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[ Executive Summary

Background
Social exclusion of older people is a multi-dimensional process that can have a detrimental
effect on older adults and wider society. It can involve the denial of rights, resources, goods
and services across social, economic and many other areas of life. However, even though
social exclusion amongst older people appears to have become more of a problem during
the economic crisis in Ireland and Northern Ireland, there are still critical knowledge gaps
concerning how best to measure social exclsuion in later life. Without measuring old-age
exclusion it is difficult to ascertain the level to which exclusion is prevalent amongst the older
population in our society; it is difficult to identify the particular pathways, risk-factors and
outcomes of social exclusion that need to be targeted; it is difficult to capture how exclusion
changes over time; and it is difficult to think meaningfully about how to address social
exclusion in later life.

Aim and Objectives
The aim of this report is to use existing secondary data sources to operationalise and
measure social exclusion, as a multi-dimensional construction, amongst older people in
Ireland and Northern Ireland. Our interest is more on the technical feasibility of conducting
such a comparative analysis than on assessing actual prevalence rates of exclusion among
older people in both jurisdictions.
The research involved six objectives:
1. Construct a profile of relevant secondary quantitative datasets in order to identify their
respective capacities to facilitate the operationalisation and measurement of social
exclusion amongst older people.
2. Explore commonalities and differences across available datasets to identify information
gaps and to inform the choice of data sources for cross-border analyses.
3. Identify indicators from available datasets that allow for the measurement of old-age social
exclusion across multiple domains of life.
4. Conduct comparative analyses of multi-dimensional social exclusion amongst older people
in Ireland and Northern Ireland.
5. Based on the findings of this analysis, investigate the feasibility of constructing a crossborder comparative measure of age-related social exclusion and explore potential
indicators for the future.

Methodology
We used the findings of a previous qualitative study and a parallel scoping review of the
international literature on old-age exclusion to inform the framework for our analysis in this
report. Five domains of exclusion were chosen for the analysis, reflecting the multidimensional nature of social exclusion. These included (1) social relations (2) services,
amenities and mobility (3) material and financial resources (4) neighbourhood and
community and (5) civic activities.
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An audit of the large-scale surveys available in Ireland and Northern Ireland was conducted
to identify the datasets, and their respective indicators, that would allow for the comparative
measurement of social exclusion amongst older people across both jurisdictions and across
the various domains. This phase of work involved comparing various combinations of
indicators from Irish and Northern Irish datasets, reviewing the relevant survey design
manuals and codebooks for each dataset, and running descriptive and frequency statistics to
assess the degree of matching between different indicators.
Given limitations in the comparability and the availability of indicators, two approaches to
analysing the available data were adopted:
1. direct statistical compartive analysis, where the available indicators allowed for direct
statistical comparison across both jurisdictions – this approach required equivalence in the
particular construct that is being measured and the phrasing of the indicator;
2. statistical comparative analysis with assumptions, where data came from comparable
but different measures, and where assumptions about the relevant indicators (e.g.
phrasing; response categories; time of data collection) had to be made in order to compare
across jurisdictions.
Forty-two sets of indictors were included in the analysis across the five domains and their
various dimensions, with the vast majority involving statistical comparative analysis with
assumptions.
An ‘all-island’ dataset was created for each set of comparable indicators to produce single
‘all-island’ dependent variables for analysis (e.g. under civic acitivities, volunteering in Ireland
and volunteering in Northern Ireland was merged into an ‘all-island’ volunteering variable).
Statistical comparative analysis, involving primairly logistic regression and ordered logit
regression models, was then conducted. Our interest was in differences across jurisdictions
for each dependent variable. To account for other possible explanations as to why these
differences may have existed, a range of explanatory variables were also included in each
model where possible. These varaibles included: gender; age; marital status; health;
urban/rural residence; education; living alone and houshold income. Survey design weights
were incorporated into each of the datasets, so the results of the analysis could be inferred
for the entire older populations in Ireland and Northern Ireland.

Conclusions
This research represents a crucial first step towards operationalising a relevant, valid and
reliable cross-border measure of multi-dimensional social exclusion.
The clearest outcome of this research is the discovery and verification of the information that
is missing in relation to older people and their experiences of exclusion in either jurisdiction.
Further indicators are required in almost all domains for the various dimensions – both for
capturing social exclusion within, and across the two jurisdictions.
In decending order, the neighbourhood and community, the services, amenities and mobility,
and the social relations domains have the poorest coverage across available datasets.
Gathering information on a number of other dimensions in each of these domains is a
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necessity to provide a full picture of the complexity of such constructs. However, even for the
domains of material and financial resources and civic activities further measures are still
required (e.g. to assess other forms of deprivation for material and financial resources, and to
assess political participation for civic activities).
The relevance of some of the measures available in Irish and Northern Irish datasets to the
lives of older people was also an issue. There is a need to actively question the relevance of
survey items to the diverse experiences of a heterogeneous older population. There is also a
need to recognise that what is exclsuion for one older person may not be exclusion for
another.
More fundamentally, there are problems right across the datasets with respect to the capacity
of such surveys to assess actual exclusion. This is the core issue in attempting to utilise
existing datasets to measure old-age exclusion on the island of Ireland. For the most part,
indicators only permitted the measurement of participation, utilisation and possession, and
said little about the actual presence, and act, of exclusion. Thus, we were unable to ascertain
the degree to which the lack of participation, utilisation and possession was a function of
some form of exclusion or was a preference of an individual.
These sets of issues limited the degree to which we could compare the exclusion of older
people in Ireland with that of older people in Northern Ireland. They also mean that
constructing an overall composite measure of old-age social exclusion would not be feasible
amidst the current data landscape. This is certainly something that needs to be addressed if
we want to understand the cross-border mechanisms of old-age exclusion on the island of
Ireland, and directly influence meaningful policy and practice development.

Key Recommendations
This study demonstrates the significant data and measurement deficiencies with respect to
old-age social exclusion that currently exist on the island of Ireland. Accordingly, we have
developed a set of key recommendations for research and operational measurement on oldage social exclusion.
1. Further research is required to develop an in-depth qualitative understanding of the
construction and implications of old-age exclusion across the life course in a diverse
population of older people in Ireland.
2. Interdisciplinary coordination is necessary to explore multi-dimensional issues of old-age
social exclusion and to connect researchers in allied areas and disciplines, working
separately on different aspects of marginalisation and disadvantage in later life.
3. Mixed-method approaches to unpacking the life course, personal, structural and cultural
drivers of old-age social exclusion should be pursued in future work in this area.
4. Future research needs to explore the changes in the meanings associated with social
exclusion in different areas of life, and for different groups of older people, across the life
course.
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5. In order to enhance cross-jurisdictional comparative analysis (quantitative or qualitative) of
old-age social exclusion, cross-national interdisciplinary collaboration must be fostered at
an institutional and governmental level.
6. The research community must take a more pro-active role in progressing the
measurement of old-age social exclusion, with the direct purpose of informing national and
European policy and practice.
7. Efforts are required across research units and statistical organisations to harmonise
methodological protocols, indicator structure and data-collection in large-scale surveys of,
or related to, older people in Ireland and Northern Ireland.
8. More appropriate measurement indicators that capture old-age social exclusion, and
reasons for that exclusion in different domains, need to be developed, tested and
implemented in national surveys of the older population. This should include cognitive
testing of question phrasing and response categories with older people.
9. Further work is required to investigate the feasibility of a cross-border composite measure
of old-age social exclusion. This will require harmonised data-collection across Ireland and
Northern Ireland and additional, comparable indicators for the various domains.
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Background
Social exclusion of older people is a damaging social, economic and cultural phenomenon
that has a detrimental impact on today’s ageing societies. For this reason, developing
appropriate measures of exclusion is both a necessity now and, given demographic ageing
patterns (Eurostat 2011), for the future. Old-age exclusion has consequences for the wellbeing and welfare of older adults in many areas of life, including economic, social and cultural
spheres (Guberman and Lavoie 2004; Scharf et al. 2005; Barnes et al. 2006; Jehoel-Gijsbers
and Vrooman 2008; Feng 2012). Moreover, however, old-age exclusion involves implications
for wider society that extends beyond the older population, with negative consequences for
families, communities, social cohesion and the sustainability of welfare and health and social
care systems. Worryingly, and reinforced by demographic ageing patterns and economic
instability, disadvantage and exclusion appears to be widening and deepening for many older
people, both on the island of Ireland (Hilyard et al. 2010; CSO 2013a) and in Europe
(Eurostat 2013).
Drawing on the work of Levitas et al. (2007; p. 9) social exclusion can be defined as:
A complex and multi-dimensional process. It involves the lack or denial of
resources, rights, goods and services, and the inability to participate in
the normal relationships and activities, available to the majority of people
in a society, whether in economic, social, cultural or political arenas. It
affects both the quality of life of individuals and the equity and cohesion of
society as a whole.
Social exclusion is therefore multi-dimensional. It is also dynamic, changing in nature and
meaning over time and over the life course of an individual (Room 1995). Accordingly, there
are increasing efforts to understand old-age social exclusion as a complex construct
(Guberman and Lavoie 2004; Kneale 2012) and as a component of active and healthy ageing
(Walker, 2008). This is not to say that our knowledge of how older people can be, and are
excluded, is well-developed – significant questions remain around the construction and
implications of old-age exclusion, and the different experiences of groups of older people in
different regional contexts (Scharf and Keating 2012; Phillipson 2013). Apart from some
recent work on old age exclusion and related areas (Ahern and Hine 2012; Walsh et al.
2012a), these questions have not been explored in Ireland or Northern Ireland.
These critical knowledge gaps are heavily intertwined with our lack of ability and capacity to
measure social exclusion in later life. Work on measuring exclusion in general, and
operationalising context-specific conceptualisations of exclusion is limited (e.g. Labonté et al.
2011). This is especially true within the study of social gerontology (Barnes et al. 2006;
Kneale 2012; Burholt and Scharf forthcoming). Consequently, there is an absence of effective
and efficient ways to capture old-age exclusion in different jurisdictional contexts and
settings. This has implications for our ability to develop our understanding of exclusion in later
life and to expand on existing empirical and conceptual knowledge. More importantly, without
measuring old-age exclusion: it is difficult to ascertain the level to which it is prevalent
amongst the older population in our society; it is difficult to identify the particular pathways,

[2]

Measuring Old-Age Social Exclusion in a Cross-Border Context

risk-factors and outcomes of social exclusion that need to be targeted; it is difficult to capture
how exclusion changes over time; and it is difficult to think meaningfully about how to
address social exclusion in later life. Ultimately, our capacity as a society to develop effective
policy and practice interventions to combat old-age exclusion is significantly impeded.
Problems in measuring social exclusion stem from its multidimensionality, and the fact that it
is not solely a product of a lack of money, or a lack of resources, or a lack of possessions, or
a lack of rights, or even a lack of relationships, but a function of the interrelationship between
all of these factors as well as many others (Silver 1994; Walker and Walker 1997; Mandipour
et al. 1998; Billete and Lavoie 2010). These issues are only further compounded by the
diverse set of experiences that are accumulated with age and over the life course of an older
individual (Scharf and Keating 2012). As a result, measures of old-age exclusion must be
comprehensive in the multiple areas of life that they address and must be relevant to the
experiences and lives of older people.
Social exclusion is relative to the society and culture within which an older individual resides,
and the values, norms and expectations that are related to that socio-cultural context (Room
1995; Burchardt et al. 1999; Burchardt 2000). Therefore assessing social exclusion across
jurisdictional borders may be complex and difficult, but is very much necessary to identify
differences in the prevalence and mechanisms of exclusion, and to identify potential learning
and strategies for tackling old-age exclusion. Given our small one island context with its twin
jurisdictions of Ireland and Northern Ireland, pursuing such measurement is particularly
relevant and worthwhile. The development and implementation of appropriate indicators
would not only help to create a valid and rigorous evidence-base, but also a means of
directing cross-border policy and practice to address the exclusion and marginalisation of our
older citizens.
In terms of the broader European context, current European policy and strategies aims to
reduce the number of people socially excluded by 20 million by 2020 (European Commission
2010). However, with extended life-expectancies, stagnating populations, and little or no
economic growth, meeting such a target is a significant challenge for Ireland, Northern
Ireland and other EU states – particularly since older people will account for over 1,000,000
Irish and Northern Irish citizens (CSO 2013b; NISRA 2013) and 104 million European
citizens by 2020 (Eurostat 2011).Therefore, finding appropriate ways to comprehensively
measure old-age exclusion across jurisdictional borders is a necessity. Existing EU outcome
and process measures are often overly focused on income and the means to generate
income, sidelining the potential to capture more meaningful insights, and neglecting the
multiple and diverse ways in which exclusion can occur in later life.
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Aim and Objectives
On the basis of a lack of previous work on measuring old-age social exclusion internationally,
and particularly in a cross-border Irish and Northern Irish context, the aim of the research
documented in this report is: to use existing secondary data sources to operationalise and
measure social exclusion, as a multi-dimensional construction, amongst older people in
Ireland and Northern Ireland. From the outset, it is important to acknowledge the restrictions
and limitations in the comparability of data across Ireland and Northern Ireland, as has been
documented previously (e.g. Hilyard et al. 2010). Our interest therefore is focused more on
the technical feasibility of conducting such a comparative analysis than on assessing actual
prevalence rates of exclusion among older people in both jurisdictions.
The research involved five objectives:
1. Construct a profile of relevant secondary quantitative datasets in order to identify their
respective capacities to facilitate the operationalisation and measurement of social
exclusion amongst older people.
2. Explore commonalities and differences across available datasets to identify information
gaps and to inform the choice of data sources for cross-border analyses.
3. Identify indicators from available datasets that allow for the measurement of old-age social
exclusion across multiple domains of life.
4. Conduct comparative analyses of multi-dimensional social exclusion amongst older people
in Ireland and Northern Ireland.
5. Based on the findings of this analysis, investigate the feasibility of constructing a crossborder comparative measure of age-related social exclusion and explore potential
indicators for the future.

Structure of Report
The remainder of the report is structured as follows:
Chapter 2 presents the methodological approach and the procedural details of the
comparative analysis, including the steps involved in identifying appropriate datasets and
comparable indicators, and developing statistical comparative models. Chapter 3 describes
the review of existing datasets, current data deficiencies and available comparable indicators
across Irish and Northern Irish secondary datasets. Chapters 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 present the
findings of the analysis of indicators pertaining to the exclusion of older people in social
relations, services, amenities and mobility, material and financial resources, neighbourhood
and community and civic activities respectively. Chapter 9 draws on the findings of the
comparative analysis to describe key learning emerging from the work, its relevance to how
we should think about old-age social exclusion, and strategies for measuring exclusion in
later life. Key recommendations for research and measurement are also presented.
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In this chapter we outline the approach that was followed in this research to conduct the
comparative analysis of social exclusion amongst older people in Ireland and Northern
Ireland, and to explore the feasibility of constructing a cross-border composite measure of
old-age exclusion. The procedure for reviewing the existing datasets and the details of the
statistical approach and techniques used to conduct the comparative analysis are also
presented.

Approach
Adopting the definition of social exclusion presented in the introduction of this report, we
consider old-age exclusion to be multidimensional, and therefore to involve multiple areas of
life. For that reason, measuring social exclusion of older people was never going to be a
matter of analysing the responses to just one or two indicators. We used the findings of a
previous qualitative study (Walsh et al. 2012a), and a parallel project on a scoping review of
the international literature on old-age exclusion (Walsh et al. forthcoming) to inform the
framework for our analysis in this report. In other words we used this work to identify what
domains of life we need to consider when thinking about how older people can be excluded.
Five domains were chosen in all. Each of these domains was divided into a number of
dimensions, which again were derived from previous work (e.g. Walsh et al. 2012a; Walsh et
al. forthcoming). The domains and their dimensions are as follows:
1. Social relations: social opportunities and participation; personal relationships; social
isolation and loneliness; social networks and social support;
2. Services, amenities and mobility: health and social care services; general services;
transport and mobility; amenities and facilities;
3. Material and financial resources: household income; savings; material deprivation;
4. Neighbourhood and community: belonging and attachment; neighbourhood and
community cohesion; local environment and crime; physical environment; safety and
security;
5. Civic activities: volunteering: political participation and voting; support giving; cultural
participation.
These domains, and their various dimensions, helped us to identify what kind of indicators
we should be looking for across the Irish and Northern Irish datasets. It also provided a
structure for our review of Irish and Northern Irish datasets.
Implicit within definitions of social exclusion, is the act of being excluded (Levitas et al. 2007;
Scharf and Keating, 2012). This separates an assessment of exclusion (i.e. being excluded
from social opportunities) from an assessment of participation (i.e. taking part in social
opportunities). The difficulty arises when an individual is asked, for instance, if they take part
in certain activities, but are not asked why they do not take part, or indeed if anything
prevents them from participating more. Therefore, because a person does not participate it
does not necessarily mean that they are excluded or, if they do participate, that they are not
excluded. For that reason, and while acknowledging that many indicators are unlikely to be
phrased appropriately, our focus was very much on identifying measures that could capture
the act of exclusion.
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Dataset Review
We began by conducting an audit of the large-scale surveys conducted in both jurisdictions
in order to identify relevant datasets, and to ascertain their suitability for conducting a crossborder analysis of old-age social exclusion. Our interest was in recent surveys (from 2005
on) that primarily focused on social, socio-economic and health, well-being and social care
topics, and where available particular age-related themes across these areas.
We then reviewed each survey questionnaire separately, identifying indicators relevant to the
domains of old-age social exclusion. In addition, some surveys also had self completion
questionnaires as well as their main questionnaire. This phase of work involved considerable
effort and required the development of matrices tables to record potential indicators.
Consideration also had to be given to the availability of key demographic and background
indicators (e.g. sex, age, education, location, etc.) that might need to be accounted for in our
analysis. We then had to compare the available indicators in each dataset. In part this was to
identify the most appropriate indicators within each jurisdiction for each domain, but primarily
it was to identify whether or not comparable indicators were available in both Ireland and
Northern Ireland.
‘Getting to know’ the data was also a key element of this process and involved a number of
steps. Firstly, each dataset had to be accessed and downloaded from the relevant
repositories. For the Irish datasets this involved accessing the Irish Social Science Data
Archive and for some of the Northern Irish datasets this involved accessing the British Data
Archive. Survey design manuals and codebooks for each of the datasets were read so as to
acquire an understanding of the depth and strengths of the datasets at our disposal and to
ensure correct interpretation of each of the indicators. Simple descriptive and frequency
statistics were also computed on each of the indicators of interest to give a clearer picture of
the structure, the sample and the response rates for each item. Due to having to cover eight
different datasets and hundreds of different indicators, this portion of the work required 60
per cent of the duration scheduled for this project. The findings of the review are presented in
detail in chapter 3.

