequent budget and pre-budget statement built on that ‘first step’, and did so in a steady, incremental and consistent fashion. 

In budget after budget, the aim of policy was consistent – ‘to enable parents and carers to balance work and family responsibilities’ (Brown 1998c). And the response was equally consistent: ‘extra help for childcare’ in the form of funds for childcare places and changes in the tax code to give the poor and low paid easier access to them. Indeed, over time the Treasury became ever more inventive of ways in which public spending and welfare institutions could ease the cross-pressures experienced by parents in the UK’s increasingly ubiquitous two-income families. Tax relief on expenditure for child care was just the beginning.  Public funding of wrap-around schooling followed, as did the 2000 Work-Life Balance Challenge Fund and the later consultation document on Work and Families, Choice and Flexibility. From that consultation exercise came a Treasury commitment to the financing of a fairer, and less gendered, balance at the point of birth itself: increasing the level and duration of maternity pay and the length of maternity leave – and introducing two weeks paid paternity leave and 26 weeks paid adoption leave (both at the same level as maternity pay) – this latter in spite of opposition to such policy from some UK business circles.

Nor, given the disproportionate way in which poverty impacts on women in the contemporary UK, should we forget that this Treasury team, from the very outset, was highly sensitive to the particular difficulties experienced by families on low incomes, and was prepared directly to address issues of low pay through the introduction of a national minimum wage and the resetting of the tax code to guarantee an improved (and steadily rising) minimum family income. As Dawn Primarolo later put it for the entire Treasury team: ‘to help parents move into paid employment, and help them progress at work, we need to make sure that there is appropriate support available. From the Government’s point of view this involves two key areas of work: first, our childcare strategy, and second, financial support for parents’ (Primarolo 2004).  Twice during New Labour’s first two terms, the Treasury totally reset the tax system in an attempt to lift low paid full-time working families with children out of poverty. Gordon Brown did so first through a significant increase in child allowances and the introduction of a new working families tax credit, which from October 1999 guaranteed to any family in which at least one person was working full-time a minimum income of £180 a month and a freedom from income tax until that income reached £220 a month. Then in 2002, Gordon Brown extended the working families tax credit to take in childless couples on low pay, and announced plans to introduce a new unified child tax credit from April 2003, to be paid on top of universal child benefit, to integrate all means-tested income-related support for children into one payment: and as such into a single, seamless system of income-related support for families with children’. Significantly for our concerns here, the Chancellor told the House in 2002 that all this support was ‘to be paid to the main carer – normally the mother’(Brown 2002a).
As is also well known, New Labour came into power committed to the outgoing Conservative Government’s modest ceilings on public sector spending. It initially had things to prove – to the City in particular – about its financial prudence and its capacity to govern, that outweighed any pressure it felt to redistribute resources to the poor and the needy. But it is now clear that Gordon Brown and his ministerial team found those ceilings as irksome as did sections of the electorate who supported them, such that – as quickly as its commitment allowed – New Labour moved systematically to increase the percentage of GNP going into health care and into education. Those increases in welfare provision touched the lives of everyone – men and women, young and old – but insofar as women still carried the bulk of private responsibility for caring roles within the family, this expansion of public provision in these key areas of social reproduction clearly impacted more directly on their lives than on those of their male partners. Over the first two terms of New Labour’s period in power, the Treasury increased public spending on the health service at an average of 6.5% per year, and that on education at 5.2%. Through that period too, through its targeted help to those over 65 surviving on particularly small state pensions, the Treasury lifted 1.8 million people over the poverty line. Of those 1.8 million, an estimated 75% were women (Churchill and Mitchell 2005:19).
Treasury ministers also became increasingly aware over time of the tenacity of a set of glass ceiling issues, and directed at least a small part of their policy stance towards their diminution. Ministers were aware from the outset that a gender pay gap remained firmly in place, and, did eventually put the weight of public policy behind the Prosser recommendations for its removal.
  Likewise, in relation to the small business sector and business start ups, the Treasury eventually added a deliberate gender dimension to the relevant problem specification, policy paradigm and performance indicators. In characteristic New Labour fashion, the Treasury first issued a review of Government services for small businesses (2002) and then set targets for an increase in the number of those businesses owned and led by women. The current target is a 2% increase (to 14%) by 2006, charged to the Small Business Service of the DTI, which now contains a cross-government women’s policy enterprise group with its own ‘strategic framework’ geared to improving the business support environment for women. New Labour, that is, brought to the ‘glass ceiling’ question in the business sector its usual policy mix of solid research, small civil service-based task forces, formalized plans and targets, and tiny amounts of money for pilot projects. 

