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How the government chooses to manage the economy,
however, will be influenced by the amount of resources
available to it. If the government aims, for example, to

work for significant reductions in poverty it will require
consistent economic growth to carry out this task. Likewise,
the capacity of the political system to implement rights is
dependent on economic resources. On the other hand, a
certain level of equality and social cohesion is necessary for
economic growth.

Social expenditure can therefore be considered as an
investment in the economy. As Kenworthy (2007) argues,
income equality is possible in modern capitalism and

it helps rather than hurts the economy. In line with the
conclusion of the National Competitiveness Council (NCC)
report on Wellbeing and Competitiveness there is no
necessary trade-off between growth and equality. Both

are necessary. Both reinforce the other and are mutually
dependent on each other. This section explores a framework
for understanding alternative analysis for development and
points to international examples where alternative economic
and social models are viable policy models which result in
better social outcomes. It draws on varieties of capitalism
literature, welfare regime literature and Sapir's models of
development which differentiates a state’s economic and
social outcomes according to levels of equity and efficiency.
The central message is that there are models of development

which are compatible with both growth and equity and
can realise strong social outcomes while maintaining and
reinforcing competitiveness.

Finland is offered as an example of a small state which

has achieved such a sustainable model of development.
While not possible in this paper, it would be useful to learn
more about the Finnish or other small successful state’s
development processes.

However it is important to enter some caveats. Every
country experiences its own path dependant growth where
historically unique decisions and events carve the initial
shape and subsequent development of each nation’s
institutions and policies. There are, therefore, serious

limits to what policy learning can be simply transferred
from one country to another. Development is not only a
matter of political choice; there are other resource, skills,
institutional capacity, geographic and historical contexts to
be considered. Typologies of models of development below
are limited in that they represent simple realities. The social
and economic reality of any country is far more complex,
ambiguous and differentiated than a simple picture
suggests. Migrants, for example, will not experience the level
of equality suggested in the Nordic model of development.



ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT MODELS

As NCC (2008) argues, in the present Irish model of
development we tend to define development as economic
growth and use the Irish level of GDP (a measurement of the
total value of traded goods and services produced in Ireland)
as a measurement of development. However this is limited
and misleading for the following reasons. It says nothing
about whether growth is sustainable, that is, if it can look
after the needs of today without jeopardising the needs

of future generations. It says nothing about how national
income is distributed between regions, social classes, men
and women, age groups or ethnic groups. It does not include
any assessment of the value of unpaid work, including care
work done by women. It places positive value on activities
that actually harm the environment (e.g. driving motor cars)
and places less value on constructive activities that sustain
the environment (e.g. cycling). Finally it includes the value of
profits made in Ireland but transferred abroad.

There are other, alternative, forms of measurement that
CP might wish to consider:

+ The UN Human Development Index (HDI) measures life
expectancy, literacy, and income above the poverty level;
the Gender-Related Development Index adds gender
inequality (hdr.undp.org)

« The GPI Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI) uses 22
social,economic and environmental indicators
to measure progress (Www.unpac.ca.)

« The Irish Central Statistics Office, in Measuring Ireland’s
Progress, reports annually on a wide range of social and
economic indicators (Www.cso.ie).

From a poverty perspective, economic growth is most useful
if it provides resources that are used to promote wellbeing.
Some economic growth can bring employment, improved
standards of living, better infrastructure and public services.

However, resources generated by growth are not always
used for maximising public welfare. They can, for example,
be given to the rich in tax breaks. The benefits of growth
have to outweigh the costs incurred in pursuing economic
growth. The costs can include environmental damage from
construction, chemicals and motorways; wastage of very
finite resources; greater inequality; and problems associated
with urban expansion, crime and vandalism. Growth can
impact more harshly on some sectors of the population
than on others. Women, for example, were increasingly
carrying the double burden of care and work in the fast-
growing Irish economy during the boom years. There are
some types of economic growth which should be avoided
because of their negative effects such as jobless growth (no
employment), ruthless growth (going only to the rich), voiceless
growth (little democratic growth or individual empowerment),
rootless growth (community/cultural identity diminishes) and
futureless growth (resources of future generations are used up).

The first thing to do then is adopt a definition and
measurement of sustainable human development.