Comparative Analysis Approach
Limitations in the available data meant direct comparisons across Irish and Northern Irish
datasets would be problematic. Attempting to compare indicators from different datasets,
which were not designed for comparability purposes, also made the comparative analysis
extremely difficult, and unfortunately as it proved in some cases, impossible. However, these
limitations were anticipated during the design of the work and two different approaches to
conducting the comparative analysis were adopted.
The first approach involved direct statistical comparative analysis, where the available
indicators allow for a standard and direct comparison across datasets in both Ireland and
Northern Ireland. This approach allowed for the full use of statistical analysis techniques, but
required equivalence in the particular construct that is being measured and the phrasing of
the indicator.
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The second approach involved statistical comparative analysis with assumptions, where
the data comes from comparable but different measures. A number of assumptions had to be
made (and caveats given) on the basis of differences in question structure and response
categories. A similar approach has been previously used in the production of the ‘One Island
– One Lifestyle?’ report, which presented the findings of a cross-border analysis of data from
both the SLAN and the NIHSWB surveys (Department of Health and Children 2009). There
are limitations to this approach, but after making assumptions a full statistical comparative
analysis can be performed.
Where possible datasets were matched for time of data collection. Therefore even though
there may have been a more recent version of a particular dataset, an older version was
chosen if it corresponded to the timing of the dataset in the other jurisdiction.
Chapter 3 also presents findings concerning the number and type of indicators that facilitated
each approach and which were identified during the review of the Irish and Northern Irish
datasets.

Comparative Statistical Analysis Procedure
The main purpose of the research was to analyse whether or not there were differences
between Ireland and Northern Ireland with regard to a series of social exclusion related
indicators; whilst at the same time, controlling for a number of other explanatory variables.
The first step in this process involved creating an ‘all-island’ dataset for each set of
comparable indicators. This meant taking the two separate Irish and Northern Irish datasets
of which the indicators were apart, and appending one to the other to form one single
dependent variable (e.g. volunteering in Ireland and volunteering in Northern Ireland merged
into an ‘all-island’ volunteering variable). Such an approach was advantageous for two
reasons. Firstly, it allowed for the analysis of factors influencing old-age exclusion on a crossborder basis. Secondly, it allowed the analysis to be performed on a bigger dataset.
For each ‘all-island’ dependent variable and for each sub-dimension of each domain, the
dataset was split by age, so that we could concentrate only on those aged 65 years and over,
and a statistical model was constructed. Typically this involved a logistic regression model, to
accommodate a binary dependent variable (e.g. ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response categories), or an
ordered logit regression model, to accommodate an ordered dependent variable (e.g. a likert
scale such as ‘daily’, ‘weekly’, ‘monthly’ etc.). However, we did adopt complementary log-log
models (instead of logistic regression) in the case of ‘rare events’ occurring. This was the
case for some of the healthcare services indicators used in the analysis (e.g. where there
were a low number of respondents in a particular response category). In such cases
complementary log-log models are more appropriate than logistic regression. We also
adopted an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression to analyse the influence of individual
characteristics on household income due to the distribution of the income dependent variable
(Van Garderen and Shah 2002).
Our interest in this analysis is on differences across jurisdictions for each dependent variable.
Consequently a binary variable termed State (where Ireland=1 and Northern Ireland = 0) was
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included in the model to allow us to identify jurisdictional differences. We have made the
assumption that the error of variance is the same for both jurisdictions for comparable
indicators. If we do not make this assumption than we would need to adopt a different form of
model (e.g. heteroskedastic model), but this requires us to know and specify the
determinants of the variance for each dependent variable, for each dataset (Keele and Park
2006) in each jurisdiction, which was not possible in this case.
In order to account for other possible explanations as to why these differences may exist, a
range of explanatory variables were included in each model. Where possible the same
explanatory variables were controlled for in all models and are presented in Table 2.1.
However, if an explanatory variable did exist in one jurisdiction, but did not in the other it was
not included in the model. All our explanatory variables are categorical in nature. It should be
noted that the marital status variable was only used when the living alone variable was not
available. To estimate the relative effect of being in a particular category, we have to omit one
of the categories from each explanatory variable, so the regression model has a base case
to compare the values from all other categories. This is in order to determine if any
differences exist across that explanatory variable. The omitted categories are known as the
reference case. Thus, a coefficient reported for age category 70-74 must be interpreted
relative to our reference age category, those aged 65-69.
Table 2.1: Explanatory variables
Explanatory Variables
Gender

Categories (and reference case)
Male
Female (reference case)
65-69 (reference case)

Age Categories

70-74
75+
Married (reference case)

Marital Status

Single
Separated/Divorced
Widowed

General Health (self-report)
Urban/rural

Good
Poor (reference case)
Urban
Rural (reference case)
No qualifications (reference case)
Primary education

Education

Lower Secondary
Upper Secondary
Higher Education
Degree or higher

Living alone

Household income

Lives alone
Does not live alone (reference case)
Less than 10,000 (reference case)
10,000-20,000
20,000-40,000
More than 40,000

State

Ireland
Northern Ireland (reference case)

[9]
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In relation to household income, values were imputed to account for omitted variable bias.
Where an individual refused, or did not know their income, a value was assumed. The value
taken (for a person with omitted income) equalled the mean income of an individual in the
same socio-economic group.
Survey design weights were incorporated into each of the datasets, so the results of the
analysis, in terms of descriptive statistics and regression findings, could be inferred for the
entire population both in Ireland and Northern Ireland. This also addresses issues around
differences in sample size between the two datasets and the low number of people who
responded to some indicators. It should be noted that when models were estimated
separately for the Irish and Northern Irish datasets, in general, similar patterns of findings
were observed.
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[ 3 Review of Existing Datasets

Introduction
In this section we present the findings of the review of existing secondary datasets in Ireland
and Northern Ireland that were broadly relevant to the measurement of old-age exclusion.
After an initial audit, we concentrated on a number of recent (from 2005 on) and key
datasets. Table 3.1 presents the datasets in Ireland and Northern Ireland, along with the
respective sample sizes of those aged 65 years and over in each dataset, that were reviewed
as a part of this research. It should be noted that these datasets are not the only surveys in
Ireland and Northern Ireland to include indicators relevant to this study. To include all
indicators from all datasets in this analysis, however, was not feasible within the scope of this
research, and in many instances would have involved duplication of work. That said, at the
time of review the datasets listed in Table 3.1 appeared to be the most appropriate to, and
the most up-to-date for, this research. Consideration was also given to representing the
impact of the economic recession on the exclusionary experiences of older people in Ireland
and Northern Ireland when conducting the analysis. Consequently, where possible the
datasets from after 2008 in Table 3.1 were used in the comparative analysis.
Table 3.1: Breakdown of sample by age structure for each dataset
State

IRE

NI

Data Source

Sample size
(65 and over)

The Irish Longitudinal Study on Ageing Wave 1 2009 (TILDA)

3,499

The Survey of Lifestyle, Attitudes and Nutrition 2007 (SLAN)

1,969

The European Union Survey on Income and Living Conditions 2009 (EU-SILC)

2,434

Understanding Society Survey Wave 1 2009 (US09)

389

Understanding Society Survey Wave 2 2010 (US10)

826

The Northern Ireland Health and Social Wellbeing Survey 2005/06 (NIHSWB)

952

Health Survey Northern Ireland 2010/11 (HSNI)

1,016

The Northern Ireland Life & Times Survey 2009 (NILT)

273

The Northern Ireland Life & Times Survey 2010 (NILT)

249

Family Resources Survey 2010/2011

497

From an early stage it was clear that although there were less datasets available in Ireland,
the datasets that were available were typically more comprehensive in relation to old-age
exclusion than those available in Northern Ireland – particularly in relation to ageing (e.g.
TILDA). Thus, any cross-border comparative analysis would have to draw on multiple data
sources from Northern Ireland, whereas just one or two from Ireland.
Additionally, given that data collection for the Northern Ireland Longitudinal Study of Ageing
(NICOLA) has now commenced, the comparability between Irish and Northern Irish data on
ageing will be dramatically enhanced. This is both in terms of the measurement of crossborder old-age social exclusion and in developing an understanding of other age-related
topics. However, it is likely to be 12 to 18 months before this data is available for analysis. In
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the intervening period, this study therefore will provide an assessment of the measurement
capacity of old-age exclusion across the jurisdictions. Importantly, it will also provide the
conceptual and operational base for future cross-border comparative analyses using TILDA
and NICOLA data that focus on multidimensional old-age exclusion.

Review Findings
Overall, based on the work we have carried out here, we can say that while the coverage of
topics related to the domains of social exclusion in Irish and Northern Irish datasets is
generally mixed, the availability of comparable indicators across jurisdictions for these
domains is generally poor. Our review has allowed us to identify the domains, or dimensions
of domains, that are reasonably well covered and those that require improvement across
surveys.
Table 3.2 presents a comparability matrix which summarises the availability of comparable
indicators under each domain and dimension across the existing datasets. As can be seen
from the Table, data available for direct statistical comparative analysis is extremely limited.
Also evident, and as indicated by the spaces in the cells of the Table, is that there is no
information for statistical comparative analysis available for social opportunities and
participation, social isolation and loneliness, social networks and support, general services,
amenities and facilities, savings, neighbourhood and community cohesion and safety and
security. At a more fundamental level, our review demonstrated that the majority of indicators
allow us to only capture participation, utilisation and possession, as opposed to being
excluded in relation to these aspects. This is a fundamental issue that we will pick up in each
of the chapters dealing with the findings of the analysis of indicators for each domain of oldage social exclusion.
What follows is a brief description of domain related indicators in more detail.
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Table 3.2: Comparability matrix for Irish/Northern Irish comparative analyses, by dataset and domain

Domains and dimensions

Indicators available for
direct statistical
comparative analysis

Indicators available for statistical
comparative analysis with
assumptions

Social Relations
Social opportunities and participation
Personal relationships

X (TI, US10)

X (TI, US10)

X (EU, HS)

X (TI, EU, SL, HS, US10, NIHSWB)

Social isolation and loneliness
Social networks and social support
Services, amenities and mobility
Health and social care services
General services
Transport and mobility

X (TI, SL, EU, US09, US10)

Amenities and facilities
Material and financial resources
X (EU, TI, SL, NIHSWB, NILT, US09,
US10, FRS)

Household income
Savings
Material deprivation

X (SL, EU, NIHSWB, US09, US10, FRS)

Neighbourhood and community
Belonging and attachment

X (TI, US09)

Neighbourhood and community
cohesion
Local environment and crime

X (TI, EU, SL, NIHSWB)

Physical environment
Safety and security
Civic activities
Volunteering
Political participation and voting

X (TI, US09, US10, NIHSWB)
X (TI, NILT)

Support giving

X (TI, SL, US09, US10)

Cultural participation (religion, arts and
culture, sports)

X (TI, SL, US09, US10, NIHSWB)

Notes:
X = potential comparative analysis
Irish datasets: TILDA = TI; EU-SILC = EU; SLAN = SL.
Northern Irish datasets: Understanding Society Wave 1 = US09; Understanding Society Wave 2 = US10; Health Survey NI = HS;
NI Life and Times = NILT; Family Resource Survey = FRS; Northern Ireland Health and Social Well Being = NIHSWB.
Direct statistical comparative analysis: where data allows for direct comparisons across measures in the two jurisdictions.
Statistical comparative analysis with assumptions: where data comes from comparable but different measures, and assumptions
have to be made on the basis of differences in question structure and response categories.
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Social relations
Although this domain provides the most indicators for comparative analysis across
jurisdictions, generally coverage in the area of social relations in many of the surveys we
reviewed could be improved and the scope for comparability is poor.
In terms of social opportunities and participation, several surveys ask about participation or
membership of community groups or societies, but these items are phrased too specifically
to particular groups or contexts to allow for comparative analysis. While TILDA and SLAN
cover the area from an Irish standpoint, it is primarily only US10 that touches on the topic for
Northern Ireland. For instance, while TILDA asks several questions about social and
recreational participation, such as attending the pub or going out to eat, these items are not
represented in Northern Irish datasets. Surprisingly, therefore, items on social opportunities
and participation are not available for statistical analysis of any form and existing items
permit a descriptive comparison only. Perhaps even more surprisingly comprehensive
indicators on social isolation and loneliness are rare across Irish and Northern Irish datasets
and up-to-date measures (2005 or after) are not available for comparative analysis. While
TILDA usefully asks questions on isolation and loneliness, to our knowledge comparable
items are not available in Northern Irish datasets. Given the importance of this dimension,
this lack of coverage is a concern.
Questions on social relationships are broadly around interaction with friends and family and
relationship closeness. There are some similarities between TILDA and the NIHSWB in
relation to frequency of contact with family and friends either in person or by telephone.
Comparative statistical analysis with assumptions can be conducted on these indicators.
TILDA and US10 ask the same questions on relationship closeness capturing the relational
elements of trust, reliance, and understanding. These items (6 in all) are asked for
relationships with spouses, other family members and friends providing 18 indicators in total.
Aside from differences in the timing of the data collection, these measures are equivalent.
Social support, in terms of receiving support, or the possibility of asking for support, from
social networks is generally not well covered across surveys. Interestingly only TILDA asks
about receiving care from neighbours or friends in our chosen datasets. Again, given that this
is likely to be an important dimension in the lives of older adults, the lack of comparable
indicators restricts what we can say about exclusion, and about older people’s capacity to
draw on such resources during particularly challenging periods.
From our review only personal relationships allow for comparative statistical analysis across
jurisdictions. Eighteen indicators with respect to relationship closeness and one indicator on
frequency of contact will be used as a basis for comparative statistical analysis with
assumptions.
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Services, amenities and mobility
The dimension of health and social care services offers the best coverage in all of the
surveys analysed in relation to the services, amenities and mobility domain. This includes
very similar but not equivalent items on receiving state services, and visits to the General
Practitioner (GP) or doctor. Statistical and comparative analysis with assumptions can be
carried out with the data at our disposal. On the other hand, questions on the availability of
general services e.g. supermarkets and post offices, are not covered to any degree in any of
the surveys with the exception of SLAN. This is an area that needs to be addressed in the
future.
Most of the questions asked under transport relate to either having access to transport or
having difficulties in access to other services/facilities because of the lack of transport. Only
TILDA asks respondents directly about how they rate the public and private transport options
in the area. A question more frequently asked is whether individuals experience difficulties in
accessing services due to transport. EU-SILC asks the question “Do you have difficulty in
participating in any of the following activities including using transport”. It also asks about the
main reason for not accessing certain services such as dental care – one of the options
being “having no means of transport”. US09 asks individuals how often they have used public
transport instead of travelling by car. US10 asks a series of questions on the difficulties with
public transport including why individuals fail to access certain facilities in their area. NIHS
asks respondents why they have not had their blood pressure taken in the past, with one of
the possible options being because of transportation problems. However, given particular
differences in question phrasing and response categories these indicators do not facilitate a
statistical comparative analysis.
In summary, five indicators across Ireland and Northern Ireland allow for statistical
comparative analysis with assumptions in the services, amenities and mobility domain.

Material and financial resources
The material and financial resources domain was divided into the dimensions of household
income, savings and material deprivation. With respect to household income comparative
statistical analysis with assumptions can be conducted across surveys in Ireland and
Northern Ireland. Questions on household income were asked in TILDA, SLAN, NIHSWB,
FRS and NILT. More detailed questions on gross and net incomes as well as pension
provisions were asked in EU-SILC, FRS and US09 and US10.
There are a number of questions on savings across datasets, however, differences in the
particular aspects of savings that are actually asked mean that these measures are not
comparable across jurisdictions in these datasets. US09 asks whether respondents earn
enough money to make regular savings each month. Questions relating to dividends from
savings and investments are also asked. In addition to these items, US10 asks more
questions in this area for example, (1) do you save money from your income, (2) how much
do you save per month, (3) do you save regularly or from time to time and (4) whether one
considers their savings to be short or long-term in nature. There are a number of questions in
TILDA relating to whether individuals are enrolled in pension saving schemes as part of
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retirement planning and individuals are also asked how much savings they and their
spouse/partner currently possess.
Most of the comparable indicators available for this domain relate to material deprivation and
come from EU-SILC, SLAN, US09 and US10, FRS (adult and child social deprivation
module) and NIHSWB. These include (1) whether the household can afford to have friends or
family around for a drink; (2) whether the household has the ability to keep the house warm
(3) the ability to replace worn out furniture; (4) the ability to afford two pairs of strong shoes
(5) whether there is central heating in one’s accommodation (6) whether they have the use of
a car and (7) whether an individual has a telephone in their accommodation. EU-SILC and
the FRS also ask questions on debt and bill arrears. While these indicators are very similar
across jurisdictions, certain assumptions are still required. Therefore, only comparative
statistical analysis with assumptions can be conducted.
From our analysis, exclusion on material and financial resources can be assessed across the
dimensions of household income and material deprivation using comparative statistical
analysis with assumptions. While there are a substantial number of material deprivation
indicators across the datasets we concentrate on just seven measures for brevity of analysis
and presentation.

Neighbourhood and community
In this domain we wanted to concentrate on people’s perception of where they lived and their
relationships with their neighbourhood and community. Unfortunately, this domain has the
least coverage in relation to comparable indicators. In fact, questions relating to
neighbourhood and community are somewhat lacking in most of the surveys we reviewed.
For our comparative analysis we have divided the neighbourhood and community domain
into five dimensions: belonging and attachment, neighbourhood and community cohesion,
local environment, physical environment, safety and security, and perceptions of vandalism
and crime. While some of the surveys we looked at ask questions on these dimensions no
direct statistical analysis is possible with limited scope for comparative analysis with
assumptions.
Only the self completion questionnaire of Understanding Society 2009 asks respondents
whether they feel they belong to their neighbourhood. TILDA also asks respondents if they
feel in tune with people around them, but this is an item that relates to a broader loneliness
index. In most cases, as is discussed later, when surveys ask about “belonging” it most often
refers to belonging to a particular community of interest, e.g. religion.
The dimension of cohesion is one that is well covered in Northern Irish datasets but not in the
Irish surveys. NIHSWB asks questions on satisfaction with one’s neighbourhood. For example,
they ask the question “if you lost your wallet how likely would it be returned to you with nothing
missing”. US09 presents various statements about the local neighbourhood and asks whether
respondents strongly agree or disagree with them e.g. “I regularly stop and talk to people in
my neighbourhood”. NILT asks whether one’s neighbourhood can be considered as a “neutral
space”. Any comparisons that can be made are only descriptive in nature. Other measures in
the Northern Ireland datasets focus on relationships with and trouble with neighbours.
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In terms of the local environment and crime, only three of the surveys identified ask any
questions remotely linked to the environment in which a person lives (EU-SILC, SLAN and
NIHSWB). However, while the number of indicators available across jurisdictions is still low
there is some opportunity for comparability. Looking at perceptions of vandalism and
deliberate damage, statistical comparative analysis can be carried out between indicators
from SLAN and NIHSWB. EU-SILC also provides some coverage in this area by asking “is
crime, violence or vandalism a problem in your area for your household”, as does US10
which asks why respondents moved from a particular area with one of the possible
responses being that they disliked crime and vandalism in the area and felt unsafe. On other
topics related to the local environment, EU-SILC asks respondents whether noise from
neighbours or from the street and pollution in the area caused by traffic is a problem. SLAN
asks how much of a problem rubbish or litter is in an area/neighbourhood. The NIHSWB
survey has a section devoted to the ‘Social Environment’ in which they ask respondents
about: how long they have lived in an area; how satisfied respondents are with the area they
live; how much of a problem are people being drunk or rowdy in a public place; and how
much of a problem is litter in the area in which they live.
Questions relating to the physical environment in which a person lives, and by extension,
how the physical environment affects their ability to go about their daily lives are not well
represented. Future waves of these surveys should include a module on this area as it has
implications for a range of other areas of life.
Safety and security is not well covered in the surveys we have reviewed. The questions on
this topic fall into one of two main areas. SLAN asks respondents to rate how strongly they
agree or disagree whether their area is safe to walk about and get exercise during the day.
US09 asks respondents to identify whether they had felt unsafe in public and if so, why.
However, questions phrasing means that any comparison across these items would be
purely descriptive.
Only two indicators relating to the local environment and crime have been identified that
allow for statistical comparative analysis with assumptions.