II

The Treasury under Gordon Brown recognized the gender consequences of its policy initiatives, and sought means of eroding gender inequalities, in ways that previous Conservative administrations had not. It designed macro-economic policy in ways that were sensitive to the changing gender divisions in the new economy, and to the disproportionate burden of poverty carried by women at the bottom of the society whose economy it was managing. All that was to its credit. But there has been a debit side too. Policy here has actually been janus-faced, because that same macro-economic policy has also been designed on the premise that the main route out of poverty, for the bulk and generality of those trapped within it, lies through entry into paid work. Since 1997 the UK has been led by a gender-sensitive government. It has also been led by one heavily infused with a workerist ethic: one whose overall economic strategy has in practice required a generalized intensification of work processes – an intensification in direct tension with its professed commitment to the easing of the work-life balance(Coates 2005: 161-213). In any weighing of New Labour’s performance, both sides of the ledger have to be read. When they are, in this area as in so many others, the positive scores are higher for aspiration than for performance.

This on-going tension in Treasury policy between gender-sensitivity and what we are terming here ‘workerism’ was clear even in Gordon Brown’s first budget speech, when he launched a theme to which he would return on many subsequent occasions: the theme of lone parents and paid work. Amid a torrent of other early initiatives – so many in fact that this one went by initially largely unnoticed – New Labour’s new Chancellor said that ‘under the programme I am announcing today, when the youngest child is in the second term of full time schooling, lone parents will be invited for job search interviews and offered help in finding work that suits their circumstances’.  £200 million was in fact set aside for that purpose alone. (Brown 1997) It was and remains the Brown view that ‘helping lone parents into work is the most effective long-term method of tackling family poverty’ (Brown 1998a:1); and that ‘because women have suffered most from injustice in employment opportunities’, the progressive thing to do is to push ‘forward with a new programme of “choices” for lone parents – to push up employment rates from just over 45% when we came to power to 70%, underpinned by a National Childcare Strategy’.(Brown 2002b)  Which is presumably why Harriet Harman, as New Labour’s first Social Security Secretary, found herself under such pressure to implement these ‘invitations’ to lone parents in the winter of 1997-8, pressure that caused an early if rare rebellion among backbench Labour MPs.

The resulting political fall-out from the Harman affair clearly persuaded New Labour ministers thereafter to turn this particular screw more slowly and in a less public way: but they did turn it nonetheless – and on a regular basis. In the 1998 budget, for example, the ‘quarter-of-a-million women, who [were] partners of unemployed men’ suddenly found themselves ‘offer[ed] expert and personalized help to find work’, ‘expert help’ that would also ‘now be available on a national basis for all lone parents who want to work and whose children are at school’. That was also the budget after which ‘partners of the unemployed under 25 without children, who [were] not allowed to register as unemployed, [would] now be given exactly the same opportunities for training and work that others under 25 now enjoy’.(Brown 1998b) The experts and the invitations then came with progressively stronger incentives for compliance as budget followed budget. Lone parents with children over the age of five were ‘invited’ to work-focused interviews in 2000. A year later the invitation became a requirement; and currently (2006) the Chancellor is proposing to ‘help lone parents back to work’ by piloting ‘personal action plans starting with compulsory interviews and an intensive work plan’ (Brown 2005b): all this in pursuit of the already mentioned self-imposed target of 70% lone parent employment by 2010.

This has also been a Labour Government willing to adopt only the most parsimonious interpretation of European labour law, even where that law favoured the rights of women workers.  The years after 1997 have witnessed a generalized failure by New Labour ministers to do more than marginally strengthen worker rights after the Thatcher onslaught upon them, or to reinforce the collective power of the main labour movement institutions capable of pushing for better conditions for women workers – namely trade unions. For all its years in office, the New Labour Government has yet to reset the bargaining power of capital and labour even back to the unequal partnership of the 1970s, and has missed a golden opportunity directly to strengthen institutions of gender equality. Only very recently have Ministers even begun to introduce targets relating to gender issues in the Public Service Agreements that the Treasury negotiates across the public sector; and only now has the Government legislated for a new ‘gender duty’ that will oblige public authorities from April 2007 to promote equality of opportunity across the sexes (Women & Work Commission 2006:100). More normally, the Treasury under New Labour has pursued competitiveness, productivity and investment across the public sector through PFI agreements whose terms have not included an explicit gender dimension. Data on the consequences of the Private Finance Initiative on gender inequalities in UK labour markets is not systematically available to us, but the anecdotal evidence seems clear enough: such schemes seem invariably to intensify the work process and erode the working conditions, rights and remuneration of the workers caught up in them – many of whom are women, and often poorly paid women at that. 