This is likely to be a complex definition with numerous
measurements and requires that the values underpinning
such an alternative definition are made clear and those that
inform the dominant model of development are challenged.
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An alternative model will require values of social solidarity
taking priority, economic growth being seen as a means to
sustainable and equitable social development especially
for the poorest and most vulnerable in our society, and
the broadening of decision-making processes to include

a much wider range of stakeholders (as evidenced by

the participatory budgetary processes now common
throughout Latin America). A final and very important
consideration is to challenge the current dominant model
that gives priority to issues of efficiency in favour of an
alternative model that seeks to balance efficiency with

a concern for equity. Scharpf and Schmidt (2001) argue
that the type of public discourse about these values is an
important dimension of promoting an alternative model
of development and building support for it. Discourse can
be closed, exclusive and co-ordinative or open inclusive
and communicative. This process of creating values
through open public discourse is a core part of a model of
development and is discussed further later in this section.

The next stage is to develop a model of development

that promotes both growth and equality. While nearly all
economies are mixed capitalist economies, there are great
differences between them. Some varieties of capitalism
create less poverty and inequality than others. Sapir (2005)
differentiated countries to the degree that they were
efficient and equitable, or competitive and fair. Table 10

illustrates that if you live in certain places you are less likely

to be poor and more likely to enjoy equality.

Balancing growth and equity

Box 1:
Equality

Germany, France, Luxembourg

Box 3:

Inequality

Spain, Greece, Italy

Source: Andre Sapir, 2005.

Countries that are not very competitive but
have equality Continental countries: Belgium,

Countries that are not very competitive and
have high inequality Mediterranean countries:

There are clear links between the variety of capitalism a
country chooses and the extent of poverty and inequality

it experiences. For example, there is a proven link between
high social spending and achieving equality (Timenon, 2005)
so a model of development with high social expenditure

is likely to be good for equality. One of the reasons the
Nordic countries are more equal is that their governments
provide universal services that are accessible to all. Because
everyone uses them, and because they are high quality,
citizens are more willing to pay the high taxes required

to fund the services.
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This would be necessary to pursue policies that will elevate

Ireland to the top right quadrant. This, of course, is a
question of values.

Uncompetitive/inefficient Very competitive/efficient

Box 2:

Countries that are very competitive and have
equality Nordic countries: Denmark, Sweden,
Finland, The Netherlands, Austria

Box 4:

Countries that are very competitive but have
inequality Anglo-Saxon countries: UK, Ireland,
Portugal
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Another approach to analysing different models of
development in today’s world that has become influential
over recent years comes from the Varieties of Capitalism
literature (Table 1).

Varieties of capitalism

Coordinated market
economies (CMEs)

Liberal market

economies (LMEs)

Australia Austria
New Zealand Japan
Canada Belgium
UK Netherlands
Ireland Denmark
us Norway
Finland
Sweden
Iceland
Switzerland
Germany

Source: Hall and Soskice, 2001: 20.

Situating Ireland in this context, it emerges clearly as a
Liberal Market Economy (LME) which has achieved high
levels of economic and employment growth since 1987

but at the cost of growing relative poverty and high levels

of income inequality, and with a liberal regime in the

sphere of labour relations (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 17-23).
However, what creates a certain puzzle about the Irish

case is that, at least since the late 1980s, it has developed
some of the coordinative mechanisms such as corporativist
arrangements between the state and social partners that are
more associated with the Coordinated Market Economies
(CMEs). This has led some analysts to speak of Ireland

as ‘a new and developing form of governance’ (Taylor,

2005: 4) or, as seems to be the case among policy makers
internationally, a new model of successful development

for the era of globalisation. However, instead of fostering a
greater tradeoff between growth and equity which is what
these mechanisms have traditionally been seen as doing,
Ireland’s extensive social partnership arrangements function
rather to impose the disciplines of a competitive market

economy on society and to draw in the trade unions and the
community and voluntary sector to make their activities
compatible with a strongly market-oriented approach to
policy and to make them even more dependent on the state.