Civic activities
Questions on the civic activities domain are divided into the dimensions of volunteering,
political participation and voting; participation in local decision making; support giving and
cultural participation (e.g. religion, arts, culture, and sports). Overall our review suggests that
this domain is perhaps the best covered out of all domains, with indicators available for most
of its dimensions.
While direct statistical comparisons are not possible on the topic of volunteering, statistical
comparative analysis with assumptions is possible. TILDA for example asks the question
“how often do you do voluntary work?”. Both US10 and NIHSWB ask the question “In the
past year have you given any unpaid help to any groups?”. US10 also asks how often each
respondent has completed some voluntary work, although the response categories are
slightly different from TILDA.
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Both US09 and US10 and NILT ask the same questions about voting preferences and here
direct statistical comparisons can be made. Unfortunately from an Irish point of view only
TILDA mentions anything in relation to voting practices and even then the question is simply
“Did you vote in the last general election?”. While this item does not provide a lot of
information, the NILT survey asks the same question in relation to the Northern Ireland
Assembly elections so direct analysis is possible. Other comparable measures on political
participation are not available for analysis.
Questions on giving support to non-relatives are also available for comparison across
jurisdictions. Here, some surveys concentrate on whether a respondent helped to give care
to an elderly relative, friend or neighbour. Questions based on this topic are asked in TILDA,
NIHSWB and US09 and US10 as well as NILT. While the question is not always phrased
exactly the same, statistical comparative analysis is possible with assumptions between
TILDA and US09 and US10.
With respect to the cultural participation dimension, we were interested in a number of
different areas including participating in arts and cultural activities, religious services and
sports and recreation. Both TILDA and US10 have items on arts and cultural activities, and
sports participation. SLAN and US10 ask respondents whether they are members of a sports
club. In terms of religious participation, questions relate to whether a respondent belongs to a
particular religion, as is the case with NILT, US09 and US10, NIHSWB and TILDA, and
frequency of participation in religious services. US10 asks the question whether or not an
individual practices their religion and if so how often. Similar items are asked in the TILDA
and NIHSWB surveys. Other items on religion ask about the meaning and importance of
religion and faith in people’s lives, but these items do not feed directly into the topic of oldage exclusion.
From our analysis, only direct statistical comparative analysis is possible on voting (one
indicator). Seven indicators allow for comparative statistical analysis with assumptions across
the dimensions of volunteering, support for non-relatives, and cultural participation.
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Introduction
This chapter deals with the findings from our analysis on the domain of social relations.
Following our review of the various surveys, as described in chapter 3, it was clear that social
relations indicators were primarily only available for a single dimension. Therefore, while we
would like to have considered social opportunities and participation, social networks and
social support, and social isolation and loneliness in our analysis, measures were only
available for personal relationships. This certainly limits what we will be able to infer from our
analysis in respect to exclusion in social relations in later life. While some of the dimensions
are covered separately with non-comparable indicators within Irish and Northern Irish
datasets, it is surprising that such a lack of information exists for what is recognised in the
international literature as one of the primary domains of old-age exclusion (Phillipson et al.
2004; Bond et al. 2005; Walters and Bartlett 2009; Banks et al. 2009; McDonald and Mair
2010; Hrast et al. 2012; Barrett et al. 2012; Walsh et al. 2012b; Yunong 2012; Victor et al.
2012).
That said, the number of comparable indicators available for analysis on social relations, or
more accurately personal relationships, was the largest out of the various domains with 19
indicators available in all. In addition, statistical comparative analysis was reasonably
straightforward as the same indicators were shared across Ireland and Northern Ireland, with
the exception of only one measure. The data was collected, however, one year apart. These
indicators, which assessed relationship closeness, captured the quality of personal
relationships, between the respondent and their spouse, other family members, and friends,
and involved six different measures for each specific group. The advantage of having these
indicators for the three sets of relationships is that, not only can we investigate differences
across jurisdictions for each indicator but we can also analyse whether differences exist
across the different groups. A question on frequency of contact with family and friends was
also included in this chapter. It should be noted that for Ireland this indicator involved one
TILDA question, whereas for Northern Ireland it meant creating a single indicator from four
discrete NIHSWB items.
Table 4.1 details each of the indicators analysed for the dimension, the relevant question in
each jurisdiction and its original data source. For brevity, relationship closeness questions are
presented as single items in the Table for spouse, family and friends. Table 4.1 also presents
the assumption around timing of data collection for the relationship closeness indicators and
the number of assumptions that had to be made for the frequency of contact with family and
friends indicators. Where appropriate and applicable, we control for age, education level, sex,
general health, whether someone lives alone, whether an individual lives in an urban or rural
area and household income.
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Table 4.1: Social relations dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets

Data and Indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

Spouse/
Family/
Friends
criticise you
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Spouse/
Family/
Friends get
on your
nerves

Spouse/
Family/
Friends
understand
the way you
feel about
things
[continued on next page]

Year

Indicator Description

IRE

TILDA

2009

How much do they criticise you?

Ordinal

NI

US10

2010

How much do they criticise you?

Ordinal

IRE

TILDA

2009

How much do they get on your nerves?

Ordinal

NI

US10

2010

How much do they get on your nerves?

Ordinal

IRE

TILDA

2009

How much do you rely on them if you
have a serious problem?

Ordinal

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor
NI

US10

2010

How much do you rely on them if you
have a serious problem?

Ordinal

IRE

TILDA

2009

How much do they really understand
about the way you feel about things?

Ordinal

How much do they really understand
about the way you feel about things?

Ordinal

NI

US10

2010

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Control Variables

A lot;
Somewhat;
A little;
Not at all

Age; Education; Gender;
General health; Household
income; Living alone;
Urban/Rural

A lot;
Somewhat;
A little;
Not at all

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone;
Urban/Rural

A lot;
Somewhat;
A little;
Not at all

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone;
Urban/Rural

A lot;
Somewhat;
A little;
Not at all

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone;
Urban/Rural
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Spouse/
Personal
Family/
relationships Friends rely
on them if
you have a
serious
problem

Data
Source

Original
Indicator
Type

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

[continued from previous page]

Data and Indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

Spouse/
IRE
Family/
Friends let
you down
when you
are counting NI
on them
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Personal
relationships

Data
Source

TILDA

Year

2009

Indicator Description

Original
Indicator
Type

How much do they let you down when
you are counting on them?

Ordinal
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

US10

2010

How much do they let you down when
you are counting on them?

Ordinal

Spouse/
IRE
Family/
Friends open
up to them to
talk about
NI
things

TILDA

2009

How much can you open up to them to
talk about things?

Ordinal

US10

2010

How much can you open up to them to
talk about things?

Ordinal

IRE

TILDA

2009

How often do you pay visits to or from
family or friends, either in person or
talking on the phone?

Ordinal

2005/06

How often do you personally contact
relatives, friends?
How often do you speak to friends on
the phone?
Ordinal
How often do you meet with relatives
who are not living with you?
How often do you meet-up with friends?

Contact with
family and
friends
NI

NIHSWB

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

Control Variables

A lot;
Somewhat;
A little;
Not at all

Age; Education; Gender;
General health; Household
income; Living alone;
Urban/Rural

A lot;
Somewhat;
A little;
Not at all

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone;
Urban/Rural

Daily or almost daily;
Once a week or
• Re-categorised dependent variable
more;
• Assumed timing of data-collection
Twice a month or
not a factor
more;
• Assumed equivalence in question
Once a month or
phrasing
less;
Never

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone
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Descriptive Statistics
Tables 4.2-4.4 present the descriptive statistics on each of the indicators on personal
relationships, for those aged 65 years and over. The percentage breakdown by response
category for each indicator, as well as the indicator sample sizes of both datasets from which
the percentage breakdown is calculated, are included in the Tables.
Table 4.2: Personal relationships with spouse descriptive statistics for those aged 65 years and over
State
Dimensions
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion
Response

A lot
Spouse
criticise you

Spouse
understand
the way you
feel about
things

4.9%

1.9%
12.3%

A little

37.8%

Not at all

42.3%

36.7%

4.1%

3.0%

12.7%
44.7%

1,760

1,770

49.1%

8.4%
41.6%

Not at all

38.5%

47.0%

A lot

84.3%

91.6%

Somewhat

8.5%

A little

4.0%

Not at all

1,777

5.2%
2.0%

3.2%

1.2%

A lot

60.7%

68.1%

Somewhat

26.2%

1,768

19.7%

A little

9.0%

Not at all

4.1%

3.3%

3.3%

3.8%

Spouse let you A lot
down when
Somewhat
you are
A little
counting on
them
Not at all
Spouse open
up to them to
talk about
things

Proportion
Response

15.0%

Spouse get on Somewhat
your nerves
A little

Personal
relationships

N

Somewhat

A lot

Spouse rely
on if you have
a serious
problem

NI

8.3%
14.8%

1,760

8.9%

2.8%
13.4%

73.6%

80.0%

A lot

66.7%

71.7%

Somewhat

21.6%

A little

7.2%

Not at all

4.5%

1,767

19.6%
4.2%

N

351

351

351

347

349

349

4.5%

Note: Proportions are calculated using survey weights and are therefore generalisable to the entire older population in
Ireland/Northern Ireland; N equates to the actual number (unweighted) of people responding to each indicator; some indicators are
asked of all survey respondents, while others are asked after filter questions producing variation in sample sizes within datasets.

Looking at spouses first, the percentage breakdown across the various indicators is broadly
similar for Ireland and Northern Ireland. Largely comparable proportions of respondents in
Ireland and in Northern Ireland report receiving some degree of criticism from their spouse. It
is reported that almost 5% of spouses tend to criticise their partner a lot in Ireland compared
to just under 2% in Northern Ireland. The statistics on spouses getting on your nerves are
again quite similar across jurisdictions. The vast majority of respondents (83.2% in Ireland;
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88.6% in Northern Ireland) suggest that their spouse gets on their nerves a little or not at all.
A slightly lower percentage of respondents feel that their spouse really understands them in
Ireland than in Northern Ireland (60.7% and 68.1% respectively). However, once again the
breakdown across response categories is largely similar across jurisdictions. The majority of
respondents in both jurisdictions feel that their spouses never let them down, and that they
can open up to them to talk about things.
Table 4.3: Personal relationships with family descriptive statistics for those aged 65 years and over
State
Dimensions
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion

A lot
Family criticise

Family rely on
if you have a
serious
problem
Personal
relationships

N

3.7%

Proportion

12.8%

A little

34.3%

Not at all

49.2%

55.0%

4.6%

2.4%

2,673

6.3%
37.5%

Somewhat

13.7%

A little

41.5%

Not at all

40.2%

65.4%

A lot

81.9%

78.7%

Somewhat

12.1%

A little

4.1%

2,690

2,698

4.2%
28.0%

16.0%
4.5%

1.9%

0.8%

Family
understand
the way you
feel about
things

A lot

56.5%

49.5%

Somewhat

32.1%

Family let you
down when
you are
counting on
them

A lot

Family open
up to them to
talk about
things

Not at all

2,685

36.3%

A little

9.1%

Not at all

2.3%

2.3%

11.9%

4.4%

2.7%

Somewhat

11.0%

A little

23.6%

Not at all

61.0%

77.3%

A lot

60.6%

54.4%

Somewhat

26.9%

A little

9.0%

Not at all

3.4%

N

1.2%

Somewhat

A lot
Family get on
your nerves

NI

2,681

2,699

5.9%
14.1%

26.6%
14.7%

590

597

599

599

596

600

4.3%

Note: Proportions are calculated using survey weights and are therefore generalisable to the entire older population in
Ireland/Northern Ireland; N equates to the actual number (unweighted) of people responding to each indicator; some indicators are
asked of all survey respondents, while others are asked after filter questions producing variation in sample sizes within datasets.

The results of our descriptive statistics on other family members are largely similar to those
found for each of our indicators for relationships with spouse. Again, the majority of
respondents feel that their family never criticises them, with higher agreement in Northern
Ireland (55% compared to 49.2% in Ireland). More than half of respondents in Ireland
compared to just 34.6% in Northern Ireland feel that their family members get on their nerves
to some degree. The breakdown across response categories is very similar across
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jurisdictions in terms of relying on other family members if you have a problem. Only about
half of the respondents feel that their other family members understand them in Northern
Ireland, with the proportion a little higher in Ireland at 56.5%. A substantially higher
proportion of respondents feel that other family members never let them down in Northern
Ireland than in Ireland. The percentage difference across jurisdictions here is at 16.3%. In
terms of opening up to talk with other family members, the percentage breakdown across
jurisdictions is largely similar by response category.
Table 4.4: Personal relationships with friends, and frequency of contact, descriptive statistics for those
aged 65 years and over
State
Dimensions
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion

Friends
criticise

A lot

0.9%

Somewhat

5.2%

3.9%

68.0%

64.2%

1.2%

0.8%

34.1%

Not at all
A lot
Friends rely on
Somewhat
if you have a
serious
A little
problem
Not at all

2,775

30.1%

3.9%
33.9%

58.2%

61.4%

50.5%

53.7%

27.2%
15.6%

2,780

28.4%
14.1%

6.7%

3.8%

A lot

36.3%

36.8%

Somewhat

37.1%

A little

19.9%

Not at all

Friends let you A lot
down when
Somewhat
you are
A little
counting on
them
Not at all

Contact with
family and
friends

2,710

Not at all

6.5%

2,766

41.7%
18.2%

6.7%

3.2%

1.5%

1.2%

6.9%
20.2%

2,758

4.8%
22.1%

71.4%

71.9%

A lot

38.0%

36.3%

Somewhat

30.5%

A little

21.7%

Not at all

N

1.8%

25.9%

Friends get on Somewhat
your nerves
A little

Friends open
up to them to
talk about
things

Proportion

A little

A lot

Friends
understand
the way you
Personal
Relationships feel about
things

NI
N

2,762

31.0%
26.5%

9.8%

6.2%

Daily/almost daily

47.2%

69.8%

Once a week or more

38.0%

27.0%

Twice a month or more

6.9%

Once a month or less

7.2%

1.0%

Never

0.7%

0.3%

2,872

1.9%

558

573

573

576

563

567

951

Note: Proportions are calculated using survey weights and are therefore generalisable to the entire older population in
Ireland/Northern Ireland; N equates to the actual number (unweighted) of people responding to each indicator; some indicators are
asked of all survey respondents, while others are asked after filter questions producing variation in sample sizes within datasets.
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The picture is also similar for relationships with friends across jurisdictions. Interestingly, a
higher proportion of friends are reported to never criticise the respondent compared with
their spouse or other family members. This is the case in both Ireland and Northern Ireland. A
higher proportion of respondents aged 65 and over in Ireland feel that their friends never get
on their nerves compared to their other family members or their spouses. The percentage
breakdown by response category for each of the other indicators is very similar across
jurisdictions. The majority feel that they can rely on their friends a lot (50.5% in Ireland versus
53.7% in Northern Ireland); that their friends only somewhat understand the way they feel
about things (37.1% in Ireland versus 41.7% in Northern Ireland); that their friends never let
them down (71.4% in Ireland versus 71.9% in Northern Ireland) and that they can open up a
lot to their friends if they need to talk about things (38% in Ireland versus 36.3% in Northern
Ireland).
Looking at the frequency with which respondents contact family and friends, 69.8% of those
aged 65 and over in Northern Ireland tend to do so daily or almost on a daily basis. This is
compared to just 47.2% in Ireland. On the other hand, 6.9% of those aged 65 and over in
Ireland tend to contact family and family twice a month or less compared to just 1.9% of
respondents in Northern Ireland. The proportional breakdown between response categories
is largely similar for the other categories across jurisdictions.

Regression Results
The full regression tables for the personal relationship indicators are presented in Tables
A1.1-A1.3 in Appendix 1. A snapshot of our regression results outlining the effect of
jurisdiction on our various dependent variables can be seen in Tables 4.5-4.7. We present the
coefficients, their significance levels and their standard errors for each indicator for State.
State is one of our independent variable and is binary in nature, where it is equal to 1 if an
individual is from Ireland and equal to 0 if an individual is from Northern Ireland. The results
are now described in detail for each indicator. It should be noted that a regression analysis
could not be completed for the indicator ‘spouse rely on if you have a serious problem’ due to
extremely small numbers in the response categories.