In consequence, so far at least, there has been a near complete failure on income redistribution. Poverty has been eased at the bottom of the society, but income inequality has continued to grow because of the absence of any public constraints on salary growth at the top. That policy silence has helped the tiny number of female CEOs, but done nothing to dent the persistent inequality of earnings between social classes in the UK, or between the genders. The poverty initiatives themselves have suffered from their stealth-like and complex nature, with their impact lessened by the resulting shortfall in take-up; and even the targeted help to poor pensioners – which has impacted positively on women among the aged poor – still leaves untouched the general vulnerability of women to poverty in old age: a vulnerability rooted in the systematic underpayment of women through the bulk of their working lives. (On this, see Rummery in this volume.)  It is significant in this regard that the Brown Treasury – keen as it is on the targeting of programmes to specific groups of the poor – initially set its face firmly against the Turner Commission’s solution to that general vulnerability: namely a generalized rise in the state pension for everyone, with the rate of pension increase tied to the growth rate of average earnings. Gordon Brown and his ministers relented eventually, agreeing to such a linkage from 2012; even giving their support to the extension of full state pensions to more than a quarter million women hitherto denied them because of career breaks linked to child care. Yet for all New Labour’s targeted help to the poorest pensioners, in a pension population two-thirds of whom are women and half of whom are single, female single pensioners remain ‘one of the poorest groups of the older population’ with a median personal income that is ‘only 56% of older men’s’ (Churchill and Mitchell 2005:18-19). New Labour may be gender-sensitive, but try telling that to the aged female poor!
Nor has gender discrimination in pay been significantly reduced by Treasury policy thus far. (On this, see Grimshaw in this volume) While New Labour has been in office the gender pay gap for full-time workers had changed slightly. It stood at 20.6% in 1998, narrowed to 19.83% in 2000, remained almost unchanged until 2002, and then fell to 16.85% in 2005.
 But less that be thought of as a sign of any early removal of the gap itself, recent data also suggests that the pay gap for part-time work – and 44% of women remain locked in part-time employment – made no such change. It remains stubbornly entrenched at around 40%. The Prosser Commission found that, even for women working full-time, the rate of change in the diminution of the gender pay-gap ‘has slowed in recent years’ (Women & Work Commission 2005:4). The Institute for Fiscal Studies recently reported that the decision to have children continues to have a significant impact on the earning power of women relative to men over their working life as a whole. According to the IFS, for women working full-time, hourly wage rates averaged 94% of those of men before childbirth, but only 74% when rearing children and 79% after the children had left home.
 Policy initiatives on the National Minimum Wage helped here slightly. Its introduction in 1999 affected low-paid workers, two-thirds of whom were women; but even then ‘it only narrowed the gender pay gap by a little under one percent.’ (Metcalf 2003: 181)  Treasury policy under New Labour is clearly helping to stop the gender pay-gap widening; but policy has yet to be devised that can meet the Chancellor’s commitment to end it for all time.

Employment patterns have also been affected, at the margin, by policy from this same source. Certainly job tenure for women having children has been strengthened under New Labour: both by the new set of maternity rights and by tax changes designed to facilitate access to child care. (On this, see Clarke in this volume.) ‘The percentage of women with young children and job tenure of more than five years rose from around 30% in 1990 to 39% in 2002’ (Robinson 2003: 237), demonstrating an increasingly ability of women to combine work and home responsibilities. By 2005, indeed, the employed labour force in the UK, at 28.7 million, was 2 million larger than ever before, with just under 75% of the population of working age participating in some form of paid employment.  Within those totals, as the DWP recently proudly proclaimed, “the number of women in work has risen by one million since 1997. There are more women in work than ever before, and at 70 per cent the UK has one of the highest female employment rates in the world” (DWP 2006:25).  12,446,000 women between 16 and 64 were engaged in paid labour in the UK in 2004: 7 million of them working full-time, the rest working part-time or (in the case of a tiny minority) being self-employed. And among their number were lone parents, the percentage of whom combining child care and paid work in 2005 stood at 54%. Only 42% of lone parents had been in paid work a decade before.