Another factor that marks Ireland out as distinctive in

the context of the varieties of capitalism literature is its
very heavy dependence on foreign companies which have
provided its growth dynamic over the course of the Celtic
Tiger period and which still dominate the cutting-edge
export sectors of the economy. In this regard, therefore,
the comparative institutional advantage built by the Irish
state is based on a strong orientation towards attracting
Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and it is this feature which
conditions the strategic interactions between the state

and firms, the state and domestic actors, and the state and
the European Union (EU). For example, the Irish state has
opposed trenchantly any attempt to co-ordinate taxation
systems within the EU, fearing it will result in common

tax regimes for corporations and therefore undercut the
comparative advantage Ireland has built up through its low
corporation-tax regime. Ireland’s high level of dependence
on US firms, therefore, severely limits the room for
manoeuvre of the Irish political economy even if the Irish
state were interested in adopting the more co-coordinative
or collaborative approach that characterises the CMEs. The
leading US firms operating in Ireland depend much more
on sources of capital in the United States and on innovative
capacity developed there. The collaborative relations they
maintain with Irish firms tend to be of the outsourcing
variety rather than the dense collaborative networks that
characterise the CMEs. Finally, Ireland has shown little
awareness of the economic benefits to be achieved from
generous investment in social benefits, such as replacement
rates for the unemployed or pensions for the retired, which
again characterise the CMEs. Far from constituting a new
political economy model therefore, Ireland emerges as a
particular type of LME highly dependent on foreign firms.
Social partnership has been used to reinforce this model
and to argue for acceptance of the inequality associated the
model rather then, as in CMEs, to act as a political forum to
negotiate and win acceptance for the policy mix required to
reduce market inequalities.
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Liberal Inequality
& poverty

Hall and Soskice note a correspondence between types of
political economies and types of welfare states. They write
that ‘virtually all liberal market economies are accompanied
by “liberal” welfare states, whose emphasis on means-
testing and low levels of benefits reinforce the fluid labour
markets that firms use to manage their relations with
labour’ (Hall and Soskice, 2001: 50-51). Much discussion has
taken place about where Ireland stands in the typology
developed by Esping-Andersen (1990).

Esping-Andersen places Ireland as part of the Anglo-Saxon
nations together with Australia, the US, New Zealand,
Canada and the UK. Despite valid criticisms of Esping-
Andersen’s typology, however, there is a widespread
recognition in the Irish literature that Ireland is closest to
the liberal model and has many features associated with
a liberal, residual or Anglo-Saxon welfare regime. These
include a Poor Law legacy of ‘less eligibility’ or keeping
social welfare payments below the lowest unskilled wage,
ungenerous social welfare payments associated with

Conservative
Insiders/Outsiders

.............................................

Social Democatic
Equality

low Replacement Ratios (RRs®), an exceptionally high
proportion of means-tested payments (NESC, 2005: 98)
and flat-rate social insurance payments. Even taking

into account both public and private spending on social
inclusion, the OECD finds Ireland is a low spender on social
protection by EU standards (NESC, 2005: 113). Ireland has
low levels of social expenditure or transfer effort relative to
wealth as measured by GNP or GDP. Finally, when evidence
of welfare outcomes is reviewed Ireland ranks among those
countries with the highest levels of relative poverty and
income inequalities in the OECD. Little wonder then that
many classify Ireland as a liberal welfare regime. Murphy
and Millar take issue with the NESC document on the
developmental welfare state since it argues that Ireland

is a hybrid welfare state. They see this as ‘confusing and
unhelpful’ since it ‘obscures the reality of a failed welfare
state, hides the role tax and social welfare policy play in
growing inequality and treats high levels of relative income
poverty as less problematic than they really are’ (Murphy
and Millar, 2007: 83). Whatever the difficulties about
classifying the Irish welfare state, these are certainly the
characteristics that distinguish it.

14 Cousins points out that subsequent references to Ireland in later chapters of the book place it in different clusters and he comments:
‘The Irish welfare state is obviously a very moveable feast but not one which Esping-Andersen attempted to digest’ (Cousins, 2005: 10).
Cousins finds Esping-Andersen’s typology problematic for a case like Ireland as it pays no attention to post-colonial peripheral countries
that have been highly dependent in the global political economy. His discussion places Ireland in a group of Atlantic countries as it bears
similarities to the British welfare state but also to southern European countries like Italy, Spain and Portugal sharing with the latter
Catholicism and relatively late development (ibid.: 136-58). O’Shea and Kennelly similarly find problems with Esping-Andersen’s typology
and suggest that a classification developed by Alber based on two crucial sets of relationships in social care provision, one between
church and state and the other between centre and periphery, is potentially a much more interesting framework for peripheral, post-
colonial countries like Ireland (O’Shea and Kennelly, 2002: 57-63).