Personal relationships
When we include State as our only control variable in analysing relationships with spouse,
those in Ireland are significantly less likely to say that their spouse gets on their nerves. After
including our control variables there is no significant difference across jurisdictions in the
relationship between the respondent and their spouse for any of our indicators analysed.
Looking at the indicators separately we see that those aged 70-74 receive criticism from their
spouse less frequently than those in the 65-69 age group (indicated by the positive
coefficient on the variable age category 70-74). Interestingly, the same effect can be seen
where spouses get on the respondents’ nerves. Males have a greater tendency to say that
their spouse understands the way they feel about things. Those living alone tend to feel the
opposite. Again, males have a greater tendency to feel that their spouse never lets them
down. This result is significant. Those living alone have less of a tendency to report being let
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down by their spouse compared to those who do not live alone. This may be because contact
between respondents and spouses is less frequent compared to those who do not live alone.
None of the other control variables are significant for any of the indicators.
We now move on to respondents’ relationships with other family members. Running the
analysis with State as our only control variable produces significant differences between the
jurisdictions. The results suggest that on average respondents in Ireland have a greater
tendency to say that they are criticised by and let down by their family members, and that
their family members get on their nerves. On the other hand respondents in Ireland have also
a greater tendency to say that they can open up to their family members and that their family
members understand the way they feel. Only one indicator is non-significant. This is the
indicator capturing how much an individual relies on their family if they have a problem. When
including the other control variables in the analysis, only one indicator shows a significant
difference across jurisdictions. This is the variable capturing how much other family members
understand the way the respondent feels about things. The result suggests that respondents
in Ireland believe that their family members are more inclined to understand them compared
to their Northern Irish counterparts. However, interestingly, those respondents aged 65 and
over living in urban areas believe that their other family members show more of a propensity
to understand the way they feel about things compared to those living in rural areas. The
positive coefficient for age category 75+ on the indicator ‘getting on your nerves’ suggests
that those in that age group believe that their other family members tend to get on their
nerves less frequently compared to those in the 65-69 age group. Those living alone have a
greater tendency to feel that they cannot rely on other family members if they have a serious
problem compared to those who do not live alone. None of our other explanatory variables
are significant for any of the other indicators.
Next we look at respondent’s relationships with friends. There is no significant difference
across jurisdictions for any of our indicator variables. The same is true when we include State
as our only control variable. Very few of our control variables are significant when they are
included. Of the variables that are significant, those aged 65 and over living in urban areas
have a greater tendency to feel that they can rely on their friends if they have a problem
compared to those living in rural areas. They also feel that their friends are more likely to
understand the way they feel about things compared to individuals living in rural settings.
Education plays a role in how individuals feel about whether or not their friends let them
down. Interestingly, those in higher education, or for those with degrees or higher, have less
propensity to feel let down compared to those aged 65 and over with no qualifications (our
reference group). The level of income also has a significant effect – although this may not be
jointly significant as there are four categories of income in all. Those earning between ten
and twenty thousand euro have a greater tendency to feel let down by friends compared to
those who earn less than ten thousand euro. Females aged 65 years and over feel that they
can open up more to friends about things compared to males, while those in urban areas
have a greater propensity to open up to friends compared to those in rural areas.
Finally, taking a look at the variable on frequency of contact with family and friends we can
see that those in Ireland tend to have less contact with friends or family either by telephone
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or face to face compared to their Northern Ireland counter parts. The result remains the same
with State as our only control variable. Males also have less contact with friends and family
compared to females and the same is true of those with only primary level education
(compared to those with no education). Those in good general health have more frequent
contact with family and friends, face to face or on the phone, compared to those in poor
health.

Summary and conclusions
This chapter has presented the analysis of comparable indicators on social relations, or more
specifically on personal relationships, across Ireland and Northern Ireland for those aged 65
years and over. The dimension of personal relationships is particularly well populated by
comparable indicators in Irish and Northern Irish datasets. What is more, the design of the
indicators on relationship closeness allows us to understand elements of exclusion around
these relationships and the extent to which older people may feel excluded from relational
quality and that sense of closeness. This is certainly useful when we want to consider
aspects of being excluded in personal relationships in later life. However, as noted in the
introduction to this chapter the absence of comparable measures on social opportunities and
participation, social networks and social support, and social isolation and loneliness is
significant. Each of these dimensions has been documented within the international literature
as mediating disadvantage, marginalisation and inequality as people age (Phillipson et al.
2004; Bond et al. 2005; Walters and Bartlett 2009; Banks et al. 2009; McDonald and Mair
2010; Hrast et al. 2012; Barrett et al. 2012; Victor et al. 2012). On the basis of such evidence
the lack of attention that these dimensions have received on the island of Ireland is worrying
– albeit that there is stronger coverage of these topics separately in Irish and Northern Irish
datasets. The absence of such comparable indicators impedes our capacity to assess
exclusion in social relations in later life and hampers how we can direct the design of
appropriate interventions to tackle social exclusion.
Our analysis shows that there is little in the way of statistical significant differences between
Ireland and Northern Ireland for measures related to personal relationships. This is likely in
some respect to be due to social and culture similarities across the two jurisdictions and the
role that personal and social relationships play in both societies. Clearly, more in-depth
analysis could be performed (if indicators and data were available) around how relationship
closeness and frequency of contact can differ across different sub-groups of the older
population (e.g. ethnic groups and religious groups) in both regions. There are a number of
significant relationships between the indicators analysed and the control variables.
Interpreting the interrelationships between the various dependent and control variables in full
is outside the scope of this technical exercise. Nonetheless, the findings cast some
interesting light on the possible effects of living alone, and living in an urban and rural area
on how older individuals feel about their relationships with spouses, family, and friends
respectively. In the main, our analysis suggests possible feelings of relational isolation
amongst older people living alone and living in rural areas. Similar patterns have certainly
being documented in the literature (Kreager 2006; Banks et al. 2009).
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In general, it is advisable that given some of the statistical assumptions (e.g. with respect to
error variance for indicator data) in our analysis approach, and specific assumptions around
indicator structure that caution is employed in interpreting the findings. For instance, the
finding that older people in Northern Ireland have a tendency to report a higher frequency of
contact with friends or family than those in Ireland is not surprising. Given that the Irish
measure is a relatively ambiguous indicator covering various kinds of contact, and that the
Northern Ireland indicator was constructed from four discrete measures, it is likely that an
underestimation of contact with family friends in Ireland helped produced the significant
difference in the analysis.
In order to improve our capacity to interrogate ideas of exclusion in terms of older adult social
relations, future Irish and Northern Irish studies must include additional indicators on the
neglected dimensions and ensure that these measures are comparable for cross-border
analysis. Although there is significant political and policy rhetoric around addressing social
disconnection, isolation and loneliness in later life, if we are serious about tackling such
issues we need to develop a stronger evidence base in this important domain of older
people’s lives.
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Table 4.5: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of social relations, for those aged 65 years and over
Personal relationships
Control
Variable

Spouse criticise you

State

Spouse understand

Spouse nerves

Spouse let down

Spouse open up

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

0.054

0.452

-0.416

0.537

0.22

0.43

0.014

0.484

0.351

0.455

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Table 4.6: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of social relations, for those aged 65 years and over
Personal relationships continued
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Control
Variable

State

Family criticise you

Family nerves

Family understand

Family rely

Family let down

Family open up

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

0.044

0.308

-0.569

0.311

-0.312

0.429

-0.771*

0.346

-0.377

0.318

-0.377

0.307

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Table 4.7: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of social relations, for those aged 65 years and over
Personal Relationships continued
Control
Variable

State

Friends criticise you

Friends nerves

Friends rely

Friends understand

Friends let down

Friends open up

Contact with family
and friends

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

0.442

0.365

0.197

0.332

0.104

0.355

-0.042

0.31

-0.512

0.354

0.419

0.284

1.089**

0.347

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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Introduction
This chapter presents the findings of the analysis of indicators on old-age exclusion in the
domain of services, amenities and mobility. As outlined in chapter 3, we are only in a position
to focus on the dimension of health and social care services within this domain. Indicators on
general services are almost completely absent from many of the large-scale surveys that we
reviewed. While some datasets gather information on transport access and use, comparative
analysis is not possible across Ireland and Northern Ireland surveys. This clearly limits what
we can say about old-age exclusion in a domain which international evidence suggests is
often a key source of exclusion in later life.
In all we look at five indicators across the dimension of health and social care services. Table
5.1 presents details of these indicators, their respective data sources and the various
assumptions made to derive a single all-island dependent variable for each. Comparability
across these five measures is good, with similar question phrasing and response categories,
and reasonably close data collection timing. Nevertheless, certain assumptions, such as
assuming equivalence in question phrasing and re-categorisation of responses, were still
necessary to make the comparative analysis more straightforward. We also used the variable
‘other services’ to capture if an older person was receiving any of the following health and
social care state services: occupational therapy; chiropody; physiotherapy; social work
services; day centre services; optician services; dental services; hearing and dietician
services. It should be noted that this indicator had to be created in Ireland from separate
items, whereas in Northern Ireland it already existed. Where possible and where appropriate,
we control for age, sex, education level, general health, living alone status, urban/rural status
and household income.
The five indicators capture important aspects of health and social care services for older
people, particularly in relation to remaining living independently and connected in the
community (Aronson and Neysmith 2001; Aronson 2006; Grenier and Guberman 2009;
Hossen and Westhues 2010). Having indicators based on these services in an analysis of
old-exclusion is also helpful because many of these services have been reduced in both
jurisdictions due to reductions in public expenditure during the economic recession.
Unfortunately, however, and as per many of the indicators we have come across during this
research, these measures do not capture exclusion per se recording only whether someone
has received these services rather than reasons for non-receipt or lack of access. Such
indicators are available in TILDA, but comparable measures are not available in the Northern
Ireland datasets.
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Table 5.1: Services, amenities and mobility dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets

Data and indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

IRE

Data
Source

TILDA

Year

2009

In the last 12 months, did you receive
any of the following State [home help]
services?

Binary

Binary

Home help
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NIHS

2010

IRE

TILDA

2009

In the last 12 months, did you receive
any of the following State [community
nurse] services?

Binary

Binary

NI

NIHS

2010

Have you received any home care
services [community nurse] in the past
12 months, with the cost being entirely
or partially covered by government?

IRE

TILDA

2009

In the last 12 months, did you receive
any of the following State [meals on
wheels] services?

Binary

Binary

NI

NIHS

2010

Have you received any home care
services [meals on wheels] in the past
12 months, with the cost being entirely
or partially covered by government?

IRE

TILDA

2009

In the last 12 months, did you receive
any of the following State services?

NI

NIHS

2010

Have you received any home care
services [other services] in the past 12
months, with the cost being entirely or
partially covered by government?

IRE

SLAN

2007

When was the last time you consulted a
GP or family doctor for your own health Ordinal
related needs?

NI

NIHSWB

2005/06

Apart from any visit to hospital, when
was the last time you talked to a doctor
on your own behalf?

GP/doctor
visits

Binary

Ordinal

Control Variables

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing

Yes/No

Age; Gender; General Health;
Living alone; Household Income

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing

Yes/No

Age; Gender; General Health;
Living alone; Household Income

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing

Yes/No

Age; Gender; General Health;
Living alone; Household Income

• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing

Yes/No

Age; Gender; General Health;
Living alone; Household Income

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing

In the last 4 weeks;
1 month to a year
ago;
More than a year
ago;
Never;

Age; Education Gender; General
Health; Living alone; Household
Income
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NI

Meals on
wheels

Other
Services

Binary

Have you received any home care
services [home help] in the past 12
months, with the cost being entirely or
partially covered by government?

Community
nurse

Health and
social care
services

Indicator description

Original
Indicator
Type

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)
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Descriptive Statistics
Table 5.2 presents descriptive statistics on each of the available indicators for the services,
amenities and mobility domain, for those aged 65 years and over in Ireland and Northern
Ireland. The response categories for each indicator as well as the percentage breakdown by
response category are also presented.
Table 5.2: Services, amenities and mobility descriptive statistics for those aged 65 years and over
State
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion

Yes

3.5%

No

96.5%

Community
nurse

Yes

6.6%

No

93.4%

Meals on
wheels

Yes

0.9%

No

99.1%

Yes

26.4%

No

73.6%

In the last 4 weeks

42.9%

1 month to a year ago

48.6%

More than a year ago

8.1%

Never

0.4%

Home help

Health and
social care
services

Other services

GP/doctor
visits

NI
N

3,499

3,214

3,499

3,499

Proportion

3.2%
96.8%
3.8%
96.2%
1.7%
98.3%
0.8%
99.2%

N

1,016

1,016

1,016

1,016

31.9%
1,936

51.1%
16.6%

951

0.4%

Note: Proportions are calculated using survey weights and are therefore generalisable to the entire older population in
Ireland/Northern Ireland; N equates to the actual number (unweighted) of people responding to each indicator; some indicators are
asked of all survey respondents, while others are asked after filter questions producing variation in sample sizes within datasets.

Beginning first with home help services we can see that almost identical proportions of older
people in Ireland and Northern Ireland receive the service – 3.5% in Ireland and 3.2% in
Northern Ireland. With respect to visits to/from the community nurse, almost twice the
proportion of older people in Ireland report receiving this service in comparison to their
Northern Irish counterparts. Almost seven per cent of those aged 65 years and over in
Ireland, and almost four per cent of those in Northern Ireland, use community nurse services.
In contrast, almost twice the proportion of older people in Northern Ireland, than older people
in Ireland, receive meals on wheels. A far larger proportion of those aged 65 years and over
in Ireland receive other health and social care services, than older people in Northern
Ireland. Even though the proportions are calculated using survey weights, and are perhaps
representative of broad patterns of use in each jurisdiction, this could potentially mean that
the original data collection for these surveys were unable to sufficiently capture the section of
the older population that use and require these services. As would be expected higher
proportions of older people report visiting a doctor or GP in both jurisdictions, with more
regular visits reported by older people in Ireland than in Northern Ireland.
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Regression results
The full regression table for services, amenities and mobility, and thus the health and social
care dimension, is presented in Table A2.1 in Appendix 2. Four of the indicators are binary in
nature and therefore a logistic regression model was constructed for each, with an ordered
logit model constructed for the ordered GP/doctor visits variable. Table 5.3 presents selected
regression results for the relationship between State or living in Ireland and Northern Ireland
and the various dependent variables. The coefficient, significance and standard errors for the
State binary variable (1=Ireland; 0=Northern Ireland) for each indicator are displayed. It
should be noted that a comparable variable for education was not available to be controlled
for in the analysis of a number of these indicators. The results pertaining to each indicator are
now discussed in further detail.

Health and social care services
Looking first at home help services, our results suggest that individuals aged 65 years and
over in Ireland have a greater tendency to avail of home help services compared to their
Northern Irish counterparts. As would be expected, and with reference to Table A2.1 in
Appendix 2, those in generally good health have less of a tendency to receive home help
services. Those living alone have a greater propensity to receive home help services. None
of the other control variables are significant. The indicator becomes non-significant when
controlling for State only in our regression model.
With respect to community nurse services, again, older people in Ireland have a stronger
propensity than their Northern Ireland counterparts to avail of the services of a community
health nurse. The effect is stronger for this indicator (p<0.001) compared to home help
(p<0.01). This remains the case when State is our only explanatory variable. Those aged 75
and over have a higher tendency to avail of a community health nurse compared to those in
the 65-69 age group. Those in good general health have less of a tendency to receive such a
service compared to those in poorer health. None of the other control variables are
significant.
Older people aged 65 and over in Ireland have a greater tendency to receive meals on
wheels compared to the same age group in Northern Ireland. No other control variable is
significant.
In terms of the other health and social care services that older people may avail of, our
results suggest that those aged 65 years and over in Ireland have a stronger tendency to
avail of these other services. This is also the case when only State is used as our only control
variable. Other control variables that play a significant role in people’s propensity to avail of
such services include age and general health. According to our results, those aged 70-74
have a higher tendency than those aged 65-69 to avail of these services. There is no
significant difference for those aged 75 and over. Not surprisingly, those in good general
health have less of a tendency to avail of such services.
Finally, with respect to visits to a GP or doctor our results indicate that there is no difference
across jurisdictions in terms of propensity to visit a doctor for those aged 65 and over. There
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is however some significant effects with regard to the other control variables. Those aged 75
years and over are at the lower end of the scale; thus, they have more of a tendency to see a
doctor more frequently than those in the 65-69 age category. Additionally, the positive
coefficient for general health indicates that those in good general health see a doctor less
frequently than those in poor health as would be expected. This result is highly significant
(p<0.001). No other control variables are significant. The variable State becomes significant
when we drop all of our other explanatory variables with Irish individuals having a greater
tendency to visit their GP more regularly than those in Northern Ireland. This suggests that
age and general health are the primary sources of variance across Irish and Northern Irish
datasets.

Summary and conclusions
This chapter has presented the analysis of indicators on services, amenities and mobility. As
was mentioned at the beginning of this chapter we are limited by the number of indicators
available that are comparable across both jurisdictions. Consequently, our analysis was
confined to only a single dimension, namely health and social care services, of a multifaceted domain. When we think about and read about social exclusion in later life, other key
dimensions of this domain often arise. Access to general services (e.g. retail shops; social
amenities; post offices) is a core component of an older person’s capacity to remain
connected with their communities and live independently (Abbot and Sapsford 2005; Dwyer
and Hardill 2011; Liu and Engels 2012). Similarly, there is a burgeoning literature to suggest
that transport is linked to exclusionary processes and outcomes in later life (Shergold and
Parkhurst 2010; Paez et al. 2010; Shergold and Parkhurst 2012). While there are some
excellent indicators on access to transport, and implications of not having access, in TILDA,
comparable measures in Northern Ireland are not available, and measures on general
services are almost completely absent on both sides of the border. Without indicators on
these dimensions, we are very much limited in what we can say about exclusion in later life in
this domain and what the important mechanisms of that exclusion are that we have to target.
This in turn limits meaningful policy and practice intervention in the exclusion of older people
in the domain of services, amenities and mobility.
The indicators that we have used in this analysis capture some of the more essential health
and social care services for older people, and this is certainly helpful. However, it is important
to state again that these measures are only gathering information on receipt levels and are
not offering insight on need or the degree of lack of access to these services. Hence, we
cannot ascertain the degree to which older people are being excluded from these services.
This very much restricts how we can interpret the significant difference between jurisdictions
on some services and the non-significant difference between jurisdictions on other services.
It may have been expected that the more developed welfare state in Northern Ireland would
mean that Northern Irish older people would have greater access to such services. While our
findings suggest the opposite, with higher proportions of older people in receipt of some
services, in truth this analysis can say little about levels of access or barriers to access, and
only indicates what people use. There are some useful measures in this regard in TILDA,
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which qualify if older individuals are not receiving such services because they do not need
them or because they cannot gain access. Unfortunately, these indicators are not available in
the Northern Irish datasets that we reviewed. More information is needed on why older
individuals do not use these services and we recommend these questions should be
incorporated into any future wave of the surveys available.
We must also acknowledge that some of the assumptions in our analysis around question
equivalence may have helped to produce differences between Ireland and Northern Ireland.
For example, the ‘other services’ indicator in Northern Ireland is a discrete question enquiring
about the use of occupational therapy; chiropody; physiotherapy; social work services; day
centre services; optician services; dental services; hearing and dietician services, whereas in
Ireland this indicator was created out of several distinct items. Accordingly, we might expect
higher usage rates in Ireland as evident in our findings. Thus, we recommend interpreting the
significant effect of State with some caution in this case.
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Health and social care services
Control
Variable

State
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Home help

Community nurse

Meals on wheels

Other Services

GP/doctor visits

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

1.151*

0.436

1.626***

0.391

1.198*

0.541

4.115***

0.377

-0.153

0.196
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Table 5.3: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of services, amenities and mobility, for those aged 65 years and over

[ 40 ]

Material and
Financial Resources ]

[ 6 Material and Financial Resources

Introduction
This chapter presents the findings of the analysis of indicators related to material and
financial resources. The questions in this chapter relate to two primary dimensions: income;
and material deprivation. We identified eight indicators in total that allowed for a cross border
comparative analysis of material and financial resources. For income, we focused on
equivalised household income in both jurisdictions, which adjusts household income levels in
accordance with household composition, providing a more accurate picture of income for
those aged 65 years and over. Material deprivation was assessed using a mixture of
measures that capture the possession of certain assets and amenities (e.g. car; central
heating), and the inability to afford other goods (e.g. two pairs of strong shoes), with four of
these measures in US09 equivalent to the 11-item deprivation index in the EU-SILC survey
(Maître et al. 2006). As outlined in chapter 3, other comparable deprivation measures are
available across Irish and Northern Irish datasets (i.e. from the adult and child social
deprivation module of the Family Resources Survey), but for brevity of analysis and
presentation, and given our use of US09 for the analysis of other indicators, we concentrate
on items from this survey.
Assumptions were necessary in order to complete the statistical comparative analysis on
these indicators. In this case these assumptions ranged from assuming equivalence in
question phrasing (e.g. ‘Is there a car or van normally available for use by you or anyone in
your household...’ is equivalent to ‘Do you have the use of a car...’) to assuming that the
difference in the timing of data collection is not a factor (e.g. TILDA data collected in 2009;
NIHSWB data collected in 2005-2006). As per the other domains, where possible and where
appropriate, we control for age, sex, education level, general health, living alone status,
urban/rural status and household income.
Table 6.1 presents the dimensions of the material and financial resources domain and each
of the indicators that were analysed in this comparative analysis. The table includes details
on the data source; a description of the indicator; the assumptions that we made in order to
carry out the analysis, as well as other relevant information. These indicators provide a
reasonably strong picture of the exclusion that older people in Ireland and Northern Ireland
experience in relation to material and financial resources. Usefully, a number of these
indicators capture more in depth elements of exclusion including relative status (e.g.
equivalised income) and reasons for exclusion (e.g. inability to afford goods).
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Table 6.1: Material and financial resources dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets

Data and Indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

IRE

Data
Source

EU-SILC

Year

2009

Afford to
have people
over
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Afford to
replace
worn out
furniture

Indicator Description

Original
Indicator
Type

Inability of household to afford to have
friends/family for a meal/drink at least
once a month?