Insert Tables here
Activity rates among women (though not amongst men) are therefore rising – that much of Gordon Brown’s underlying strategy is clearly bearing fruit – but that rise has been accompanied by significant shortfalls on related policy objectives elsewhere. There is extensive evidence, for example, of continuing problems with the cost and supply of high quality child care,
 and of entrenched discrimination by UK-based employers against women of child-bearing age. The latest EOC data suggests some 93,000 women annually suffering financial loss or dismissal in the UK because of pregnancy (Hogarth and Elias 2005:iii). It is also clear that policy on improving the work-life balance for women (and indeed men) in families with children remains at best embryonic in design and effect, in spite of the emerging research evidence of a strong desire for an improvement in that balance in well over a third of the UK workforce ( Fagan 2001). At best, after nearly a decade of New Labour in power, only one full-time worker in five in the UK enjoys even vestigial access to a flexible working week. The UK remains the only nation within the EU to allow its workers to exceed the 48 hours per week working hours limit set by the European Working Time Directive; and since 1998 ‘the number working more than forty-eight hours has doubled…from 10% to 26%.’ (Bunting 2004:9) With positive implications for increasing gender equality but with negative implications for the quality of family life, the number of women working more than 48 hours a week has grown by 52% since 1992. (Bunting 2004:9) The dichotomy between the need for more money to sustain family life and the need for time to enjoy that family life is striking in the statistics. In 1988 only 19% of mothers worked over 40 hours a week. A decade later that figure had risen to 33%; and by then a greater proportion of fathers than men without children were working more than 50 hours a week, week after week after week (Harkness 1999: 104). Little wonder then that Health and Safety Executive figures for 2002-3 suggest 557,000 people in the UK suffering from work-related stress and anxiety, at the cost of 12.8 million lost working days (EOC 2005c:7): in an economy where macro-economic policy seems better designed to spread the growing burden of work more evenly between the genders than to reduce that burden on men and women alike. 
III

When Colette Fagan examined the relationship between the highly gendered sphere of work organization and people’s preferences on hours and timing of work, she found a considerable gap. People working long hours wanted to work fewer hours. People working part-time (mainly women) wanted to work longer. She also found that ‘recent reforms in family policy and working-time regulations [had] made only modest steps towards redressing this imbalance.’(Fagan 2001: 260) And what she found about the impact of policy, the Prosser Commission found also: in their case, that there remain embedded gender inequalities in pay – gender inequalities that are still among the highest in Western Europe
 – gender inequalities that have been moderated at the margin by enlightened policies since 1997, but inequalities that remain intact because those policies have proved insufficiently powerful to their task. Similar findings are to be found too in other recent reports on, among other things, gender discrimination through pregnancy and part-time working, and differential gender vulnerability to poverty in old age.

Which suggests at least two possible further lines of inquiry: one optimistic, one rather less. The first is concerned with the adequacy of the policies so far pursued under Treasury leadership in a government led by Tony Blair but steered by Gordon Brown, and with the possibility that a change of leadership in that government might bring with it stronger policies. The second is concerned with the extent to which any such policy shift would be possible without a complete recasting of the growth model underpinning the Blair/Brown economic strategy as a whole. In relation to the first, the material now exists for policy redesign: recent months have seen a veritable explosion of proposals rooted in serious and extensive scholarship and research.
 But strategic resetting is quite another thing. In its macro-economic policy, the New Labour Government has thus far scored high on its intentions in relation to gender inequality. It has even scored moderately in relation to delivery and effect. But in the UK economy as a whole, full-time hours of work remain excessive, incomes remain unequal, skills remain under-developed and productivity is unimpressive. Entrenched inequalities of that scale rarely vanish in the face of incremental change. They haven’t yet in the gendered world of paid and unpaid work under New Labour; and they won’t until policy makers address their place in this wider scheme of things. For all Gordon Brown’s fine words, a long-hours, low-investment economy is not the best environment for a gender revolution at home and work; and because it is not, if New Labour ministers really want to trigger that gender revolution, they also need to find, and to find as a matter of urgency, a macro-economic policy strong enough fundamentally to change that environment.
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Employment, unemployment and activity rates in Great Britain, 1996 – 2004

(thousands)

	
	
	
	Women
	
	
	