15 Replacement ratios measure the ratio of income when unemployed to income when in work (Callan et al., 1996).
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Conclusion

There is scope therefore to vary Ireland’s model of
economic and social development, its variety of
capitalism or its welfare regime so as to increase

the likelihood of generating more equal outcomes.

This can be done in a way that does not threaten
competitiveness or efficiency. The following principles could
be used to frame the macroeconomic policy priorities of an
alternative model of development:

- Sustainable growth, industrial policy
and national infrastructure

 Education, training and labour market framework
«  Wealth, income distribution and access to employment

« Commitment to public services and regulation
for high standards

- Gender equality, economic autonomy
and an ethic of care

+ Equality framework

+ Inclusive governance and democratic participation

In gender terms Ireland is associated with a strong
male breadwinner welfare regime with a family-based
payment, low labour market participation of women
and a relatively underdeveloped care infrastructure.

The role of civil society in creating
alternative discourses

As mentioned earlier, public discourse about values is a

key part of the process of agreeing any national model of
development and Irish social partnership has played a key
role in orienting the Irish model less towards equality than
towards competition. These wider relationships between the
state and various civil society actors, and the institutions
which underpin these relations, also help to create or
maintain the common values associated with a model of
development. In the last 20 years, the state corporatist
institutional relations or Irish social partnership has played a
key role in promoting ‘a shared understanding’ or consensus
about the Irish model of development. Community and
Voluntary organisations in social partnership have according
to Broderick (2002) been caught in the ‘smothering
embrace’ of the present consensus about the Irish model of
development and are less able to articulate or perhaps even
imagine alternatives.

However, Irish power relations have been described in

many ways other than corporatist (including patriarchal,
elitist and pluralist). In the last 20 years, the Irish state

has also reinvented its relationship with wider civil society
organisations in the community and voluntary sector. While
the publication of the White Paper on Supporting Voluntary
Activity (2000) marked a formal pluralist engagement

with an independent civil society, Harvey (2008) argues
subsequent events since 2002 marked a pulling back by

a state more willing to punish those who dissent from

the ‘shared understanding’ about the Irish model of
development and to control civil society organisations
through funding and legal requirements that direct civil
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society into service delivery activities and away from a
political role of articulating alternatives. The Budget 2009
decision to integrate the Combat Poverty Agency into the
Department of Social and Family Affairs and to abolish
the National Consultative Committee on Racism and
Interculturalism is a firm indication of the government’s
intent to minimise the articulation of alternatives.

Civil society organisations are often thought of as having
a relatively autonomous space between the market and
the state. Such civil society actors have a crucial role to
play in influencing the nature of political economy models
and in ensuring a better tradeoff between efficiency and
equity considerations. Different models of development
or varieties of capitalism stress different models of
power relations between elites, the state and society
more generally. As the global market economy and the
nature of the capitalist market changes, so too the state
and its relationships with civil society changes. Civil
society actors often play a powerful role in organising
counter-discourse or counter movements to dominant
groups in the state and the market at the same time

the state, in attempting to manage in a context of
globalisation, has an interest in developing or harnessing
a governance relationship with civil society actors.

So too, there are traditions within civil society groups as to
whether integrationist or conflict approaches best meet the
goals or objectives of those groups.

It is paradoxical indeed that the period which saw the most
draconian and inegalitarian state fiscal policy was when the
state had the greatest resources it had ever enjoyed. All of
this highlights just how little influence social actors have
had on key state policy through the many fora of social
partnership. They have been co-opted into an elite-driven
consensus which has offered no real prospect of achieving a
greater balance between goals of efficiency and equity in the
Irish political economy. This is not to argue against social
partnership. Rather it is to highlight how the Irish experience
stands in marked contrast to the forms of concertation

that characterise social democratic polities in which social
actors (particularly trade unions) achieve real tradeoffs with
employers.