Binary

US09

2009

Do you have friends/family around for a
drink or meal at least once a month?

Ordinal

IRE

EU-SILC

2009

Inability of household to afford to have
worn furniture replaced?

Binary

2009

Enough money to replace worn out
furniture?

Ordinal

2009

Inability of household to afford to keep
house warm?

Binary

2009

In winter, are you able to keep this
accommodation warm enough?

Ordinal

2009

Inability of household to afford two pairs
Binary
of strong shoes

NI

US09

Material
deprivation
IRE
Afford to
keep house
warm
NI

IRE

EU-SILC

US09

EU-SILC

Afford shoes
NI

[continued on next page]

US09

2009

Two pairs of all weather shoes for every
Ordinal
adult member of the family

Control Variables

• Re-categorised dependent variable Able to afford;
• Assumed equivalence in question Not able to afford;
phrasing

Education; Gender; General
health; Household income; Living
alone; Urban/Rural

• Re-categorised dependent variable Able to afford;
• Assumed equivalence in question Not able to afford;
phrasing

Education; Gender; General
health; Household income; Living
alone; Urban/Rural

• Re-categorised dependent variable Able to afford;
• Assumed equivalence in question Not able to afford;
phrasing

Education; Gender; General
health; Household income; Living
alone; Urban/Rural

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in question Able to afford;
Not able to afford;
phrasing

Education; Gender; General
health; Household income; Living
alone; Urban/Rural
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NI

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

Data and Indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

IRE

Data
Source

EU-SILC

Year

2009

Have central
heating
NI

IRE
[ 44 ]

Material
deprivation

Indicator Description

Does the household have central
heating?

Original
Indicator
Type

Binary

NIHSWB

2005/06

Do you have any kind of central
heating (incl storage heaters) in your
accommodation?

Ordinal

SLAN

2007

Do you have use of a car?

Binary

Have a car
NI

NIHSWB

2005/06

Is there a car or van normally available
for use by you or anyone in your
Binary
household?

IRE

SLAN

2007

Do you have a telephone at home?

Binary

Have a
telephone
NI

NIHSWB

2005/06

Have you a telephone is your
accommodation?

Binary

IRE

EU-SILC

2009

What is your household income?

Continuous

Household income
NI

US09

2009

What is your household income?

Continuous

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

Control Variables

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in question
Yes/No
phrasing
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Education; Gender; General
Health; Household income;
Living alone;

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing
Yes/No
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone;

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing
Yes/No
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Household
income; Living alone;

• NI values converted from Stirling to
Euro (rate as of 16/09/13)
Amount
• Re-categorised dependent variable

Education; Gender; General
Health; Living alone; Urban/Rural
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Table 6.1: Material and financial resources dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets [continued from previous page]
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Descriptive Statistics
Table 6.2 presents descriptive statistics for each of the indicators, for those aged 65 years
and over, across all dimensions of material and financial resources. The percentage
breakdown by response category of each indicator, as well as the number of people who
responded to the indicators in each dataset, from which the percentage breakdown is
calculated, are included.
Table 6.2: Material and financial resources descriptive statistics for those aged 65 years and over
State
Dimensions
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion

Afford to have
people over
Afford to
replace worn
out furniture
Afford to keep
house warm
Material
deprivation

Yes

Proportion

No

5.0%

Yes

89.7%

376
2.0%
86.8%

2,434
No

10.3%

Yes

96.7%

387
13.2%
95.8%

2,434
No

3.3%

Yes

98.7%

388
4.2%
99.3%

2,434
No

1.3%

Yes

85.1%

387
0.7%
98.1%

1,644
No

14.9%

Yes

66.4%

951
1.9%
76.9%

1,885
No

33.6%

Yes

97.5%

951
23.1%
96.2%

1,918

951

No

2.5%

3.8%

<€10,000

4.4%

24.8%

€10,000-€20,000

54.8%

Household income

51.4%
2,413

€21,000-€40,000
>€40,000

N

98.0%
2,434

Have a car

Have a
telephone

N

95.0%

Afford shoes

Have central
heating

NI

389

34.1%

22.1%

6.7%

1.7%

Note: Proportions are calculated using survey weights and are therefore generalisable to the entire older population in Ireland/
Northern Ireland; N equates to the actual number (unweighted) of people responding to each indicator; some indicators are asked of
all survey respondents, while others are asked after filter questions producing variation in sample sizes within datasets; the household
income dependent variable was continuous, but was categorised as shown above to facilitate the production of descriptive statistics.

Looking at each of our indicators in turn, we see that individuals in Northern Ireland are
better able to afford to have family/friends for a drink or meal at least once a month, with 98%
of older people in Northern Ireland and 95% of older people in Ireland reporting that they
could afford to do so. The opposite is true with regard to the ability of households to afford to
replace worn out furniture, with individuals in Ireland better able to do so. Again, the
proportional difference across jurisdictions in this regard is small. There is little difference
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across jurisdictions in terms of both the ability to afford to keep a house warm and to be able
to afford two pairs of strong shoes. By contrast, a significantly higher proportion of older
individuals in Ireland report not having central heating in their house compared to their
Northern Irish counterparts. The same is true of those who report having a car but the
difference across jurisdictions is less. The majority of individuals in both jurisdictions have a
telephone in their home. A large proportional difference exists across jurisdictions in the
amount of individuals reporting household income below €10,000. While only 4.4% of
individuals over 65 in Ireland report being in this income category, this is in stark contrast to
those in Northern Ireland where 24.8% of people report this level of household income. The
majority of individuals report household income between €10-20 thousand in both
jurisdictions. Household incomes for the over 65s earning over €20,000 are higher in Ireland
(40.8%) than in Northern Ireland (23.8%).

Regression Results
In order to investigate the differences in the descriptive statistics in more depth, a regression
analysis was conducted. The full regression table for material and financial resources is
presented in Table A3.1 in Appendix 3. Table 6.3 presents our regression results on the
relationship between living in Ireland or Northern Ireland and our various dependent
variables. The table presents the coefficients, the significance and the standard errors for the
binary variable (1=Ireland; 0=Northern Ireland) State on each dimension. Seven of the eight
indicators were binary in nature, and therefore a logistic regression was used to analyse the
data from these measures. Given that the household income dependent variable was
continuous, an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression was performed. The analysis was
conducted on the natural logs of the household dependent variable in order to normalise the
distribution. We now discuss the results pertaining to each dimension in further detail.

Material deprivation
Households in Northern Ireland have a higher tendency to be able to afford to have friends
and family over for a drink or a meal at least once a month as do those with good general
health. This remains the case when we drop all of the other explanatory variables. Perhaps
somewhat surprisingly, household income is not significant in this analysis. On the other
hand, the education level of individuals does play a role. Those with any level of education
have a significantly higher tendency to have friends or family for a meal or drink compared to
those with no qualifications. The only non-significant category here is those in the higher
education category. None of the other control variables display a significant effect.
There is no significant cross-border difference in household’s ability to replace worn out
furniture. The same result is found when we control for State alone. As with the previous
indicator above, both general health and education level (where individuals in the household
have a degree or higher) have a significant positive effect. Strangely, our results suggest that
those with household income between €10,000-€20,000 have a lower tendency to say that
they have enough money to replace worn out furniture than those who have less than
€10,000.
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Our analysis suggests that there is no significant difference between households in Ireland
and Northern Ireland in their ability to keep their accommodation warm with and without the
explanatory variables. Only household income level and education level play a significant
role. Those with upper secondary level education have more of a tendency than those with
either no education or primary level education only, to be in a position to be able to keep their
accommodation warm. Households with income levels higher than €20,000 have more of a
tendency to be able to keep their homes warm than those earning less than €10,000.
There is no significant difference across jurisdictions in terms of the ability to afford two pairs
of strong shoes. Controlling for State alone produces a similar result. However, our other
control variables throw up some interesting results. Those living in urban areas have a
significantly lower tendency than those in rural areas to have two pairs of strong shoes. The
analysis also suggests that those aged 65 and over with lower secondary education have a
higher propensity to report being able to afford two pairs of strong shoes than those with only
a primary level education or no education at all. Again, there is no effect for any of the other
education variables.
Individuals aged 65 years and older in Ireland have less of a propensity to have central heating
in their accommodation compared to their Northern Ireland counterparts whether we control for
all of our explanatory variables or not. This effect is highly significant (p<0.001). Other factors
that play a role in the propensity to have central heating as a part of one’s accommodation
include household income, and having upper secondary or degree level or higher education
compared to primary level or less. Those with income over €10,000 have a greater tendency
to have central heating in their homes compared to those who have lower incomes.
Those aged 65 and over living in Ireland have a significantly lower tendency to have use of a
car than those in Northern Ireland. This result is significant even when we control for State
alone. Males have a higher tendency than females to have use of a car. Those in good
general health and those with a degree or higher, have also a significantly higher tendency to
have the use of a car, compared to those in poor health and only primary education
respectively. Individuals aged 75 years and over have less of a tendency than those aged 6569 to have use of a car as do those living alone. All of the other control variables have no
significant effect.
There is no significant jurisdictional difference in an individual’s propensity to have a telephone
in their accommodation when we include all of the explanatory variables in the model. This
changes however when controlling for State only, in which case we find that Irish individuals
aged 65 and over have a greater propensity to have a telephone in their accommodation
compared to their Northern Irish counterparts. Factors that do have a significant effect on this
relationship, and may be responsible for any differences, include gender, living alone, general
health and education status. Those living alone have a lower tendency to have a telephone in
their accommodation compared to those who do not live alone; whilst those in good general
health have more of a tendency to do so. Those with second level education and/or higher
education are more likely to have a telephone in their accommodation.
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Household income
Equivalised household incomes are significantly higher in Ireland than in Northern Ireland.
This is the case whether we include all of the explanatory variables in the regression model
or not. Looking at the other control variables we can see that those living alone have
significantly lower household incomes compared to those who do not. Living in an urban area
is positively correlated with higher household income and significantly so. Those in good
general health also have higher household incomes compared to those in poor health. It
should be noted here that this finding only suggests an association and not a causation,
where those in poor health may have less capacity to generate income, or those with less
income may be more prone to poor health. As may be expected, education also plays a
significant part in determining household income. All education levels report significantly
higher household income levels compared to those with only primary education or none at
all. All of the other control variables have no effect.

Summary and Conclusions
This chapter presented analysis of indicators on material and financial resources for
individuals aged 65 years and over in Ireland and Northern Ireland. Of our eight indicators we
have identified significant differences between older people living in Ireland and Northern
Ireland for half of the measures. While again the scope of this report limits us from
interpreting the patterns of difference and non-difference in sufficient depth (particularly the
various relationships between the dependent and control variables), there are some points
worth noting. First, differences in household income are in line with previously documented
disparities in the income of older people in Ireland and Northern Ireland (Hilyard et al. 2010;
Hillyard and Patsios 2011), and may reflect the differences in absolute terms in State pension
payments. However, given that older people in Ireland have a higher tendency to report an
inability to afford, or a lack of access to, certain goods and amenities, it may also be
suggested that other factors such as additional forms of welfare and differences in cost of
living in the two jurisdictions may also impact on real-life experiences of exclusion in material
and financial resources. But this cannot be confirmed one way or the other in this analysis. In
general, because indicators such as these can also capture social, cultural and cohort
behaviours (e.g. having people for a meal or a drink) caution is necessary when attempting to
assess deprivation in later life, particularly in a cross-jurisdictional context. See Walsh et al.
(2012b) for a more in-depth analysis of deprivation and its measurement in later life. Caution
should also be exercised given some of the assumptions we had to make in order to carry
out this analysis. For instance, while we assumed equivalence in the phrasing of the
indicators concerning the use of a car, the broader focus on ‘anyone’ in the household having
use of a car in the Northern Ireland measure is likely to have inflated the proportion of
positive responses, regardless of the residential jurisdiction.
In comparison to some of the other domains that we are interested in, material and financial
resources is reasonably well covered in datasets in Ireland and Northern Ireland with good
comparability across jurisdictions. For example, questions on the availability of central
heating in one’s accommodation, or whether a household has a telephone in their
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accommodation have been asked both sides of the border. However, other measures would
be helpful in providing a more detailed picture of exclusion in material and financial resources
to assist policy and practice innovation in addressing this aspect of exclusion. This would
include indicators on the capacity of a person to save money, and further information on
different demands on people’s income (e.g. support given to dependents; expenditure on
accessing care). Additional deprivation indicators relevant to a heterogeneous older
population and comparable across jurisdictions would also be necessary to capture basic
and secondary life-style deprivation. Previous work (Walsh et al. 2012b) has suggested that
measures on access to and affordability of community based care, home modifications,
personal and home safety and security, and community resources may all be important
indicators of deprivation in later life.
What is important from a policy perspective about some of the current indicators available is
that they provide a relative picture of an older individual’s means (in the case of equivalised
household income) and capture actual exclusion from material goods and resources (i.e. in
ability to afford) – as opposed to just not possessing something. Although narrowed to issues
of affordability, such measures offer more insight into the potential ways in which this form of
exclusion can be addressed and indicate ways in which we could potentially capture
exclusion in other areas of life for older people.
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Material deprivation
Control
Variable

State

Household income
Have people over

Furniture

Shoes

Warm house

Central heating

Telephone

Car

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

-1.230**

0.398

0.173

0.225

-0.288

0.419

-1.026

0.672

-3.355

0.446

-0.868**

0.27

-0.13

0.566

17.992***

0.031

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.00
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Table 6.3: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of material and financial resources, for those aged 65 years and over

[ 50 ]

Neighbourhood and
Community ]

[ 7 Neighbourhood and Community

Introduction
This chapter presents the findings on the analysis of indicators available for the
neighbourhood and community exclusion domain. As outlined in chapter 3, we were
interested in a number of different dimensions around how older people can be excluded in
their residence within, and in their relationship with, their neighbourhoods and their
communities. This included the state of the local environment around their homes; the degree
to which someone feels they belong in their area; the sense of safety and security they
experience living there; and the level of social cohesion evident within the locality. All of these
factors are likely to influence feelings and experiences of exclusion for older people (Barrett
and McGoldrick 2013; Buffel et al. 2013; Walsh et al. 2012b; Moffat and Glasgow 2009; Van
Der Meer et al. 2008; Manthorpe et al. 2008). Unfortunately, however, there was very little
emphasis placed on neighbourhood and community across surveys. This domain has the
poorest coverage out of all the exclusion domains we are interested in, with only two
indicators on the local environment available for comparison across Irish and Northern Irish
datasets.
Table 7.1 presents information on each of the indicators pertaining to the derivation of the allisland dependent variable for each indicator and the assumptions that were made in order to
complete the comparative analysis. Assumptions for these indicators involved assuming that
timing of data collection was not a factor, and re-categorising the response categories so as
to match responses in Ireland and Northern Ireland for analysis. In both models we control
for age, gender, marital status, general health, living alone status, education and household
income.
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Table 7.1: Environment dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets

Data and indicator details
Dimension
[indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

IRE

Data
Source

SLAN

Year

2007

Rubbish a
problem in
your area

Indicator description

Original
Indicator
Type

How much of a problem is rubbish in
your area?

Ordinal

NI

NIHSWB

2005/06

How much of a problem is rubbish or
litter lying around?

Ordinal

IRE

SLAN

2007

How much of a problem is vandalism
and deliberate damage to property?

Ordinal

Local
environment
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Vandalism a
problem in
your area
NI

NIHSWB

2005/06

How much of a problem are vandalism,
graffiti and other deliberate damage to
property or vehicles?

Ordinal

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed timing of data-collection
A big problem;
not a factor
A bit of a problem;
• Assumed equivalence in question
Not a problem;
phrasing

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed timing of data-collection
A big problem;
not a factor
A bit of a problem;
• Assumed equivalence in question
Not a problem
phrasing

Control variables

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Household Income

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Household Income
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Descriptive Statistics
Table 7.2 presents descriptive statistics for the two local environment indicators, for those
aged 65 years and over in Ireland and Northern Ireland. The response categories for each
indicator as well as the percentage breakdown by response category are also presented.
Table 7.2: Neighbourhood and community descriptive statistics for those aged 65 years and over
State
Dimensions
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion

Local
environment

A big problem
Problem with
rubbish in your A bit of a problem
area
Not a problem

N

7.4%
25.3%

A big problem
Problem with
vandalism in
your area

NI
Proportion

17.8%
1,951

24.5%

67.3%

57.6%

3.0%

10.9%

A bit of a problem

16.4%

Not a problem

80.6%

N

1,948

18.5%

949

950

70.6%

Note: Proportions are calculated using survey weights and are therefore generalisable to the entire older population in
Ireland/Northern Ireland; N equates to the actual number (unweighted) of people responding to each indicator; some indicators are
asked of all survey respondents, while others are asked after filter questions producing variation in sample sizes within datasets.