	
	Men
	

	
	1996*
	
	2004
	
	
	1996
	
	2004
	

	
	thousands
	%
	
	%
	
	
	%
	
	%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	In employment
	11,105
	67
	12,446
	67
	
	13,998
	77
	14,318
	79

	ILO unemployed
	     719
	6.5**
	     561
	  4
	
	 1,418  
	9.2
	     752
	 5

	Economically active
	11,824
	
	13,007
	70
	
	15,416
	
	15,070
	83


* Autumn 1996

**percentage of the economically active

Source: Employment Policy Institute, Employment Audit, Issue Nine, Autumn 1998, p. 3; Equal Opportunities Commission, Facts About men and Women in Great Britain, London 2005, p.8
Full-time and part-time employment 

Employees and self-employed aged 16 and over 1997-2004
(thousands)

	
	
	
	Women
	
	
	
	
	Men
	

	
	1997*
	
	
	
	
	1997
	
	2004
	

	
	thousands
	%
	
	%
	
	
	%
	
	%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	6,013
	56
	6,966
	56
	
	11,083
	92
	12,998
	89

	Part-time
	4,748
	44
	5,449
	44
	
	     930
	 8     
	 1,536
	11

	All employees & self-employed
	11,618
	100
	12,539
	100
	
	14,411
	100
	14,543 
	100


*Autumn 1997

Sources: Employment Policy Institute, Employment Audit, Issue Seven, Spring 1998, p. 8; Equal Opportunities Commission, Facts About men and Women in Great Britain, London 2005, p.8

� 46% of the labour market is now female, and that includes 67% of all women aged between 16 and 64.  44% of women in the labour market have part-time jobs. The equivalent figure for men is 10%.  (EOC 2005: 8) For the data on the double-burden, see footnote 4





� ‘In 1998 25% of all families with dependent children were headed by a lone parent, over 90% of whom were women.’ (EOC nd:3)





� For the data on this, see the Pensions Policy Institute Report (2003), and chapter 8 of Pensions: Challenges and Choices, the first report of the Pensions Commission chaired by Adair Turner, (London, 2004)





� The most recent comprehensive data on the persisting (but changing) gender division of labour within the child-rearing home is available in EOC 2005b. The Women & Work Commission Report, Shaping a Better Future, also reports that ‘women are… most likely to care for elderly or disabled relatives and friends….a quarter of all women aged 50-59 provide unpaid care, compared to about one in six men.’ (2006:28)





� On the under-utilization of skills by as many as 5.6 million part-time workers in the UK, see EOC 2005c.





� ‘…because women's rights and women’s equality have been unacceptably neglected for far too long we are even now studying recommendations from Margaret Prosser, chair of the Women and Work Commission. Our aim: to move to ending once and for all the gender pay gap.’ (Brown 2005a). The Woman and Work Commission’s report, initially delayed, was eventually published in February 2006; and drew from Gordon Brown – in his 2006 Budget Statement, a commitment to follow its recommendations, and to address what he then termed ‘the unacceptable discrimination in women’s pay’.





� But not apparently for women in executive positions, where the EOC continues to report a 27% gap in average earnings between men and women. (The Observer, June 4 2006, p. 18)





� At existing levels of gender inequality in pay, a low-skilled mother of two can still expect to earn £250,000 than she would if she had remained childless over the course of a working lifetime (Women & Work Commission 2005:29), with serious consequences for, among other things, the strength of her claim on a pension later. In fact, because of this impaired access to a strong full-time wage over the course of their working lifetime, currently ‘only 16% of recently retired women have an entitlement to a full basic state pension on the basis of their own contributions.’ (EOC 2005c:6)





� The Daycare Charity Trust reported in February 2006 that childcare bills had risen by 27% since 2001, and drew attention to the gaps in affordable provision experienced by families on low incomes and by parents wishing to train rather than work.





� ‘When both part-time workers and full-time workers are included, the UK has the largest gender pay-gap in the EU. When only full-time workers are considered, the UK ranks 12th out of 15 countries’. (This, in the pre-expansion EU, from Walby and Olsen 2002).





� On the pregnancy job barrier, see the report by the Recruitment Employment Federation, reported in The Guardian, November 25 2005; on the under-utilization of women part-time workers, see EOC (2005c); on the 1 in 5 single women pensioners still at risk of poverty in old age, see the EOC Women’s Pension Network data, February 2006. 





� Not least Walby and Olsen 2002; and Women &Work Commission 2005, 2006
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