Another world is possible. But as Anne Marie Smith

(1998: 7) writes, ‘political struggle does nevertheless
depend in part on the ability to imagine alternative worlds’.
Geoghegan and Powell also argue that there is potential
for renewed discourse about alternatives. They write that
‘while active citizenship in the community sector may have
largely been co-opted as a tool of government, it has the
potential to reflexively reimagine itself as a democratic force
where active citizens resist the alienating effect of thin
representative democracy — and build counter discourses’
(Geoghegan and Powell, 2007: 48). And, let us remember
that, in the words of Susan George ‘there are a thousand
alternatives’ (2003:181).
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Glossary of Terms

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is the total value of all goods and services produced in an economy
in a given time period, regardless of whether this income stays inside or outside the country.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/other_releases/2006/progress2006/
measuringirelandsprogress.pdf

Gross National Product (GNP) is the total value of all goods and services produced in an economy in a
given time period and which stays inside the country.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/other_releases/2006/progress2006/
measuringirelandsprogress.pdf

This indicator focuses on the relative risk of poverty in relation to the rest of the population in a
country rather than the absolute risk of poverty. Hence a person classified as in poverty in one country
would not necessarily be classified as in poverty in another country if they were at the same absolute
income level.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/other_releases/2006/progress2006/
measuringirelandsprogress.pdf

This measure identifies the proportion of people, from those with an income below a certain threshold
(less than 60% of median income), who are deprived of two or more goods or services considered
essential for a basic standard of living e.g. a warm coat, sufficient food or adequate heating. The
consistent poverty measure was devised in 1987 using indicators of deprivation based on standards of
living at that time. The Government in 2007 accepted the advice of the ESRI to revise the deprivation
indicators to better reflect current living standards and, in particular, to focus to a greater degree on
items reflecting social inclusion and participation in society. This resulted in the measure, originally
based on lacking one or more items from an 8-item index, changing to one based on lacking two or
more items from the following 11-item index:

1. Two pairs of strong shoes

2. A warm waterproof overcoat

3. Buy new not second-hand clothes

4. Eat meals with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second day
5. Have a roast joint or its equivalent once a week

6. Had to go without heating during the last year through lack of money

7. Keep the home adequately warm

8. Buy presents for family or friends at least once a year

9. Replace any worn out furniture



10. Have family or friends for a drink or meal once a month

11. Have a morning, afternoon or evening out in the last fortnight, for entertainment This revised
set of deprivation indicators will be used to measure consistent poverty over the duration of the
new NAPinclusion. The current (2006) rate of consistent poverty using the new measure is 6.5%,
having reduced from 8.2% in 2003.

Note that it is enforced deprivation that is relevant in this context. For example, a household may not
have a roast once a week. The household is classified as deprived of this basic indicator only if the
reason they didn’t have it was because they could not afford it.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/other_releases/2006/progress2006/
measuringirelandsprogress.pdf

The ‘at risk of poverty’ indicator identifies all those (households or people)
who fall below a certain income threshold, which in the EU has been set at 60% of the median income.
Median income is the amount that divides the income distribution into two equal parts, half of people
having incomes above the median and half having incomes below the median. This measure is the best
known and quoted indicator as it affords some comparisons with other countries. It does not, however,
measure poverty as such, but rather the proportion of people below a certain income threshold who
may be ‘at risk of poverty’. Whether persons below the 60 per cent threshold are actually experiencing
poverty will depend on a number of factors. These include:

« The degree to which income is below the relevant thresholds;

« Thelength of time on this relatively low income - a long such period can lead to real deprivation,
as a person’s assets run down and cannot be fully maintained or replaced;

« Possession and use of other assets, especially one’s own home.

http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

This is the ratio of total
equivalised income received by the 20% of persons with the highest income (top quintile) to that
received by the 20% of persons with the lowest income (lowest quintile).
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

This is the difference between the median equivalised income of
persons below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold and the at-risk-of-poverty threshold, expressed as a
percentage of the at-risk-of-poverty threshold. The purpose of the indicator is to measure how far below
the poverty threshold the median income of people at risk of poverty is. The closer the median income
is to the threshold the smaller the percentage will be.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