Looking at Table 7.2, our results suggest that older people surveyed in Northern Ireland feel
that rubbish in their area is a bigger problem than older people in Ireland – more than twice
the proportion of respondents feel that it is a big problem in Northern Ireland compared to
Ireland. Similar proportions of people in both jurisdictions feel that it is a bit of a problem with
a higher proportion in Ireland feeling that it is not a problem at all. Comparable patterns are
evident with regard to vandalism. A higher proportion of individuals surveyed in Northern
Ireland tend to feel that vandalism is a big problem in the area – 10.9% in Northern Ireland
compared to 3% in Ireland. Again, similar proportions in both jurisdictions feel that it is only a
bit of a problem. The vast majority of respondents surveyed in both jurisdictions feel that
vandalism in their area is not a problem at all.

Regression results
The full regression table for the neighbourhood and community domain, and in this case the
local environment dimension, is presented in Table A4.1 in Appendix 4. The coefficient and
standard errors for State are presented in Table 7.3. Here we can see whether there are any
statistically significant differences between the two jurisdictions for the dependent variables.
The dependent variable here, for both indicators, takes on a number of ordered outcomes or
responses e.g. (1) a big problem; (2) a bit of a problem; (3) not a problem, and therefore it is
appropriate to run an ordered logit regression. The coefficients on the control variables have
a qualitative interpretation. A positive coefficient means that an individual is more likely to
report that rubbish or vandalism is not a problem in their area. A negative value means that
they are more likely to report rubbish and vandalism as being big problems in their area.
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Local environment
Taking a look at the results we see that only the variable State shows a significant effect on
‘problem with rubbish’. The coefficient for State is positive meaning that those aged 65 and
over in Ireland are more likely to say that rubbish is not a problem, compared to their
Northern Irish counterparts. This finding is consistent with that found in our descriptive
statistics. We find a similar result when controlling for State alone. There is no difference
across jurisdictions with regard to vandalism when we included the full set of explanatory
variables. Jurisdiction becomes statistically significant when controlling for State only. The
result suggests that Irish people 65 years and older are more likely to say that vandalism is
not a problem compared to their Northern Irish counterparts.
Looking at the control variables for each dependent variable, age has a significant effect, with
those aged 75 and over having a higher tendency to report no problems with rubbish or
vandalism in the area compared to those in the 65-69 age category. Those aged 70-74 also
have significantly higher propensity to report no problems with rubbish in their area
compared to the younger 65-69 age category. With regard to vandalism, the general health of
older people seems to have a significant effect. Those in good general health have a higher
tendency to report no problems with vandalism in their area compared with those of poor
health. Those with lower second level and the highest education level (degree or higher) in
our analysis have a higher tendency than those with no qualifications to feel that rubbish in
their area is a big problem. Income level has a significant effect on vandalism only. Again, as
in the previous example with education, those in higher income categories have a higher
propensity to report vandalism as being a big problem in their area compared with those in
our lowest income category (less than €10,000).

Summary and conclusions
As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, there is very little emphasis on
neighbourhood and community in any of the datasets we reviewed, not to mention poor
comparability across the Irish and Northern Irish indicators that do exist. This suggests that
the role of neighbourhood and community in people’s lives, and in the construction of wellbeing, is generally not recognised within the scope of many of these large-scale surveys.
Accordingly, and given that we only have two indicators on the local environment at our
disposal, we are very much limited in what we can say about the comparative exclusion of
Irish and Northern Irish older people with respect to their neighbourhoods and communities.
Social exclusion impacts on individuals and communities and can be manifested through the
place-based structures and relationships that we interact with around our homes. Moreover,
there is a growing literature that suggests understanding the relationship between older
people and their communities is often fundamental to unpacking how neighbourhoods and
communities can intensify the potential for exclusion in old-age and equally can help to
protect against exclusion in old-age (Walsh et al. 2012c; Buffel et al. 2013; Lui et al. 2011).
Certainly if we want to influence policy and practice development in relation to this domain of
exclusion on both sides of the border, a larger number of more appropriate indicators on
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older people’s relationship with and experiences in their communities must feature in future
Irish and Northern Irish survey designs. Indicators that capture levels of community and
neighbourhood social cohesion, and feelings of safety, belonging and attachment and the
implications of each, need to be considered. More involved place classifications (e.g. type of
rural or urban or suburban community) and location identifiers (e.g. small area boundaries)
also should be integrated with or linked to future indicators on neighbourhood and
community. This is to capture the differential influence of place.

Table 7.3: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of
neighbourhood and community, for those aged 65 years and over
Local environment
Control Variable

State

Problems with rubbish

Problems with vandalism

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

0.543*

0.218

0.216

0.237

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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Introduction
This chapter presents the findings of the analysis of indicators related to civic activities. As
detailed in chapter 3, we identified a number of dimensions across the various surveys that
we could group under the theme of civic activity. These dimensions included questions
related to voting participation, volunteering activity, support for non-relatives and cultural
participation. In all, we identified eight indicators that facilitated a cross-border analysis of
civic activity, providing a relatively strong coverage of the domain in Irish and Northern Irish
datasets.
Table 8.1 details each dimension analysed, the relevant question in each jurisdiction and its
original data source, the assumptions made about each question to facilitate a comparative
analysis, the response categories used in the analysis, as well as the variables we controlled
for in our regression model. As was the case with the majority of relevant indicators identified
in the datasets, the civic activity indicators only provided participation levels and were not
phrased in such a way as to capture actual exclusion from a civic activity or opportunity.
The majority of the analysis on civic activity consisted of statistical comparative analysis
requiring a number of assumptions. The only exception to this was in the case of voting
where direct statistical analysis was possible. The assumptions permitted a more
straightforward comparative analysis between the Irish and Northern Irish indicators and
ranged from a re-categorisation of the dependent variable response categories (e.g. recategorising ‘daily’ as ‘once a week or more’), to assuming equivalence in how some
questions were phrased (e.g. assuming ‘Did you ever...’ equates to ‘In the last 2 years, did
you..”). In all of our models we control for, where possible, age, education level, sex, general
health, whether someone lives alone (or their marital status), whether an individual lives in an
urban or rural area, and household income. It should be noted that while volunteering is
broken down into two separate questions – did you volunteer and how often – these
indicators were derived from the same question for the Irish case.
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Table 8.1: Civic activity dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets

Data and Indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

IRE

Data
Source

TILDA

Year

2009

Indicator Description

Did you vote in the last General
Election?

Original
Indicator
Type
Binary

Voting
NI

NILT

2009

Did you vote in the last General
Election?

Binary

IRE

TILDA

2009

How often if at all do you do voluntary
work?

Ordinal

2010

In the last 12 months, have you given
any unpaid help or worked as a
volunteer for any type of local, national
or international organisation or charity?

Binary

2009

How often if at all do you do voluntary
work?

Ordinal

2010

Including any time spent at home or
elsewhere, about how often over the
last 12 months have you generally done Ordinal
something to help any of these
organisations?

2009

In the last 2 years, did you (or your
spouse/partner) give any kind of help to
your friends and neighbours (who did
Binary
not pay you) such as household help,
help with personal care or help with
paperwork?
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NI

US10

Control Variables

Yes/No

Age; Education; Gender; Marital
Status; Urban/Rural; Household
Income

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in time
dimension
• Assumed equivalence in question Yes/No
phrasing
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Urban/Rural; Household Income

N/A

Yes/no

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

Volunteering
TILDA

Frequency
NI

IRE

US10

TILDA

Support for
non-relatives

NI

[continued on next page]

US09

2009

Did you provide some regular service or
help for any sick, disabled or elderly
Binary
person not living with you?

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in time
dimension
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Once a week or
more;
Twice a month or
more;
Once a month;
Less than once a
month

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in time
dimension
Yes/No
• Assumed equivalence in question
phrasing

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Urban/Rural; Household Income

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Urban/Rural; Household Income
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IRE

Data and Indicator Details
Dimension
[Indicator(s)]

Assumptions
State

Data
Source

Year

Indicator Description

Original
Indicator
Type

IRE

TILDA

2009

About how often do you go to religious
services?

Ordinal

NI

NIHSWB

2005/06

How often do you attend your place of
worship?

Ordinal

IRE

TILDA

2009

How often if at all did you do any of the
following activities – go out to films,
plays, concerts etc?

Ordinal

NI

US10

2010

In the last 12 months have you been to
Binary
any of these events (i.e. arts activities)?

IRE

TILDA

2009

How often if at all, do you participate in
sports activities or exercise?

Binary

Religious
services
frequency
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Arts
activities
Cultural
Participation

Sports
participation

Ordinal

NI

US10

2010

Here is a list of sporting activities.
Please tell me which one’s you have
done in the last 12 months (i.e.
participate in sports)?

IRE

SLAN

2007

Do you regularly join in the activities of
any of the following types of
organisation i.e. sports club?

Binary

NI

US10

2010

Are you currently a member of a sports
club?

Binary

Sports club
membership

Response
Categories
(for all-island
variable)

Control Variables

Never/almost never;
Once or twice a year;
• Re-categorised dependent variable
Every few months;
• Assumed equivalence in question
Age; Education; Gender;
Once or twice a
phrasing
General Health; Living alone;
month;
• Assumed timing of data-collection
Urban/Rural; Household Income
Once a week;
not a factor
More than once a
week
• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in time
dimension
• Assumed equivalence in question Yes/No
phrasing
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Urban/Rural; Household Income

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in time
dimension
• Assumed equivalence in question Yes/No
phrasing
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Urban/Rural; Household Income

• Re-categorised dependent variable
• Assumed equivalence in question
Yes/No
phrasing
• Assumed timing of data-collection
not a factor

Age; Education; Gender;
General Health; Living alone;
Urban/Rural; Household Income
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Table 8.1: Civic activity dimensions and indicators for Irish and Northern Irish datasets [continued from previous page]
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Descriptive Statistics
Table 8.2 presents descriptive statistics on each of the indictors across all dimensions of civic
activity. The statistics are broken down by State and presented for those aged 65 years and
over.
Table 8.2: Civic activity descriptive statistics for those aged 65 years and over
State
Dimensions
[Indicator(s)]

Response
Categories

IRE
Proportion

Yes

NI
N

91.3%

Voting

Proportion

68.5%
2741

No

8.7%

Yes

49.1%

Yes/No

N

272
31.5%
13.0%

2740

807

No

50.9%

87.0%

Once a week or more

30.7%

51.8%

Twice a month or more

11.1%

Volunteering
Frequency

Support for
non-relatives

Religious
service
frequency

Cultural
participation

Sports
participation

116

Once a month

10.9%

10.0%

Less than once a month

47.3%

30.5%

Yes

23.5%

9.6%
2676

375

No

76.5%

90.4%

Never/almost never

11.7%

22.9%

Once or twice a year

10.8%

5.8%

Every few months

8.4%

14.2%
3383

Once or twice a month

909

8.5%

6.2%

Once a week

48.7%

35.6%

More than once a week

11.9%

15.3%

Yes

72.6%

Arts/films

Sports club
member

7.7%
1345

33.1%
2790

No

27.4%

Yes

18.9%

826
66.9%
31.1%

1953
No

81.1%

Yes

70.7%

219
68.9%
21.6%

2709
No

29.3%

826
78.4%

Our results show that the percentage of older people who voted in the last general election is
a lot higher in Ireland compared to Northern Ireland. Over 90% of individuals aged 65 years
and over in Ireland voted compared to 68.5% in Northern Ireland. Large differences are also
evident across jurisdictions on volunteering. Again, older people in Ireland are more likely to
volunteer and to provide support for non-relatives compared to their counterparts in Northern
Ireland – although the percentage who do volunteer are low in both jurisdictions especially
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with regard to providing support for non-relatives. Interestingly, although fewer older people
volunteer in Northern Ireland, those who do, appear to volunteer more often with over 50%
volunteering once a week or more compared to over 30% in Ireland. The majority (47.3%) of
those in Ireland who do volunteer only do so less than once a month. Caution is necessary
here, however, as frequency proportions are derived from the binary yes/no answer – so the
30.7% of the 49.1% of respondents saying yes they do volunteer in Ireland is still more than
the 51.8% of the 13% that say yes they do volunteer in Northern Ireland. In terms of cultural
participation, the frequency with which older people attend religious services is largely similar
across both jurisdictions, with over half of older people surveyed in both jurisdictions
attending religious services either once a week or more frequently – although, a larger
proportion of those in Northern Ireland hardly ever or never attend services. More than twice
the proportion of those attending arts and film events in Northern Ireland (33.1%) attend arts
and film events in Ireland (72.6%). In contrast, more Northern Irish older people (31.1%) are
a member of a sports club than their Irish counterparts. This seems surprising when
considering that more than three times the proportion of older people in Ireland participate in
sports than in Northern Ireland.

Regression Results
The full regression table for civic activities, showing the relationship between the civic
activities dependent variables and the State and other control variables is presented in Table
A5.1 in Appendix 5. A snapshot of our regression results outlining the effect of jurisdiction on
our various dependent variables can be seen below in Table 8.3. We present the coefficients,
the standard errors and the significance level on the variable State for each dimension.
These results are now described for each dimension of civic activity.

Voting
Given that voting in our analysis is binary in nature (i.e. yes or no) a logistic regression was
used to model this choice. As per the descriptive statistics in Table 8.2, our analysis suggests
that there are statistically significant differences in people’s propensity to vote across the two
jurisdictions – older people in Ireland are significantly more likely to vote compared to their
counterparts in the North even after controlling for the influence of other possible control
variables. None of the other control variables in the model are significant (see Table A5.1 –
Appendix 5).

Volunteering
Next we look at volunteering and begin with the simple yes/no indicator. Again, because this
item is binary, we run a logistic regression model to investigate individuals’ propensity to
volunteer. Looking at our State effect we can see that those in Ireland have a greater
tendency to volunteer than those in Northern Ireland. When we drop the other explanatory
variable and run the regression with State as the sole explanatory variable the result stays
the same. The results also suggest that those in good general health have a higher
propensity to volunteer than those in poor health. The same is true for those in higher
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education compared to our reference category of an individual with no qualifications.
Individuals aged 75 and over have a lesser tendency to volunteer compared to those in the
65-69 age group. All other relationships are non-significant.
We also modelled the frequency with which individuals in both jurisdictions volunteer. The
model used here is slightly different to that used previously. In this case, our dependent
variable takes on a number of possible ordered outcomes e.g. ‘Once a week or more’; ‘Twice
a month or more’. When the dependent variable is ordered in this way it is appropriate to run
an ordered logit model to estimate its effects. The coefficients too, have a slightly different
interpretation than in the simple logit model. Here, a negative coefficient means that an
individual is more likely to volunteer more regularly and vice versa. Taking a look at our
results, we see that those in Ireland have a greater tendency to be at the higher end of the
frequency scale compared to those in Northern Ireland i.e. they tend to volunteer less
frequently. This supports our descriptive statistics presented earlier. All other relationships
are non-significant. Even when we control for the variable State alone the result is
unchanged.

Support to non-relatives
Next we examine the variable support to non-relatives. We regress this variable against our
same set of core control variables. Again, a logistic regression is appropriate here as our
dependent variable is binary in nature (i.e. yes or no). Our model suggests no statistically
significant difference between jurisdictions in the propensity of individuals aged 65 and over
to help friends and neighbours after controlling for the influence of other explanatory
variables. When we do not control for other explanatory variables and regress solely on the
variable State, the results suggest a statistically significant difference between jurisdictions.
According to the results, Irish individuals 65 years and over are significantly more likely to
provide a service or regularly help out others not living with them. A number of our other
control variables are significant suggesting that these factors are responsible for any
differences between the two jurisdictions. Those living alone; in good general health and
those in the highest income bracket of over €40,000 have a higher tendency to look after
friends or family. This suggests that observed differences between the jurisdictions in the rate
of giving support to non-relatives are attributable to differences in the population
characteristics.

Cultural participation
We next look to the cultural participation dimension. Firstly, in terms of religious service
participation, the variable is an ordered response and therefore an ordered logit model is
used in this analysis. In this example, a positive coefficient means that an individual is more
likely to attend religious services more regularly. Our results suggest that those in Ireland
aged 65 and over have a significantly higher tendency to attend religious services more
frequently, conditioning on our control variables. Dropping all our explanatory variables and
conditioning on State alone does not change the significance, nor the direction of the result.
Looking at the effects of our other control variables, males attend religious services less
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frequently than females; whilst people aged 75 years and over attend more frequently than
those in our reference group (aged 65-69). Both of these results are statistically significant.
Individuals aged 65 and over, with second level education attend religious services less often
compared to those of the same age with no educational qualifications.
With respect to attending arts and film events, we created a binary yes/no dependent
variable and adopted a logit regression model. Again, the results suggest that Irish people
have a significantly higher tendency to attend such events compared to their Northern Irish
counterparts. The result remains the same when controlling for State alone in terms of
significance and the direction of the significance. Other variables that have a significant effect
on people’s propensity to go out to attend these events include age and level of education.
Those aged 75 and over have less of a tendency to attend such events compared to our
reference group – those aged 65-69. Individuals with an education level of upper secondary
and higher have a significantly higher tendency to do so compared to those with no
education qualification.
Next we looked at the areas of sports club membership and sports participation. An
individual aged 65 and over living in Northern Ireland has a greater tendency to be a member
of a sports club after controlling for other explanatory variables. Even without controlling for
these variables the result remains the same. Males and those in good general health have a
higher tendency to be part of a sports club than females and those in poor health
respectively. Those aged 75 and over have less of a tendency than those aged 64-69 to be
sports club members. Income levels have a significant effect on a person’s propensity to be
part of a club. Those with a household income of more than or equal to €20,000 have a
higher tendency to have a club membership than those with household income of less than
€10,000. In addition, education levels play a part. Those with an upper secondary level
education of higher education qualification have a significantly higher tendency to have
sports club membership than those with no qualifications.
The picture is slightly different for sports participation. Irish people over 65 have a
significantly higher propensity for participating in sports compared to those of the same age
in Northern Ireland. This is the case whether we control for explanatory variables or not.
Again, age and general health affect a person’s propensity to partake in sport. As with sports
club membership, those aged 75 and over have a lower tendency to participate in sports
compared to the 65-69 age group. Those in good general health have, as one might expect, a
greater tendency to partake in sports than those who are not. Individuals with lower second
level education are significantly more likely to participate in sports compared to those with no
qualifications.
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Summary and Conclusions
This chapter has presented the analysis of comparable indicators on civic activities available
across Ireland and Northern Ireland for those aged 65 years and over. Relative to some of
the other domains of social exclusion that we are interested in, the consideration given to
civic activities, and the availability of comparable measures of civic activities, in Irish and
Northern Irish datasets is reasonably good. As with the other domains, however, there are
many other civic activity related measures within the Irish and Northern Irish datasets that
are not comparable. Of course the measures analysed in this chapter are also only providing
us with a picture of participation in the various dimensions of civic activities. This certainly
offers helpful insight into older people’s levels of involvement and inclusion in civic activities
in Ireland and Northern Ireland, but it falls short in providing us with information on whether
or not older people would like to participate more and cannot, or are not participating at all
due to being excluded in some way (e.g. transport; local opportunities; income).
The analysis also demonstrates some interesting cross-border patterns in relation to civic
activity participation for older people, particularly around voting and volunteering. Interpreting
some of these patterns in full is outside the scope of this technical exercise. However, it is
important to emphasise that any such interpretation should draw directly on the context of
each jurisdiction. For instance in terms of voting, voter turnout is on average much higher in
Ireland than in Northern Ireland with 56% turnout in the 2011 Northern Ireland Assembly
Election compared to 70% turnout in the 2011 Irish general election (Garry 2011; CSO
2011). This suggests that the differences portrayed in our results reflect general differences
across the jurisdictions. Caution must also be exercised when reviewing some of these
findings given that certain assumptions have been made about question equivalence. For
example, the two measures we used on volunteering are derived from a single measure in an
Irish dataset and two specific time-based questions in a Northern Irish dataset. On this basis,
and given that specific questions will typically elicit more accurate information, the Northern
Irish data could in this case be potentially more reliable.
Nevertheless, our analysis indicates that there is some scope for comparing across civic
activities in Ireland and Northern Ireland for older people. Given the shared coverage of civic
activity dimensions in both jurisdictions, it offers a useful example of how independent
indicators can be drawn together to provide a more holistic view of a social construct.
Although some additional measures would certainly be useful for civic activities (e.g. political
participation and involvement in local decision making), and different phrasing to capture
actual exclusion is needed, the areas covered in this chapter broadly represent the core
dimensions of civic activities that should be considered to provide a full picture of older
people’s exclusion in this domain. For the purposes of policy and practice, such a picture
would provide a more multi-faceted evidence base for the development of meaningful
interventions. It would therefore be beneficial to incorporate the dimensions included here
and related indicators in any future analysis of civic activities and in the development of a
direct comparative measure on exclusion from civic participation amongst older people.
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Volunteering
Voting

Control
Variable

State

Yes/No

Frequency

Support for
non-relatives

Cultural Participation
Religious Service
frequency

Arts/films

Sports Participation

Sports club
membership

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

1.850***

-0.342

1.471***

-0.33

1.070***

-0.489

-0.395

-0.443

0.622*

-0.316

1.156***

-0.345

1.389***

-0.349

-0.717*

-0.3

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001
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Table 8.3: Selected regression results for State variable for the dimensions and indicators of civic activities, for those aged 65 years and over
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Learning and Relevance
In this study we set out to use existing secondary data sources to operationalise and
measure social exclusion, as a multi-dimensional construction, amongst older people in
Ireland and Northern Ireland. Only by pursuing such an endeavour can we hope to create a
valid evidence base for the development of meaningful policy and practice to address social
exclusion in later life.
In order to achieve our objectives, a significant amount of time and effort was invested by the
research team in exploring each of the potentially relevant datasets in Ireland and Northern
Ireland. A key part of this process was identifying the relevance and suitability of indicators
and measures that pertained to the different domains of social exclusion, the various
dimensions of those domains, and the potential suitability of indicators and measures for a
comparative statistical analysis. It was often the case that, on first review, a multitude of
indicators appeared comparable in two or more datasets. However, on closer inspection,
although measures were often addressing the same broad topic, they were in practice
measuring a different underlying construct. When this was not the case, further work in
computing descriptive statistics and response rates had to be conducted to qualify the
degree of match between indicators. With a large number of datasets to consider and a
plethora of potentially relevant indicators, this proved to be a laborious and arduous task. As
highlighted in chapter 2, it is worth noting again that because of the scope and scale of this
work, and for reasons of brevity of presentation, we could not include all datasets and all
indicators in this analysis. However, we did attempt to identify and include the most relevant
datasets and indicators in this analysis.
Given the data deficiencies across Ireland and Northern Ireland, we had to be strategic and
creative in our approach to conducting the statistical comparative analysis – particularly
given that we were seeking to achieve a statistically more robust analysis than one based
solely on descriptive statistics that would maximise what we could say about the existing
data. This involved a considerable degree of effort in exploring and seeking to understand
data synthesis techniques, subpopulation analysis and implications for statistical modelling.
We also had to give careful consideration to what other reasons there may be for emerging
differences between the exclusionary experiences of older people in Ireland and Northern
Ireland for each of the domains. Controlling for these factors required considerable work
around indicator identification and matching in their own right.
As we have made clear throughout this report, there are a number of limitations to the
research documented in this report, and these once again must be acknowledged. A series
of statistical design assumptions had to be made in order to develop appropriate models for
the comparative analysis, including assuming variance of the error for both jurisdictions, and
all related datasets, is equivalent, and that the non-response is random when any two
indicators of any two surveys are being compared. A series of assumptions about the
structure of the indicators themselves were also made to facilitate the matching of data and
the creation of single all-island dependent variables. The necessity to make these
assumptions derived directly from the deficits in the comparability of indicators and data
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across the two jurisdictions. While decisions on making such assumptions were based on an
assessment of their implications for the findings, it is important to recognise that such
assumptions serve as limitations to what can be interpreted from our analysis. This is even
before we consider the appropriateness of individual indicators as measures of old-age
exclusion across the various domains.
Notwithstanding the limitations associated with this study, our research has yielded a range
of valuable outcomes. In particular, the comparative analysis highlights interesting patterns of
difference and non-difference in old-age social exclusion across Ireland and Northern
Ireland. While the reliability of these patterns inevitably has to be treated with a degree of
caution given various data limitations, the findings provide useful insights into how differential
experiences of exclusion might occur for older people on both sides of the border. Given the
restrictions in the available data, being able to conduct the comparative analysis to the extent
that we have is in itself a significant contribution.
The main worth of this research is as a technical and conceptual exercise that charts the
data landscape pertaining to old-age exclusion and that helps us to think about how we
should measure old-age exclusion in a cross-border context, and indeed in a more general
societal context. This is work that is long overdue given that social exclusion, often in a more
one-dimensional form, is frequently adopted as a policy framework and used as a basis for
setting policy targets and outcome ‘measurement’. Consequently, this research represents a
crucial first step towards operationalising a relevant, valid and reliable measure of multidimensional social exclusion.
Perhaps the clearest outcome of our work is the discovery and verification of the information
that is missing in relation to older people and their experiences of exclusion in either
jurisdiction. In almost all domains, further indicators, relating to various dimensions, are
required. This is certainly the case for developing an adequate cross-border model of old-age
exclusion, but also applies when seeking to capture exclusion amongst older people within
Ireland and Northern Ireland seperately. Similar findings on data deficiencies for cross-border
analysis in related areas have been documented previously (Hillyard et al. 2010). In
ascending order, the neighbourhood and community and services, amenities and mobility,
and social relations domains have the poorest coverage across available datasets. These
domains are represented only by indicators that capture one or, in the case of social
relations, two dimensions of exclusion. Gathering information on a number of other
dimensions is necessary to provide a full picture of the complexity of such constructs. Each
domain has been acknowledged within the international literature as being linked to social
exclusion in later life (Guberman and Lavoie 2004; Scharf et al. 2005; Barnes et al. 2006;
Jehoel-Gijsbers and Vrooman 2008; Feng 2012; Kneale 2012). Even for such an important
domain as social relations, which spans social opportunities and participation; social
networks and social support; personal relationships; and isolation and loneliness, the
research community in Ireland and Northern Ireland is surprisingly poorly equipped to say
anything about experiences of exclusion for older people. This is clearly the case in a crossborder sense, but again, to an extent, is also true within each of the jurisdictions.
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Even for the civic activities domain, which perhaps has the best coverage of its dimensions,
additional indicators are required, such as those around political participation and
involvement in local decision making. The material and financial resources domain is
reasonably well-covered in both jurisdictions, but future analysis could also consider looking
at ‘at-risk of poverty’ and consistent poverty indicators which were not considered in this
analysis. Additionally, comparability across Irish and Northern Irish datasets could and
certainly should be enhanced. While there are a number of comparable deprivation
measures available (e.g. in EU-SILC, Understanding Society and the Family Resource
Survey) there are still subtle, and in some cases not so subtle, distinctions between
measures, hampering the capacity for meaningful comparison.
As mentioned in chapter 6, careful consideration must also be given to the appropriateness
of such measures to the lives of older people. This has been noted in previous work, which
has demonstrated the irrelevance of some deprivation indicators (e.g. being able to go on a
holiday) to a heterogeneous older population, and highlighted the consequences of this
irrelevance for the estimation of old-age deprivation and poverty (Scharf et al. 2006; Berthoud
et al. 2006; Daly 2010; Walsh et al. 2012a). Appropriate indicators of old-age deprivation
(such as those that address ability to aford home heating and access to care) need to be
incorporated into any future surveys of the older population in both jurisdictions (e.g. in TILDA
and in the forthcoming NICOLA longitudinal ageing survey in Northern Ireland). The UK
Department for Work and Pensions has developed a Pensioner Material Deprivation measure
(Department for Work and Pensions 2010), which featured in the Family Resource Survey
2010/11, that may be helpful to consider in re-constituting Irish-Northern Irish measures of
old-age deprivation.
Problems concerning indicator appropriateness point to a broader issue around the
relevance of some of the measures available in Irish and Northern Irish datasets to the lives
of older people. This was certainly one of the problems the research team had to face when
reviewing survey questionnaires targeted at the general population. There is a general need
to interrogate the relevance of survey items from the perspective of an older population –
whether this is in terms of choosing appropriate question topics, such as enquiring about
involvement in active retirement groups as a measure of social participation, or in terms of
structure with respect to clear and direct phrasing. Of course, there is also a requirement
here that indicators are relevant to a diverse and heterogeneous older population. We still fall
considerably short in capturing the different lived experiences of different groups of older
people from different backgrounds. This restricts our understanding of later life on the island
of Ireland, and runs the risk of fostering a one solution fits all for combating old-age
exclusion.
At a more fundamental level, there are problems right across the datasets with respect to the
capacity of such surveys to assess actual exclusion. This is the core issue in attempting to
utilise existing datasets to measure old-age exclusion on the island of Ireland. Throughout
this report it has been noted that indicators are rarely designed and phrased to capture the
actual presence and act of exclusion. In the majority of the domains that we were interested
in, indicators typically only permitted the measurement of participation, utilisation and
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possession. Consequently, we were unable to ascertain the degree to which the lack of
participation, utilisation and possession was a function of some form of exclusion. This meant
that we were unable to truly compare the exclusion of older people in Ireland with that of
older people in Northern Ireland. The exception, perhaps, concerns indicators around
material deprivation, which assess the inability to afford particular goods and resources, and
indicators relating to the local environment which capture a form of community deprivation
and decline.
It must be recognised that problems with respect to the measurement and operationalisation
of old-age exclusion are effectively intertwined with the lack of qualitative understanding of
ageing and social exclusion on the island of Ireland. Some recent studies in related areas
have contributed to addressing this deficit (Ahern and Hine 2012; Walsh et al. 2012a; Walsh
et al. 2012c). Nevertheless, there has been a marked absence of a large-scale qualitative
study of exclusion amongst a diverse Irish older population. This somewhat limits what we
can say about the sort of indicators and measurements we need to include in surveys to
capture the lived experience of excluded older people.
Together, these sets of issues mean that constructing an overall composite measure of oldage social exclusion would not be practicable or advisable amidst the current data
landscape. This is certainly something that needs to be addressed if we want to understand
the cross-border mechanisms of old-age exclusion on the island of Ireland, and directly
influence meaningful policy and practice development. In the current circumstances, the
design of policy and practice intervention is effectively undermined by the lack of robust and
credible evidence.

Measuring Old-Age Exclusion: Future
Directions
Based on our assessment of the available evidence and the learnings deriving from this
study, it is helpful to identify potential strategies that might improve the operationalisation of
old-age exclusion in Ireland and Northern Ireland.
In terms of issues of comparability, the forthcoming longitudinal study of ageing in Northern
Ireland (NICOLA) will certainly increase the potential for meaningful cross-border analysis,
given that it shares many indicators with TILDA. It will also increase the sheer number of
indicators that will be available for each domain of social exclusion and their respective
dimensions. Moreover, with each additional wave of data collection further indicators are
likely to become available. For instance, at the time of analysis, only the 2009 TILDA Wave 1
dataset was publically accessible. When the Wave 2 dataset becomes available, it will include
additional items (e.g. relating to neighbourhood and community) for analysis. This enhanced
comparability will, to some extent, help to address issues around capturing exclusion. A
larger number of indicators for domains, and their dimensions, will allow us to present a more
complete picture of an older person’s participation in multiple areas of life, both within a
single jurisdiction and in a cross-border context. This comprehensive view of societal
participation in turn will help us to judge the likelihood of exclusion of an individual.
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Importantly the nature of longitudinal studies, will also allow us to chart patterns of exclusion
over time and over the life course of an older individual.
Measures of old-age exclusion, therefore, should involve multiple indicators for each of the
sub-divisions of each of the domains listed in Table 9.1. This list is derived from previous
work, but also builds on additional learning arising from the research documented in this
report. Along with the domains included in our analysis, Table 9.1 also outlines a rights
domain which addresses cultural and value-based factors pertaining to citizenship and
ageing identity. Currently, indicators on these and related topics are very poorly represented
in the Irish and Northern Irish datasets that were reviewed for this research. In addition, there
is a need to consider what other domains and dimensions of exclusion may be important
aspects of exclusion in the coming years. Certainly, given the growing relevance of digitial
participation in our society and the increasing prevalence of extended working life policies,
digital exclusion and employemnt are likely to be be two such areas.
It may be possible to construct an overall cross-border composite measure for old-age social
exclusion if such domains, and dimensions, were populated with appropriate indicators. The
technical feasibility of such a venture would require a matching of data sources (preferably
across two datasets, where error variance for each measure is known) and a thorough
development process involving an assessment of construct validity and internal consistency.
However, existing conceptualisations of old-age exclusion hypothesise an
interconnectedness between the various domains of exclusion (Guberman and Lavoie 2004;
Scharf et al. 2005; Barnes et al. 2006; Kneale 2012; Walsh et al. 2012c). Thus, elements of
one domain can serve as an outcome of exclusion in that domain (e.g. poverty as an
outcome of being excluded in material and financial resources) or as a component feeding
into the exclusion of older people in other areas of life (e.g. the implications of being in
poverty for accessing services). This interconnectedness creates additional complexity
around construct validity and internal consistency in the development of an overall composite
measure. It therefore may be more appropriate to develop composite measures for each
domain independently and then explore the relationship between each composite measure
through statistical modelling. This is an area that needs to be explored in future research
studies if sufficient data becomes available.
However, it is likely that without extensive improvement in the design of survey indicators,
enhanced comparability and comprehensiveness will not be sufficient to address issues
around capturing the exclusion of individuals and households. A number of possible channels
could be used to assess old-age exclusion. This might include, for example, asking questions
directly about feelings and experiences of exclusion in different domains of life. For example,
‘Do you feel left out of your local community/neighbourhood due to the actions of others?’ or
‘If you needed assistance, do you feel you have people who you could call on?’. Similar items
exist in some datasets already, but not in sufficient number or on a cross-border basis. Taking
a lead from existing deprivation measures, qualifying questions for reasons of nonparticipation, utilisation and possession, or low rates of participation, utilisation and
possession, could also be incorporated into future survey designs. Figure 1 provides one
such example.
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Table 9.1: Required domains and dimensions for an old-age social exclusion composite measure
Domains

Dimensions
Social opportunities and participation
Personal relationships

Social relations
Social networks and social support
Social isolation and loneliness
Health and social care services
Services, amenities and
mobility

General services
Amenities and facilities
Transport and mobility
Household income
Savings

Material and financial
resources

Income and expenditure demands
Material deprivation
At risk of poverty
Consistent poverty
Belonging and attachment
Neighbourhood and community cohesion

Neighbourhood and
community

Local environment
Safety and security
Vandalism and crime
Political participation and voting
Participation in local decision-making

Civic activities

Volunteering
Support giving
Cultural participation (religion, arts and culture, sports)
Ageism and age discrimination

Rights

Ageing identity and fulfilment of identity
Citizenship

Such indictors would allow us to establish a more informative evidence-base. This would
certainly place the gerontological research community in a better position to inform, and work
collaboratively with, policy makers and practitioners in regard to tackling old-age exclusion.
Establishing such an evidence base would also facilitate a deconstruction of the life course,
personal, cultural and structural drivers of social exclusion, which serve to construct barriers
to societal participation in later life. Setting aside the complex issues around measurement,
drivers of old-age social exclusion are in themselves poorly understood at a theoretical and
conceptual level (Guberman and Lavoie 2004; Jehoel-Gijsbers and Vrooman 2008). Finally, it
is necessary to consider subjective elements of old-age exclusion, where older people may
prioritise aspects of their life differently (Walsh et al. 2012a; Walsh et al. 2012c). Therefore,
being excluded in one area of life may have a very different meaning than being excluded in
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another area of life for a particular older person. Weighting and ranking measurement
indicators may help tap into such subjective complexity, but existing work in this area is
underdeveloped.

Figure 1: Example of filter and qualifying question for non-participation

1.