This indicator is calculated based on two
alternative measures of equivalised income. The first calculates equivalised income as the total
disposable household income including old-age and survivors’ benefits but excluding all other social
transfers. The second excludes all social transfers. Any person with an equivalised income before social
transfers of less than 60% of the median after social transfers is considered at risk of poverty before



social transfers (i.e. the same threshold is used for calculating the rate before and after social transfers).
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

The gini-coefficient is commonly used to measure income inequality in a society. If
there was perfect equality (i.e. each person receives the same income) the Gini coefficient would be 0%.
A Gini coefficient of 100% would indicate there was total inequality and the entire national income was
in the hands of one person. Ireland’s 2005 gini co-efficient of 32.4 was higher than the previous two
years and one of the highest in Europe.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

This is a measure of the share of persons with an equivalised
total net income below the risk-of-poverty threshold in the current year and in at least two of the
preceding three years. Thus the calculation of this indicator requires 4 years data. Although EU-SILC
began in Ireland in 2003, only half the target sample was interviewed. We have been able to calculate a
provisional persistent risk of poverty rate of 13.2% based on this data. However, we will not be able to
produce a reliable estimate for this indicator until 2007 data is analysed, at which point we will have
four full years data (2004-2007).
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

At a national level, data from the EU-SILC is used to monitor and evaluate progress towards achieving
the targets set out in the National Anti-Poverty Strategy (NAPS). The NAPS was initiated by the
Government after the 1995 United Nations Social Summit in Copenhagen, Denmark. The strategy,
launched in 1997, sets out the extent of poverty, identifies the main themes, and formulates strategic
responses to combat poverty in Ireland. The strategic aims of the NAPS fall into five key areas:

- Educational Disadvantage

« Unemployment

« Income adequacy

- Disadvantaged Urban Areas

- Rural Poverty

The key NAPS indicator derived from EU-SILC is the consistent poverty measure, which combines
relative income measures with a lack of what are considered to be basic resources. Originally the NAPS
referred to the calculation of the threshold as 60% of the mean equivalised income, but it is now
generally accepted that 60% of the median is a more appropriate method.
http://www.cso.ie/releasespublications/documents/eu_silc/current/eusilc.pdf

a system whereby the state undertakes ostensibly to protect the health and well-being
of its citizens, especially those in financial need.
http://www.socialpolicy.ca/w-z.htm



CP: Community Platform

CPA: Combat Poverty Agency

CWC: Community Workers Co-op

DWS: Developmental Welfare State

ESRI: Economic and Social Research Institute

EU: European Union

EU-SILC: European Union- Survey on Income and Living Conditions

GDP: Gross Domestic Product

GNP: Gross National Product

GPI: Genuine Progress Indicator

NAPS: National Anti-Poverty Strategy

NAPinclusion: National Action Plan for Social Inclusion 2007-2016

NCC: National Competitiveness Council

NCCRI: National Consultative Committee on Racism and Interculturalism
NESC: National Economic and Social Council

OECD: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

RR: Replacement Ratios

T16: Towards 2016 Ten-Year Framework Social Partnership Agreement 2006-2015

UN HDI: United Nations Human Development Index



Notes




The Community Platform is a network of 28 National organisations
which work to address poverty and social exclusion.

Organisations currently in the Community Platform are:

ATD 4th World

Age Action Ireland

Community Action Network

Community Workers Cooperative

Cairde

European Anti-Poverty Network (EAPN) Ireland
Gay and Lesbian Equality Network

Immigrant Council of Ireland

Irish Association of Older People

Irish National Organisation of the Unemployed
Irish Penal Reform Trust

Irish Refugee Council

Irish Rural Link

Irish Traveller Movement

Migrant Rights Centre Ireland

National Adult Literacy Agency

National Network of Women’s Refuges & Support Services
National Traveller Women’s Forum

National Women’s Council of Ireland

Older Women’s Network

OPEN

Pavee Point

Rape Crisis Network Ireland

Simon Communities of Ireland

Threshold

Voluntary Drug Treatment Network
Vincentian Partnership for Justice

Women’s Aid
Community Platform T: +91 779030 E: annecostello@cwc.ie
C/0O Community Workers’ Co-operative F: +91779033 W: www.cwc.ie

1st Floor, Unit 4, Tuam Rd. Centre, Tuam Rd.,
Galway