Do you participate in local organisations and groups within your community?
(a.) Yes
(b.) No
1a. If No, for which of the flowing reasons do you not participate?
(a.) Do not want to out of preference.
(b.) Cannot afford to participate.
(c.) Lack of opportunities for participation in local area.
(d.) Unable to participate because of lack of transport.
(e.) Feel unwelcomed when participated previously.
(f.) Would not like to because of other people who do participate.
(g.) Other reasons

Key Recommendations
This study has demonstrated the significant data and measurement deficiencies with respect
to old-age social exclusion that currently exist on the island of Ireland. Accordingly, we have
developed a set of key recommendations for research and operational measurement on oldage social exclusion.
1. Further research is required to develop an in-depth qualitative understanding of the
construction and implications of old-age exclusion across the life course in a diverse
population of older people in Ireland.
2. Interdisciplinary coordination is necessary to explore multi-dimensional issues of old-age
social exclusion and to connect researchers in allied areas and disciplines, working
separately on different aspects of marginalisation and disadvantage in later life.
3. Mixed-method approaches to unpacking the life course, personal, structural and cultural
drivers of old-age social exclusion should be pursued in future work in this area.
4. Future research needs to explore the changes in the meanings associated with social
exclusion in different areas of life, and for different groups of older people, across the life
course.
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5. In order to enhance cross-jurisdictional comparative analysis (quantitative or qualitative)
on old-age social exclusion, cross-national interdisciplinary collaboration must be fostered
at an institutional and governmental level.
6. The research community must take a more pro-active role in progressing the
measurement of old-age social exclusion, with the direct purpose of informing national and
European policy and practice.
7. Efforts are required across research units and statistical organisations to harmonise
methodological protocols, indicator structure and data-collection in large-scale surveys of,
or related to, older people in Ireland and Northern Ireland.
8. More appropriate measurement indicators that capture old-age social exclusion, and
reasons for that exclusion in different domains, need to be developed, tested and
implemented in national surveys of the older population. This should include cognitive
testing of question phrasing and response categories with older people.
9. Further work is required to investigate the feasibility of a cross-border composite measure
of old-age social exclusion. This will require harmonised data-collection across Ireland and
Northern Ireland and additional, comparable indicators for the various domains.
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Appendix 1
Table A1.1: Full regression results for the dimensions and indicators of social relations, for those aged 65 years and over
Personal Relationships
Control
variables

Spouse criticise

Spouse nerves

Spouse understand

Spouse let down

Spouse open up

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Male

-0.692

0.263

0.214

0.268

-0.784**

0.303

1.012**

0.35

-0.544

0.319

70-74

0.620*

0.316

0.731*

0.328

-0.22

0.313

0.259

0.39

-0.372

0.335

0.47

0.318

0.628*

0.302

-0.022

0.367

0.184

0.354

-0.484

0.365

-0.052

0.291

-0.36

0.318

0.078

0.351

-0.073

0.4

-0.255

0.36

Living alone

0

0.762

1.161

1.186

1.799*

0.709

18.853***

0.509

1.418

0.949

Urban/Rural

-0.272

0.262

0.168

0.274

0.002

0.28

-0.098

0.305

-0.095

0.295

Primary

0.32

0.749

-0.126

0.867

0.006

0.607

-0.629

0.715

0.135

0.643

Lower secondary

0.144

0.758

0.036

0.894

-0.061

0.616

-0.373

0.738

0.026

0.666

Upper secondary

-0.156

0.796

0.26

0.902

-0.753

0.634

-0.166

0.78

0.278

0.673

Higher education

0.176

0.79

0.258

0.893

-0.459

0.611

-0.237

0.734

-0.378

0.665

Degree or higher

-0.265

0.823

-0.08

0.933

-0.336

0.629

-0.208

0.845

0.368

0.696

€10,000-20,000

-1.58

0.965

-0.434

0.705

0.153

0.841

-0.129

1.201

2.239

1.373

€20,000-40,000

-1.989

0.931

-0.04

0.679

0.488

0.783

-0.127

1.158

1.569

1.385

€40,000+

-1.559

0.983

0.252

0.707

0.266

0.829

-0.269

1.185

1.97

1.386

State

0.054

0.452

-0.416

0.537

0.22

0.43

0.014

0.484

0.351

0.455

75+
[ 82 ]

General health

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone; General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Education = no educational qualification;
Household income = less than €10,000; State = from Northern Ireland.

Table A1.2: Full regression results for the dimensions and indicators of social relations, for those aged 65 years and over
Personal Relationships
Control
variables

Family criticise

Family nerves

Family rely

Family understand

Family let down

Family open up

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

[ 83 ]

-0.313

0.219

-0.113

0.216

0.606

0.339

0.266

0.237

0.059

0.244

0.243

0.236

70-74

0.127

0.27

0.448

0.259

0.147

0.376

-0.294

0.28

0.096

0.282

-0.146

0.275

75+

0.277

0.246

0.738**

0.25

-0.677

0.404

-0.343

0.261

0.377

0.26

-0.287

0.26

General health

0.044

0.248

0.152

0.239

-0.214

0.341

-0.754**

0.249

-0.139

0.278

-0.36

0.252

Living alone

0.092

0.318

0.033

0.301

0.853*

0.411

0.272

0.317

0.124

0.312

0.32

0.303

Urban/Rural

-0.354

0.226

0.051

0.221

-0.04

0.336

-0.491*

0.234

0.106

0.241

-0.154

0.236

Primary

-0.44

0.531

-0.098

0.479

-0.202

0.709

0.292

0.517

-0.158

0.458

0.048

0.468

Lower secondary

-0.376

0.534

0.036

0.487

-0.3

0.73

0.016

0.523

0.381

0.467

-0.23

0.484

Upper secondary

-1.257*

0.563

-0.57

0.52

1.035

0.684

0.629

0.534

-0.138

0.491

0.555

0.496

Higher education

-0.908

0.559

-0.385

0.509

0.463

0.735

-0.1

0.545

0.284

0.491

0.029

0.504

Degree or higher

-0.726

0.565

-0.053

0.531

0.593

0.694

0.306

0.553

0.439

0.566

0.56

0.497

€10,000-20,000

-0.219

0.532

-0.522

0.467

1.266

0.826

-0.19

0.583

-0.834

0.765

0.374

0.542

€20,000-40,000

0.003

0.515

-0.278

0.434

0.752

0.8

0.21

0.529

-0.512

0.74

0.276

0.505

€40,000+

-0.143

0.559

-0.621

0.498

1.079

0.806

0.128

0.565

-1.041

0.762

0.199

0.537

State

0.044

0.308

-0.569

0.311

-0.312

0.429

-0.771*

0.346

-0.377

0.318

-0.377

0.307

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone; General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Education = no educational qualification;
Household income = less than €10,000; State = from Northern Ireland.
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Table A1.3: Full regression results for the dimensions and indicators of social relations, for those aged 65 years and over
Personal Relationships
Friends criticise

Friends nerves

Friends rely

Friends understand

Friends let down

Friends open up

Contact family
and/or friends

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Control variables

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

[ 84 ]

Male

-0.301

0.237

0.032

0.232

0.134

0.214

0.198

0.206

-0.461

0.262

0.818***

0.21

0.891***

0.217

70-74

-0.025

0.293

-0.008

0.284

-0.248

0.256

-0.351

0.229

-0.223

0.292

-0.135

0.241

-0.358

0.241

75+

0.353

0.261

0.277

0.243

-0.017

0.231

-0.279

0.228

0.38

0.294

0.055

0.22

-0.159

0.233

General health

-0.149

0.254

-0.191

0.241

-0.257

0.244

-0.264

0.236

-0.048

0.288

-0.171

0.228

-0.526*

0.227

Living alone

-0.309

0.268

-0.028

0.297

-0.29

0.257

0.019

0.282

-0.533

0.33

-0.258

0.233

-0.303

0.28

Urban/Rural

-0.08

0.235

0.199

0.214

-0.844***

0.22

-0.519*

0.205

0.014

0.255

-0.511*

0.209

n/a

n/a

Primary

-0.773

0.604

-0.546

0.531

0.14

0.49

0.198

0.49

0.762

0.451

-0.217

0.451

0.924*

0.451

Lower secondary

-1.197

0.628

-0.614

0.546

-0.089

0.482

0.08

0.484

0.903

0.463

-0.355

0.461

0.866

0.456

Upper secondary

-1.159

0.643

-0.264

0.588

0.094

0.492

0.195

0.501

0.515

0.476

-0.17

0.466

0.822

0.478

Higher education

-0.729

0.651

-0.678

0.579

-0.558

0.516

-0.375

0.518

1.268*

0.533

-0.484

0.487

0.551

0.478

Degree or higher

-1.008

0.68

-0.841

0.601

-0.026

0.503

0.441

0.5

1.289*

0.57

0.056

0.489

0.809

0.497

€10,000-20,000

-0.959

0.545

-0.918

0.498

-0.211

0.53

-0.271

0.493

-1.573*

0.743

0.271

0.407

-0.171

0.524

€20,000-40,000

-0.354

0.515

-0.339

0.478

-0.316

0.486

-0.035

0.476

-0.981

0.734

-0.219

0.378

-0.142

0.47

€40,000+

-0.308

0.583

0.012

0.565

-0.132

0.504

-0.357

0.5

-1.257

0.787

-0.254

0.443

-0.452

0.503

State

0.442

0.365

0.197

0.332

0.104

0.355

-0.042

0.31

-0.512

0.354

0.419

0.284

1.089**

0.347

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone; General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Education = no educational qualification;
Household income = less than €10,000; State = from Northern Ireland.

Appendix 2
Table A2.1: Full regression results for the dimensions and indicators of services, amenities and mobility, for those aged 65 years and over
Health and social care services
Home help services

Community nurse

Meals on wheels

Other health services

GP/doctor visits

Complementary log-log

Logit regression

Complementary log-log

Complementary log-log

Ordered logit

Control variables

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

[ 85 ]

-0.477

0.409

-0.342

0.309

0.416

0.546

-0.028

0.157

0.018

0.12

70-74

0.27

0.636

0.824

0.482

1.749

1.126

0.545**

0.205

-0.239

0.15

75+

0.811

0.493

1.448***

0.398

1.816

1.066

0.35

0.183

-0.501**

0.155

-1.491***

0.427

-1.384***

0.314

-1.157

0.632

-0.455**

0.161

0.813***

0.131

Living alone

0.970**

0.373

0.491

0.309

0.248

0.589

0.161

0.177

0.18

0.135

Urban/Rural

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Primary

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.218

0.204

Lower secondary

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.338

0.221

Upper secondary

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.346

0.241

Higher education

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.418

0.259

Degree or higher

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.178

0.269

€10,000-20,000

-0.043

0.821

-0.356

0.724

-0.842

0.874

0.124

0.366

-0.187

0.25

€20,000-40,000

-0.213

0.793

-0.236

0.663

-1.09

0.71

-0.021

0.344

0.036

0.261

€40,000+

0.268

0.953

0.234

0.757

-1.6

1.353

-0.001

0.392

0.161

0.303

State

1.151**

0.436

1.626***

0.391

1.198*

0.541

4.115***

0.377

-0.121

0.196

_cons

-3.878***

0.682

-3.787***

0.546

-4.976***

1.142

-5.015***

0.452

n/a

n/a

General health

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone; General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Education = no educational qualification;
Household income = less than €10,000; State = from Northern Ireland.
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Appendix 3
Table A3.1: Full regression results for the dimensions and indicators of material and financial resources, for those aged 65 years and over
Material deprivation
Control
Variables

Have people over

Furniture

Warm house

Shoes

Central heating

Car

Telephone

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Household
income
OLS regression

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

[ 86 ]

Male

0.426

0.283

0.373

0.218

0.421

0.398

0.49

0.541

-0.285

0.226

0.885***

0.148

-0.780*

0.322

0.054

0.029

70-74

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.03

0.2

-0.281

0.441

n/a

n/a

75+

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.881***

0.197

0.123

0.395

n/a

n/a

Living alone

-0.291

0.309

-0.281

0.217

-0.351

0.434

0.406

0.503

-0.314

0.252

-1.055***

0.154

-1.398***

0.375

-0.211***

0.03

General Health

0.837**

0.299

0.766***

0.216

0.461

0.416

0.168

0.511

-0.249

0.223

0.760***

0.157

0.664*

0.319

0.074*

0.031

Urban/Rural

-0.455

0.305

-0.216

0.225

-0.465

0.522

-1.645**

0.538

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.120***

0.03

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.087

0.224

0.297

0.386

n/a

n/a

Lower secondary

1.221*

0.505

0.886*

0.387

-0.265

0.669

2.593*

1.07

0.557

0.367

0.36

0.268

1.494*

0.673

0.094**

0.032

Upper secondary

1.059*

0.531

0.34

0.445

2.963**

1.042

0.307

0.85

1.267**

0.458

0.534

0.28

2.032*

0.798

0.267***

0.046

Higher Education

0.113

0.423

0.165

0.363

-0.493

0.495

0.285

0.685

1.476*

0.601

0.681

0.389

1.438*

0.721

0.339***

0.065

Degree or higher

3.320**

1.032

1.823**

0.569

1.006

0.691

n/a

n/a

1.615**

0.542

1.394***

0.366

2.124

1.104

0.689***

0.07

€10,000-20,000

-0.618

0.52

-1.185*

0.493

0.937

0.597

-0.591

0.857

0.970*

0.431

0.347

0.248

-0.084

0.443

n/a

n/a

€20,000+

0.744

0.677

n/a

n/a

2.148**

0.713

0.895

1.019

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

€20.000-40,000

n/a

n/a

0.49

0.539

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

2.032***

0.521

0.435

0.273

0.362

0.567

n/a

n/a

€40,000+

n/a

n/a

0.472

0.905

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

1.597*

0.757

0.682

0.391

1.543

1.106

n/a

n/a

State

-1.230**

0.398

0.173

0.225

-0.288

0.419

-1.026

0.672

-3.355***

0.446

-0.868**

0.27

-0.13

0.566

0.327***

0.031

_cons

3.900***

0.575

2.164***

0.471

2.402***

0.512

5.926***

1.114

4.045***

0.318

0.822***

0.244

3.672***

0.531

859.919*** 0.041

Primary

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone; General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Education = no educational qualification;
Household income = less than €10,000; State = from Northern Ireland.

Measuring Old-Age Social Exclusion in a Cross-Border Context

Appendix 4
Table A4.1: Full regression results for the dimension of environment, for those aged 65 years and over
Local environment
Control
variables

Problem with rubbish

Problem with vandalism

Ordered logit

Ordered logit

Beta

Standard Error

Beta

Standard Error

Male

0.038

0.127

-0.116

0.157

70-74

0.328*

0.156

-0.026

0.194

0.743***

0.166

0.639**

0.202

Living alone

0.095

0.142

-0.292

0.164

General Health

0.196

0.143

0.411*

0.166

Single

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Separated/Divorced

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Widowed

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Primary

-0.309

0.222

0.079

0.249

Lower secondary

-0.472*

0.232

0.043

0.262

Upper secondary

-0.22

0.252

0.518

0.295

Higher education

-0.554

0.289

-0.319

0.344

Degree or higher

-0.810**

0.281

-0.197

0.315

€10,000-20,000

-0.215

0.261

-0.805*

0.324

€20,000-40,000

-0.064

0.277

-0.700*

0.338

€40,000+

-0.19

0.322

-1.258**

0.391

0.543*

0.218

0.216

0.237

75+

State
*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;

Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone;
General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Education = no educational qualification; Household income = less than €10,000;
State = from Northern Ireland.
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Appendix 5
Table A5.1: Full regression results for the dimensions and indicators of civic activities, for those aged 65 years and over
Volunteering
Yes/no

Frequency

Support
non-relatives

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Ordered logit

Logistic regression

Standard
Error

Standard
Error

Voting
Control
Variables

Beta

Beta

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Cultural participation
Religious frequency

Arts/films

Sports participation

Club membership

Ordered logit

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Logistic regression

Standard
Error

Standard
Error

Standard
Error

Beta

Standard
Error

Beta

Beta

Beta

Standard
Error

Male

0.603

-0.457

0.36

-0.241

0.518

-0.309

0.165

-0.27

-0.453

-0.202

-0.464

-0.262

0.444

-0.255

1.032***

-0.171

70-74

0.191

-0.618

0.033

-0.287

0.551

-0.327

0.486

-0.314

0.181

-0.28

-0.066

-0.384

-0.05

-0.322

0.025

-0.189

-0.668

-0.462

-0.608*

-0.256

0.282

-0.339

-0.544

-0.298

0.495*

-0.234

-0.894**

-0.297

-0.871**

-0.266

-0.505**

-0.193

Living alone

n/a

n/a

0.048

-0.282

-0.056

-0.389

0.767*

-0.298

-0.115

-0.278

-0.193

-0.323

-0.043

-0.305

0.172

-0.187

General Health

n/a

n/a

1.058***

-0.256

-0.497

-0.446

0.710*

-0.302

0.443

-0.226

0.437

-0.272

0.888***

-0.256

0.722***

-0.191

Urban

-0.603

-0.413

0.281

-0.223

-0.097

-0.286

-0.385

-0.262

n/a

n/a

-0.349

-0.258

-0.279

-0.242

-0.019

-0.169

Single

0.72

-1.091

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Separated/Divorced

-1.058

-0.813

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Widowed

-0.813

-0.425

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

-0.042

-0.544

-0.958

-0.644

0.921

-0.774

-0.873*

-0.374

-0.091

-0.515

0.487

-0.583

0.259

-0.372

0.471

-0.458

0.895

-0.56

-1.05

-0.624

1.242

-0.799

-1.039**

-0.397

1.002

-0.556

1.336*

-0.614

0.483

-0.388

75+
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Primary
Lower secondary
Upper secondary

0.538

-0.589

0.606

-0.575

-1.077

-0.626

1.336

-0.814

-0.419

-0.493

1.280*

-0.591

0.744

-0.631

0.813*

-0.411

Higher Education

0.742

-0.665

1.299*

-0.583

-0.307

-0.638

0.817

-0.849

-0.548

-0.477

2.417**

-0.735

1.127

-0.638

1.049*

-0.437

Degree or higher

0.14

-0.677

1.126

-0.622

-0.891

-0.599

-0.018

-0.909

-0.245

-0.508

2.052**

-0.741

0.834

-0.665

1.158**

-0.423

€10,000 - 20,000

0.74

-0.776

0.378

-0.543

-0.2136

-0.896

0.372

-0.733

0.725

-0.433

-0.453

-0.616

-0.274

-0.575

0.645

-0.388

€20,000 - 40,000

0.741

-0.676

0.63

-0.493

-0.205

-0.845

1.253

-0.672

0.65

-0.435

-0.009

-0.585

-0.138

-0.539

0.830*

-0.402

€40,000+

0.77

-0.783

0.528

-0.571

-0.484

-0.903

1.531*

-0.734

0.888

-0.495

0.781

-0.752

0.342

-0.635

1.389**

-0.434

State

1.850***

-0.342

1.471***

-0.33

1.070*

-0.489

-0.395

-0.443

0.622*

-0.316

1.156***

-0.345

1.389***

-0.349

-0.717*

-0.3

_cons

0.613

-0.594

-3.469***

-0.641

-3.790***

-0.729

-0.434

-0.604

-1.775

-0.601

-3.118***

-0.525

*p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001;
Note: Reference categories for control variables are: Sex = female; Age category = 65-69; Household composition = not living alone; General health = poor; Urban/rural residence = rural; Marital status = married;
Education = no educational qualification; Household income = less than €10,000; State = from Northern Ireland.
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